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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 OVERVIEW

On March 8, 2007, the City of Stockton (City) distributed to public agencies and the general public a draft
environmental impact report (DEIR) for the Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan Project in accordance with the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The project applicant, PCCP Mariposa Lakes,
LLC, is proposing to construct a mixed-use community and supporting infrastructure and roadway improvements.
Mariposa Lakes would consist of approximately 3,810 acres of urban development, comprising approximately
11.5 million square feet of industrial and business/professional development; 1.0 million square feet of
commercial development; approximately 10,566 low-, medium-, and high-density residential units; and schools,
parks, recreation areas, open spaces, and other amenities. The project site is located immediately adjacent to and
south of the Stockton city limits, south of State Route 4 (SR 4) and east of Mariposa Road. The project site would
require annexation to the City of the Stockton.

In accordance with Section 15105 of the State CEQA Guidelines, a 45-day public review period was provided for
the DEIR. The review period began on March 8, 2007 and ended on April 23, 2007. The DEIR evaluated the
potential environmental effects of the proposed project and four alternatives: the No Project Alternative, Reverse
Residential/Industrial Uses Alternative, Site Design Alternative, and Reduced Project Alternative. Written
comments were received from state and local agencies and from organizations and individuals.

This final EIR (FEIR) has been prepared to respond to comments received on and to make appropriate revisions
to the DEIR. The FEIR has been prepared by the City in accordance with Sections 15089 and 15132 of the State
CEQA Guidelines. The City is the lead agency under CEQA.

The FEIR consists of the entire DEIR (Volumes I through VI1I) and the comments, responses to comments, and
revisions to the DEIR that are contained in this volume (Volume VIII).

1.2 PURPOSE OF THE FINAL EIR

Public Resources Code Section 21091 requires a lead agency that has completed a DEIR to consult with and
obtain comments from public agencies that have legal jurisdiction with respect to the proposed action, and to
provide the general public with opportunities to comment on the DEIR. This FEIR has been prepared to respond
to comments received from agencies and members of the public on the DEIR for the Mariposa Lakes Specific
Plan Project.

1.3 CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS

The State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088(a), state that written responses to comments received on the DEIR
must describe the disposition of significant environmental issues. In particular, the major environmental issues
raised when the lead agency’s position differs from recommendations and objections raised in the comments must
be addressed.

1.4 REQUIREMENTS FOR CERTIFICATION AND FUTURE STEPS IN
PROJECT APPROVAL

The EIR is intended to be used by the Stockton City Council when considering approval of the proposed project
or an alternative to the proposed project.

In accordance with CEQA, the DEIR was circulated for public and agency review and comment on March 8,
2007. The comment period closed on April 23, 2007. Comments were received from federal, state, and local
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agencies, and from private organizations and individuals. Following completion of the FEIR, the Stockton City
Council will hold a public meeting(s) to consider certification of the FEIR and to decide whether or not to
approve the proposed project or an alternative. A notice of determination will then be filed. If the city council
approves the proposed project (or an alternative), it will prepare and adopt written findings of fact for each
significant environmental impact identified in the EIR; a statement of overriding considerations, if needed; and a
mitigation monitoring and reporting program.

Based on the available information, the No Project Alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative
under CEQA. Of the “build” alternatives, the Reduced Project Alternative would be the environmentally superior
alternative.

1.5 ORGANIZATION AND FORMAT OF THE FINAL EIR

This FEIR is organized as follows:
» Chapter 1, “Introduction,” describes the purpose and content of the FEIR.

» Chapter 2, “Minor Modifications to the Project,” describes minor modifications to the proposed project and
whether there are any affects to any of the issue areas analyzed or mitigation measures identified in the DEIR.

» Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” presents responses to environmental issues raised in multiple comments.
They are organized by topic to provide a more comprehensive response than may be possible in responding to
individual comments, and so that reviewers can readily locate all relevant information pertaining to those
issues that appear to be of greatest public concern.

» Chapter 4, “Comments and Individual Responses,” contains a list of all agencies, organizations, and persons
who submitted comments on the DEIR during the public review period, copies of the comment letters
submitted, cross references to relevant master responses, and individual responses to the comments that are
not addressed in master responses.

» Chapter 5, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices,” presents corrections,
clarifications and other revisions to the DEIR text based on issues raised by the comments on the DEIR.
Changes in the text are indicated by strikeouts where text is removed and by underline where text is added.
This section contains errata to the DEIR appendices.

» Chapter 6, “New Chapter 23 of the DEIR” presents an analysis of the impacts of global climate change on the
project.

» Chapter 7, “Revised Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures,” is a revised version of Table 2-2
that was circulated with the DEIR. This table summarizes the project impacts and mitigation measures, as
revised based on changes shown in this FEIR.

» Chapter 8, “References,” includes the references to documents used to support the comment responses.

» Chapter 9, “List of Final EIR Preparers,” lists the individuals who assisted in the preparation of this FEIR.

The DEIR consisted of seven volumes. Volume | contained the EIR text, and VVolumes 11 through VI contained
the appendices. This document is Volume VIII of the EIR. Together, the eight volumes constitute the FEIR.

EDAW Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR
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2  MINOR MODIFICATIONS TO THE PROJECT

2.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter contains a summary of changes to the proposed project that have occurred after circulation of the
draft environmental impact report (DEIR) for public review and comment. Actual edits to DEIR text are
contained in Chapter 5 of this final EIR (FEIR), “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR
Appendices.”

2.2 SUMMARY OF CHANGES TO THE PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.2.1 COMMUNITY PARKS

The proposed 30-acre regional sports complex discussed on page 3-31 is no longer part of the proposed project.
Instead, that area would be planned for additional industrial land uses. There would still be a total of six
community parks in the specific plan area (SPA). The total acreage of community and neighborhood parks has
been reduced from 206.3 acres to 196.5 acres. As discussed on page 15-19 of the DEIR, to meet the City of
Stockton (City) park standards, the proposed project would be required to provide approximately 165.9 acres of
parkland. Therefore, the reduced parkland acreage of 196.5 acres would still meet the City’s standards, and the
conclusions in the DEIR regarding public park facilities remain unchanged. Noise and air quality impact
conclusions and mitigation measures in the DEIR also remain unchanged, because these impacts are already
identified as potentially significant and mitigation measures are included that would, in some cases, reduce the
impact to less than significant. In other cases, the impact would be significant and unavoidable after
implementation of mitigation. See DEIR Chapter 6, “Air Quality,” and Chapter 13, “Noise,” for a discussion of
these impacts. Impact 4-4, related to new light and glare and nighttime skyglow effects, would still be significant
and unavoidable with the change from sports park to industrial land uses, because the project as a whole would
still generate a substantial amount of nighttime skyglow effects as compared to existing conditions. Traffic
impacts related to this land use change are discussed below in Section 2.2.2.

2.2.2 MEASURES INCORPORATED INTO THE SPECIFIC PLAN TO REDUCE
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

In March 2008, the California Attorney General’s (AG’s) office published information to assist local government
agencies in carrying out their duties under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as they relate to
global warming. This publication, titled The California Environmental Quality Act—Addressing Global Warming
Impacts at the Local Agency Level, identifies various measures that can be incorporated into development projects
to help combat the adverse effects of global warming. Accordingly, a list of the AG’s “Generally Applicable”
measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions that have been incorporated into the MLSP has been added to the
project description (see FEIR Chapter 5). The Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan (MLSP) achieves a compliance
rating of over 90% for these project-specific measures. As discussed in detail in Impact 6-4 (FEIR Chapter 5), an
individual project by itself cannot generate enough greenhouse gas emissions to substantially influence global
climate change. A project participates in this impact by its incremental contribution which, when combined with
the cumulative contributions of all other sources of greenhouse gases, cause global climate change impacts. As
noted in the AG’s memo, specific measures should not be considered in isolation, but as part of a larger set of
measures implemented by all projects for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions and the subsequent effects of
global warming.

Furthermore, the builders of residential construction in the Mariposa Lakes SPA would comply with “Build-It-
Green,” green point rated guidelines in effect at the time of construction. The builders of non-residential
construction (i.e., commercial, industrial) in the Mariposa Lakes SPA would comply with LEED-certified
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standards in effect at the time of construction. The builders of non-residential construction would not be required
to participate in the formal LEED inspection and certification process, but would be required to demonstrate to
the City the ability to be certified to LEED standards.

2.2.3 TRAFFIC ANALYSIS FOR INCREASED INDUSTRIAL ACREAGE

TJKM Transportation Consultants performed a traffic analysis to determine if the proposed 30-acre increase in
industrial land use (from 614.4 acres to 644.6 acres) from of the removal of the regional sports park would result
in any changes to the significance conclusions or mitigation measures related to traffic contained in the DEIR.
The proposed project at full buildout would generate 161,012 daily trips. The additional 30 acres of industrial land
use would generate the following trips: 783 total per day (0.48% increase), with 266 trips during a.m. peak hour
(1.6% increase) and 355 trips during the p.m. peak hour (1.6% increase). Based on the assumptions used for the
traffic study (DEIR Appendix U), approximately 80% of these 783 new trips would originate from or be destined
for locations outside the SPA. In the near-term traffic scenarios studied in Appendix U and analyzed in Chapter
16, “Transportation and Circulation” of the DEIR, no study intersections would operate at or near unacceptable
levels of service (LOS), and therefore the additional 783 trips would not result in any changes to the current
significance conclusions or mitigation requirements. In the long-term scenarios, the “plus project” traffic
scenarios result in five intersections with unacceptable LOS, and the DEIR concludes these impacts would be
significant and unavoidable. The addition of 783 trips to these five intersections would contribute to the projected
significant and unavoidable impacts. None of the other intersections evaluated under the long-term “plus project”
scenarios would operate at or near unacceptable LOS, and therefore the additional 783 trips would not result in
any changes to the significance conclusions contained in the DEIR or result in any new mitigation measures.

2.2.4 TRAFFIC ANALYSIS FOR STATE ROUTE 4 REALIGNMENT STUDY

Since the time the DEIR was prepared, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) authorized TIKM
Transportation Consultants to prepare a Traffic Forecast and Traffic Operations Report (February 15, 2008) to
evaluate nine alternative configurations of State Route (SR) 4 between Jack Tone Road (in San Joaquin County)
and the City of Stockton. This work is associated with the Project Study Report (PSR) being prepared for the SR 4
project, which is separate from the MLSP project. The SR 4 project is being implemented because without
improvement or realignment, SR 4 would degrade to LOS “F” conditions under full buildout of the City’s 2035
General Plan Update. The Traffic Forecast and Traffic Operations Report prepared by TIKM includes modeling
that uses the same traffic scenarios examined in the Traffic Study for the Proposed Mariposa Lakes Development
(DEIR Appendix U) and uses the same 2035 General Plan Update traffic data as was used for the proposed
project. While the traffic analysis contained in DEIR Chapter 16, “Transportation and Circulation” and in
Appendix U focused on a realignment of SR 4 through the MLSP project site, any of the other eight alternatives
being evaluated in the SR 4 PSR process could be selected and implemented by Caltrans. The Traffic Forecast
and Traffic Operations Report includes an analysis of traffic that would be generated under the MLSP within each
of the nine alternative configurations and specifies the required improvements associated with each configuration.
The text of the Traffic Forecast and Traffic Operations Report is attached to the FEIR as new Appendix EE.

In the event that Caltrans selected an alternative that did not involve realignment of SR 4 through the MLSP
project site, the roadway alignment that has been analyzed in the DEIR would still be implemented as a hew
arterial/collector within the SPA. This roadway would not be extended west over the BNSF railroad.

Since the DEIR was prepared, Caltrans has conducted additional studies on the proposped SR 4 alternatives, and
it appears likely that Caltrans will select the alternative identified in Appendix EE as “Alternative 2A — Martin
Luther King Interchange.” That alternative would including the following work:

» Reconstruct Mariposa interchange to Type L-9 partial cloverleaf;

» Realign frontage roads south of Mariposa interchange;
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» Construct combination Type L-7/L-8 interchange at Golden Gate Avenue;
» Realign and improve Golden Gate Avenue;

» Shoofly structure over SR 99 for BNSF Railroad. Shoofly structure would be utilized as permanent Martin
Luther King/Charter Way overcrossing;

» Reconstruct BNSF UP to provide standard vertical clearance and accommodate 8-line SR 99;
» Widen Mormon Slough bridge;

» Cul-de-sac Farmington Road at Stagecoach Road A at-grade connection to Farmington Road over the BNSF
(under consideration); and

» Cul-de-sac Olive Avenue at SR 4.

As stated above, the major east-west roadway alignment through the SPA that has been analyzed in the DEIR
entitled as “SR Realignment” would still be constructed—it would become a new arterial/collector road within the
SPA, and selection of the Caltrans “Alternative 2A” would not result in any new significant traffic impacts at the
project site.

2.2.5 REVISED FIGURES

Figures 3-8, 3-11, and 3-16 have been revised to show changes that have occurred as a result of removal of the
30-acre regional sports complex. Figures 3-9, 3-31, 3-37 have been revised to show the correct city limit
boundary. Figure 3-10 has been revised to show the parcels within the SPA that are not controlled by the project
applicant. The owners of these parcels have indicated they do not wish to participate in the proposed project and
therefore, would not be annexed to the City. Figure 3-20 has been revised to show additional street details; to
indicate an increase in the right-of-way of the proposed SR 4 alignment from 174 to 180 feet; to show an
additional proposed Class | bike path west of the SRA; and to show the correct City limit boundary. Figure 3-35
has been revised to show the project’s connection with the existing System No. 8 sewer force main.

2.2.6 TYPOGRAPHICAL ERRORS

Pages 3-26 and 3-84 contain typographical errors. The number of jobs in the business/professional areas should be
2,995 rather than 615. The number of residential units in development Phase 5 should be 400 rather than 904.
These changes have no effect on the analysis contained in the DEIR because the number of jobs and numbers of
residential units used for the DEIR analyses was correct; these changes are merely typographical errors in
descriptive portions of DEIR Chapter 3, “Project Description.”
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3 MASTER RESPONSES

This chapter presents responses to environmental issues raised in multiple comments. These have been termed
“master responses.” They are organized by topic so that reviewers can readily locate all relevant information
pertaining to an issue of concern and streamline the FEIR.

When issues are addressed in the broader context provided by master responses, the interrelationships between
some of the individual issues raised can be better clarified. It is also possible to provide a single explanation of an
issue that is more thorough and comprehensive than separate, narrowly focused responses without any context.

MASTER RESPONSE 1: NUMBER OF LANES ANALYZED ON STATE ROUTE 99

Various draft environmental impact report (DEIR) comments question whether the requirement for 10 lanes on
State Route (SR) 99 is appropriate given the ultimate configuration of eight lanes planned by the California
Department of Transportation. SR 99 currently has four lanes south of SR 4. Funding is now available to widen
SR 99 to six lanes between SR 4 in Stockton and SR 120 in Manteca. The DEIR evaluated long-term traffic
impacts using a 10-lane configuration, as well as six- and eight-lane configurations, because future traffic
forecasts from various models have shown a need for an ultimate width of 10 or more lanes south of SR 4 to meet
applicable level of service (LOS) standards.

As stated by the City of Stockton (City) in its 2035 General Plan Update EIR, analyses conducted by the City for
the general plan update indicate that the 10-lane sections proposed on SR 99 are crucial to achieving the City’s
desired overall LOS objectives. Without the additional lanes, congestion and air quality would increase to a level
greater than already analyzed by the City in its 2035 General Plan Update EIR, and the level of regional traffic
diverting through the City’s neighborhoods and onto local streets would reach unacceptable levels. The City also
recognizes that SR 99 is a facility of statewide significance that funnels substantial amounts of regional traffic
through the City each day. This amount of traffic will consume a portion of the available capacity of SR 99,
regardless of how many lanes the roadway provides. Therefore, the City believes that the provision of 10 through
lanes will yield the proper balance between accommaodating both the local and regional needs. Finally, the City
believes that 10 through lanes on major multi-modal corridors in urban areas such as these will be more
commonplace throughout California by 2035. This view is based on recent trends of similarly-sized segments of
major freeways in larger urban areas such as Sacramento and the San Francisco Bay Area. The City recognizes
the current right-of-way restrictions in the roadway corridor, but believes that construction of 10 lanes is feasible
and that any widening of SR 99 beyond a six-lane roadway will require acquisition of additional right-of-way.
The City believes that it would be short-sighted not to plan accordingly in terms of right-of-way preservation and
construction to meet future needs.

The DEIR traffic analysis included both near-term and long-term roadway scenarios. In the near-term scenarios,
SR 99 was evaluated both as a four-lane freeway (existing) and as a six-lane freeway (funded project). In these
scenarios, most of the six-lane freeway sections operated at LOS D or better with full buildout of the proposed
project plus all approved projects.

In the long-term scenarios using the 1990 City of Stockton General Plan (1990 City General Plan) model
(showing full buildout), the traffic analysis examined six-lane conditions (funded project) and 10-lane conditions
(general plan scenario). In these scenarios, a six-lane freeway south of Arch Road would operate acceptably, but
between Arch Road and Mariposa Road the six-lane sections would operate at LOS F, while the 10-lane section
would operate at LOS D or better. Under the 1990 City General Plan model, an eight-lane section of SR 99 would
operate at LOS E north of Mariposa Road, a 10-lane section of SR 99 would operate at LOS E, while the section
of SR 99 with fewer than 10 lanes would operate at LOS F.
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Using the newer 2035 City General Plan model to evaluate SR 99, higher traffic volumes would occur along with
lower levels of service. For example, south of Arch Road, a six-lane section would produce LOS E and LOS F
conditions while an eight-lane section would generally operate at LOS D or E. Between Arch Road and Mariposa
Road, an eight-lane freeway would operate at LOS F while a 10-lane freeway would generally operate acceptably.
North of Mariposa Road, the freeway would operate at LOS F even with 10 lanes.

In most cases, conditions are similar with or without the proposed project. Widening SR 99 in south Stockton to
six lanes can be accomplished relatively simply because of the availability of a wide median in most places.
However, widening SR 99 to either eight lanes or 10 lanes would be substantially more difficult.

MASTER RESPONSE 2: POTABLE WATER SUPPLY FROM THE NEW MELONES PROJECT

The water supply assessments (WSASs) prepared by the City of Stockton (City) (DEIR Appendix R) and the
California Water Service Company (Cal Water) (DEIR Appendix S) explicitly state there will be deficiencies in
the contract amounts of water from New Melones in dry and critically dry years. The WSAs do not rely on this
unavailable water. However, water from New Melones will be available in wet years, and the WSAs do rely, in
part, on this water. Despite the fact that the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation has not delivered the full contractual
water supply to the Stockton East Water District (SEWD), SEWD has in the past—and does at the present time—
receive some water from the New Melones project, which in part becomes available to the City and Cal Water.
The City of Stockton Metropolitan Area (COSMA) will continue to use New Melones water to the extent it is
available.

MASTER RESPONSE 3: RELIANCE ON WATER FROM PHASE | OF THE DELTA WATER
SuUPPLY PROJECT

The Stockton City Council certified the Delta Water Supply Project (DWSP) EIR on November 8, 2005. The
DWSP EIR contains a project-level environmental analysis of Phase | of the DWSP, and a program-level analysis
of Phase Il of the DWSP. The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) has issued water rights Permit
21176 (Application 30631A) for a total annual diversion of 33,600 acre-feet per year (see page 8 of the City’s
WSA, DEIR Appendix R), which constitutes the entire capacity of Phase | of the DWSP. The City, Cal Water,
and SEWD WSAs prepared for the proposed project do not rely on water from Phase 11 of the DWSP; rather, they
rely on water from Phase | of the DWSP. The project site is within the Place of Use set forth in SWRCB Permit
21176. With respect to the construction of the DWSP Phase I, the City has applied for a Department of the Army
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, has obtained the necessary
stormwater and wastewater National Pollutant Discharge and Elimination System (NPDES) permits, and is in the
construction bid process. Construction is anticipated to begin in 2008 and conclude in 2010 or 2011.

Furthermore, as a retail water service provider, the City may commingle its water supplies to provide service to
all customers within its service area, notwithstanding Place of Use limitations placed by certain supply sources.
Commingling of supplies is common practice among water service retailers, and does not violate water law
restrictions provided that the water service provider allocates its supplies, on an accounting basis, entirely within
its retail service area. If necessary, the City may divert DWSP water to its existing customers who are currently
served by SEWD water, thereby freeing up SEWD water to serve the proposed project or any other existing
customer. California water law does not require the tracing of each source of each molecule of water to its end
user. The California Water Code allows for the commingling of water, so long as the appropriate quantity of
water is accounted for. See California Water Code Section 7075; Hansen v. City of San Buenaventura, (1986) 42
Cal 3d 1172; Crane v. Stevinson, 5 Cal. 2d. 387, 395-396 (1936); Evans Ditch Co. v. Lakeside Ditch Co., 13 Cal.
App. 119, 130 (Cal. Ct. App. 1910).
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MASTER RESPONSE 4: GROUNDWATER USE AT THE PROJECT SITE

A description and evaluation of impacts related to the water supplies for the proposed project’s potable and
nonpotable water needs is provided in DEIR Chapter 17, “Utilities and Energy,” on pages 17-11 through 17-18.
A description and evaluation of impacts related to the proposed recharge project is provided in DEIR Chapter 11,
“Hydrology and Water Quality,” on pages 11-33 through 11-42 and pages 11-59 through 11-62. Amendments to
text of the DEIR regarding potable water supply, nonpotable water supply, and groundwater recharge, are
contained in Chapter 5, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to the DEIR Appendices” of this
FEIR. A detailed evaluation of the availability and sources of potable water supplies, including groundwater, is
provided in the WSAs prepared by the City (DEIR Appendix R) and by Cal Water (DEIR Appendix S). A
detailed evaluation of the availability and sources of nonpotable water supplies is provided in the WSA prepared
by SEWD on behalf of SEWD and the Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District (CSJIWCD) (attached to
this FEIR as the new Appendix Y). As stated on page 11-6 of the DEIR, “The City’s Master Water Plan calls for
the continued construction of wells in areas of new development to help meet peaking demands and pressure
maintenance requirements.” Peaking demands during critically dry years may result in pumping of groundwater to
meet potable water needs. Figure 3-31 of the DEIR shows proposed locations for two City of Stockton water
wells and one Cal Water water well. Those wells are intended to serve three potential functions: (1) provide water
system pressure; (2) serve as a supplement for fire flow requirements (if needed); and (3) provide a source of
groundwater supply to meet potable water needs during critically dry years (if needed). The following text is
provided to clarify groundwater use at the project site.

The project site currently consists of over 3,800 acres of irrigated, agricultural land. Approximately 11,000 acre-
feet per year (afy) of water, pumped from the groundwater aquifer, has historically been used to irrigate the
project site. This translates to a use factor of approximately 3.0 acre-feet/acre/year (af/ac/yr), annually. The City’s
stated goal for safe-yield withdrawals from the groundwater aquifer is 0.60-0.75 af/ac/yr (DEIR Appendix R).
Therefore, existing agricultural groundwater use at the project site is approximately four to five times more than
the City’s safe-yield factor. Construction of impervious surfaces on the project site as a result of proposed
development would reduce the amount of surface water and runoff that currently recharges the groundwater
aquifer by approximately 2,180 afy. However, because the approximately 11,000 afy of historical groundwater
pumping would cease when the project is constructed, implementation of the proposed project would result in a
reduction in groundwater pumping. (DEIR at 11-33 and 11-39.)

All of the proposed project’s nonpotable water needs would be met by surface water, and except for critically dry
years (when the project’s water retailers may elect to pump groundwater to their customers), the proposed
project’s potable water needs would be met by surface water supplies as well. As discussed at length in Chapters
11, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” and 17, “Utilities and Energy,” of the DEIR, nonpotable water needs
(landscape irrigation and lake level maintenance) would be met primarily by the purchase of surplus surface water
from CSJWCD and/or SEWD, and to a lesser extent by the capture of on-site stormwater runoff and precipitation.
The purchased surplus water would not take away from supplies being used for existing customers; rather, the
water would be unappropriated, surplus water that is already flowing down North Little Johns Creek and/or Duck
Creek. This unappropriated surplus water would be diverted to the proposed Arbini recharge facility and allowed
to percolate through the ground to recharge the aquifer and create a bank of stored groundwater that can be
withdrawn as needed. The City requires that 2 af of water be applied to the groundwater bank for every 1 af of
water that is withdrawn, thus providing an additional benefit to the aquifer. Thus, the project’s nonpotable water
supply needs would not be met by the use of any existing groundwater, but rather by surface water that is placed
into the aquifer and then withdrawn for use when needed. Also, as noted above, withdrawals from the
groundwater bank would be limited to 50% of the surface water that is placed into the bank.

Regarding potable water, the WSAs prepared by the City and Cal Water discuss the various potable water sources
and availability at length. The City’s WSA makes it clear that the COSMA relies primarily on surface water to
meet the needs of its water users (DEIR Appendix R, pages 17-22). As discussed in the City and Cal Water
WSAs, and in Chapter 17, “Utilities and Energy,” of the DEIR, once the City receives its allocation of water from
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Phase | of the DWSP, anticipated in 2010 or 2011, it will be able to meet the project’s potable water needs at full
buildout. Because the DWSP will supply additional surface water, the City believes that use of water from the
DWSP will further reduce reliance on groundwater underlying the COSMA service area.

The DWSP would benefit the regional groundwater system by providing ‘in-lieu recharge’; that
is, by allowing more rapid recovery of existing groundwater aquifers by replacing existing
groundwater withdrawals with new surface water supplies. In addition, DWSP waters would be
injected into the groundwater system for later recovery (groundwater banking) (SMUD et al.
2004). (DEIR page 11-12.)

Additional information about the DWSP is contained in the DEIR for the 2035 City General Plan (December
2006) and in the certified and approved DWSP EIR (City of Stockton 2005), which have been incorporated by
reference into the Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan DEIR. Both of these documents are available for public review at
the City of Stockton Community Development Department, Planning Division, located at 345 North EI Dorado
Street in Stockton. As discussed in Master Response 3 above, the City believes the DWSP is a secured source of
surface water that can and would be used to meet the proposed project’s potable water needs.

Various comments received on the DEIR question the City’s policy of supplying groundwater to its customers
(including the proposed project) to meet potable water needs during critically dry years. The information below
responds only to these comments related to groundwater use for the proposed project during critically dry years.

The City’s WSA (DEIR Appendix R, page 9) prepared for the proposed project contains the following
information regarding the data used to perform the analysis required under California Water Code Sections 10910
through 10915:

The water demands associated with new growth in the COSMA were evaluated to 2015 as part of
the April 2003 DWSP Feasibility Report and have been evaluated to 2035 as part of a Water
Supply Evaluation (WSE) completed in May 2006 on behalf of three COS water retail providers
(COSMUD, California Water Company (Cal Water), and San Joaquin County (County)) in order
to provide information relevant to the City’s pending General Plan Update process. The WSE,
which is hereby incorporated by reference herein, has been relied on in this WSA in order to
provide information regarding a scenario where growth and water demands are beyond the
existing and projected growth contemplated in the required WSA analysis. ...

As the WSE itself explains on pages 55 through 59, the WSE reflects the City’s most recent and
best information regarding the amounts of groundwater on which it can reliably depend, and the
amounts of surface water from SEWD on which it can reliably depend. This information
supercedes previously available information found in the DWSP Feasibility Study and in other
documents, such as the City’s Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), that relied on the
Feasibility Study for information regarding the reliability of these supplies. [Emphasis added.]

Page 10 of the City’s WSA concludes:

In short, while this WSA does not assume approval of the proposed General Plan update but
instead recognizes that the 2015 General Plan remains in place at present, the WSA nevertheless
relies on the WSE prepared for the General Plan Update because it (i) includes the best available
information and projections currently available about (a) the reliability of groundwater supplies,
(b) the reliability of SEWD surface supplies, and (c) the length of time that the first phase of the
DWSP project will suffice to serve growth that might be approved under the General Plan
update, and (ii) provides a 30-year time horizon that more than satisfies the need for a 20-year
planning horizon in a WSA.
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Water Code Section 10910(d) requires that the WSA identify existing water supplies for the proposed project.

Pages 17-22 of the City’s WSA contain information regarding surface water supplies (see also Errata to the City’s
WSA contained in Chapter 5, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices” of this |
FEIR). Pages 22-27 of the City’s WSA discuss existing groundwater supplies and the water retailers’ rights to use
groundwater from the basin underlying the COSMA service area for water delivery to COSMA customers

through conjunctive use:

Conjunctive use implies that groundwater will be preserved as the last source of supply that is
used if surface water supplies are insufficient to meet demands. Careful planning and study has
and will continue to take place to insure that groundwater extraction yields, on average, do not
pose any risk of salinity intrusion or undue risk to private domestic or agricultural wells in the
City of Stockton area. In wet years, when surface water is more plentiful, the groundwater basin
is allowed to recover through in-lieu recharge (i.e., allowing natural recharge to occur from
streams and rivers by pumping at lower extraction amounts), and in the dry years, groundwater
is extracted at higher amounts to meet the shortfall of surface water supplies in meeting M&l
[municipal and industrial] demands.

While the WSA discusses the decline in groundwater elevations that occurred beginning 1947, the WSA also
explains that the City has performed hydrologic studies that indicate groundwater levels in recent years have
recovered, primarily because of the decrease in groundwater pumping for agricultural use, and also because of
active recharge projects. “The behavior of the groundwater basin during the drought [late 1980s and early 1990s]
and subsequent normal year hydrology of the late 1990’s indicate that the basin is recovering and is stabilized and
operating within a manageable range.” (City’s WSA, page 23.)

Pages 30-36 of the City’s WSA contain (1) information required by Water Code Section 10910(f)(2) regarding
information about the groundwater basin and the efforts being taken to prevent long-term overdraft, and (2)
information required by Water Code Section 10910(f)(3) regarding a description of the volume and geographic
distribution of groundwater extractions from the basin for the last 5 years.

Regarding groundwater overdraft, page 31 of the City’s WSA states:

In the past, the groundwater basin underlying San Joaquin County has been classified by DWR
as being in overdraft...The COSMA, however, has been instrumental through its voluntary
participation in funding the existing conjunctive use program for the portion of the basin
underlying the COSMA that groundwater elevations have stabilized and no significant declines
have been recorded since the late 1980s.

In addition to its historical contributions, the COSMA’s long-term plan for preventing overdraft
of the groundwater basin are embedded in the objectives of the proposed future DWSP to insure
systematic, incremental implementation of the on-going conjunctive use program to provide a
benefit to the groundwater basin.

Pages 46-54 of the City’s WSA contain information summarizing the groundwater supplies that could be used by
COSMA water retailers to serve existing and future customers, the City’s plans for future conjunctive
management of COSMA water supplies, and the projected impacts to the groundwater basin based on hydrologic
modeling results.

The City’s summary of groundwater supplies that could be used by COSMA water retailers to serve existing and
future customers was prepared to determine the City’s ability to supply water to all customers based on full
buildout of the 2035 City General Plan (including the proposed project). Page 46 of the City’s WSA indicates that
while a conservative 0.60 af/ac/year groundwater extraction rate is the general rule, “a deviation from the lower
extraction rate can occur if lands within the General Plan Planning Area Boundary are converted from agricultural
uses irrigated with groundwater to urban uses (this agricultural credit concept is not in effect until after 2010
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when the DWSP becomes fully operational).” This concept is intended to “acknowledge that the aquifer was
sustaining the agricultural use prior to urbanization and at a rate that was likely 2 or 3 times that of the self-
imposed maximum of 1.0 AF/ac/year.” (City’s WSA page 46.) The project site would qualify for this agricultural
credit after the DWSP becomes operational.

Pages 47-48 of the City’s WSA provide a further discussion of the sufficiency of groundwater by “evaluating the
groundwater basin as a whole for purposes of providing for existing growth, foreseeable growth (i.e., proposed
and approved growth), the WSA Project growth [i.e., Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan] and projected growth based
on the 2035 General Plan Update. The general approach taken to determine the adequacy of groundwater from a
basinwide perspective, assuming all existing and future users of the groundwater basin to 2035, is based on using
the integrated groundwater surface model (IGSM) for San Joaquin County....” Page 47 goes on to provide a
detailed description of the model inputs and results, which indicate “a significant overall improvement in the
southeast portion of the 2035 General Plan Update area [which would include the project site] due to reduced
groundwater extractions through retirement of agricultural lands....” Page 48 of the City’s WSA states “The
conclusion from the above-described evaluation is that use of groundwater under full buildout conditions of the
General Plan Update at a level of 0.87 af/ac/year or lower (i.e., 0.75 af/ac/year is the maximum set in this WSA)
will not impact the larger groundwater basin; therefore the Project’s use of groundwater, if held to the same
constraint, will not have a negative effect on regional groundwater elevations, water quality or groundwater
guantity [emphasis added].”

Pages 49-50 of the City’s WSA explain the City’s management of water supplies on the basis of conjunctive use:
“The operation of the DWSP and SEWD surface WTPs [water treatment plants] is assumed to occur
simultaneously, and if water supply is available, the water demand is met first by SEWD, then by the DWSP, and
lastly by groundwater.” The City used a 70-year historic model of hydrology to determine the adequacy of the
sum total of water supplies in any given year type and stated:

The objective is that over the 70 years, the groundwater use does not exceed the predefined
sustainable yield of the basin as described below. Figure 21 [page 55 of the City’s WSA] below
shows the results based on 2035 water supplies and on how water demands are met from the
above mentioned sources. This figure shows that, in even the driest historical hydrologic periods
(say 1976 to 1978 or 1987 to 1991) there is sufficient water supply to meet 2035 water demands.

The operational yield objective of the groundwater basin is based on not allowing the
groundwater elevations to drop to a point where impacts could occur as described above or that
the annual yield in any given year over the 70-year hydrologic period will not exceed the 0.75
AF/aclyear plus an agricultural credit.

Pages 51 and 52 of the City’s WSA present the results of the 70-year hydrologic modeling and conclude that,
“From this figure [Figure 19], it shows that during no time does the groundwater yield approach the targeted goal
of 0.60 AF/ac year [emphasis added].” Page 52 concludes:

The remaining question is whether the groundwater yield in any given dry year exceeds the
DWSP goal of having a maximum of 0.75 AF/ac/year plus the agricultural credits determined
above. For the 70 years of historical hydrology, the maximum groundwater yield is extracted for
each year of the Project model. This is then compared to the maximum yield of the basin
underlying the COSMA. The results of this are shown in Figure 20 [of the City’s WSA]. This
graph is the “worst” case scenario and it is anticipated that beyond 2020 there will be active
groundwater recharge programs (e.g., aquifer storage and recovery, recharge basins, in-lieu
surface water irrigation to agriculture) to make up for the dry year dependency on groundwater.
While these programs are very likely to occur and are a component of the Project, this WSA
conservatively assumes that there will be no contribution to COS water supplies. The conclusion
from the figure [Figure 20] is that the 0.75 AF/ac/year is not exceeded and no agricultural
credits are required. [Emphasis added].
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Finally, the City’s “Determination of Sufficiency” on page 57 of its WSA concludes in part:

The existing near-term and long-term reliable supplies of SEWD surface water supplies and
indigenous groundwater supplies can deliver a sustainable reliable water supply to meet existing
and foreseeable water demands without impacting environmental values and/or impacting the
current stabilization of the groundwater basin underlying the COSMA.

Therefore, the City disagrees with the comments received on the DEIR claiming that the groundwater basin
remains in a current state of severe overdraft and that the proposed project would exacerbate the rate of
groundwater decline and associated impacts such as saline intrusion, drying up of private wells, and similar
consequences. For the reasons summarized above from the WSA that was prepared by the City for this project,
the City believes that the surface water supplies from SEWD and DWSP, when operated in the planned
conjunctive use manner with groundwater supplies during critically dry years, would not adversely affect the
environment or the current stabilization of the groundwater basin underlying the COSMA.

All of the information in this master response is contained either in the City’s WSA (DEIR Appendix R) or in the
DEIR text itself in Chapters 11, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” and/or 17, “Utilities and Energy.” This master
response does not reach any new significance conclusion or require any new mitigation measures that would have
significant environmental effects.

MASTER RESPONSE 5: NONPOTABLE WATER SUPPLY AND THE PROPOSED RECHARGE
PROJECT

As discussed at length in Chapter 11, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” and Chapter 17, “Utilities and Energy,”

of the DEIR, nonpotable water needs (landscape irrigation and lake level maintenance) would be met primarily by
the purchase of surplus surface water from CSJWCD and/or SEWD, and to a lesser extent by the capture of on-
site stormwater runoff and precipitation. The purchased surplus water would not take away from supplies being
used for existing customers; rather, the water would be unappropriated surplus water that is already flowing down
North Little Johns Creek and/or Duck Creek. This unappropriated surplus water would be diverted to the Arbini
recharge facility and allowed to percolate through the ground to recharge the aquifer and create a bank of stored
groundwater that can be withdrawn as needed. The City requires that 2 af of water be applied for every 1 af of
water that is withdrawn, thus providing an additional benefit to the aquifer. Because the water is already flowing
down the creeks, no improvements to channel conveyance capacity would be needed, and no impacts would occur
related to flooding or erosion hazards. Potential environmental effects from installation of diversion facilities in
the creeks are evaluated in Impacts 7-10 and 7-20 of the DEIR.

DEIR Impact 17-3 evaluated the potential impacts related to the demand for nonpotable water. As shown in Table
17-2 on page 17-16 of the DEIR, the project applicant originally estimated that at full project buildout, the
project’s total nonpotable water demand would be 3,089 afy. However, since the DEIR was circulated for public
review, Stantec, Inc. (2007a) recalculated the project’s nonpotable water demand based on updates to the
proposed land use plan reflecting changes to the configuration of parks and open space areas, and in the total area
of lakes and canals (190 acres). The recalculated nonpotable water demand is estimated to be approximately 2,593
af/yr, or approximately 496 af/yr less than originally estimated (see Table 3-1). Stantec’s calculations are attached
to this FEIR as new Appendix AA. A gross application rate of 3 af/acre was used to estimate the irrigation
demand. Lake evaporation losses were calculated using the evaporation rate (5.4 feet per year) published for the
Stockton Weather Station, located at the Stockton Airport. The total demand for makeup water to the lakes caused
by evaporation losses averages 1,025 af/yr. The revised nonpotable water demand for the proposed project, by
phase, is shown in Table 3-1, below.
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Table 3-1
Mariposa Lakes Annual Nonpotable Water Demand

Development Phase Lake Leva(a;fll\g/er\;ntenance Irrigation (affyr) nga;qggg;z;)]}/?tr))le 21 App(g?/?/t;)o n Rate
1 400 512 912 1,824
2 193 162 355 710
3 338 604 942 1,884
4 95 189 284 568
5 0 100 100 200
Total 1,026 1,567 2,593 5,186

Note: af/yr = acre-feet per year
Source: Stantec 2007a (Appendix AA)

As discussed in the Integrated Water Management Plan attached to the DEIR as Appendix P, studies for the
proposed recharge project are ongoing, and would continue in the future (see DEIR Mitigation Measure 11-6a).
Since the DEIR was circulated for public review, Kleinfelder (2007) performed a Supplemental Geotechnical
Investigation, Groundwater Recharge Feasibility Assessment to further evaluate the recharge potential of the
Arbini site. The Kleinfelder report is attached to this FEIR as new Appendix BB. The results of that study indicate
that the Arbini site can receive up to 8,500 af of water per year for recharge purposes. The City requires that 2 af
of purchased surface water be applied for every 1 af of water later withdrawn from the groundwater bank.
Therefore, with a total project nonpotable water demand of 2,593 af/yr, at full project buildout, a total of 5,186
af/yr of purchased surplus water would be banked into the groundwater aquifer (see Table 3-1, above).

As indicated in Table 3-1 above, the total nonpotable demand of 2,593 af/yr does not have to be met until full
project buildout, at the end of development Phase 5. As such, the Arbini facility size and recharge volume would
be adjusted to meet the annual demands and groundwater banking goals for each development phase. As indicated
in Chapter 11, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the DEIR, enough extra water would be applied to the aquifer
as part of the groundwater banking program to supply the project’s nonpotable water demand for a 3-year period
in the event of a prolonged drought. The amount of water necessary to meet the 3-year drought condition changes
with each phase of the project as a larger area of the project site is developed under each phase. The following
calculations show the total amount of water that would need to be banked to meet the 3-year drought demand at
full project buildout:

3 x 5,186 af/yr = 15,558 af water
+ 5% x 15,558 = 778 af water (to account for estimated unrecoverable banked groundwater)
Total = 16,336 af water (full project buildout, 3-year drought demand)

During critically dry years, when little or no surface water is available from SEWD or CSJWCD, water would be
pumped from the banked reserve. As wet years follow, and surface water is again available from SEWD or
CSJWCD, the banked storage would be returned to the desired reserve amount (16,336 af at full project buildout,
smaller amounts for each development phase). To meet the 3-year drought demand for each phase of the project,
extra water would be applied during wet years, up to a total of 8,500 af/yr, as necessary to accumulate the
appropriate banked reserve for each development phase. As required by Mitigation Measure 11-6d (DEIR page
11-41), a suitable entity with groundwater recharge experience would be established to operate and maintain the
recharge program. It is currently anticipated that CSJWCD would operate the proposed recharge program.

Since the DEIR was circulated for public review, SEWD, on behalf of SEWD and CSJWCD, has completed a
Non-Potable Water Supply Assessment for the Proposed Mariposa Lakes Development (Kennedy/Jenks 2007),
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which is attached to this FEIR as new Appendix Y. Stantec’s (2007a) memorandum regarding revisions to the
project’s nonpotable water demand and the Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation, Groundwater Recharge
Feasibility Assessment by Kleinfelder (2007) were both provided to SEWD and CSJWCD and were used by
Kennedy/Jenks Consultants in preparation of the nonpotable WSA. The nonpotable WSA (page 36) makes the
following determination of sufficiency of supply:

This WSA determines that there is sufficient water supply available from CSJWCD and, as
necessary, SEWD to supply the project proponent’s groundwater banking and non-potable supply
delivery proposal. To avoid additional overdraft on the underlying groundwater basin, the
project proponent will need to construct and operate groundwater recharge facilities capable of
banking 5,000 AF of water annually when available.

As discussed above, the project applicant plans to recharge a minimum of 5,186 af/yr of nonpotable water, and
may recharge up to 8,500 af/yr of nonpotable water. Therefore, the City believes there is a secured source of
nonpotable water available to meet the project’s nonpotable water demand.

Impacts 11-6, 17-3, and 17-12 are hereby revised as shown in Chapter 5, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR
and Errata to DEIR Appendices” of this FEIR to reflect the information discussed above. As a result of these
revisions, the significance conclusions of Impacts 17-3 and 17-12 (program and project level impacts related to
nonpotable water supply) are changed from potentially significant and unavoidable to less than significant with no
required mitigation. No new mitigation measures are required. The significance conclusion of Impact 11-6
(impacts related to groundwater recharge) remains the same.

MASTER RESPONSE 6: DISAGREEMENT REGARDING THE CONCLUSIONS OF THE DEIR

Several commentors expressed their disagreement with the City’s reliance on surface water from various sources
such as the New Melones project and the DWSP; with the City’s application of its program to issue agricultural
credits for land converted from agricultural to urban use; with scientific calculations related to the proposed
recharge project; and with the City’s conclusion that no adverse effects to the groundwater basin would result
from the use of groundwater to meet the project’s potable water needs in critically dry years.

The State CEQA Guidelines require that decisions regarding the significance of environmental effects addressed
in an EIR be based on substantial evidence and recognize that other evidence suggesting a different conclusion
may exist. The DEIR provides a comprehensive evaluation of the project’s environmental impacts in compliance
with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines and in accordance with professionally accepted methodology for the
evaluation of environmental resources. The DEIR and this FEIR present substantial evidence to support the
conclusions drawn within these documents regarding the significance of the project’s environmental effects.
When commentors disagree about environmental conclusions, the EIR need only summarize the main points of
disagreement and explain the lead agency’s reasons for accepting one set of judgments instead of another. Section
15151 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that “Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate,
but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts.” See also Greenbaum v. City
of Los Angeles (2nd Dist. 1984) 153 Cal.App.3d 391, 413 (200 Cal.Rptr. 237) and Browning-Ferris Industries v.
City Council (6th Dist. 1986) 181 Cal.App.3d 852, 862-863 (226 Cal.Rptr. 575). The lead agency will ultimately
determine which conclusion is appropriate, based on the substantial evidence presented in the EIR and other
documents in the whole of the record.

The comment letters and responses to them present summaries of the areas of disagreement. In some cases, there
is no substantial evidence offered by commentors to support that a different conclusion should be drawn. As such,
no further response to disagreements presented in the comment letters is necessary. If evidence is provided by the
commentor to support the disagreement with the EIR’s conclusion, the evidence is summarized and considered in
making the EIR’s conclusion. The City of Stockton will review and consider all the substantial evidence in the
whole of the record in making its decisions about the project and its environmental effects.
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4 COMMENTS AND INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES

4.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter contains the comment letters received on the draft environmental impact report (DEIR) followed by
individual responses to those comments not addressed in Chapter 3, “Master Responses.” Section 4.2 describes
the format of the responses to comments. Commentors, their associated agencies, and assigned letter
identifications are listed in Section 4.3. Section 4.4 presents the comment letters received on the DEIR, and the

responses to those comments that are not addressed in master responses.

4.2 FORMAT OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment letters and responses to comments are arranged in the following order:

Section A: Federal Agencies

Section B: State Agencies

Section C: Local Agencies

Section D: Individuals and Organizations

vy vy vy

Each letter and each comment within a letter have been given an identification number. Responses are numbered
so that they correspond to the appropriate comment. Where appropriate, responses are cross-referenced between

letters or with a master response.

4.3 LIST OF COMMENTORS

Table 4-1 provides a list of all agencies, organizations, and persons who submitted comments on the DEIR during

the public review period.

Table 4-1

List of Commentors

Agency Commentor Letter ID Date Received
Section A: Federal Agencies
Federal Aviation Administration Joseph Rodriguez FAA March 29, 2007

Section B: State Agencies

California Department of Conservation Brian Leahy CONSERVATION  April 23, 2007
California Department of Health Services Peter Ruggerello DHS March 30, 2007
California Department of Highway Patrol S. J. Coutts CHP March 21, 2007
California Department of Toxic Substances Control Tim Miles DTSC April 21, 2007
California Department of Transportation Tom Dumas CALTRANS April 23, 2007
California Department of Water Resources Christopher Huitt DWR March 21, 2007
California Public Utilities Commission Kevin Boles CPUC April 24, 2007
State Water Resources Control Board Katherine Mrowka SWRCB March 29, 2007
Section C: Local Agencies

Calaveras County Water District David Andres CCWD April 23, 2007
Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District Reid Roberts CSIWCD April 23, 2007
Montezuma Fire District Edward Martel MONTEZUMA March 26, 2007

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR
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Table 4-1
List of Commentors

Morada Area Associates (includes attachment from

Morris Allen)

Agency Commentor Letter ID Date Received
Section C: Local Agencies (continued)
Northeastern San Joaquin County Groundwater C. Mel Lytle NSJCGBA undated
Banking Authority
San Joaquin County Department of Environmental  Donna Heran SJCDEH May 21, 2007
Health
San Joaquin County Department of Public Works ~ Andrea Vallejo SJCPW April 23, 2007
San Joaquin County Mosquito & Vector Control John Stroh SJICMVCD April 23, 2007
District
San Joaquin Regional Transit District Karl Knodt SJRTD April 23, 2007
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Daniel Barber SIVAPCD April 25, 2007
Stockton East Water District Melvin Panizza SEWD April 24, 2007
Section D: Individuals and Organizations
Danamark Craig Podesta DANAMARK-A March 14, 2007
Danamark Craig Podesta DANAMARK-B March 15, 2007
Danamark Craig Podesta DANAMARK-C April 22, 2007
Morada Area Association William and Amber Fields =~ MORADA April 23, 2007
Joy Neas N/A NEAS April 23, 2007
Pacific Gas and Electric Company Alfred Poon PG&E April 24, 2007
James Pilkington N/A PILKINGTON-A April 12, 2007
James Pilkington N/A PILKINGTON-B  April 26, 2007
Sanguinetti Ranch Paul Sanguinetti SANGUINETTI April 23, 2007
Sierra Club Eric Parfrey SIERRA April 23, 2007
Sharon Stewart N/A STEWART April 23, 2007
Law Office of J.William Yeates on behalf of Jason Flanders YEATES April 23, 2007

4.4 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The written comments on the DEIR and the responses to those comments are provided in this section.
All comment letters are reproduced in their entirety, and each is followed by responses to comments on

substantive environmental issues.
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SECTION A: FEDERAL AGENCIES



(R FAA

U.S Department Westem-Pacific Region 831 Mitten Road,

of Transportation Alrports Divisian o Burlingame, CA 94010-1300
San Francisco Airports District Office

Federal Aviation

Administration

March 23, 2007

Mr. Michael M. Niblock

Director Community Development Department
City of Stockton

345 North El Dorado Street I R
Stockton, CA 95202

Dear Mr. Niblock:

RE: March 8, 2007, Notice of Availability & Notice of Completion Draft
Environmental Impact Repori, for the Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan
Project ({DEIR 11-03)

We have reviewed the information included in your March 8§, 2007 Notice
of Availability (NOA) and Notice of Completion (NOC} for impacts the
Federal Aviation Administration (FARZA) programs and the Stockton
Metropolitan Airport (SCK}.

We have reviewed the subdivision mapping provided in the document and
agree that the socutherly boundary of the proposed development area
{Mariposa Road) is approximately 2.5 nautical miles north of the
threshold of Runway 29R of SCK. We recommend that local zoning and
building code regulations require notification of project development FAA-1
in accordance with Federal Aviation Regqulation, Part 77, Objects
Affecting Navigabhle Airsgpace. WNotification requirements are covered
under Part 77 Subpart B, § 77.11, 77.13, and 77.15. We recommend that
your staff obtain a copy of the SCK Airport Layout Plan (ALP) to assure
that the Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan has the most current information
regarding the SCK runway system.

We encourage your staff to use the guidance contained in State of
California, Department of Transportation, Division of Aerconautics, Land
Use Handbcok. The State handbook provides land use compatibility
guidance congistent with FAA airport design standards for airports.

If you have additional guestions please contact me at (&50) 876-2778,
extension 610.

Sincgrely,

ose R. Rodriguez
Supervisor, Environmental Planning and Compliance Section

CC: Caltrans, Ms. Sandy Hessnard
SCK Airport Mamager
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Letter Federal Aviation Administration

FAA Joseph Rodriguez, Supervisor
Response March 29, 2007
FAA-1 The commentor suggests that “local zoning and building code regulations require

notification of project development” as required by federal law. The San Joaquin Council
of Governments (SJCOG) Airport Land Use Plan provides policies for compatible land
uses and restrictions near airports, in conjunction with Federal Aviation Administration
Regulation Part 77, and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division
of Aeronautics 2002 California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook.

Implementation of the proposed project would result in development of business and
light-industrial uses within the Stockton Metropolitan Airport Area of Influence. These
are considered compatible uses according to the current SICOG Airport Land Use Plan,
as amended in 1993. In addition, Mitigation Measure 12-4 (page 12-18 of the DEIR)
would require all Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan (MLSP) development within the
Stockton Metropolitan Airport Area of Influence to meet the standards of the SICOG
Airport Land Use Plan. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

EDAW Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR
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CONSERVATION

STATE OF CALFORNIA, RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION

DIVISION OF LAND RESOURCE PROTECTION

. BOTKSIREET » M5 180} o SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814
piskiae i PHONE 916/324-0850 » FAX 91673273430 » 1DD 9163242555 » WEBSITE corsentionca.gov

Aprit 17, 2007

W -

Mr. David Stagnaro, AICP, Senior Planner . PR 7 2
City of Stockion

Community Development Department

345 North El Dorado Street

Stockton, CA 95202-1897

Subject: Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) -
SCH# 2006022035, San Joaquin County

Dear Mr. Stagnaro:

The Depariment of Conservation's (Department) Division of Land Resource Protection
(Division} has reviewed the DEIR for the referenced project. The Division monifors
farmiand conversion on a statewide basis and administers the Califoria Land
Conservation (Williamson) Act and other agricultural land conservation programs. We
offer the following comments and recommendations with respect to the project’s impacts
on agricultural land and rescurces.

Project Description

The project is a mixed-use urban community development of 3,810 acres pius related
off-site infrastructure improvements by PCCP Mariposa Lakes, LLC, on the
southeastern edge of the City of Stockion (City), San Joaguin County (County). The
Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan (MLSP) project will be implemented in five phases over
20 years. The DEIR s a first-fier, program-level review of the entire project and a
prOJec'im!eveI review of the 1,000-acre Phase 1, which is pianned for build-ouf over a 8-
year period.

The project site is located between Farmington Road on the north and Mariposa Road
on the south and between Kaiser Road on the east and the Burlington Northem Santa
Fe railroad fracks on the southwest. 1t lies outside the City's urban services boundary
and sphere of influence according to the 1980 General Plan, but within those
boundaries according to the proposed 2035 General Plan Update. The project involves
City annexation of the project site and will require a general plan amendment. Urban
development lies west of the site, which is otherwise surrounded by mostly agricultural
land.

The Department of Conservation's mission is to protect Californians and their enviropment by:
Protecting lives and property from earthquakes and landslides; Ensuring safe mining and oil and gas drilling;
Conserving California’s farmland; and Saving energy and resources through recycling.

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW
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Mr. David Stagnaro, AICP, Senior Planner
April 17, 2007
Page 20f 3

With the exception of 146 acres in residential use, approximately 3,664 acres of the
project site are in agricultural use, including corn, tomafoes, onions, beans wheat,
alfalfa, walnuts and cherries. The land is designated Prime Farmiand (30%) or
Farmland of Statewide Imporiance (65%) by the Department’s Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program. The project site includes 3,218 acres enforceably restricted by
Williamson Act contracts, many of which have been placed in nonrenewal and due to
expire in 2012 and 2013.

Proiect impacts on Agricuiural Land and Mitigation Measures

The DEIR concludes that project impacts on.agricultural fand in terms of the conversion
of agrieuliiral land andrcurnulative -and grewth-induciing effects dre significant. - -
Proposed mitigation is participation in a City mitigation program if adopted or fee
payment of $4,800 per acre subject to development within the project site. Fee
payments would be used fo purchase agriculiural conservation easements on land
outside the project site. In addition, developers would participate in the San Joaquin
Muiti Species Conservation Plan (SJMSCP) that may protect agricuitural land that
irivolves habitat protection. 1

On February 27, 2007, the City Council voted to adopt the referenced City agricultural CONSERVATION-1
mitigation program involving a $9,600 per acre fee. The Department applauds the
City’s decision and recommends that it revise the above mitigation measure in its Final
EiR (FEIR) to reflect participation in the adopted program. In addition we recommend
cansideration in the FEIR of a buffer to the north, east and south of the project site to
mitigate conflicts with agricuttural iand use. Such a buffer would appear to be
consistent in spirit with the required 200-foot setback for subdividing Williamson Act
tand. -

Finally, given that the Reduced Projeét Alternative proportionately reduces conversion
of agricultural land and conflict with Williamson Act contracts, we recommend CONSERVATION-2
consideration of this alternative if the project is approved.,

Williamson Act Lands

The DEIR explains that the City will succeed to the Williamson Act contracts upon
annexation of the project site and will entertain petitions for canceliation of the contracts
oh.an as-needed basis for development. The DEIR has presented an explanation for
making the required findings for cancefiation. No additional mitigation is proposed
beyond those noted above and continuing agriculture until development is required.

' CONSERVATION-3
If cancellation is proposed, notification must be submitted to the Departrent when the
County or City accepts the application as complete (Government Code §51284.1).. The
council must consider the Department's comments prior to approving a tentative
cancellation. Required findings must be made by the board or council in order to

EDAW Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR
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Mr. David Stagnaro, AICP, Senior Planner
April 17, 2007
Page 3of 3

approve tentative cancellation. Cancellation involving FSZ contracts include additional
requirements. Notification must be submitted separately from the CEQA process and CONSERVATION-3
CEQA documentation. {The notice shculd be mailed to Bridgett Luther, Director, ‘ (Cont'd)
Department of Conservation, cfo Division of Land Resource Protection, 801 K Street
MS 18-01, Sacramento, CA 95814-3528.) '

Some of the contracted land has nof been placed in nonrenewal, which is the preferred
‘method of contract termination under the Williamsen Act.- Given the project's 20-year
‘build-out time frame, it appears that all land subject fo contract should be placed in
nonrenewal in order o allow for confract expiration prior to development. It has been
held in Sierra Club v. City of Hayward that "cancellation is inconsistent with the
Ptitposes of the (Williarfison) act if the objectives to be served by cancellation shiouid
have been predicted and served by nonrenewal at an earlier time, or if such objectives
can be served by nonrenewal now.” The Department recommends that the FEIR
propose a schedule for termination of contracts by nonrenewal without use of
canceliation. :

CONSERVATION-4

if land for the proposed schooi or recharge basin or other uses within the project site will
be acquired by a public agency prior fo contract termination by nonrenewal or
cancellation, the agency must notify the Department in advance of the acquisition
pursuant to Government Code §51291(b). Specific findings must be made. The
property must be acquired in accordance with eminent domain law by eminent domain CONSERVATION-5
or in lieu of eminent domain in order to void the contract (§51295). The public agency
must consider the Department's comments prior o taking action on the acquisition.
School districts are preciuded from acquiring land under FSZ contract. Notification must
be submitted separately from the CEQA process and CEQA documentation to the

- address noted above. (Please find enclosed Nodification Provisions)

~ Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this DEIR. Pursuant to Public Resources
Code §21092.5(a), the Department looks forward to receiving your response and a copy
of the FEIR. If you have questions on our comments or require technical assistance or
information on agricultural land conservation, please contact Bob Blanford at 801 K
Street, MS 18-01, Sacramento, California 95814; or, phone (216) 327-2145.

Sincerely,

Brian Leahy
Assistant Director

Enclosure

cc:  State Clearinghouse
San Joaquin County Resource Conservation District
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ACQUISITICN NOTIFICATION PROVISIONS OF THE WILLIAMSON ACT

~ Notification provisions of the Williamson Act (Government Code Section 51281) require an agency
to notify the Director of the Department of Conservation of the possible acquisition of Williamson Act
contracted land for a public improvement. Such notification must occur when It appears that land enrolled
in a Williamson Act contract may be reguired for a public use, Is acquired, the original public improvement
for the acquisition is changed, or the land acquired is not used for the public improvement. The local
governing body responsibie for the administration of the agriculfural preserve must also be nofified.

NOTIFICATION {Government Code Section 51291 (b))

The following Information must be Included in the noftification correspondence.

1. The total number of acres of Williamson Act contracied land to be acquired and whether the land is
considered prime agricuttural land according to Government Code Section 51201.

2. The purpose for the acquisition and why the land was identified for acquisition. (If available, include

documentation of eminent domain proceedings or a property appraisai and written offer in fieu of

eminent domain per GC §§7267.1 and 7267.2 to void the contract per GC §51295; include a chronoclogy

of steps taken or planned to effect acquisition by eminent domain or in lieu of eminent domain.}

A description of where the parcel{s} is located.

Characteristics of adjacent land (urban development, Williamson Act, nhoncontract agricultural, efe.)

A vicinity map and a location map {may be the same as #8}.

A copy of the contract(s) covering the land.

CEQA documenis for the project.

The findings required under GC §51292 , documentation fo support the findings and an

explanation of the preliminary consideration of §51292. (include & map of the proposed site and an

area of surrounding land identifled by characteristics and large enough to help clarify that no other,

noncontract land is reasonably feasible for the public improvement.)

0N DU

ACQUISITION (Government Code Section 51291 {¢})

The following information must be included in the nofification when land within an agricuttural
praserve has been acquired. The notice must be forwarded to the Directer within 10 working days of the
acquisition of the Jand. The notice must also include the following:

1. A general explanation of the decision o acquire the land, and why noncontracled land is not available
for the public improvemenl.

2. Findings made pursuant fo Government Code Section 51292, as amended.

3. If the information is different from that provided In the previous notice sent upon consideraticn of the
land, a general description of the land, and a copy of the contract covering the land shall be included in
the notice.

'SIGNIFICANT CHANGE IN PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT {Government Code Section 512971 (d))

Onee notice is given as required, if the public agency proposed-any significart change in-the public
improvement, the Director must be nofified of the changes before the project is completed.

LAND ACQUIRED iS NOT USED FOR PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT (Government Code Section 51285

If the acquiring public agency does nol use the land for the stated public improvement and plans to
return it {o private ownership, before returning the land to private ownership the Director must be nolified of
the action. Additional requirements apply. The mailing address for the Director is: Bridgett Luther,
Director, Department of Conservation, 801 K Street, M5 18-01, Sacramento, CA 95814; phone {916)
324-0850.

{April 2002)
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Letter

CONSERVATION

Response

California Department of Conservation
Brian Leahy, Assistant Director
April 23, 2007

CONSERVATION-1

CONSERVATION-2

CONSERVATION-3

CONSERVATION-4

The commentor suggests that the DEIR be revised to reflect the City of Stockton’s
(City’s) agricultural mitigation program. The City agrees that the DEIR should be revised
to reflect the agricultural mitigation program and fee payment of $9,600 per acre, which
was adopted after the DEIR was circulated for public review. As such, Mitigation
Measure 5-1 is hereby revised as described in Chapter 5 of this final EIR (FEIR),
“Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices.” This change
does not alter the conclusions of the DEIR.

The commentor also suggests that the FEIR consider the addition of buffers to the north,
east, and south as part of the proposed project between proposed development and
existing agricultural land. As shown in Figure 3-8 of the DEIR, the specific plan area
(SPA) would be buffered from nearby agricultural land by adjoining street rights-of-way
and proposed greenways. To some extent, the proposed Arbini recharge area would
provide a buffer between the urban development within the SPA and surrounding
agricultural uses to the east.

The commentor expresses a preference for the Reduced Project Alternative (Option 2)
since that alternative would result in fewer agricultural impacts. The City agrees that
adoption of the Reduced Project Alternative (Option 2) would reduce the proposed
conversion of agricultural land as compared to the proposed project. However, as stated
on page 19-19 of the DEIR, the proposed density of project development would also be
reduced under this alternative, with the likely result that the same development that
would have been accommodated within the larger SPA would be displaced to other
undeveloped locations in the Stockton area. This displacement could result in
environmental effects comparable to those of the proposed project, including conversion
of agricultural lands and potential conflicts with Williams Act contracts. No revisions to
the DEIR are necessary.

Thank you for your comment indicating that notification must be submitted to the
California Department of Conservation when the City accepts the application for
cancellation of Williamson Act contracts. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor suggests that all properties within the SPA be “placed in nonrenewal” in
order for the Williamson Act contracts to expire by their own terms within the proposed
development phasing of the project. Of the 28 parcels within the SPA subject to
Williamson Act contracts, only three are not currently covered by filed notices of
nonrenewal (see Table 3.1 of the MLSP [p. 3-26]) (Note: Parcel 179-020-08 is not within
the MLSP project area; see Figure 3.9 of the MLSP [p. 3-23]). These three parcels are not
owned or controlled by the project applicant (see Figure 3.9 of the MLSP [p. 3-23], and
Figure 5-1 of the DEIR [p. 5-4]). Only the landowners can file notices of nonrenewal for
these properties and, to date, the landowners for these three properties have not filed such
notices. However, none of these three properties are within Phase 1 of the proposed
phasing plan (see Figure 13.1 of the MLSP [p. 13-7] and Figure 3-37 of the DEIR [p.3-
81]). Under the phasing plan proposed for the project, Phase 1 buildout is expected to
occur between 2007 and 2016, and subsequent phases are expected to occur over 4- to 5-
year periods. Because these three properties are designated for development in later

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW
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CONSERVATION-5

phases of the MLSP buildout plan, the landowners may still file notices of nonrenewal
that would allow their contracts to expire and development to proceed without the need
for cancellations of the contracts. If these landowners fail to timely file notices of
nonrenewal for their properties, such failures would be a factor for the City to consider in
determining whether to cancel the Williamson Act contracts for those properties or defer
development of these properties until expiration of the contracts.

Moreover, approval of the project would not result in the cancellation of any Williamson
Act contracts. As explained on page 5-12 of the DEIR, if the project is approved, “future
Williamson Act cancellation requests would be submitted for areas of planned
development within the SPA on an as-needed basis, in conjunction with tentative map or
other entitlement actions for future development phases.” As the DEIR explains, notices
of nonrenewal have been filed on the majority of the lands covered by Williamson Act
contracts (as illustrated in Figure 5-1 [p. 5-4]), so these contracts will expire in 2012 and
2013 respectively. (See DEIR, page 5-12.) Therefore, most Williamson Act contracts
would expire under the filed notices of nonrenewal before the time such lands would be
needed for the planned development. The combination of phasing and the previous filing
of notices of nonrenewal would minimize the number of contracts that must be cancelled.
No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

Thank you for your comment indicating that if land for the proposed school or recharge

basins or other uses within the project site would be acquired by a public agency before

Williamson Act contract termination, that agency must notify the California Department
of Conservation in advance of the acquisition. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.
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State of California—Health and Human Services Agency

Department of Health Services

Cakfornin T
Depatiment of %
Heslth Seonvices

SANDRA SHEWRY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER
Director . Govermor

March 28, 2007 H LEJJE i
I} E

David Stagnaro, Senior Planner ' '! j.., AR 30 e
City of Stockton

345 North El Dorado Street
Stockton, CA 93202

T

i 14
L REp g

RE: Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan — SCH #2006020035
Dear Mr. Stagnaro, ‘

The California Departrment of Health Services (CDHS) Environmental Review Unit is i receipt
of the Draft Envirommental Information Report (DEIR) for this project. As a “responsible
agency” under the California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA), we appreciate the opportunity
to comment. The project proposes to annex 336+ acres to develop. residential and commercial,
RCO (parks), 1 (school). This includes approximatety 1,412 dwellings, 272,000 sq ft of
commercial, and parkland.

In Section 17 entitled, UTILITIES AND ENERGY, the document outlines the need for
additional potable water supplies. Please be aware that any new drinking water source must be
reviewed and approved through a water supply permit process in the CDHS Stockton District
Office. These future developments will be subject to furfher CEQA if the water utilities are not DHS-1
described closer to actual project level (i.e. well locations, main sizes, and projected water usage
and need for each lot. So if at all possible, please include the Jocations of any new wells and
other pertinent information as part of the draft EIR. 1fthese details are included, it will not be
necessary to provide separate environmental review at a later date.

Please contact the Stockton office at (209) 948-7696 for further information.

Sincerely,

Peter Rumrello

California Department of Health Services
Prinking Water Program
Environmental Review Unit

Ce:  Office of Planning and Research - State Clearinghouse
DHS Merced District Office - Mr. Joe Spano

Environmental Management Division - Drinking Water Program, MS 7416, P.Q. Box 987413, Sacramento, CA, 95899-7413
(918) 449-5804 {8186} 448-5656 FAX
Infernet Address: www.dhs.ca.goy
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Letter California Department of Health Services

DHS Peter Ruggerello
Response March 30, 2007
DHS-1 The commentor suggests that the location of water utilities and wells be described at a

project level. The location of proposed wells and the projected sizes of associated water
main lines at the project site are shown in Figure 3-31, “Proposed On- and Off-Site
Potable Water Supply Infrastructure,” on page 3-67 of the DEIR. Note that not all utilities
and wells are contained in Phase 1 of the proposed project and therefore are not reviewed
at a project level; some utilities are contained in later phases and are reviewed at a
programmatic level. See Section 1.4 of the DEIR, describing the “Purpose and Scope of
this EIR and Levels of Analysis,” as well as Sections 3.4.2 and 3.4.3, describing project
phasing. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

EDAW Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR
Comments and Individual Responses 4-16 City of Stockton



CHP

Sfate of California—Business, Transportation and Housing Agency  ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL

3330 Ad ArtRoad '

Stockton, CA 95208

(208) 943-8666 ’

(800) 735-2929 (TT/TDD)

(800) 735-2922 (Voice) -

) L.
March 17, 2007 ar

File No.: 265.11045.11485.MARIPOSA2

b TR

S-dais
LA mteh

Mr. David Stagnaro

City of Stockton Community Development Department
324 North El Dorada Street '

Stocktion, CA 85202

Dear Mr. Stagnaro:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan Project located in the area of State Route 4 and Mariposa Road
(SCH# 2008022035). While the development area is adjacent to the City of Stockton, and
anticipated to be annexed into the Gity of Stockion prior to completion, the project will have CHP-1
significant impacts on the surrounding county roads as well as State Routes (SR} 4, 99 and
120. As | indicated in our March 2, 2008, leiter written in response to the Notice of Praparation
for the Draft EIR, these roadways will see a dramatic increase in the average daily fraffic
volumes.

The EIR does indicate an atiempt to mitigate the expected increased traffic volumes throughout
the project and adjacent roadways by widening the major readways and increasing the number
of lanes to help maintain the City of Stockien's Levet Of Service (LOS) standards for local
roadways, as well as referencing the widening of State Route (SR) 98, realignment of SR-4, CHP-2
and other ingress and egress improvements. As previously suggested, it is important the City
of Stockion continues to work dlosely with the Department of Transportation (Caltrans) as well
as the California Highway Patrcl in developing long range plans that are beneficial fo ail the
citizens utilizing the highway system.

Should you have any questions, please me or Lisutenant Craig Oliver of my staff at
(209) 943-8666.

Sincersly,
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Letter California Department of Highway Patrol

CHP S.M. Coutts, Captain
Response March 21, 2007
CHP-1 The City agrees with the commentor that the proposed project would contribute to an

increase in average daily traffic volumes on surrounding roadways, and this issue is
discussed in Chapter 16, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the DEIR. No revisions to
the DEIR are necessary.

CHP-2 The City agrees with the commentor and will continue to work with Caltrans and the
California Highway Patrol on long-range transportation planning. No revisions to the
DEIR are necessary.
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\(‘, Department of Toxic Substances Control.

Maureen F. Gorsen, Director Aol & 'h
tinda 5, Adams 8800 Cal Center Drive . rnofd Schwarzenegger

Secretary for I Governor
Envimnmentaﬁ;folecticn Sacramenio, California 85826-3200

April 20, 2007 a) BEF

AR2.0

s
Mr, David Stagnaro, AICP B _ I
Senior Planner : e g ;
Community Development Department

345 North El Dorado Street

Stockton, California 85202-1997

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR), MARIPOSA LAKES SPECIFIC
PLAN, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE (SCH # 2006022035)

Dear Mr. Stagnaro:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSEC) has reviewed the document described
above that proposes rezoning agricultural property to residential and building residential
housing on the land. The report states that 31 samples were taken randomly over the 3,665-
acre Specific Plan area, analyzed for pesticides, and that the results indicate all chemicals
detecied were below their respective Freliminary Remediation Goals. The sample density of
one sample per 118 acres may not be adequate to determine whether residual pesticides
present a threat to public heaith. The DEIR also does not discuss where storage, mixing, DTSC-1
rinsing and disposal of pesticides may have occurred and whether contamination exsts. In
addition, it does not indicate whether any sampling was performed to identify other possible
contaminants of concern associated with the tanks, drums, colored-powders and discolored
soil. Because the Phase | and It Environmental Site Assessmenis were not included as
appendices to the report, DTSC is unable to determine whether site conditions may exist
which present a threat to human health of the environment.

DTSC recommends that additional research and sampling be conducted prior to
construction to address the soncerns identified above, Guidance for conducting
investigations and sampling agricuifural fields is available on DTSC’s web site at:

hitp:fiwww.dtsc.ca.goviPublicationsForms/prog pubs.cfm?prog==S8ite%20Cleanup.

if you have any questions, please contact me by email at finfles@dfsc.ca.qov or by
telephone at (916} 255-3710.

Sincerely,

~

Tim Miles
Hazardous Substances Scientist

@ Printed on Recycled Paper
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Mr. David Stagnaro, AICP
April 20, 2007
Page 2

eco:  State Clearinghouse
Office of Planning and Research
1400 10th Street, Room 121
Sacramento, California 95814-0613

Ms. Donna Heran

REHS Direcior

Environmental Health Department
San Joaquin County

600 East Main Street

Stockion, California 95202

Planning & Environmental Analysis Section
CEQA Tracking Center

Department of Toxic Substances Control
1001 | Street, 22nd Floor

P.O. Box 806

Sacramento, California 956812-0806
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Letter California Department of Toxic Substances Control

DTSC Tim Miles, Hazardous Substances Scientist
Response April 21, 2007
DTSC-1 The commentor states that the sampling density for the environmental site assessments

(ESAs) may not be adequate to determine whether residual pesticides present a threat to
public health; that the DEIR does not discuss where storage, mixing, rinsing, and disposal
of pesticides may have occurred and whether contamination exists; and contends that the
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is unable to determine
whether site conditions present a threat to public health or the environment because the
ESAs were not included as appendices to the DEIR. The commentor also recommends
that additional research and sampling be conducted prior to construction.

There were 31 soil samples taken in connection with the preparation of the Phase 1 ESAs.
None of the samples revealed the presence of organochlorine pesticides at levels that
exceed the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) Preliminary Remediation
Goals for residential sites. The locations of the various sources of potential soil
contaminants identified in the Phase 1 ESA are illustrated at Figures 10-2 of the DEIR (p.
10-5), and the findings and conclusions of the ESAs are described at pages 10-2 through
10-7 and pages 10-15 through 10-16 of the DEIR. Based on the ESAs, additional
sampling or remedial activities relevant to organochlorine pesticides within shallow soil
at the project site was not recommended. This recommendation was based on the
following assumptions: a normal application of pesticides as part of farming activities has
occurred at the site; a lack of construction-type grading has occurred at the site prior to
sampling; and the fact that pesticide mixing and storage areas were not identified in the
findings of the Phase 1 ESA. Mobile aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) were identified
in the Phase 1 ESA and are discussed in the DEIR. However, it was considered
impractical to sample soils at all the locations where these ASTs had been located on the
site because such locations could not be precisely determined due to the routine
movement of the ASTs about the site.

Mitigation Measure 10-4(a) (page 10-16 of the DEIR) requires preparation of a remedial
action plan, which includes provisions for safe removal and disposal of all contaminated
soils on the site. Mitigation Measure 10-4(g) (page 10-17 of the DEIR) requires the
project applicant(s) to notify the San Joaquin County Department of Environmental
Health (SJCDEH) if evidence of previously undiscovered soil or groundwater
contamination (e.qg., stained soil, odorous groundwater) is encountered during
construction activities. Furthermore, any contaminated areas must be remediated in
accordance with recommendations made by SJCDEH, Central Valley Regional Water
Quiality Control Board (RWQCB), DTSC, or other appropriate federal, state, or local
regulatory agencies. As stated on page 1-12 of the DEIR, a copy of the Phase 1 ESA is
available for review at the City of Stockton Community Development Department,
Planning Division, located at 345 North El Dorado Street in Stockton. A copy of the
Phase 1 ESA is also hereby attached to the FEIR, as a new Appendix X, as noted in
Chapter 5 of this FEIR. This change does not alter the conclusions of the DEIR.

For the reasons stated above, the City does not believe that additional research or soil
samples are necessary prior to the start of construction activities.

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW
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CALTRANS

STATE (E CALIORN A BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY ol ABNULD SEHWARLINICOIR, Geysroor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
P.0. BOX 2048 STOCKTON, CA 95201

(9716 B CHARTER WAY/1976 BE. DR. MARTIN
LUTHER KING JR, BLVD. 35205) .o

TITY: California Relay Scrvies (800) 735-2929 . Flex your powsr!
THONE (209) 9411921 ‘ Ke onergy efficiont!
FAX {200)948-7104

- RECEIVED
Aprl 23,2006 CIIY OF STOCKION
- APR 23 2001 10-S1-4-FM20.4
PERMIT CENTER SCH 2006622035 (DETR)
N M -t L k -,
PLANNING PIVISION ariposa Lakes Specific Plan
Ddvid Stagnaro
City of Stockfon
Community Development Depaﬁmen%
- Planning Division
425 Noxth 1 Dorado Street

Stockton, CA 95202-1997
Dear Mr. Stagnaro:

The California Department of Transportation (Department) appreciates the opportunity to have
reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed 3,810-acre planned
mixed-use development consisting of approximately 10,566 dwelling units, 1.0 miltion sqnarc
feet of commercial floor space, and 10,7 million square feet of industrial floor space. This
development also proposcs an Amtrak monltimodal station near the Mariposa and Austin Roads
Intersection, as well as a Delta College campus east of Mariposa Road between Austin and
Farmpington Road. This development is proposed to be located approximately between and
adjacent to Kaiser Road, State Route 4 (SR—4), and the Burlington Noxthetn Santa Fe Railroad
(BNSF), And approximately 0.5 mile east from the State Routc 99 (SR-99)/Mariposa Road
mterchngc

Mm gation measures proposed for the transportation iropacts of th:s project include a railroad
grade separation at Mariposa and Austin Roads, interchange improvements at SR-99/Mariposa
Road realigning SR-4 south of Farmington Road, realigning SR-4 onto Mariposa Road (to SR-
99}, arailroad grade sepatation at Viceroy Avenue.

The Department appreciates the efforts made by the project developer to coordinate the

transportation impacts of this project with the Departmert’s ongoing freeway project
development process for South Stockton SR-99.

“Calirans improves mobilily acrosy Colfforaia”
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Mr. Stagnaro
April 23, 2006
Page 2

However, due to the large amount of errors and missing analysis data in the Traffic Impact Sudy
(T1S) used in this DEIR, the Department recommends that the City of Stockion (City) not Certify
this DEIR at this time. Thc Departmont recommends to the City that the developer’s consultant
team correct or clarify the errors and missing items indicated below and resubmit the TIS for
review. The Department offers to meet with the consultant team to clarify the items identified in
this cormment letter prior to the resubmission to help faciliate the process. Withouwt this -
additional information the Department is unable to confirm the adequacy of the impact analysis
performed or the proposed measures to mitigate those potential impacts.

The Department”s detailed comaments are as follows:

Trip })ls'!:nbutmn
1. Figure 16 of the TIS, Project Trip Distribution, depicts that 28 percent ofthe pro;ect 5 mps use
SR-99. The regtonai travel dernand model indicates that 37.7 percent is closer to what is
expected. Please indicale in writing how tbis reduction 3s achieved in the analysis.

2. Please justify in writing the use of 35% of the total projects trips being internalized
in comparison to the internal trip Table B Infernat Trip Calenlation found in the
Institate of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Handbook, 7" Edition.

Travel Demand Model
3. A 10 1ane SR~99 mainline cannot be assumed as part of the analysis. The
Department has indicated this to the Mariposa Lakes consultant team duxing:
several South Stockton Project Development Team meetings. The Department
does not concur with this project®s TIS assumption of SR-99 as a 10 lane facilily in
the future. This 10 lane agsumption is not part of any long range plan or
transportation program (dedicating funds) or the project’s mitigation measures.

Syncl;;o Ontput Data .
4. All intersection output results must be displayed using the HCM format not ICU.
Please inclode this and resubmit.

5. Synchro output must show the 95% percentile queus for intersections. Please
include thxs and resubmit.

6. Minimum Heavy Vehicles percent is 13.41 for SR-99 and 6.41 for SR-4 (please
rcfor to 2005 Annual Average Daily Truck Traffic on the California State Highway
Syster dated November 2006). Please correct this and resubmit. .

7. Please clarify why two separate mitigation measure strategies are proposed for
each of the AM and PM peak periods in the scenarios below. Mitigation measurcs
are typically installed as permanent fixtures throughout the day and analyzed as
such.

“Culiruns improves mebility ncruss Californic

CALTRANS-1

CALTRANS-2

CALTRANS-3

CALTRANS-4

CALTRANS-5
CALTRANS-6

CALTRANS-7
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Mr. Stagnaro
April 23, 2006
Page 3

Existing Condition {E)
8. At Intersection 24 theri ght—mm volume for both the AM and PM peaks are
missing on all movements. Figure 4 does show the volume however, the Synchro
output and Figure 49 do not: Please correct this and resubroit

Exmtmv Plus Approved Projects conditions (E+AP No Project)
9-  Intersections 7 and 28 lane geometry, in Figure 49, docs not match the Synchro
output file, Please comect this and rcsubzrut :

10.  Interseefion 27 LOS result ddes' not match Table JT. Pleass correct (his and
resubmit.

- Existing Plus Approved Projects c'ondiﬁons, (E+AP No Project) with Mitigation

11, Intersection 31 lanc geometry in fipure 49 does pot match the Sync}iro oufput,
Please cotrect this and resubrnit.

E+AP -+ Mariposa Lakes Phase 1 condition, (E+AP+Phasc 1)
12, Intersections 3, 7, 23, 27, and 31 lane geometry of Figure 49 does not match AM
Synchro output. Please correct this and resubmit,

13, Intersections 3, 6, 7, 10, and 11 are already mitigated for signal wnder EPAP No
' Project, why does the Synchro outpul show that the intersection is unsignalized in
this scenarin? Please correct this and resubmit, .

i4.  Intersection 27 AM and 6 PM LOS results do pot miateh Table TV.  Please correct
this and resubmit.

E+AP + Mariposa Lakes Project conditivn, (E+AP+P)

15.  Interscctions 17, 27, and 31 lane geometry of figure 49 does not match AM
Synchro output. Please correct this and resubmit.

16.  Intersection 27 AM LOS resull does not match Table VI1. Please correct this and
resubrnit,

17. Intersections 3, 16, and 27 PM LOS result does not match Table VIL Plcasc
correct this and resubmit,

E+AP + Mariposa Lakes Project condition, (E+AP+P) with Mitigation -
18.  Inmterscctions 26 and 27 lane geometry of Figure 49 does pot match AM Synchro
cutput.  Please correct this and resubmit,

1990 General Plan No Project, (Adopted in 1990 for yr 2025)

CALTRANS-8

CALTRANS-9

CALTRANS-10

CALTRANS-11

CALTRANS-12

CALTRANS-13

CALTRANS-14

CALTRANS-15

CALTRANS-16

‘ CALTRANS-17

‘ CALTRANS-18

19.  Intersections &, 9, and 22 AM output are missing. Please correct this and resubm:t ‘ CALTRANS-19

“Caltrany impreves mobility across Califoraie”
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Mr. Stagnaro

April 23, 2006
Page 4
20. - Intersections 12 and 27 AM and PM LOS result does not match Table IX. Please

corrcct this and resubimit.

21, Intersections 18,23, 27 and 31 lane gﬂemetry of Figure 49 does not match AM
Synchro output. Please correct this and resubmit.
22.  Intersection 12 eastbound (EB) right and westbound {WB) left turn volumes are

_missing, scc Figure 22. Pleasc include this and resubmit.
1990 General Plan No Project, {Adopted in 1990 for vr 2025) with Mitigation
23.  Intersection 12 lane geometry of Figure 49 does not match Synchro output. Please
correct this and resubrnit.

1990 General Plan + Project, (Adopted in 1990 for yr 2 2025)

24, Tntexsections 3, 12, 23, 27, and 31 lane geowetry of Figure 49 do not match AM
-Synchro output. Please comrect this and resubmit.

25.  Inferscetion 13 AM output is missing. Please included this and resubrnit

26.  Intexsection 12 in Figure 47 the Synchro output uses an incorrect lane
configuration that does not match in Figure 47. Please correct this and resubmit.

27.  Intersection 28 PM and PM LOS result does not match Table X, Please correct

this and resubmit.

2035 Genera Plan No Project

28.  Interscctions 12, 17, and 23 lane geometry of Figure 49 do not match the AM
Synchro output. Please correct this and resubmit.
29.  Intersections 27 and 28 AM outpuf are missing. Pleasc includc this and resubmit.

2035 Genera Plan No Project with Mitigation

30.  Intersection 27 Jane geometry in Figure 49 does not match the AM Synchro output.
) Please correct this and resubmit.
31.  Please justify why Intcrscction 24 still indicates a PM LOS of F after mitigation.

Please include this and resubmit.
2035 General Plan + Project

32, Intersections 12, 17, and 23 lane geomsetry in Figure 49 do not match the AM
Synchro output. Pleasc corrcot this and resubmit. :

“Cultrans improves mobillly wervss Culifornia™

'| CALTRANS:20

| CALTRANS-21

CALTRANS-22

CALTRANS-23

CALTRANS-24
| CALTRANS-25

CALTRANS-26

CALTRANS-27

CALTRANS-28

| CALTRANS-29

CALTRANS-30

CALTRANS-31

CALTRANS-32
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Mr. Stagnaro

April 23, 2006
Page 5

33, Intersections 27 and 28 AM ou’cput are wissing. Pleasc included this and resubmit.

34.  Intersections 3 and 16 PM and PM LOS resnlt does not match Table XIl. Plcase
correct this and resubmit,

Mitigation :

35, Piguzes 19 and 27 BPAP Plus Project and 1990 General Plan Plus Project Lane
Configuration show Intersection 10 “Stagecoach/Bast Mariposa”™ with 2 14 lanc
cross section at the signalized intersection. This does not appear feasible, P}case
indicate how this is accomplished in writing and resubmit.

36.

Similarly, fo comment 35, Infersection 26 “South Airport/Arch Airport” indicates a

14 lane cross section, This also does not appear feasible. Please indicate how this
is accomplished in writing and resubmil.

Freeway Level of Service

37

38,

Mainline SR-99 Level of Scrvice worksheets are missing. Please include these and
resubmit.

SR-99 mainline canuot be assumed ag a 10 lane facility as part of the analysis,
since SR-99 is currently not on 8JCOG TIER 1 Jist project. Pleasc correct this
assursption in the TIS and resubmit,

Ramp Mergmg and Diverging Level of Services

39.

40.

Frceway input volume is incorrect for all scenarios. Please torrect ﬂns assumption
in fhe TIS and resubmit.

Need to provide ramp metering analysis worksheets. Please inchude this and
resubmit.

If yon have any questions or would like to discuss our comments in more df;tail, please contact
Ddn Brewer at (209) 948-7142 (e-mail: dan.brewer@dot.ca gov) or me af {209) 941-1921.

Sineerely,

TOM DOMAS, Chief
Office of Intermodal Planning

“Calirans improves mobility across California™

CALTRANS-33

CALTRANS-34

| CALTRANS-35

CALTRANS-36

CALTRANS-37

CALTRANS-38

CALTRANS-39

CALTRANS-40
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Mr, Stagnaro
April 23, 2006
Pags 6

¢ SMorgan CA Office of Planning & Research

be: TDumas  IGR

~Coltrans improves mobillty across Californic”
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Letter

CALTRANS

Response

California Department of Transportation
Tom Dumas, Chief
April 23, 2007

CALTRANS-1

CALTRANS-2

CALTRANS-3

CALTRANS-4

CALTRANS-5

CALTRANS-6

Since the City of Stockton is the lead agency on the proposed project, the City of
Stockton traffic forecasting models were used for the proposed project. These are the
same models that were used to analyze the 2035 City of Stockton General Plan Update
(2035 City General Plan). The models were recently calibrated to reflect City of Stockton
conditions. The roadway network in the City of Stockton model contains a proposed
major north-south roadway parallel to and east of State Route (SR) 99. Its function is to
serve growth and development on the east side of SR 99 and to relieve traffic on SR 99
itself. For this reason, on those models that include the new north-south roadway, it is
logical to anticipate that less north-south traffic would use SR 99 (assuming the same
land uses). Therefore, the traffic analysis for the proposed project determined that
approximately 28% of project trips, rather than 37.7%, would use SR 99. No revisions to
the DEIR are necessary.

The project relies on an internal trip capture rate of 20%, not 35% as stated by the
commentor. The justification for use of the 20% capture rate is contained in the DEIR on
pages 16-33 through 16-35. To avoid any potential for misunderstanding, the second
sentence of the second paragraph on DEIR page 16-35 is hereby deleted, as described in
Chapter 5 of this FEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR
Appendices.” This change does not alter the conclusions of the DEIR.

See Master Response 1 in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR. No revisions to
the DEIR are necessary.

All Synchro output results for signalized intersections are provided in 2000 Highway
Capacity Manual (HCM) format. Synchro output worksheets show Intersection Capacity
Utilization level of service (LOS) results for unsignalized intersection by default. TIKM
determined the HCM LOS for each unsignalized intersection by comparing the average
delay results with the corresponding LOS provided in Exhibit 17-2 and Exhibit 17-22 of
the 2000 HCM. This information is contained in Table E-VI1 of Appendix E to the traffic
study. This comment is directed to the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR)
rather than the text of the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

Queuing data is summarized in Figure 52 of the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to
the DEIR). Queues are based on 95th percentiles. This comment is directed to the traffic
study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR) rather than the text of the DEIR. No
revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

Caltrans used a rate of 13% for heavy vehicles on SR 99 for its recently completed
Traffic Operation Analysis for the SR 4 Project Study Report (PSR) (November 1, 2006).
Therefore, the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR) for the proposed
project also assumed a rate of 13% heavy vehicles on SR 99. For Farmington Road and
SR 4, the traffic study assumed a heavy vehicle rate of 8-17% in the morning and 6-12%
in the evening peak hour. Please see page 15 of the traffic study (attached as Appendix U
to the DEIR) for a detailed description of how the truck percentages were derived and
applied. This comment is directed to the traffic study rather than the text of the DEIR. No
revisions to the DEIR are necessary.
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CALTRANS-7

CALTRANS-8

CALTRANS-9

CALTRANS-10

CALTRANS-11

CALTRANS-12

CALTRANS-13

The commentor’s statement about the use of different mitigation measures for a.m. and
p.m. peak periods is inaccurate. Some inconsistencies in lane geometry in the figures
included in the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR) may have led the
reviewer to conclude as such. See traffic study errata sheet corrections attached to
Chapter 5 of this FEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR
Appendices.” These corrections do not change the conclusions of the DEIR.

Because right-turning traffic does not go through this single point interchange
(Intersection 24), it is appropriate to exclude the right-turn volumes in the analysis.
Therefore, right-turn traffic volumes are not presented in the figures. Furthermore, Figure
49 only shows turning movements, not traffic volumes. This comment is directed to the
traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR) rather than the text of the DEIR. No
revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

Regarding Intersection 7, it appears the commentor compared the mitigated lane
geometry presented in Figure 49 with the unmitigated lane geometry in the worksheets.
This comment is directed to the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR) rather
than the text of the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

Regarding Intersection 28, the updated Synchro worksheets for Intersection 28 and Table
Il of the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR) are included in the attached
traffic study errata sheet in Chapter 5 of this FEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the
DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices.” Furthermore, Table 16-3 of the DEIR is hereby
revised as shown in Chapter 5. This change does not alter the conclusions of the DEIR.

The results for Intersection 27 (Existing Plus Approved Projects [EPAP]) do match Table
Il of the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR), and therefore it appears the
commentor compared the incorrect worksheet results with the results presented in Table
I1. This comment is directed to the traffic study rather than the text of the DEIR. No
revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The lane geometry for Intersection 31 (EPAP) has been corrected by removing the
eastbound through lane in Figure 49 of the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the
DEIR). See traffic study errata sheet in Chapter 5 of this FEIR, “Corrections and
Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices.” Furthermore, revisions to DEIR
Figure 16-4.2 are also made as described in Chapter 5. These changes do not alter the
conclusions of the DEIR.

For Intersections 3, 7, 23, 27, and 31 (EPAP plus Phase 1), the lane geometry in Figure
49 does match the a.m. Synchro output. Therefore, it appears the reviewer incorrectly
compared the mitigated lane geometry presented in Figure 49 with unmitigated lane
geometry in the worksheets. This comment is directed to the traffic study (attached as
Appendix U to the DEIR) rather than the text of the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are
necessary.

The EPAP No Project and EPAP plus Phase 1 traffic scenarios were analyzed
independent of each other. Both unmitigated and mitigated worksheets for EPAP plus
Phase | are provided in Appendix H to the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the
DEIR) since mitigation measures are triggered by either a.m. or p.m. peak hour traffic
volumes. It appears the commentor incorrectly compared unmitigated worksheets to
mitigation measures provided in the traffic study. This comment is directed to the traffic
study rather than the text of the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW
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CALTRANS-14

CALTRANS-15

CALTRANS-16

CALTRANS-17

CALTRANS-18

CALTRANS-19

The Intersection 27 a.m. and Intersection 6 p.m. results (EPAP plus Phase 1) do match
Table 1V; therefore, it appears the commentor compared the incorrect worksheet results
with the results presented in Table 1V of the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the
DEIR). This comment is directed to the traffic study rather than the text of the DEIR. No
revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

Regarding Intersection 27 (EPAP plus Full Buildout), the lane geometry of Figure 49
does match the a.m. Synchro output; therefore, it appears the commentor incorrectly
compared the mitigated lane geometry presented in Figure 49 of the traffic study
(attached as Appendix U to the DEIR) with unmitigated lane geometry in the worksheets
for Intersection 27. This comment is directed to the traffic study rather than the text of the
DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

Regarding Intersection 17 (EPAP plus Full Buildout), the southbound approach lane
geometry has been corrected in Figure 49 of the traffic study. See traffic study errata
sheet in Chapter 5 of this FEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to
DEIR Appendices.” Furthermore, revisions to DEIR Figure 16-5.2 are also made as
described in Chapter 5. These changes do not alter the conclusions of the DEIR.

Regarding Intersection 31 (EPAP plus Full Buildout), the unmitigated condition
worksheets were intentionally excluded from Appendix I of the traffic study because
existing lane geometry cannot be used to analyze volume forecast, because of roadway
network changes under EPAP plus Full Buildout conditions. Intersection 31 was analyzed
as part of a newly designed freeway interchange (see note 1 in Table VII of the traffic
study). This comment is directed to the traffic study rather than the text of the DEIR. No
revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The Intersection 27 a.m. LOS result (EPAP plus Full Buildout) does match Table VII of
the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR); therefore, it appears the
commentor incorrectly compared the worksheet results with the results presented in
Table VII. This comment is directed to the traffic study rather than the text of the DEIR.
No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The Intersection 3, 16, and 27 p.m. LOS results (EPAP plus Full Buildout) do match
Table VII of the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR); therefore, it appears
the commentor incorrectly compared the worksheet results with the results presented in
Table VII. This comment is directed to the traffic study rather than the text of the DEIR.
No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The lane geometry of Intersections 26 and 27 (EPAP plus Full Buildout) in Figure 49 of
the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR) do match the a.m. Synchro output;
therefore, it appears the commentor incorrectly compared the mitigated lane geometry
presented in Figure 49 with unmitigated lane geometry in the worksheets for Intersections
26 and 27. This comment is directed to the traffic study rather than the text of the DEIR.
No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

Please see note (1) under Table IX contained in the traffic study (attached as Appendix U
to the DEIR). The worksheets were intentionally excluded from Appendix J of the traffic
study because existing lane geometry cannot be used to analyze volume forecast for
Intersections 8, 9, and 22 because of roadway network changes under the 1990 No
Project Conditions. This comment is directed to the traffic study rather than the text of
the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.
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CALTRANS-20

CALTRANS-21

CALTRANS-22

CALTRANS-23

CALTRANS-24

CALTRANS-25

CALTRANS-26

The Intersection 27 a.m. and p.m. peak hour LOS results (1990 General Plan No Project)
do match Table IX contained in the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR); it
is unclear as to the basis of this comment. This comment is directed to the traffic study
rather than the text of the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

Regarding Intersection 12 (1990 General Plan No Project), the a.m. and p.m. peak hour
LOS results in Table 1X of the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR) have
been changed to match the worksheets. See traffic study errata sheet in Chapter 5 of this
FEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices.”
Furthermore, revisions to DEIR Table 16-25 are also made as described in Chapter 5.
These changes do not alter the conclusions of the DEIR.

The lane geometry of Intersections 18, 23, 27, and 31 (1990 General Plan No Project) in
Figure 49 of the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR) does match the a.m.
Synchro output; therefore, it appears the commentor incorrectly compared the mitigated
lane geometry presented in Figure 49 with unmitigated lane geometry presented in the
worksheets. This comment is directed to the traffic study rather than the text of the DEIR.
No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The volumes have been corrected for Intersection 12 (1990 General Plan No Project) in
the Synchro file and the LOS results in Table IX of the traffic study (attached as
Appendix U to the DEIR) have been updated accordingly. See the traffic study errata
sheet contained in Chapter 5 of this FEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and
Errata to DEIR Appendices.” Furthermore, revisions to DEIR Table 16-25 are also made
as described in Chapter 5. These changes do not alter the conclusions of the DEIR.

The Intersection 12 lane geometry (1990 General Plan No Project) in Figure 49 of the
traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR) has been corrected to match the
Synchro output. See the traffic study errata sheet contained in Chapter 5 of this FEIR,
“Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices.” This comment
is directed to the traffic study rather than the text of the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR
are necessary.

The lane geometry of Intersections 3, 12, 23, 27, and 31 (1990 General Plan Plus Project) in
Figure 49 of the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR) do match the a.m.
Synchro output; therefore, it appears the commentor incorrectly compared the mitigated
lane geometry presented in Figure 49 with the unmitigated lane geometry presented in the
worksheets. This comment is directed to the traffic study rather than the text of the DEIR.
No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

See note (1) in Table 4 in the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR). The
worksheets were intentionally excluded from Appendix K of the traffic study because
existing lane geometry cannot be used to analyze volume forecast for Intersection 13 due
to roadway network changes under the 1990 General Plan Plus Project conditions. This
comment is directed to the traffic study rather than the text of the DEIR. No revisions to
the DEIR are necessary.

The Intersection 12 lane geometry (1990 General Plan Plus Project) in Figure 49 of the
traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR) has been corrected to match the
Synchro output. See the traffic study errata sheet contained in Chapter 5 of this FEIR,
“Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices.” This comment
is directed to the traffic study rather than the text of the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR
are necessary.
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CALTRANS-27

CALTRANS-28

CALTRANS-29

CALTRANS-30

CALTRANS-31

CALTRANS-32

CALTRANS-33

CALTRANS-34

The Intersection 28 p.m. and p.m. LOS result (1990 General Plan Plus Project) does
match Table 4 in the traffic study(attached as Appendix U to the DEIR); it is unclear as to
the basis of this comment. This comment is directed to the traffic study rather than the
text of the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The lane geometry of Intersections 12, 17, and 23 (2035 General Plan No Project) in Figure
49 of the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR) do match the a.m. Synchro
output; therefore, it appears the commentor incorrectly compared the mitigated lane
geometry presented in Figure 49 with the unmitigated lane geometry presented in the
worksheets. This comment is directed to the traffic study rather than the text of the DEIR.
No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

See note (1) in Table XII of the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR). The
worksheets were intentionally excluded from Appendix L of the traffic study because
existing lane geometry cannot be used to analyze volume forecast for Intersections 27
and 28 due to roadway network changes under the 2035 General Plan No Project
conditions. This comment is directed to the traffic study rather than the text of the DEIR.
No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The lane geometry for Intersection 27 (2035 General Plan No Project) in Figure 49 of the
traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR) has been corrected by adding one
eastbound through lane. See traffic study errata sheet contained in Chapter 5 of this FEIR,
“Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices.” Furthermore,
revisions to DEIR Figure 16-5.2 are also made as described in Chapter 5. These changes
do not alter the conclusions of the DEIR.

Physical restrictions at the Arch Road/Single Point Interchange (Intersection 24) make it
impractical to add one additional eastbound left-turn lane and one westbound through
lane, which would be necessary for the intersection to operate at an acceptable LOS
under 2035 General Plan No Project conditions. This explanation is presented in Table
16-32 on page 16-104 of the DEIR, as well as on page 94 of the traffic report and the
footnote in Table XII in the traffic report (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR). No
revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The lane geometry of Intersections 12, 17, and 23 (2035 General Plan Plus Project) in
Figure 49 of the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR) do match the a.m.
Synchro output; therefore, it appears the commentor incorrectly compared the mitigated
lane geometry presented in Figure 49 with the unmitigated lane geometry presented in the
worksheets. This comment is directed to the traffic study rather than the text of the DEIR.
No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

See note (1) under Table XIII in the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR).
The worksheets were intentionally excluded from Appendix M of the traffic study
because existing lane geometry cannot be used to analyze volume forecast for
Intersections 27 and 28 due to roadway network changes under the 2035 General Plan
Plus Project conditions. This comment is directed to the traffic study rather than the text
of the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The Intersections 3 and 16 p.m. and p.m. LOS results (2035 General Plan Plus Project)
do match Table XII of the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR). It appears
the commentor incorrectly compared the worksheet results for 2035 General Plan Plus
Project Conditions to Table XII instead of Table XIII. This comment is directed to the
traffic study rather than the text of the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.
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CALTRANS-35

CALTRANS-36

CALTRANS-37

CALTRANS-38

CALTRANS-39

The project applicant proposes to relocate SR 4 through the project site to realign with
Mariposa Road at Stagecoach Road. SR 4 and Mariposa Road would each be designed to
have eight-lane cross sections (i.e., four through lanes in both the eastbound and
westbound directions). For the intersection to operate at an acceptable LOS, the following
would be required: signalization, double left-turn lanes, and double right-turn lanes in the
eastbound approach, and an exclusive left-turn lane and a right-turn lane in the
westbound approach. In addition to the eight through lanes, the eastbound and westbound
turning lanes at Intersection 10 would require a right-of-way that could accommodate 12
east-west lanes, as opposed to 14 lanes as indicated in the comment.

Currently, there are no physical restrictions in the immediate vicinity of the proposed
Mariposa Road/Stagecoach Road/SR 4 intersection since it would be located on open,
undeveloped land. Therefore, it would be feasible to construct a 12-lane east-west cross
section at Mariposa Road/Stagecoach Road/SR 4 (Intersection 10). No revisions to the
DEIR are necessary.

Figure 47 of the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR) shows the feasibility of
widening the South Airport Road/Arch-Airport Road interchange (Intersection 26) to
accommodate the additional lanes (a total of 14) necessary to operate the intersection at an
acceptable LOS under future traffic conditions. As shown in Figure 47, there are buildings
located on only the northwest quadrant of the intersection. The other three quadrants consist
of open, undeveloped land. Therefore, it would be feasible to construct additional lanes at
the intersection as shown in Figure 47 without affecting the existing buildings. Departure
lanes at the intersection can be merged for optimum roadway cross-sections along Arch
Airport Road and South Airport Way. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The HCM methodology contained in the Highway Capacity Software (HCS) assumes a
per-lane capacity of approximately 2,250 vehicles/hour. Previous experience with
Caltrans indicates that this overstates the freeway capacity for SR 99 in the vicinity of
Stockton. In previous comments to the City of Stockton, Caltrans has recommended a
lane capacity of 1,850 vehicles/hour. A vehicle/capacity analysis method was used
instead of the HCS methodology to conservatively estimate the level of service based on
Exhibit 23-2 of the HCM.

The vehicle/capacity analysis for the proposed project uses the 1,850-vehicles/hour/lane
criteria. Therefore, no mainline SR 99 LOS worksheets were prepared since the
vehicle/capacity ratio is simply the forecast volumes divided by 1,850 vehicles per lane.
However, weaving analyses were conducted for SR 99 to supplement the mainline
results. The weaving analysis worksheets are contained in Appendix M to the traffic
study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR). This comment is directed to the traffic study
rather than the text of the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

Please see Master Response 1 contained in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR.
No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

This comment is apparently intended to address Intersections 1 and 2 in the traffic study
(attached as Appendix U to the DEIR). These “intersections” are actually segments of the
SR 99/East Fremont interchange. The traffic study provides ramp merge/diverge analyses
for Intersections 1 and 2 (i.e., SR 99 Southbound Ramps/East Fremont and SR 99
Northbound Ramps/East Fremont) for all eight traffic scenarios. The volumes for the
“freeway” (i.e., Fremont Street) are “low” because it is an arterial street. Even though
Fremont Street is not technically a freeway, the interchange is fully directional and these
two locations could not be analyzed as conventional intersections. The “freeway input
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volume” is correct in all scenarios. This comment is directed to the traffic study rather
than the text of the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

CALTRANS-40 The City believes that a ramp metering analysis is more properly conducted at the time of
project-specific interchange design studies, rather than at the DEIR stage. Furthermore,
the suggested analysis may be addressed in the near future in the operational analysis
(PSRs) currently being conducted by Caltrans and Caltrans’ consultants for SR 4 and SR
99. This comment is directed to the traffic study (attached as Appendix U to the DEIR)
rather than the text of the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.
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DWR

STATE OF CALIFORNIA — THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER Govermor

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
1416 NINTH STREET, P.O. BOX 942836

SACRAMENTO, CA 942340001

(916} 6535791

' " o VR
March 19, 2007 @ FE—'i»Em&:' E I :

MR 2 1 2007
David Stagnaro, AICP i
City of Stockton ‘ T
345 North Ei Dorado Street FEREEC S
Stockion, California 95202 -

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan
State Clearinghouse (SCH) Number: 2008022035

The project corresponding to the subject SCH identification number has come o our
attention. The limited project description suggests your project may be an
encroachment on the State Adopted Plan of Fiood Control. You may refer to the
California Code of Regulations, Tifle 23 and Designated Floodway maps at
httn:i/rechd.ca.gov/. Please be advised that your county office also has copies of the
Board's designated floodways for your review. If indeed your project encroaches on an
adopted food contro! plan, you will need to obtain an encroachment permit from the
Reclamation Board prior to initiating any activities. The attached Fact Sheet explains
the permitting process. Please note that the permitting process may ake as much as DWR-1
45 to B0 days to process, Also note that a condition of the permit requires the securing
all of the appropriate additional permits before initiating work. This information is
provided so that you may plan accordingly.

If after careful evaluation, it is-your assessment that your project is not within the
authority of the Reclamation Board, you may disregard this notice. For further
information, please contact me at (916) 574-1249.

Sincerely,

Staff Environmental Scientist
Floodway Protection Section

cc:  Governor's Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
1400 Tenth Strest, Room 121
Sacramento, CA 856814
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Encroachment Permits Fact Sheet

Basis for Authority
State law (Water Code Sections 8534, 8608, 8609, and 8710 — 8723) fasifs the

Reclamation Board with enforcing appropriate standards for the construction,
maintenance, and protection of adopted flood control plans. Regulations
lmplemenﬁng these directives are found in Cafrfornla Code of Regulations (CCR)

Title 23, Division 1.

Area of Reclamation Board Jurisdiction
The adopted plan of flood control under the jurisdiction and authority of the

Reclamation Board includes the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers and their
fributaries and distributaries and the designated floodways. _

Streams regulated by the Reclamation Board can be found in Title 23 Section
112. Information on designafed floodways can be found on the Reclamation
Board’s website at hitp://recbd.ca.gov/designated floodway/ and CCR Title 23

Sections 101 - 107.

Regulatory Process
The Reclamation Board ensures the mtegrity of the flood control system through

a permit process (Water Code Section 8710). A permit must be obtained prior to
initiating any activity, including excavation and construction; removal or planting
of landscaping within floodways, levees, and 10 feet landward of the landside
levee toes. Additionally, activities Iocated outside of the adopted plan of flood
controt but which may foreseeable interfere with the functioning or operation of
the plan of flood control is also subject fo a permit of the Reclarnation Board.

Details regarding the permitiing process and the regulations can be found on the
Reclamation Board's website at hitp:/frechd.ca.gov/ under "Frequently Asked
Questions” and "Regulations,” respectively. The application form and ihe
accompanying environmental questionnaire can be found on the Reciamaﬂon

Board’'s website at htip;//rechd.ca.qov/forms.cfm.

Application Review Process
Applications when deemed complete will undergo technical and environmental

review by Reclamation Board and/or Department of Water Resources staff.

Technical Review
A technical review is conducted of the application {o ensure consistency with the

regulatory standards designed to ensure the function and sfructural integrity of
the adopted plan of flood confrol for the protection of public welfare and safety.
Standards and permitted uses of designated flocodways are found in CCR Tiile 23
Sections 107 and Arficle 8 (Sections 111 fo 137). The permit contains 12
standard conditions and additional special conditions may be placed on the
parmit as the situation warrants. Special congditions, for example, may nclude
mitigation for the hydraulic impacts of the project by reducing or efiminating the
additional flood risk fo third parties that may caused by the project.

Additional information may be requested in support of the technical review of
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your application pursuant to CCR Title 23 Section 8(b}{4). This information may
include but not limited o geotechnical exploration, soil testing, hydraulic or
sediment transport studies, and other analyses may be requirad at any time prior

to a determination on the appilication,

Environmental Review
A determination on an encroachment application is a dzscretronary action by the

Reclamation Board and its staff and subject to the provisions of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code 21000 et seq.).
Additional environmental considerations are placed on the issuance of the
encroachment permit by Water Code Section 8608 and the corresponding
implementing regulations (California Code of Regulations — COR Title 23

Sections 10 and 15).

In most cases, the Reclamation Board will be assuming the role of a “respensibie
agency” within the meaning of CEQA. In these sifuations, the application must
include a ceriified CEQA document by the "lead agency” [CCR Title 23 Section
8(b}(2)]. We emphasize that such a document must include within its project
description and environmental assessment of the activities for which are being

considered under the permit.

Encroachment applications will also undergo a review by an interagency
Environmenta!l Review Committee (ERC) pursuant to CCR Title 23 Section 10.
Review of your application will be favilitated by providing as much additional
environmental information as pertinent and available to the applicant at the time

of submission of the encroachment application.
These additional documentations may include the following documentation;

. Cahforma Department of Fish and Game Streambed Alteration Notifi caﬂcn
(hitp:/iwww.dfg.ca.gov/1600/), :

¢ Clean Water Act Section 404 applications, and Rivers and Harbors Section
10 application (US Army Corp of Engineers),

» Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification, and

» corresponding determinations by the respective regulatory agencies fo the
aforementioned applications, including Biological Opinions, if available at the
time of submission of your application,

The submission of this information, if pertinent to your application, will expedite
review and prevent overlapping requirements. This information should be made
gvallable as a supplement to vour application as it becomes available.
Transmittal information should reference the application number provided by the

Reclamation Board.

In some limited situations, such as for minor projects, there may be no other
agency with approval authority over the project, other than the encroachment
permit by Reclamation Board. [n these limited instances, the Reclamation Board
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may choose to serve as the “lead agency” within the meaning of CEQA and in
most cases the projecis are of such a nature that a categorical or statutory
exemption will apply. The Reclamation Board cannot invest staff resources fo
prepare complex environmental docurmentation.

Additional information may be requested in support of the environmental review
of your application pursuant to CCR Title 23 Section 8(b){4). This information
may include biological surveys or other environmental surveys and snay be
required at anytime prior to a determination on the application.
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Letter California Department of Water Resources

DWR Christopher Huitt
Response March 21, 2007
DWR-1 Thank you for your comment. Pacific Advanced Civil Engineers, a consultant to the

project applicant, has determined that the proposed project does not represent an
encroachment on the State Adopted Plan of Flood Control; on this basis, therefore, the
City has determined that a State Designated Floodway Encroachment Permit is not
required. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.
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CPUC

STATE OF CALIFORNIA Amold Schwarzenegger, Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102.3208

April 19, 2007

AEE
David Stagnaro _ ‘ o
City of Stocldon R 2 4
345 N. Bl Dorado Street ' . *

Stockton, CA 95202 -
RE: Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan, SCH#2006022035
Dear Mr. Stagnaro:

As the state agency responsible for rail safety within California, we recommend that any
development projects planned adjacent to o near the rail corridor in the City be planned
with the safety of the rail corridor in mind. New developments may increase traffic
volumes not only on streets and at intersections, but also at at-grade highway-rail
crogsings. This includes considering pedestrian circulation patterns/destinations with
respect to railroad right-of-way.

Safety factors to consider include, but are not limited to, the planning for prade separations for
major thoroughfares, improvements to existing at-grade highway-rail crossings due to increase in
traffic volumes and appropriate fencing to limit the access of trespassers onto the railroad right-of-
way. Any project that includes 2 modification to an exiting crossing or proposes 2 new crossingis | cpuc-1
legally required to obtain anthority to construct from the Commission. I the projectincludesa
proposed new crossing, the Commission will be a responsible party under CEQA and the impacts
of the crossing must be discussed within the environmental documents.

Of specific concern is that vandal-resistant fencing along the entire BNSF rail corridor
within the project limits be a requirement of approval for the project. In conjunction
with the numerous grads-geparated crossings proposed as part of the project, 2 CPUC-2
continuous fence along the rail corridor would deter trespassing onto the tracks, which
could be an atiractive nuisance to the children in the nearby housing tracts, or as a'short
cut over the tracks for workers in the adjacent indusirial fracts.

The above-mentioned safety improvements should be considered when approval is
sought for the new development. Working with Commission staff early in the
conceptual design phase will help improve the safety to motorists and pedestiians in the
City.
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If you have any questions in this matter, please call me at (415) 703-2795.

Very truly yours,

/ .
r

Kevin Boles

Environmental Specialist

Rail Crossings Engineering Section
Consumer Protection and Safety Division

cc: John Stilley, BNSF Railroad
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Letter

CPUC

Response

California Public Utilities Commission
Kevin Boles, Environmental Specialist
April 24, 2007

CPUC-1

CPUC-2

The commentor states that the new grade crossings would require California Public
Utilities Commission (CPUC) approval and should be designed with safety in the rail
corridor in mind. The City will coordinate with CPUC and obtain authority to construct
for modifications to or creation of new railroad crossings. As discussed on pages 3-47
and 3-48 of the DEIR, the proposed project would require construction of three new
Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) railroad grade separations at the following
locations: Mariposa Road/Austin Road intersection, Viceroy Avenue, and SR 4
realignment. The potential impacts associated with construction of these railroad grade
separations are evaluated in the DEIR as follows: Impact 6-7, 6-14, 7-10, 7-20, 8-5, 8-10,
9-6, 9-12, 10-7, 10-14, 11-8, 11-16, 12-5, 12-11, 13-7, 13-14, 14-4, 14-8, 15-9, 15-18, 17-
9, and 17-18. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor states that vandal-resistant fencing may be required for the entire rail
corridor to deter trespassing from adjacent residential areas. Although the City has
determined that Impacts 10-1 and 10-8, “Safety of Project Residents and Workers
Proximate to SR 4 and Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) Rail Line” would be less
than significant because the appropriate City setbacks from the rail line would be
enforced, the City agrees with the commentor’s request that the project applicant install
vandal-resistant fencing along the BNSF through the project site. A provision has been
added to the MLSP on pages 11-6 and 11-8 that stipulates installation of vandal-resistant
fencing along the BNSF rail corridor with the project limits. No revisions to the DEIR are
necessary.
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Q ~ State Water Resources Control Board

. Division of Water Rights
1008 T Steeet, 14% Floor 4 Sacramentn, California 95814 + D16.341.5300
Linda 8, Adams P.O. Box 2000 # Sacramento, California 95812-2000 ArnoM Schwarzenegger
Secratary for Fay: 916,341 5400 + www watetriphts.ca.gov Governor
Environmental Protection

MAR 2 8 2007 In Reply Refer
10:334:KDM:266.0
David Stagnare N R §

City of Stockton ST O -

C/o Community Development Department

Planning Division
345 North El Dorado Street MR 29 .-
Stockion, CA 95202

Dear Mr. Stagnare:

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL MPACT REPORT (DEIR) FOR THE MARIPOSA LAKES
SPECIFIC PLAN, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE #2006022035

Division of Waier Rights (Division) staffl has reviewed the DEIR for the Mariposa Lakes Specific
Plan, The pmJect includes development of 3,810 acres for a population of 33,178 persons,
including a mix of residential development, retall, office and public uses. The project includes a
series of inter-connected iakes to handie winter storm runoff. The lake system includes 11
lakes and interconnecting canals totaling approximately 192 acres. This system has been
divided info the Duck Creek, Branch Creek and North Little Johns Creek networks. All three
creeks flow through the project site.

The Branch Creek lake nefwork would receive and convey runoff from & small off-site
watershed (see page 3-36). The other lake systems would also serve as primary flood control
and storm flow conveyance facilities. An appropriative water right issued by the State Water
Resources Control Board (State Water Board) is required prior to diversion from any of the SWRCB-1
surface streams into the lakes for (a) seasonal storage, (b) storage for more than 30 days, or
(c) direct diversion for irfigation or other uses. Siorage is water retention for 30 days or more.
In determining storage, the Division considers the last water flowing into the lake as the firgt.
water flowing from the lake. The DEIR foresees purchase of surplus water from other entities
for storage in the lakes and subsequent non-potable use, The entities selling the water must
have adequate appropriative water rights issued by the State Water Board for the water sold forl | SWRCB-2
use by this project. The water rights should be identified in the document and sufficient
information included to show that the City of Stockion and the California Water Service
Company (the potable water suppliers for the project) have not fully committed their available |
supplies for existing customers. The DEIR Includes blanket statements that these entilies wil
be able to serve the new project, without disclosing their existing water supplles and SWRCB-3
commitments. Drought year supply is a pariicular concern.

The DEIR indicates that one source of irrigation water is the lakes, Division staff could not
determine from the project description the quantily of water stored in the lakes. This should be
clearly stated. The project water demand for the lakes is identified as an evaporation amount of

1,565 af, The water demand for initially filling the lakes should be stated and included with the SWRCB-4
fotal water demand. A source of supply for the initial filt should be identified. The project water
demands indicate that there Is a 3,781 af deficil. - Adding the initial lake fill will increase the
water deficit.
Califernia Environmental Protection Agency
ﬁ Recyeled Paper
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David Stagnare -2

Does the developer intend to divert surface water o the lakes? If so, an appropriative water
right is reguired. Duck Creek and Little Johns Creek are fully appropriated during the summer
months. Page 11-35 of the DEIR indicates that surface water may not be available in

Buck Creek at the necessary rate and duration 1o meet the annual demands of full project build
out in any given year. irrigation water will be obtained from Arbini recharge facility banked
groundwater, During the years when surface water is not available, the lakes will still have a
1,565 af evaporation. The aesthetic and water quality issues of lower lake levels should be
evaluated in the DEIR.

SWRCB-5

Page 11-35 states that it is uncertain whether Duck Creek and North Littte Johns Creek have
adequate conveyance capaciy fo convey 23 cubic feet per second of purchased water needed
{o provide non-potable water for this project. i the creeks cannot convey the water, how will the
non-poiable water for the project be obtained? What would the new water deficit be?

SWRCB-6

The water supply information included in the appendix states that the project has a water
demand of 13,393 acre-feet per annum (afa) for both potable and non-potable uses, which
exceeds the available water supply by 3,781 af. The information in the appendix does not
separately evaluate water supply by water year type. Also, there is no information to show that
there is an adequate summer water supply. The DEIR should show that there is sufficient
water banked during winter months to provide the summer supply.

SWRCB-7

Page 11-6 states that water from the New Melones project of U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
{Reclamation) may be available to serve the project, even though Reclemation has not
historically provided the full contractual water supply to the City of Stockton. The City has sued | SWRCB-8
Recilamation. it appears that only the water historically available should be considered in
evaluating water supply for the project.

Page 11-8 states that water is available from the City of Stockion’s Delta Water Supply Project
{DWSP), even though the water delivery system has not yet been built. Per page 11-11, the
city will obtain up to 126,000 afa of treated surface water from the DWSP. The State Water
Board has issued Permit 21178 (Application 30531A) for this project, but total annual diversion | SWRCB-9
is limited to 33,600 af. The City has not yet completed a CEQA document for the remainder of
this project, 92,300.af of proposed diversion pureuant to Application 30531 B. Consequently,
the DEIR should be revised to reflect this information.

Page 3-76 states that a pump station will be built on Duck Creek fo divert purchased water.
Page 11-13 states that high flows from Duck Creek will be diverted {o the recharge facility. In
addition, a weir will be built on North Little Johns Creek to diver high flows for flood
management purposes into the Arbini recharge facility. Page 17-16 states that non-potable
water would be delivered by Stockion East Water District and would ocour during flood periods,
when New Hogan Reservoir spills.

SWRCB-10
Although management of flood flows does not require a water right when such flows are simply
detained for later release in a controlled manner into the stream system {within a 30-day
period), this preject will not manage flood flows for {ater release to the stream system. The
water will be permanently retained in a detention facility, thence the groundwater basin,
Consequently, an apprepriative water right is needed for storage of flood flows. The DEIR did SWRCB-11
EDAW Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR
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David Stagnare -3

not evaluate impacts to salmon and other fish associated with diversion of high flows to the
Arbini recharge facility. The DEIR, page 7-13, states that special status fish are not likely to live
in the on-site portion of Duck Creek, Branch Creek or North Little Johns Creek because of a
lack of suitable spawning and rearing habitat. This statement overlooks the potential presence | SWRCB-11
of fish during migratory periods. ‘Moreover, one element of the project is habitat restoration in (Contd)
Duck Creek and North Litile Johns Creek. Once the habitat is restored, it is possible that fish
will reside in this vicinity. Therefore, the pump station on Duck Creek and weir on North Little
Johns Creek should be designed so that that the facilities do not impagct fish.

The document lists flood flows at New Hogan Reservoir as a source of supply. The frequency
when such flows are available to serve the project should be evaluated. The DEIR should note | SWRCB-12
that Stockton East Water District has applied for appropriative water rights on the
Calaveras River, but has not yet obtained a water right permit.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, | can be contacted at (916) 341-5363,
Sinceraly,
R \\,\Mﬁw

Katherine Mrowka, Chief
Watershed Unit 3

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW
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Letter

SWRCB

Response

State Water Resources Control Board
Katherine Mrowka, Chief
March 29, 2007

SWRCB-1

SWRCB-2

The commentor expresses concern that that the proposed project may need an
appropriative water right to divert stormwater from the on-site creeks. Water diverted
from any of the on-site creeks (i.e., North Little Johns Creek, Duck Creek, or Branch
Creek) for flood control does not require a permit from the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB) because it would be released within 30 days—it would not be
stored. As described on pages 3-32 through 3-37 of the DEIR, stormwater flows from the
on-site creeks would be conveyed into a series of artificially created lakes and
interconnecting canals. Each lake would include various water quality treatment systems
including constructed wetlands, lake circulation, biofilters, aeration, and wetland planters.
Within 30 days, the water would be released from the lakes into the western portions of
each of the creeks, where the water would continue to flow off the project site. The
project applicant would purchase surplus surface water from either Stockton East Water
District (SEWD) or Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District (CSJWCD) or both,
for percolation into the ground to supply water for the recharge project. Thus, contrary to
the commentor’s assertion, this surplus surface water would not be stored in the
artificially created lakes; rather, it would be deposited into the groundwater aquifer and
later withdrawn for use when needed. Since the DEIR was circulated for public review
and comment, SEWD, on behalf of itself and CSJWCD, has prepared a Non-Potable
Water Supply Assessment for the Proposed Mariposa Lake Development, which is
attached as new Appendix Y to this FEIR. Water from SEWD and/or CSJWCD, and
water from the groundwater recharge project, would be used to supply the proposed
project’s nonpotable water needs for landscape irrigation and lake level maintenance. The
purchased water would come from existing, surplus water that is already flowing down
North Little Johns Creek and/or Duck Creek; therefore, there would be no channel
modifications necessary for conveyance, nor would there be any new flooding or erosion
hazards. No water for the recharge project would come from Branch Creek. Impacts
associated with construction of diversion structures in Duck Creek and North Little Johns
Creek are evaluated under separate impact headings (“Off-Site Improvements™) in
Chapters 4 through 17 of the DEIR. When this surface water is purchased for the
proposed project, the water retailer (in this case SEWD and/or CSJWD) is the holder of
the water right, not the project applicant. The project applicant would only be entitled to
use the purchased water under contract with the water retailer. The water retailer receives
its water under a contract with the California Reclamation Board, and that contract lists
the water retailer’s entire district as its “Place of Use.” Because the creeks are used
merely as a means of conveyance of existing water that is already flowing, no new water
right would be created. Therefore, no new permit is needed from the SWRCB. The
project applicant may elect, in the future, to pursue a separate appropriative water right
from SWRCB for additional water above and beyond that described above. If this were to
occur, such an application would be subject to a separate California Environmental
Quiality Act (CEQA) environmental review. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor expresses concern that the water purveyors selling water to the proposed
project must actually have demonstrated rights to that water. See response to SWRCB-1,
above.

EDAW
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SWRCB-3

SWRCB-4

SWRCB-5

The commentor expresses concern that the water purveyors selling water to the proposed
project may not have supplies sufficient to serve the proposed project. Since the DEIR
was circulated for public review and comment, SEWD, on behalf of itself and CSJIWCD,
has prepared a Non-Potable Water Supply Assessment for the Proposed Mariposa Lake
Development, which is attached as new Appendix Y to this FEIR. Appendix Y details the
suppliers’ sources of water and commitments to existing customers. As discussed in the
DEIR on pages 11-33 through 11-39, the recharge project would provide a 3-year reserve
of banked groundwater to meet the proposed project’s nonpotable demand in critically
dry years. See Master Response 5 in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR.

The commentor asks how much water is needed to fill the lakes, where that water would
come from, and whether that water would contribute to the proposed project’s
“operational deficit.” The total amount of water that would be stored in the proposed lake
network is approximately 1,541 acre-feet (af) at full project buildout. For development
Phase 1, approximately 704 af would be required. The source of supply for initial fill of
the Phase 1 lakes would be potable water from the City of Stockton water supplies. This
water was included in the water supply assessment (WSA) prepared by the City (DEIR
Appendix R). Water that is needed to fill the remaining lakes in future development
phases 2-5 (approximately 837 af) would come from the recharge project. Because filling
the lakes with water for the first time is a one-time-only occurrence, this water would not
contribute to the project’s operational deficit. See Master Response 5 in Chapter 3,
“Master Responses,” of this FEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor asks whether water would be diverted from on-site creeks to fill the
artificially created lakes, states that such a diversion would require a water right, and
states that the aesthetic impacts to the lakes associated with water shortfalls, if any,
should be evaluated. The initial source of water for the proposed lakes in development
Phase 1 (approximately 704 af) would be purchased surface water from the City of
Stockton (included in the City’s WSA, DEIR Appendix R). Water to fill the remaining
lakes in future development phases (approximately 837 af) would come from banked
surface water that was deposited into the groundwater aquifer from the recharge project.
The source of water for the recharge project is purchased surplus water from SEWD
and/or CSJWCD. See response to comment SWRCB-1 above for a discussion of water
rights associated with purchase of water to meet the project’s nonpotable water demand.
Water for continued maintenance of lake water levels would come from stormwater
runoff, on-site precipitation, and from the recharge project. All water used in the lakes
would be circulated, treated, and drained through the lake network into the appropriate
downstream creek channel, either Duck, Branch, or North Little Johns Creek (see DEIR
Figures 3-17 and 3-18).

The WSA prepared by SEWD (new Appendix Y attached to this FEIR) indicates that a
supply of nonpotable water sufficient to meet the project’s nonpotable needs is available
from both Duck Creek and North Little Johns Creek. During a drought year, when the
surface water supplies are reduced, the project would rely on the 3-year reserve of surplus
surface water banked as part of the recharge project (discussed on pages 11-34 through
11-38 of the DEIR). See Master Response 5 in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this
FEIR. Mitigation Measure 11-6b requires monitoring of recharge operations at the Arbini
site. If, during an extended drought longer than 3 years, the surface area of the on-site
lakes were reduced (as contemplated in DEIR Mitigation Measure 11-6b), the project
applicant would plant the area around the edges of the lakes with drought-tolerant
vegetation; thus, visual impacts would be less than significant, as stated on page 11-40 of

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW
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SWRCB-6

SWRCB-7

the DEIR. See also edits to Mitigation Measure 11-6b in FEIR Chapter 5, “Corrections
and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices.”

Having a smaller surface area in the proposed on-site lakes would have no impact on
groundwater quality because the quality of water coming into the lakes would remain the
same, and the same components of the lakes designed to maintain lake water quality
would still be implemented (as stated in the project description on pages 3-66, 3-70, 3-75,
3-76 of the DEIR; in Impact 11-7 on page 11-42 of the DEIR; and in the Integrated Water
Management Plan attached as Appendix P to the DEIR). Furthermore, Mitigation
Measure 11-7a requires the project to operate in conformance with Central Valley
RWQCB Order No. R5-2002-0181, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NO. CAS083470 Waste Discharge Requirements, and City of Stockton and County of
San Joaquin Storm Water Discharges from Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System, San
Joaquin County (City Stormwater Permit).

The commentor queries whether Duck Creek and North Little Johns Creek have
sufficient conveyance capacity to carry the water proposed for on-site use. The source of
nonpotable water for the recharge project would be surplus water that is already flowing
through Duck Creek and/or North Little Johns Creek; therefore, additional capacity for
channel conveyance is not needed. The last paragraph on page 11-35 of the DEIR, and
Mitigation Measure 11-6, are hereby revised to reflect this information, as shown in
Chapter 5 of this FEIR, “Corrections to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices.”
Recharge water delivery itself is no longer a potentially significant impact; however,
Impact 11-6 as a whole remains potentially significant before implementation of
mitigation, and less than significant after implementation of mitigation, as stated on pages
11-39, 11-41, and 11-42 of the DEIR.

The commentor states that in an appendix to the DEIR, there is a statement that the water
demand for the project is 13,393 acre-feet per year (afy), which is in excess of the stated
supply for the proposed project. The City assumes that the commentor is referring to the
information contained in the Integrated Water Management Plan, and the WSASs prepared
by the City and the California Water Service Company (Cal Water) (DEIR Appendices P,
R, and S, respectively). Since these appendices were developed, the project design and
analysis has been refined further, and currently the projected water demand for the
project, both potable and nonpotable, is 10,128 afy. (See DEIR pages 11-34 to 11-35, 17-
11 to 17-13, and Master Response 5 in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” as well as Section
5.3 of this FEIR.)

Sufficient water is available to meet this demand. Current and future potable water
sources and availability by type of water year is contained in Table 6 on page 20 of the
City’s WSA (DEIR Appendix R), and on pages 32 through 34 of the Cal Water WSA
(DEIR Appendix S). The WSAs evaluate the total project potable water demand per
annum. Those WSAs conclude that once the Delta Water Supply Project (DWSP) is
constructed, there would be sufficient water to meet the project’s potable water needs
(regardless of season). As discussed in DEIR Chapter 11, “Hydrology and Water
Quiality,” the recharge project would be operated to meet the project’s annual nonpotable
water needs (regardless of season). The recharge project includes a 3-year supply of
banked water to serve the project during dry years. Impacts associated with potential
shortfalls of recharge water during an extended drought (longer than 3 years) are
addressed in Mitigation Measure 11-6b (DEIR page 11-40). See Master Response 5 in
Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR.
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SWRCB-8

SWRCB-9

SWRCB-10

SWRCB-11

The commentor questions the proposed project’s reliance on water from New Melones.
See Master Response 2 contained in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR.

The commentor questions the reliance on water from the full DWSP, and questions
assertions in the DEIR that such water is available now. The commentor misstates the
text on page 11-8 of the DEIR. The DEIR does not indicate that water from the DWSP is
already available; rather the DEIR states “Additional surface water supplies will be made
available to the City of Stockton as a result of the City’s Delta Water Supply Project
(DWSP) [emphasis added]).” The text of page 11-11 of the DEIR indicates that up to
126,000 acre-feet per year (afy) of water will be supplied to the City of Stockton; this
amount will be available once full buildout of the DWSP is complete (Phases | and I1).
Phase | of the DWSP will supply 33,600 afy of water. The proposed project relies only on
Phase | of the DWSP (which has a certified EIR and a permit from SWRCB [Permit
21176], not Phase 1. See Master Response 3 contained in Chapter 3 of this FEIR,
“Master Responses.” No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor suggests that the project proposes to divert storm waters for consumptive
use on-site without an appropriate water right. The commentor is mistaken. The proposed
project includes two separate components involving water from North Little Johns Creek:
(1) a flood control component, and (2) diversion of purchased surplus water for
groundwater recharge. As shown in DEIR Figures 11-4 and 11-7, the same constructed
basin would be used for both purposes; however, they involve separate diversions of
water. Phase 1 of the developed portions of the project site is located downstream from
the Arbini recharge facility, along North Little Johns Creek. To protect future residents
from flooding hazards, the project applicant must divert flood water from North Little
Johns Creek, upstream of the proposed development areas. Those flood flows would be
diverted into an artificially created flood control basin on the Arbini property, and would
be released in a controlled manner over a 30-day period; therefore, an SWRCB permit for
diversion of water is not required. The second component of the project involves
purchase of existing surplus surface water from CSJWCD that is already flowing down
North Little Johns Creek. See response to SWRCB-1 (above) for a discussion of why an
SWRCB permit is not needed for diversion of this water. Finally, the commentor cites the
DEIR at page 11-13 regarding possible diversion of water from Duck Creek during times
of heavy runoff into a possible detention basin/groundwater recharge basin in the
northwest portion of the project site. This detention basin may or may not be used for
recharge; however, it would be used to temporarily attenuate flood flows from Duck
Creek as necessary. As with flood flows from North Little Johns Creek, any flood flows
on Duck Creek would be released within 30 days, therefore no permit would be required.
No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor states that there may be impacts to special-status fish during migratory
periods that were not evaluated in the DEIR. Impacts associated with special-status fish
species are discussed on pages 7-12, 7-13, 7-31, and 7-32 of the DEIR. There is no
suitable aquatic habitat in Duck Creek, North Little Johns Creek, Branch Creek, or
associated tributaries upstream of the project site for salmon or any other special-status
fish species. Therefore, these fish species would not be expected to migrate through the
project site at any time. Additionally, the restoration concepts developed for Duck Creek
and North Little Johns Creek would not benefit special-status fish species because the
streams are either out of the range for these species or they lack the suitable habitat
attributes (e.g., water temperatures, spawning habitat upstream [clean gravels with cold
fast flowing water]) to provide necessary functions with or without implementation of the
habitat restoration plan (see also Table 7-3, page 7-12 of the DEIR). The restoration plan
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SWRCB-12

for North Little Johns Creek provided in Appendix J of the DEIR is conceptual in nature.
Final details would be determined in consultation with the appropriate regulatory
agencies during the project permitting stage. No changes to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor questions the proposed project’s reliance on water from the New Hogan
Reservoir. The sources and availability of surface water for the recharge facility are
evaluated in the Non-Potable Water Supply Assessment for the Proposed Mariposa Lake
Development, which is attached as new Appendix Y to this FEIR. Changes to relevant
portions of the text of DEIR Chapter 11, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” and Chapter
17, “Utilities and Energy,” are shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR, “Corrections and
Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices.” These revisions change the
significance conclusions of Impacts 17-3 and 17-12 (Increased Demand for Nonpotable
Water Supply and Conveyance Facilities) from potentially significant and unavoidable to
less than significant, with no required mitigation measures, because the data contained in
the nonpotable WSA show that a secured supply of nonpotable water would be available
to meet the needs of the proposed project. The significance conclusion of Impact 11-6 is
unchanged.
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CCWD

BUSINESS OFFICE

429 East 8t Charles Siragt
© PostOMfice Box 845 -
-San Andreas, California 05249
) {20D) 754-3543
Fax(209) 754-1058

RECEIVED
CITY OF STOCKION
Via U.S. MAIL AND Fax (209) 937-8893 o007
o 23
Aprit 20, 2007 APR
. PERMIT CENTER
. it DIVISION
City of Stockton . PLANNING
/o Community Development Department
Planning Division
345 N. El Dorado Street

Stockton, CA 952022

Re:  Calaveras County Wa istri men Draft Environs
Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan State Cleavinghouse #2006022035.
To Whom It May Concern:

Calaveras County Water District (“CCWD”) appreciates the opportunity to cormment on the ‘
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the City of Stockton’s Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan
("Draft EIR”). Similar to a letter from CCWD dated January 27, 2007 regarding the City of
Stockton’s General Plan EIR, this letier covers much of the same information as the water supply
informetion referenced in both the General Plan EIR and the Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan
Water Supply Assessment and EIR is nearly identical. Also, please add CCWD to the
distribution list for any future documents related fo significant prowth in the City of Stockton
area. This would include any water supply plamming documents and all individual projects
requiring & Water Supply Assessment. .

The Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan Draft EIR, Appendix R, attaches a Water Supply Assessment
(“WSA”")," with reference to the California Water Code, §§10910 et seg. The WSA is cironlated
with the Draft EIR pursuant to Water Code §10911. This provision also requires the City fo
determine whether projected water supplies will be sufficient to satisfy the demands of the
project, in addition to existing and planned future uses; if the City determines that water supplies
will not be sufficient, the City must include that determination in its findings for the project.

" Bxhibits to the WSA are identified in the table of contents for the WSA, but are not available m the on-lins
document reviewed by CCWD,
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* Calaveras County Water District Comuments on Draft Environments) Impact Report
Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan State Cleatinghouse #2006023035 - ‘
" Page2 of4 ) :

Availability of New Hogan Water Supplies

CCWD would like to take this opportunity to correct substantisl inaceuracies contained in the
WSA discussion of CCWD’s water supplies and the availability thereof to Stockton East Water
District (“SEWD"), and thence to City of Stockton municipal area users. Specifically, at p, 20
and Table 6, the WSA alludes to two types of CCWD-related water supplies:

(1) water available to SEWD under contra;:ts with the U.8, Bureau of Reclamation and
Calaveras County Water District for water developed through the New Hogan project
(identified in the WSA at a year 2035 quantity of 12,000 acre-feet); and

rights,” called “umsed CACWD rights” (identified in the WSA 4t p. 20, Table 6 at a you
2035 quantity of 10,0(_)0 acre-feet), -

(2) water available to SEWD under Calaveras County Water District “appropriative

There are at least two major problems with this discnssion: First, SEWD does not have access to
any CCWD appropriative rights, At present, the only water supply agreement between SEWD
and CCWD pertains fo confractual entitlements to New Hogan supplies for which the
appropriaiive water rights are presently held by the U, §. Burean of Reclamation CCWD-1
(“Reclamation’™). -Second, although it is true that CCWD is not currenfly uging its full New
Hogan entitlement, and that SEWD may use some of this water on a temporary, year-to-year
basis, CCWD may require that water at any time, and will use its fisll New Hogan entitlement in
the future. Accondingly, as described in more defail below, it is inappropriate for the City to yely
on CCWD's New Hogan supplies for water supply planning purposes. .

On August 25, 1970, Reclamation, SEWD and CCWD entered inte a water supply contract that
entitles CCWD and SEWD to the entire yield of New Hogan Reservoir (Contract No. 14-06-260-
S057A) (“New Hogan Contract™). The New Hogan Contract is a repayment contract fequiring
SEWD and CCWD to pay for the cost of conservation storage. CCWD also pays fora
proportionate share of annal opetation and maintenance costs of the New Hogan Project.. Jn. .

© return, CCWD and SEWD are allocated e sritire yield of the New Hogan Project for the
anthorized purposes of use. Under the New Hogan Conitract, Reclangation holds the _
appropiiative water right permits issued by the State Water Resources Control Boatd,

Simultaneous with execution of the New Hogen Contract, CCWD and SEWD entered into &
second, separate contract that governs payment for the New Hogan Project and aliocation of
New Hogan water between the two districts (“CCWD-SEWD Contract™. Among other things,
the CCWD-SEWD Contract allocates 43.5% of New Hogan Project yield to CCWD and the
remaining 56.5% to SEWD. As noted, the CCWD-SEWD Contract does provide that at such
times that CCWD does not request its full 43.5% entitlement, SEWD may use CCWD water®

but only until CCWD requires that water, Each year, CCWD notifies SEWD of how much wate;
CCWD requires during that year and, in any given year, CCWD can require wp to its full 43.5%.
That amount must be made available to COWD on request. In other words, if SEWT uses

? SEWDYs right to use the water is Huited by the specific terms of the contract between SEWD and COWD.
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Calaveras County Water District Comments on Draft Environmental Inpact Re'port
Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan State Clearinghouss #2006022035 -
Page 3 of 4

. CCWD water, SEWD must ferminate this nse upon CCWD's request fof inoreased supplies, in
“the same year that CCWD requests the increased supplies. SEWD has no continuing right to this
water, and therefore SEWD oustomers cannot rely on this water, COWD intends 1o vse its full
. 43.3% allocation in the future, Accordingly, the WSA should be revised to delete any teference
to so-called “unused” CCWD New Hogan water for purposes of water supply planning for the
City of Stockton municipal ares. ' ' :

Pag' e-Specific Comments

WSA, Page 19 states that “[elxisting firra surface water contracts held by SEWD inclide s
Burean of Reclamation {Reclamation) contract (New Hogan Reservoir) and a Calaveras County
Water District (CACWD) sontract on the Calaveras River based on appropriative water rights -

. held by CACWD . . * This statement js incorrect. The New Hogan Contract and the CCWD-
SEWD Contract are relevant to the same supply of water, and both confracts are based on
appropriative water rights held by Reclarnation.’ :

WSA, Page 20, Table. 6, just below the line itern desoribing New Hogan water supplies thers is
anofhier item entitled “CACWD Appropriative Water Rights™ This second item purports to
identify up to 10,000 afy from “unused CACWD rights” that will be penmanently available to the
City of Stockton at the City*s build-out. This 10.000 afy does not exist. As noted above, if this CCWD-1
line item is intended o refer to New Hogan water, it is inaccurate because COWD will use all of (Contd)
its 43.5% entitloment in the future, and neither SEWD vor the City can rely on that water for
long-term planning. If this item is intended to refer to any other CCWD water right, then it is
simply in error: beyond the Bmited availability provided by the SEWD-CCWD contract, there is
10 other scenario under which SEWD has access to COWD water supplies,

WSA, Page 20 states that “. . . as development continues in Calaveras County, less of the
CACWD water will be available to SEWD and its customers, This contract currently vields 24
TAF and will vltimately be decreased to 10 TAF at build-out.” Again, this 10,000 afy does not
exist; the full amount of CCWD’s entitlement can be requested by CCWD in any piven year. . .

~+ Moreover, CEWD will use its fulll entitleinent o the Fature. There is to scenario under which
the City can rely on unused CCWD entitlement for purposes of water supply planning,

WBA, Page 21, Figure 7 shows a “Calaveras River Water Right Transfer (10TAK).” Again, this
10,600 afy does not exist; the full amount of COWD's entitlement can be requested by COWD in
any given year. Moreover, CCWD will use its ful] entiflersent in the future. There is no

scenaio under which the City can rely o imused COWD entitlement for purposes of water
supply planning.

? Thereisa complex history that fuforms iﬁte:pratauon of the New Hogan, contracts, but which is not relevant here
because the City cannot rely on “wsed” CCWD supplies,

® Ag indicated herein, at present the appropriative xights for New Hogan are held by the U.S, Barsarof
Reclamation, sad not CCWI or SEWD.
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Calaveras County Water District Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report
Mariposa Lzkes Specific Plan State Clearinghouse #2006022035
Page 4 of 4

. WSA, Page 54 refers to 2 “transfer” of CCWD’s rights to New Hogan water. Again,itis
 inaccurate to chatactetize the interim, temporaty, year-to~year availability of water to- SEWD
~ from CCWD’s New Hogan entitlerent as 2 “transfer.” Thig-water may not be-available to

SEWD in any given year, and will not be available in the long-term. CCWD-1

. ‘ : _ (Cont'd)
The New Hogan Project Is Not 4 CVP Eaeility,

WSA, Page 35 states that New Hogan supplies are subject to Central Valley Project (“"CVP”)
deficiencies. However, the New Hogan contract is not a CVP contract and is not subject to CVP
deficiencies, ‘ .

Conclusion

‘As previously offered, I would be happy to make available members of my staff to work with
yepreseqtatives of the City of Stockton to assist with fiature water supply planning as it relates to_
CCWD water supplics. T Jook forward 1o receiving notices of document availability and public
hearings on these topics in the fture. In the mesntime, please also feel free to contact wric an a

- more informal basis to discuss any questions or congerns.

Sincérely,

David Amﬁi General Manager

- Calaveras County Water Distdet
- Attachment
ce:  Lawry Diamond, CCWD

Ed Pattison, CCWD
Kevin Kauffan, SEWD
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Letter

CCWD

Response

Calaveras County Water District
David Andres, General Manager
April 23, 2007

CCWD-1

The commentor states that the City’s WSA (DEIR Appendix R) incorrectly describes
SEWD’s rights to water supplies held by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation)
and stored at New Hogan Reservoir, and identifies certain inaccuracies in the WSA. In
response, the City has revised Section 2.4.2 of the WSA (“SEWD Surface Water Contract
Entitlements™) to correct the inaccuracies. In sum, the City agrees that certain statements
in the WSA were inaccurate and has corrected those statements, but the City disagrees
that SEWD is not entitled to rely on the unused portion of Calaveras County Water
District’s (CCWD’s) New Hogan water supply entitlements when determining the
volume of supplies available to serve the MLSP project and the City, as described in the
WSA and DEIR and as amended by this FEIR. Please refer to Section 5.4 of Chapter 5 of
this FEIR. These changes do not alter the conclusions of the DEIR.

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW
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CSJWCD

THE CENTRAL SAN JOAQUIN WATER mecrors

GRANT THOMPSON
EUGENE CAFFESE
CONSERVATION DISTRICT Fres
67,000 acres of diversified family farms in San Joaguin Counly, Californla® M‘%ﬂﬁ&%ﬁ}f&g’*
311 E. Maln 81, Ste. 202, Stockton, California 95202 BILL SANGUINETTI
(209} 466-7952 « FAX 466-7953 COUNSEL

REH W, RORERTS

April 17, 2007 iies b fe |
‘ e AP
David Stagnaro, AICP i R 2 2
Senior Planner - - ]
Stockton Community Development Department, Planning Division 7™ ¢ - -
345 North El Dorado Street .

Stockion CA 93202

RE: Mariposa Lakes DEIR
Dear Mr. Stagnaro:

The Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District submits the following
comnments regarding the Draft Bnvironmental Impact Report prepared for the above
referred project.

1. As set forth in the Draft report, the project area location is an area of ground
water overdraft. Water supply issues, in particular water extracted from the
area ground water aquifer must be closely examined and water extraction rates CSIWCD-1
raust be acourately quantified. The effect upon the adjacent Groundwater
aquifer must be adequately addressed in order to insure and guarantee that no
negative effect upon the Groundwater table will oceur.

2. The Draft report describes a recharge project to be located east of the
development boundary. This recharge site and the recharge project must be
fully investigated to address the following concerns: CSIWCD-2

a. Water Supply. The draft report refers to various sources of surface
water for the recharge project. These sources must be specifically
described and quantified prior to project approval. The water source
should be fully secured prior to approval.

b. Water rate recharge. The draft report sets forth rates of recharge and
estimated ground water banking adjacent to the project area. The CSJWCD-3

report should set forth specified quantities of water which will be

EDAW Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR
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banked under the recharge plan and which will be available for
extraction. The report should consider the possible migration of
recharged water away from the recharge site and the overall
effectiveness of the planned recharge on the ground water aquifer,

underlying the project area and those areas to the south and east.

. Safe vield. Water banked at the recharge facility should not be

removed without a specified determination of safe yield. A base case
of safe yield should be established to set an overdraft standard which
shal! not be exceeded. The extraction rate should guarantee the safe
yield standard and should notbe mercly a two to one ratio as set forth

in the report.

. Staged Development. The project description calls for a staged

development. Due fo the concerns regarding the overall elfectivencss
of the recharge project, mitigation measures should be adjusted as
development occurs. In the event that the recharge is not effective,
then development should be controlled to insure no negative impact

upon the ground water aquifer.

. Drought. Special consideration should be addressed for drought

conditions. In the event of drought, no extraction should be made that

subjects the ground water aquifer to overdiaft below a predetermined

“standard. At such tires, groundwater should not be extracted for the

purpose of supplying water to the lakes or other non-potable purpdses.
Participation of the District. Any recharge facility should be
planmed, designed, operated, and maintained with the involvement and/
participation of the Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District.
No recharge facility should be constructed without the consent and
approval of the District.

. Monitoring of the recharge project, Appropriate monitoting of water

level conditions should be maintained to assure that the recharge
project is in fact recharging the specific area and is making water

available for planned extraction.

CSJWCD-3
(Cont'd)

CSJWCD-4

CSJWCD-5

CSIWCD-6

CSJWCD-7

CSJWCD-8

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR
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3, The draft report sets forth plans to utilize Duck Creek and Litle John’s Creek
as surface water delivery chamnels. Both channels are currently utilized by
Central San Joaquin for water delivery from April through October. In
addition, both streambeds are utilized as flood control channels. The report
should address the effect upon District facilities, in both Duck Creek and
Little John’s Creek, when water is delivered to the project site. Questions of
erosion, operations, and maintenance should be addressed. The report should
alse address additional improlvements to both streambeds for conveyance of
project water.

4, inthe event that the project is permitted and goes forward, the area will be

annexed to the City of Stockton. Such resulting annexation will create

financial and operational issues with Central San Joaguin. Such issues must be|

adequately addressed and resolved before project approval.

5. The Project is planned in an area that is almost exclusively developed for
agriculture. The report should address the effect of this densely populated
urban development upon the surrounding agricultural areg, to insure and

guarantee that no adverse effect shall ocour.

oand) A
[{x e

CSJWCD-9

CSJwCD-10

CSJWCD-11

Reid W. Robefts, Secretary
C.8.JIW.C.D.
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Letter Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District

CSIJWCD Reid Roberts, Secretary
Response April 23, 2007
CSJWCD-1 The commentor states generally the importance of careful evaluation of the proposed

project’s potential impacts to groundwater. As described on DEIR pages 11-34 through
11-39, 2 acre-feet of purchased surface water would be applied to the ground for every 1
acre-foot of water withdrawn. Therefore, the project applicant would only be
withdrawing water that they have purchased and placed into the ground—they would not
be withdrawing any existing groundwater. As discussed on DEIR pages 11-39 through
11-41, Mitigation Measures 11-6a, b, and ¢ would ensure that the groundwater recharge
project does not have an adverse impact on the existing groundwater aquifer. No
revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

CSJWCD-2 The commentor requests more particular information on the water supply that would be
used to serve the recharge project. See Master Response 5 in Chapter 3, “Master
Responses,” of this FEIR.

CSJWCD-3 The commentor requests more particular information on the rate of recharge as well as
the quantities of banked water that would be available for extraction. The commentor also
requests consideration of the migration of banked water from the project site. See Master
Response 5 in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR. The migration of banked
water away from the project site is considered in DEIR Appendices Q and BB. To
account for possible migration, 2 acre-feet of water would be applied to the ground
surface for every 1 acre-foot of water that is withdrawn.

CSJWCD-4 The commentor asks for a determination of safe yield before allowing removal of banked
water. Safe yield is defined as “the amount of naturally occurring groundwater that can
be withdrawn from an aquifer on a sustained basis, legally and economically, without
impairing the native groundwater quality or creating an undesirable effect, such as
environmental damage” [emphasis added] (Fetter 1988); City of Los Angeles v. City of
San Fernando (1975) 14 Cal.3d 199, 278; Central and West Basin Water Replenishment
Dist. v. Southern Cal. Water Co. (2003) 109 Cal. App. 891, 899). Therefore, the safe
yield factor established for groundwater pumping in the Stockton area does not apply to
the proposed groundwater recharge project, which would consist of purchased surface
water that is applied to the ground surface and then allowed to filter into the groundwater
aquifer. As described on DEIR pages 11-34 through 11-39, 2 acre-feet of purchased
surface water would be applied to the ground for every 1 acre-foot of water that is
withdrawn. The recharge project would also include enough applied water to allow for an
estimated 5% loss of recharged water that may move away from the site as it filters
downward through the aquifer. Thus, this extra 5% of applied recharged water would
contribute to the regional aquifer. Therefore, the recharge project would only withdraw
water that has been purchased and placed into the ground—no existing groundwater
would be withdrawn. As discussed on DEIR pages 11-39 through 11-41, Mitigation
Measures 11-6a, b, and ¢ would ensure that the groundwater recharge project does not
have an adverse impact on the existing groundwater aquifer. Mitigation Measure 11-6d
requires that a suitable entity with experience in groundwater recharge operations must be
established to operate and maintain the recharge project. No revisions to the DEIR are
necessary.

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW
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CSJWCD-5

CSJWCD-6

CSIwCD-7

The commentor requests that mitigation measures be adjusted as development occurs. As
stated on pages 11-41 and 11-42 of the DEIR, implementation of Mitigation Measures
11-6a, 11-6b, 11-6¢, and 11-6d would reduce potentially significant direct impacts related
to groundwater recharge to a less-than-significant level, and implementation of
Mitigation Measures 7-10a, 7-10b, 7-10c, 8-5a, 8-5b, 11-1a, 11-1b, 11-4a, 11-4b, and 11-
8 would reduce any potentially significant indirect impact(s) related to groundwater
recharge to a less-than-significant level. However, the City agrees that the addition of a
new mitigation measure requiring that development phases be controlled in relationship
to the effectiveness of groundwater recharge, would also help to reduce potentially
significant direct and indirect impacts related to groundwater recharge. Therefore, a new
Mitigation Measure 11-6e is hereby added, and edits to the “Implementation” and
“Significance after Mitigation” of the Mitigation Measures for Impact 11-6 are also made
as described in Chapter 5, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR
Appendices.” New Mitigation Measure 11-6e reads as follows:

If the results of the groundwater monitoring plan required in Mitigation
Measure 11-6a show that recharge operations are not functioning at the
level necessary to serve proposed development, the City shall not issue
building permits for any additional phases of project development until the
applicant(s) has demonstrated to the satisfaction of the City that appropriate
corrective actions (as contemplated in Mitigation Measure 11-6b) have been
implemented.

These changes do not alter the conclusions of the DEIR, nor does the inclusion of
Mitigation Measure 11-6e present any new significant environmental effects.

The commentor suggests that groundwater extraction during drought conditions should
not subject the aquifer to overdraft below a predetermined standard. As described on
DEIR pages 11-34 through 11-39, 2 acre-feet of purchased surface water would be
applied to the ground for every 1 acre-foot of water withdrawn. The recharge project
would also include enough applied water to allow for an estimated 5% loss of recharged
water that may move away from the site as it filters downward through the aquifer.
Therefore, regardless of whether the time of withdrawal occurs during a wet year or a
drought year, the project applicant would only be withdrawing water that they have
purchased and placed into the ground—they would not be withdrawing any existing
groundwater from the aquifer. Furthermore, the project applicant would be banking an
extra supply of water that would be used to supply the project’s nonpotable water needs
in times of an extended drought. As stated on DEIR pages 11-38 and 11-39, the project
applicant would bank a 3-year reserve of water. In the event of a drought that lasts longer
than 3 years (1) water conservation measures that are consistent with those described in
the City of Stockton 1990 Urban Water Management Plan would be implemented (see
Mitigation Measure 11-6a) and (2) the project applicant could also take any of the
additional three actions described in Mitigation Measure 11-6b. Those actions include the
purchase of additional land to expand the recharge facility, purchasing additional surface
water supplies, and/or reducing the project’s landscape irrigation and lake level
maintenance needs. The secondary impacts associated with those three actions are
evaluated in the DEIR as part of Mitigation Measure 11-6b. See also edits to Mitigation
Measure 11-6b in FEIR Chapter 5, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to
DEIR Appendices.”

The commentor suggests that the recharge program should be coordinated with
CSJWCD. Thank you for your comment. The proposed recharge facility would be

EDAW
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CSJwCD-8

CSJwCD-9

CSJWCD-10

CSJWCD-11

planned and operated in conjunction with CSJWCD. See also DEIR Mitigation Measure
11-6d, which requires that a suitable entity with groundwater recharge experience be
established to operate and maintain the recharge program. No revisions to the DEIR are
necessary.

The commentor suggests that an appropriate groundwater monitoring should program be
implemented. Mitigation Measure 11-6 requires the project applicant to prepare a
groundwater monitoring plan covering all project phases, which would be used to direct,
assess, and report routine observations regarding groundwater conditions at the Mariposa
Lakes development and the Arbini recharge site. This mitigation measure also includes
provisions for corrective actions should the groundwater monitoring results indicate that
recharge is not functioning as required for project development. No revisions to the DEIR
are necessary.

The commentor questions the availability of on-site creeks to convey water to the project
site, especially in the summer months, because they are currently utilized during the
summer by CSIWCD. Because the project applicant would use existing, surplus water
that is already flowing down Duck Creek and North Little Johns Creek, no stream
channel improvements for conveyance capacity would be needed, nor would any new
flooding or erosion hazards occur. Impacts from off-site improvements relating to
installation of a diversion structure in Duck Creek and North Little Johns Creek are
evaluated under separate impact headings (“Off-Site Improvements™) in Chapters 4
through 17 of the DEIR, and mitigation measures have been included where appropriate.
Furthermore, Mitigation Measure 11-6c¢ requires the project applicant to prepare a
nonpotable off-site water source feasibility assessment covering all project phases, which
would be submitted to the City for review. This assessment must evaluate the availability
and quantity of off-site surface water supplies, delivery mechanisms from the source to
the SPA, and provide a cost-benefit analysis for each identified off-site source. No
revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor indicates that, should annexation occur, the City should address the
financial implications to the CSJIWCD. Contracts for the supply of surface water by
CSJWCD and SEWD to meet the project’s nonpotable water needs, and a contract for
operation of the Arbini recharge facility, along with any other relevant issues with
CSJWCD, would be executed prior to the commencement of any construction in
connection with the proposed project, and prior to any detachment of the SPA from
CSJWCD and annexation into the SEWD Service Area. No revisions to the DEIR are
necessary.

The commentor expresses generalized concerns about placing an urbanized area next to
agricultural areas. The proposed project’s potential impacts on agricultural resources are
addressed in the following locations in the DEIR:

“Agricultural Resources,” pages 5-10 through 5-16;

“Cumulative Impacts,” pages 18-7 and 18-8;

“Growth-Inducing Impacts,” pages 20-4 and 20-5;

“Irreversible Environmental Changes,” page 21-1; and
“Significant and Unavoidable Impacts,” pages 22-1 through 22-3.

vV vy vy Vvyy

No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.
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MONTEZUMA

Montezuma Fire District Administration
In San Joaquin County Business Phone:
Station 18-1, 2408 8. "B” 5t.,, Stockton, CA 956206 (209) 464-5234
Station 18-2, Stockton Metro Airpott Fax (209) 466-2624
Board of Linda A, Todd Sue Healon Jeff Hachman Edward Marte!
Directors: Chair Person Director Director Fire Chief
G & Clerk to the Board
Te: City of Stockton Marﬁh 'd?{)ﬁ'ﬂ - p L.
¢/o Community Development Dept. Director M. Niblock o i -
345 N. El Dorado Street L ! A
Stockton, Ca. 95202 : ' MAR 2 6 208? L '
From: Fire District Administration o :
Rez Public review of the draft environment impact report for the mariposa Lakes specifie piad
project (DETR 11-03)
The Montezima Fire Protection District is in receipt of your Draft Environmental [mpact Report (EIR)
for the Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan Project. Although the docnment relates to and addresses mostly
environmental issues your document briefly discus Fire Protection Services 15.1.1, with very little if any
about the current service the Montezuma Fire District provides. Again the district would like to inform you
of (3) three very important public safety issues, which are;
1.) Current Fire Protection Service.
2.} Current Firc Prevention Service.
3.} Fiscal impect to the Disirict.
1) Current Fire Protection Service:
‘The Montezuma Fire currently serves a portion of the project site Hsted above. The portion protected
by the district is the most populated. {See attached sheets for bonndary’s)
The district is currently providing fire suppression, rescue, fire trainfog, aircraft fire fghting,
bazardous matexial response and emergency medical service to all areas with in the fire district to
include a portion of the above listed zrea.
The Monfezuma Fire District currently serves a 9.6 square mile area and staffs two (2) Fire Stations at
ol times. The Fire district also has an Automatic Aid agreement with the French Camp Fire District to
responds to all structure fires automatically.
The nearest fire station is Sta.# 181 located @ 2405 8. “B” Sireet. Response time 10 the profect area by
district personnel is approximently less than two (2) minutes. (approx. 1 5/10 of a mile)
2.) Current Fire Prevention Service: Montezuma-1
The Montezurna Fire District also provides Fire Prevention service fo the area mentioned above,
Throngh out the area there are mix businesses to be inspected on an annually bases and meet California
Fire Code requirements. All other parcels with in the area are vequited to be inspected per the San
Joagquin County Weed Abatement program. Any Plan Checking requirements for new constructions arc
confracted ont by the district to San Joaquin County Fire Prevention Bureau.
3.) Fiscal impact fo the district:
Although the fire district does not have an exact amount of loss of revenue, it {s projected fo be a
substantial amount that would impact the disirict greatly. (lost of personnel staffing would oceur)
If the ENTIRE arez wounld be detach from the disfrict the following lost of reverme would aceur,
Which are; A.) State Properiy Tax '
B.) Montezuma Fire District Tax Override Assessment
C.) Fire Prevention Burean - Fire Permit Fee's
Conclusion:
Attached you will find several copies of SIC Assessor Parcel Map pages, the district will be
forwarding such pages and 2 memorandum to the 8JC Auditor-Coptroller office to seck the total
amount lost in State Property Tax.(this task ray take up to 120 days)
EDAW
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Conclusion Continues: .
Also, the district it self wilt conduct a study on lost of revenues per the Montezwma Five District
Override Tax Assessment end Fire Permit Fee's which the district will forward to you with in the next

30-43 days.

‘The district did enter in an agreement with the City of Stockton and San Joaquin County were the

district receives current state property tax sharing were Annexation ecours. This agreement is valid Montezuma-1
from 2005 fhry 2010 only. ¥ annexation was to ocenr today the distrief would receive 2 maximum (Cont'd)

“tax revenue” from 2008- 2010. Approximently (2) two years of wing off tax, However the district
Override Assessment and Fire Permit Fees would end immediately upon annexation.

In ending, the district has numerous plans it would like to proposed to the City of Stockton regarding
this proposed project and will request meetings with you, yowr staff and Chief Hitde from the city’s
fire department.

‘Fhaok you, in advance for your cooperation,

Respectiill /

Edward O. Martel - Fire Chief

Moe

C; MFED Files
MFD Board of Directors
LAFCO - J. Glaser, Interim Executive Director
All San Joagnin Board of Supervisors
Mayor Chavez, City of Stockton
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Montezuma Fire District

In San Joaguin County

Station 18-1, 2405 8. "B” 81, Btockion, CA 95208
Station 18-2, Stockton Metro Airport

Board of Linda A, Todd Sus Heaton
Directors: Chair Person Director

Memorandum
To: 8IC Auditor-Controller — A, Van Houten

From: Chief Martel

Re; Proposed City of Stockton Annexation Mariposa Lakes Project,

Dear Mr. Van Houten

Jeff Hachman

Administration
Business Phone:
(208) 464-5234
Fax (209} 466-2624

Edward Martel
Fire Chief
& Cierk to the Board

3/23/07

The district is requesting if you can inform the district approximant revenus the district is currently
recelving for state property tax, Attached you will find copies of proposed parcel’s that would be effected.

Thank yo!

o5

Bdward Martel — Chief

C; MFD Files

City of Stockton Comm. Develop. Dir. M. Niblock
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Letter

MONTEZUMA

Response

Montezuma Fire District
Edward Martel, Fire Chief
March 26, 2007

MONTEZUMA-1

Thank you for your comment that provides background information about current fire
protection and prevention services within the Montezuma Fire District. Impact 15-2 on
pages 15-15 and 15-16 of the DEIR addresses the proposed project’s demand for fire
protection facilities, systems, equipment, and services. Fiscal issues related to fire
protection services are not a CEQA issue, and will be addressed in the project applicant’s
Public Facilities Financing Plan. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW
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NSJCGBA

NORTHEASTERN SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY Sp—
GROUNDWATER BAN KING AUTHORITY  curoiim warse sevics company
1810 EAST HAZELTON AVENUE CENTRAL DRLTA WATSR AGERCY

STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA 03205 CENTRAL SAN IBAQUIN

(209 468-353) WATER CONSERVATION BISTRICY

(209) 1GR-299D/F AR GITY OF LODY

LITY QF STOURTON

NOWTIES5% JOAQUIN WATER:
CONSERYATION DISTIUCT

STOCKTON GAST WATER DISTRICT
SAN JOAQURI COUNTY

STEVEN GUTIERREZ SOUTIE DELTA WATRR AGENCY
114

CUAIRMAN WOLDBLDGE SHEIGATION DISTRICT

YOM FLINN SAN JOACIUIN FARKM BUREAY

SECNETARY . FRDERATION - ASSOCIATE MEMBEL

Mr, Michael M. Niblock, Direclor

Mr, David Stagnaro, Senior Planner

City of Slockion

Community Development Department
- 345 North El Dorddo Street

Stockton, California 95202

SUBRJECT: COMMENTS ON DEIR 11-03 - MARIFOSA LAKES SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT
Dear Director Niblock and Mr. Stagnaro:

The Northeastem San Joaquin County Groundwater Banking Authority (Authority) was established

in 2001 1o collectively develop locally supported projects o strengthen water supply reliability in
Eastern San Joaquin County, Formed. as a joint powers authorily, Authority members agree to

work cooperatively and to speak with one voice in their efforts to achieve reliable and affordable water
supplies.for the region. 8ince the Authorily's formation in 2001, members have taken steps fo preserve
the valuable groundwater résources undetlying our region.

In 2004, the Authority adopted a Groundwater Management Plan (Plan) for the Eastern San Joaguin
Grotindwater Basin (Basin) (Water Code Section 10750 &t. seq.). The purdicse of thi Plan was to
review, enhance, assess; and coordinate existing groundwater managernent policies and programs in
Eastern San Jogguin Cotinty and to develop new pohc:es and programs to ensurg the iong-term
sustamabmty of groundwater resources in Eastem San Jaaqum Gounty To better def ine the suppor‘rmg

o the deve!opment of the Plan as ouﬂmed i Table 1.

| Table 4 :
Groundwater Management Plan Mission Values for Success
Be implemented in an gquitable | Maintain or enhange the lotal Protect groundwater and surface
manner economy water quality
Be affordable MinirmiZe ddverse imp-'a'ets: o Provide moré teliable water
entities within the County supplies
Exhibit multiple benefits. o ical | Maintain overlying landowner Restore and maintain
land owners and other and Local Agency confrol of the. | groundwater resources
participgting agencies Groundwater Basih
Minimize adverse impacts tothe | Protect the rights of overlying “Tncrease amount of water put 1o
environment landowners bensficial use within San Joaquin
County
EDAW Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR
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Mr. Michael Niblock, Director 2~
Mr. David Stagnaro, Seriior Planner

COMMENTS ON DEIR 11-03

MAR%F’OSA LAKES SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT

I order lo meet the purpose of the Plan apd ensure the long-term gustainability of the Basin, the
Authority créated the following Plan objectives:

1. Maintain long-term sustainability of the Basin through the development of management
objjectives, pradtices and conjunctive use projects to benefit the social, economic and
environmental viability of Eastern San Joaguin County.

2. Prevent further saline intrusion and degradétion of groundwater guality throughout the Basin.

3. Increase understanding of Basin dynamics through the development of a scund research
nrogram fo monfor, avaluate, and pradict Basin condltinns,

4. Maintain Jocal control of the groundwater Basin through the responsible management of
graundwater resources by overlying cifies, counties, water districts, agencies, and
landowners.

o

Formulate ralional and allainabie Basin management objectives o camply with Senate Bl
1938 and refain State funding eligibility,

6. Formulate voluntary policies, practices and incentive programs to meet established Basin
management objectives.

7. Formulate dppropriate finaricing strategies for the implementation of the Plan.

San Joaguin County overlies the Eastern San Joaguin, Cosumnes, and Tracy Sub-basins of the greater
San Joaquin Valley Groundwater Basin. For the purposes of the Plan; the Eastern San Joaguin County
Groundwater Management Arga (GMA) is defined as the portioni of San Joaguin County- overlying the
Eegtern San Joaguin and Cosumnes Stib-Basing, Within the GMA, the member agencies of the
Authority will implement the Groundwater Management Pla within their respeclive boundaries. To
ensure that every parcel in the GMA Is represented, all uriorganized areas will be included in the

San Joaguin Cotinty Flood Gontrol and Water Conservation District. Figure 4 depiets that portion of
8an Joaquin County within the boundaries of the GMA. The Authiority has adopted the followirig Basin
Management Objectives for the GMA.

Management Objective No. 1: Maintain or enharics groundwater elevations to meet the lorig-ter
needs of groundwater users within the GMA.

Management Objective No. 2 Maintain or enhance groundwater guiality underlying the Basin to meet
the. Iang«term needs of groundwater users within the: Groundwater Management Area.

Management Objective No. 3t Minimize impacts to surface water quality and flow due to centinued
Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Basin everdraft and planned conjunctive use.

Management Objective No. 4: Prevent inelastic land subsidence in-Eastern San Joaguin County due to
continued groundwater overdraft.

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW
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Mr. Michael Niblock, Dirgctor -3
Mr. David Stagnaro, Senior Planner

COMMENTS ON DEIR 11-038

MARIPOSA LAKES SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT

Figure 1
Groundwater Management Area
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Mr. Michael Niblock, Director -4~
Mr. David Stagnaro, Senior Planner

COMMENTS ON DEIR 11-03

MARIPOSA LAKES SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT

On April 11, 2007, the Authority Coordinaling Committee discussed the Drafl Environmental Impact
Report from the Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan. The document Has provided information on the proposed
development of several lake features and an off-site groundwater recharge/banking facility. At that
meeting, several discussions and recomriendations occurred regarding the Project which are
summarized as follows:

= The development and operation of groundwater recharge/banking facilities be consistent with
established Basin Managament Objectives. Project exiraction operations should not cause NSJCGBA-1
groundwater levels 1o decline’in adj&cent propertie§ during persistént drolight conditions.

» To the greatest extent possiblé the lake features of the proposed development be constricted
in & way to allow for groundwater recharge. This can be achieved by modifying how and at what | NSJCGBA-2
slevation lake lintng materials ark installed.

s The proposed off-site groundwater recharge/banking facility should be supplied with surface
* water made dvaitable from either Eocal strearis, the Stariislaus, Calaveras andfor NSJCGBA-3
Mokelumne Rivers.

Sincerely,

s

If you have guestions or would like to discuss these comments, please contact me at 468-3089,
C. MEL LYTLE, Ph.D.

b el 44,
Water Resoureg Goordinater

Northeastern San Joaguin Courntty Groundwater Banking Authority

CML:THM:re
WR-TDOBT-RCT,

ol Bob Granberg, Deputy Director, City of Stockton Water Reseuirces Planning
Mark Madison, Director, City of Stockton MUD :
T. R. Flinn, Autherity Secretary/Directar of Public Warks '
Thomas M. Sau, Chief Deputy Director
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Letter Northeastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Banking Authority
NSJCGBA C. Mel Lytle, Water Resource Coordinator
Response Undated

NSJCGBA-1 The Northeastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Banking Authority (NSJCGBA)
recommends that the recharge program be developed consistent with the NSICGBA'’s
established Basin Management Objectives, and that extraction operations not cause
groundwater levels to decline in adjacent properties. The development and operation of
groundwater recharge/banking facilities would be consistent with established Basin
Management Objectives. For every 1 acre-foot of water that would be withdrawn from
the recharge project, 2 acre-feet of water would be applied to the ground surface;
therefore, project extraction operations would not cause groundwater levels to decline in
adjacent properties under any conditions (drought years or wet years) because the project
applicant would only be withdrawing surface water that they have already purchased and
placed into the ground. (See generally Master Response 5 in Chapter 3, “Master
Responses,” of this FEIR.) No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

NSJCGBA-2 The commentor requests that the lake features of the proposed project be constructed in
such a way as to allow for groundwater recharge. Various lake design alternatives were
considered during the planning phase of this project. Lined lakes, unlined lakes, and a
hybrid line/unlined condition were all considered in initial planning, and for various
reasons a lined lake network was selected. The key reasons for selecting a lined lake
network are discussed below.

» Ground saturation. Constantly saturated soils that occur adjacent to unlined lakes
are not desirable in residential developments. Most of the proposed lakes would be
bordered by homes, many located close to the lake edges. If the lakes are not lined,
much of the ground surrounding the lakes would remain saturated, leading to
questions of foundation stability and the potential for mold problems in homes. Lake
lining would alleviate these problems.

» Maintenance as groundwater recharge basins. The infiltration rate within a lake
would decrease substantially over time unless regular maintenance is performed on
the lake bottom. Like all quiescent water bodies, artificially created lakes gradually
accumulate layers of fine-grained sediments on the lake bottom that would not
substantially fill the lake, but would substantially decrease the rate at which water
infiltrates into the ground. Eventually, an unlined or partially lined lake would need
to be drained, dried, and treated (the soil disced or scraped) to reestablish adequate
pore spaces in the surface layer to promote adequate infiltration. This
draining/drying/treatment process would be costly, time-consuming, unaesthetic, and
noisy for adjacent and nearby property owners. This process would require a
substantial amount of time (months) and would require frequent repetition to
maintain adequate infiltration rates in the lakes. Given the large size of the proposed
project, the phased development over a period of 25 years, and the substantial
number of proposed lakes (11), this process would be infeasible.

» Low infiltration Rates. The total volume of water recharged into underlying
aquifers from the unlined portions of the lake network would be small. The City
believes that the small amount of total infiltrated water would not justify the periodic

EDAW Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR
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NSJCGBA-3

draining/drying/ treating process of the lakes that would be necessary. Furthermore,
infiltration rates would diminish quickly after construction.

Operating water surface fluctuations. One of the goals of the lake network design
is to maintain operating water surfaces that have limited regular fluctuations.
Evaporation and irrigation withdrawals from the lake can be estimated and planned
for before the lakes are built. It would be substantially more difficult to maintain
operating water levels with the added complexity of unknown infiltration rates.

Groundwater recharge plans are in place. The proposed project includes plans to
use the adjacent Arbini Ranch property as a groundwater recharge and water storage
facility (evaluated in detail on pages 11-34 through 11-39, and pages 11-59 through
11-63 of the DEIR). This facility would be dedicated to water resources management,
and thus would be maintained in a condition that promotes high rates of groundwater
recharge, therefore supporting a more controlled and reliable groundwater recharge
program.

For the reasons listed above, the City believes it would be infeasible to construct unlined
lakes. The project description contained in DEIR Chapter 3, “Project Description,” is
hereby revised to reflect this conclusion, as described in Chapter 5 of this FEIR,
“Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices.” This change
does not alter the conclusions contained in the DEIR.

The commentor suggests that the recharge program be supplied with surface water from
local streams, the Stanislaus, Calaveras, and/or Mokelumne Rivers. The proposed off-site
groundwater recharge facility would be supplied with surface water as suggested by the
commentor. See the Nonpotable Water Supply Assessment prepared by SEWD, on behalf
of itself and CSJWCD (attached as new Appendix Y to this FEIR), and Master Response
5 in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR.

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW
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: San Joaquin County
Environmental Health Department SJ C D E H

600 East Main Street
Stockton, California 95202-3029 PROGRAM COORDINATORS
: Carl Boigman, REHS
Mike Huggins, REHS, RDI
Website: www.sjgov.org/ehd gla;g?tri; Lé'gT'rio, 221;2
. ~ obert McClellon,
Phons: (209) 466 8420 ot oo Rt RO

Kasey Foley, REHS

May 15, 2007

David Stagnaro, AICP, Senior Planner

City of Stockton Community Development Department
Planning Division

345 North El Dorado Street

Stockton, California 95202

RE: PUBLIC REVIEW OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT FOR THE MARIPOSA LAKES SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT
(FIR 8-03)

The San Joaguin County Environmental Health Department (EHD) requests the
following comment be added to the above project for consideration,

1) Section 10-4 (d) existing onsite sewage disposal systems to be abandoned shall be
destroyed under permit and inspection by the Environmental Health Department

(EHD).

SJCDEH-1

2) Section 10-4(h) existing wells to be abandoned shall be destroyed wnder permit an | 5jcpeH-2
inspection by the Environmental Health Department (EHD).

Should you have any questions, please call Rod Estrada, Lead Senior R.EJLS. of my
staff at (209) 468-0331.

Donna Heran, R.E.H.S., Director .

b G

Mike Huggins, Program Coordinator, R.E.H.S., R.D.L
Environmental Health Department

MH: 1l
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Letter San Joaquin County Department of Environmental Health

SJCDEH Donna Heran, Director
Response May 21, 2007
SJCDEH-1 Thank you for your comment. Any on-site sewage disposal systems to be abandoned

would be properly removed and destroyed in accordance with applicable local, state, and
federal regulations as required by Mitigation Measure 10-4(d) on page 10-17 of the
DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

SJCDEH-2 Thank you for your comment. Existing on-site wells to be abandoned would be closed in
accordance with SJCDEH guidelines, as required by Mitigation Measure 10-4(h) on page
10-17 of the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW
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SJCPW

B0, BOX 1810 « 1698 B HAZELTON. AVENUE
 STOCKTON, CALIFORMIA 898204
{209) 458-3000  PAX (19) 4832800
www.sigovorgfpttwaris.

THOMAS K. FLING
DIRECTOR

FHOMAS M. GAU

GHIER RERUTY MRECTOR. 4 b Y
MANUEL SCLORIQ Wendtnigy for YOU
DEPUTY THRECTOR

STEVER WINKLER

BEPUTY BIRECTOR

ROGER JANES .
BESINESS AUMINISTRATGR Apyﬂ 23, QQQ?

M. David Staignaro

City of Btocktan

345 Ndrih El Dorado-Strest
Stockton, Qalifornia 95202

SUBIECT:  DRAFT ENYIRORMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE MARIPOSA LAKES SPECIFIC
PLAN PROJEGT

Dear Mr: Stagnaro;

The San Juaquin County Depariment of Fubllc Works-hds feviewed the sbove misntioned dopumenit and hag

the follawiny cormmants:

. Dugk Oreele 15 a Project Channs! malntaingd by San Joagyin Gounty Ghanne Mainterance; the
finction, use. and maintenance shall net be changed by this projfect. Any-chianges to arwar dore SJCPW-1
in thie charirel, banks, orievegs will reniilrs & Retlanvation Board Peimiit.

2. Branch Cresk Is-part Project arid Non-Profect-Chanuel and 1s-malntained by San-Joagul Gounty
Chanriel Mafptenants; the finefion, us?;.gnctmasngananesgban ot bis ehanged by thls pioject. Any |
chariges fo-orwork dons i the ehatinel, batks, or favegswill requirs & Rediamation Board Perinitis SJCPW-2
projett dreas, of & San Joaquid Couity Water Giiursis Encrogchitwirt Permit Wil bs feguiet i nof-
projectareas.

3, North Littejohn's Gresk is deslanafed a Projpet Gharmel by-the Army Gotps of Engiieers dnd the
Steite of Callfornia, Retlanation Buard; the furiclien, use, and maltitenante shall ot be ohianged by
1HIS projatt, ARY Bhanges to arwork dorié i the shannef, banks, or leveds will require-a Reclamation
Board Permit,

8 Right-ofWay shall conform fo the Specific Plaw of Right-c-Way Map for Litlefolin's Graek s
dascribed in the Enslgri-Buckley raport datent May 1993, or as required fir mzlitenéice.ahd
necessary construction at th fime of subdision, Owtiérship:shall be convayed prier to apy
final map-approval for this project, All Rightsof-Ways shall he granted In fee to Ran Joagin SICPW-3
County Fiood Sontral and Water Conservation Distiieh

1. The Right-of-Way propetty linegs shall he desighated 4 Restrioted orNon-Actass
property o e final recbrded mapk.

b. Novegetation shall be p'lanted-., bicyele/pedestian paths bullt, ar anygther giteration:ghall he
afiowed on the Right-of-Way without a permit to do o fiom the Siate Reclatmation Board o
projest channels, ar a petmit from San.Joaquin Gounty Flood Malmtenanes on non-project
charvels.
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Mr, David Stagnata 2
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPAGT REPORT FOR
MARIPOSA LAKES: SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT

8

. Fencing: any instatices of a rear or side yard butting up te the Right-o-Way e described in
{a) shail fiave a Masonry'wall, seven feet tall from fnished grade, erected along the property
fine with nd lggal or Implied access. to the Right-nf-Way.

d. Bridges bullt over Duek Creek, Branch Creek, or North Littfelohr’'s Cresk shall have a
mifnimum of 14-feet wide by 14-feet high vehicle access clearance under the hridge on both
banks, Immetiiately adjacarit fo the abuiments oh the bank.

e, Al bridijgs shali have vehicle agtdss acrdss each & for malhitehance vekileles Tn line with the
access foad along any ehidnnel. This access will cross iy line with {he access rad along any
channal. This access will cross fhraugh any medlan. Any oyrb along the access shall not
axoeed 1.5 ches i helght, Minimurrwidlh forthese atcess polits is 20 feat.

f. PerSansoaquin County Standards, gates shiall bie Mstelfed al sight argles to the access.
rogds.d rinivium of 50:feet frain the mest outwardly point of the biidge:structure.

g. Aceess roads.shall be paved a minimunt of 14-feef wide With fwafeat of three-guatter inch
aggregate base shoulders.

. Areasalong the eastem side-of fhe ATSF (Burlington Northern) Rallroad are-in. @ Federal Emergency

Managerment Agency 1 00-year fleed zone, AQ. depth 1, located on panely 0602990470 &, dated
Aprit 2, 2002 and (156299-046% €, dated Apr| 2, 2002,

Large ardas-of the slie:are within the effective Federal Emergency Management Agency Flood Plain
shown on Figure £ of the EnslgnBuckiey report. dafed May 1993,

Sar. Joaqiin Coynty shafl e approval authtiity for afy wiotk 6h the existing tredks and chanhels
et dre nlainiitied By Hé San Jokgtin Céurify Flood Coritroland Water Conservation Distriet.

The-impact of hydro-madification shall ba part of the sformwater sludylsnginesthg.

. Theie s a liniited capacity in Diick Gregk and ofher waferways In this area. Detentionfratenfion

faclities shall be gonstructed io mifigate increased faws and volume of siormwater runseff

Tha Bpeciiic Plan proposes to sutrourid exfsting residehtial land Usés dn Carpenter Road and south
of Fatfvilngton Riad With infustrlal Ukes cfeating Sigiificant impacts fo existing residents. "The close
proxinity of Industry will subject residences fo.nolse, fumes, fiazardous materials, and other
undesirable concemns atdll hours-of the day-or right. Spegific mitigation measures nesd to be
developed to-address these issugs, including providing adaguate buifers, liraiting Houts of dperation,
and placing restrictiohs on typed of materdals stored, Ractrisldattian should be made for tedusing
impacts to hese existing residential areas iy surfdtinding the &reds with residential uses, parks, and
opsn space.

16, Giljy Road is zutrantly a small, two-lane rural mwad with 2 few couniry residerices. Sight distance Is

restricted at the Main Street intersection dus fo the gfadé changs =t the Stotkton Diverling Canal.
The Specific Plan froposts £ widsri the road 6 four lahes to sddress trafflc impacts: Perthe
Coutity's Gereral Plan, Glllls Road Is to remeli a rural two-fane read. Therefore, te Counly requesis
that the epplieants revise the dosument lo redlign Austin Road, within the projct ares, fointersdet
Farmnington Road wes! of Gillis Road gt an aeveptable intersecfion, spating ard redistribuling the
projeet's traffic avcondingly,

SJCPW-3
(Cont'd)

SJCPW-4

SJCPW-5

SJCPW-6

SJCPW-7

SJCPW-8

SJCPW-9
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br. David Stagnaro 3
ENVIRONMENTAL (MPACT REPORT FOR
MARIPOSA LAKES SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT

.11, The references to a disposal facility indicate Foofhill Landfill Js the dominant landfilf for use.

Esfablishing the plan on the fife of Forward Landfilf sbould be used.

12. TIRM's analysis of dwelling units fotals 10,819 ~ not. 10,844 and the Praject Deseriptions total sach
breakdown of low/mediumihigh density 1o 18,512 units, but he report states there are 10,566 units.
Please clarfy which is correct and reffact changes accordingly wherd netessary.

13, How were tirek psrosntagés incofporated Into the frafiic analysis? Were the percentages segregated

Into the différent classes of commereial vehicles, e, California Legal va. Surface Transgortalion
Asslstance Act? Certaln roadways and intersactions should be evalusted ulfiizing sach respactive
design vehicle for approprate: mligation. If cerlaln roatways generate Service Transpbrtation
Assistaricy Act tryeks, &route should be Idetitified, analyzéd as such), arid dbsigned aceotdingly.

14. Page 16-5 [Section. 16.1,2 Existing teaffic.Operations): [tis ynclear if new coynis were taken &
inventory existing condilions, or'if “existing” nount data was used. If “existing”, Hiow aldwais the data?
Traftic data clder than thrge years should net be Usisd and néw tate should be pulietted.

16. Page 16+25 {Section 16.3.1 Anticipated Ragional and Project Related Transportation improvements):

With regard ta State Highway Route4, g stalements made "The portion east of the ovarpass would
b constructed with funds from the praject applicantfs].” Howgver, no mintiof Js ivers a8 fo how fhe
portior west of the Buriirgton Narftier Sante Fe ralioad ByEipass (Which is said 1 be soiistructed
Wt tie Stite Highway RoUts 88 (SREMaripose Road Irtershange improvements will be funded.
Pledse revise dndfor add further explanation regarding the implemantetion of the neaded
improvemments, ’

16. Page 16-26; The documahil states thit fhie projeet apglieants will pey thelr-feir share foward an
improvid iitsiehinge 4tSRI%Natiposa Road through the payment:of Regional and Clty Traffie
Impact Fees: Should additienal funds f&il to materialize, the praposed profes] should be prepared
to filly comstrugt the inferchange fo mifigete the: raject’s Impacts. This shieuld ba requited ofthe
apylicant; elther in the condffions of approval, orin the. development agréemignt.

17. Pagé 16-26: The document.states that Caltrans is in the process of preparing a Project Stody Repart

for the- SRIS mafhline widening fo sk lanes. Please cortect to Indicafe that Calirans is Iy the Project

Approval and Environmental Dogurnent phase: Additiorially, while fhe docurdents notes it wil
pariicipate toward an iuprovsd inferchahiys dt SRO9MENpYsa Road, If does notaddress haw the
project aitie would work with this thrige Sufrent alterngtives belng studled by Calfrans. Please
atidPesk,

18, Trigger point monitoring for mitigafion that nciudey endlorsffests tnifgorporaled Coury facilties
shiould be Gobrdinated well In sdvarice with San Jdadlin County Depdrtirert of Public Works fo avold
undize Gommpligation and delay essutlatad with the implémentation of sald improvements.

18. Proposed Improvemsnis:requirad for the East Charter Way/East Main Street Intetséction have the
putentlat fo conflict with the sigrial at Anferos, The riepd for regonfigiiaiion of this ititersection reeds
to be ddtressed i thie docdmint,

20. The Arch Road/Austin Road Intersection fs currently belng redesigned by San Jeaquin County for
Signafization. The City of Sfockton (Cityliprolaet applicant should todrdingte the need for
Improvementsiadditional laries it this interseclion so they ¢ be included in the clirent offort.
Thg-prajéest should be condificiied by the Clty to constilit improvemsnts necded or confribute its
fair shigrs.

SJCPW-10

SJCPW-11

SJCPW-12

SJCPW-13

SJCPW-14

SJCPW-15

SJCPW-16

SJCPW-17

SJCPW-18

SJCPW-19
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Mir. David Stagnaro o
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR:
MARIPOSA LAKES SPECIFIG PLAN PROJECT

21. Page 16-4: Gillis Road is identifled in Table 168-14 as.needing fo. he widened ta four lanes in both
Ganaral Plan plus Project canditions. Bowsver, | Is unclear wivat appens fo the traffic volumes onee
they distribute onto Maln Stréet, which 1§ only two langs. Please address-and identify aprovements | SJCPW-20
1o the Main Street earridor. The project shiuld be conditiened by the City & consinicted
impfovements needed er canfribiude its falr shars.

2%, Page 16:62; Refarence to. Table 16-17 i incorrect, Appears it should be "Table 16-18%, SJCPW-21

23. For the Approvad Projects sceharios, the following backgreund Gty projects should alse be includaed:
Emplre Ranch, Uakmoare Gateway, and Origone Ranch, Please updata the scensrios as ngoessary | SICPW-22
and identify all changes.

24, Page 18:98: Under the figading "Tiip Generitian”, & “‘new north-south major arterial” Is referred fo. '
This seems toindieate the filure Austin Road Expressway. If sq, please be-more spegific to ayold SJCPW-23
confusion, and,give mere-detail as ki the lyne of fagilily (Le number of lanes, oie.).

2. Also oni page 1698 a stitementis maded regarding the lack of feasibie mitigafion for the. ‘
SR99French Camp Road interchange, which Is eperafing at unaccepfable LOS Ih he 2035 Genaral | SJICPW-24
Plan sgenarlo. Why Is the fraffle Impactsignificent end unavoliable gt this lonation? The projsst
decument needs to address the project’s Impaets to this Jegation std identify adequate mitigation.

26, Page 16-107 (Mitigation Measures): Why would impacls ramain significant and unavoidable? Please | gjcpw-25
axplaln for this and 2 "significant and unavoidaikle® impacts.

27 1t s stated un page 1616 that Caitrans! owi Transpartatiot Coheept Report and the identfied
Ultimate Transpoitation Catidor 16r 8R08 I eighit lanes In the piojectstudy area. The fact that the
Gity General Plan is dentifylng 10 lanes on SROB seems unrealistic:. Have the Curmilative and

Gumulatlva Plus Project impacts bean studied with State Highway Roule 99 as an eightlane iy | SICPW-26
or a5 a TU-aps ity per the Clty of Stocklun'’s Gengral Plan? Please identity thelmplicationg 1o
pairaliel routes: dnd riots whether the interchanges nFeded t facilifate comulative pius projett taffic
will be buillt to & 10-lake Width, or erély gight laney ay Calttans as Jdefitfiled? These ara very
digrificant and costly issues that should be-addressed prior to profect approval,
Thenk you for the opporhupty to sommentk, should you have any questions, pleass contact me #t468-8404
ot by e-mall avdlisfo@sinev.om.
ANDREA VALLEJO
Associale Plabner
Ak
TP-EDpREM1
c Michagl R. Galtahan, Senfor Clull Engirisée Michael C. Seiling, Senior Givll Englirieer
Raeger Churchwell, Senidr Civil Enginesr Adam Brucker, Senlor Transperiation Planner
Peter D. Matdtin, Senfor Civli Englnear Charles F. Kelley, Senlor Civll Endinesr
Thomas K. Gkamoto, Senier Civil Engineer Dadgie Vidad, Assocate Civil Ehgliesr
Desi Rerp, Infegrated Wagle Manager
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Letter

SJCPW

Response

San Joaquin County Department of Public Works
Andrea Vallejo, Associate Planner
April 23, 2007

SJCPW-1

SJCPW-2

SJCPW-3

SJICPW-4

SJCPW-5

SICPW-6

SJICPW-7

SJCPW-8

Thank you for your comment indicating that changes or work in Duck Creek require a
permit from the California Reclamation Board. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

Thank you for your comment indicating the changes or work in Branch Creek require a
permit from the California Reclamation Board in project areas, or a San Joaquin County
Water Course Encroachment Permit in nonproject areas. No revisions to the DEIR are
necessary.

Thank you for your comment indicating the changes or work in North Little Johns Creek
require a permit from the California Reclamation Board and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) in project areas. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

Thank for your comment indicating that areas of the project are within a Federal
Emergency Management Agency flood zone. Background information and potential
project impacts and associated mitigation measures related to flooding hazards are
discussed on pages 11-6 through 11-7, in Figure 11-3, and on pages 11-29 through 11-32
of the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

Thank you for your comment indicating that San Joaquin County has approval authority
for work on the existing creeks and channels maintained by the San Joaquin County
Flood Control and Water Conservation District. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor requests that the stormwater/engineering studies consider the impact of
hydro-modification. Hydro-modification studies are intended to ensure that
postdevelopment flow rates are not larger than predevelopment flow rates caused by the
conversion of land use to a more urbanized state. The Mariposa Lakes Master Drainage
Plan-Part B, Numerical Modeling of Stormwater Facilities (PACE 2006), attached as
Appendix O to the DEIR, addresses this requirement. Peak flow rates from the 100-year
design storm are all shown to be smaller in the proposed development condition because
of various storm water facilities incorporated into the project land use plan, including the
detention of storm water by detention basins, artificially created lake surcharge volumes,
and the Arbini Flood Control Basin. The issue of post development vs. predevelopment
discharge rates is evaluated in Impact 11-4 (pages 11-29 through 11-31) and is
specifically addressed by Mitigation Measures 11-4a and 11-4b (pages 11-31 and 11-32)
of the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

As suggested by the commentor, proposed detention/retention facilities would be
constructed to mitigate increased flows and volume of storm water runoff. See Impact 11-
4 discussed on pages 11-29 through 11-32, and Impact 11-12 discussed on pages 11-53
through 11-59 of the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor expresses concern regarding potential land use conflicts between existing
residential uses and proposed industrial uses. Pages 13-8 and 13-9 of the DEIR identify
the existing Carpenter Road and Farmington Road residential areas as noise-sensitive
land uses, and a noise survey was conducted at these locations (see pages 13-12 and 13-
13 of the DEIR). Project-related noise impacts, including impacts to the existing
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SJCPW-9

Carpenter Road and Farmington Road residential areas, and associated mitigation
measures, are contained in the DEIR on pages 13-26 through 13-50.

Project-related impacts to the existing Carpenter Road and Farmington Road residential
areas related to air quality, including toxic air contaminants and odors, and associated
mitigation measures, are contained in the DEIR on pages 6-29 through 6-52.

Project-related hazards that could affect the existing Carpenter Road and Farmington
Road residential areas are evaluated in Impacts 10-2 and 10-5 on pages 10-13 and 10-17
of the DEIR, respectively.

As discussed on page 6-18 of the DEIR, the California Spray Dry facility is located
within one-quarter mile of the proposed project site, immediately southwest of the project
site, between the BNSF railroad tracks and Mariposa Road. California Spray Dry
processes meat and blood from rendering plants to produce animal and pet feed products.
The process can release odors from various equipment and processes. The San Joaquin
Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) received a significant number of odor
complaints regarding this facility between 2001 and 2003. As discussed on page 6-26 of
the DEIR, one of the two most common situations that increases the potential for odor
problems occurs when new sensitive receptors are developed near existing sources of
odor. In this situation, the potential conflict is considered significant if the project site is
at least as close as any other site that has already experienced significant odor problems
related to the odor source. Therefore, if new residential housing were placed in the
Carpenter Road area, it is likely that significant air quality impacts related to odors would
occur. Furthermore, the City requested that the project applicant design a land use plan
that would be consistent with the zoning and land use designations in the 2035 City
General Plan document. Placement of residential housing around the existing Carpenter
Road residences would result in a conflict with the zoning designation in the 2035 City
General Plan. In addition, the project applicant has designed a land use plan that reduces,
to the maximum extent possible, hazards related to public safety. Placement of residential
housing in the area around Carpenter Road would locate more people in proximity to the
BNSF rail lines. In general, industrial land uses are considered the best use of land near
rail lines. Finally, feedback received from Carpenter Road residents during public
workshops held during the project planning stages indicated that the existing residents
were opposed to the placement of new residential housing around their properties.
Therefore, the City believes that the land uses proposed in the MLSP are appropriate. No
revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor suggests that because Gillis Road is identified by the County as only a
two-lane road, rather than widening it under the proposed project, Austin Road should be
realigned to intersect Farmington Road to accommodate project-related traffic. The
proposed project would entail phased development over approximately 25 years on a
large land area. The use of Gillis Road as an extension of Austin Road is intended to be
the interpretation of the 2035 City General Plan, which includes a new high-capacity
north-south roadway in the general area, but at an unspecified location. The purpose of
that new roadway is to serve local development to the east of SR 99 and to provide for
through-traffic capacity to relieve traffic on SR 99 itself. The exact location of the north-
south roadway is outside the scope of this project, and would be determined in the future
through the development of plan lines for the selected alignment. Even if the location of
the roadway is shifted slightly (approximately one-quarter mile in either direction), the
traffic assignment to it and other gateway roadways is not expected to change
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SJCPW-11

SJICPW-12

SJCPW-13

SJCPW-14

appreciably. Therefore, an adjustment of the traffic study is not needed. No revisions to
the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor states that the DEIR should rely on the Forward Landfill rather than the
Foothill Landfill. Chapter 15, “Public Services,” of the DEIR is hereby revised to reflect
use of the Forward Landfill rather than the Foothill Landfill as described in Chapter 5 of
this FEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices.”
This change does not alter the conclusions of the DEIR.

The commentor requests clarification on the total amount of dwelling units. The second
paragraph on page 16-1 of the DEIR explains that TIKM’s analysis was based on an
earlier, more intensively developed version of the MLSP. The traffic analysis represents a
worst-case scenario that fully addresses potential environmental impacts by
conservatively addressing a higher amount of residential development than is currently
proposed. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor requests clarification on incorporation of truck percentages into the
traffic analysis. The impact of heavy vehicles (i.e., trucks) on both roadway and
intersection levels of service can be estimated by applying a heavy vehicle adjustment
factor (one of many friction factors) to traffic volumes entering an intersection or using a
roadway. Friction factors affect saturation flow rates. In the calculations of levels of
service, the traffic study (attached as Appendix U of the DEIR) for the proposed project
applied conservative truck factors based on extensive traffic counts in the area (taken for
TJKM by Baymetrics in June 2006—see Appendix D of the traffic report). The traffic
study LOS calculations also relied on an analysis of truck percentages from industrial
parks and residential subdivisions developed by TIKM based on published traffic
generation studies conducted by Caltrans District 4.

New developments need to consider the impacts of trucks on the street network in at least
three ways: (1) in the analysis of capacity and level of service to allow for the proper
number of lanes, (2) in the analysis of roadway geometrics to allow for proper space for
turns, and (3) in the analysis of roadway thickness to ensure adequate structural strength
of the roadway itself. At the EIR stage, only the first factor is considered (as described
above); the geometric and structural concerns are addressed at later stages of the project
application process. Therefore, an adjustment of the Mariposa Lakes traffic study is not
needed. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor requests clarification regarding traffic counts. Existing a.m. and p.m.
peak hour turning movement volumes were conducted at 31 existing intersections in the
vicinity of the proposed project between the years 2003 and 2006. Of the 31 study
intersection counts, 10 were conducted in 2003, 16 were conducted in 2005, and 5 were
conducted in 2006. Since some of the study area is not experiencing significant growth,
the City believes that use of the older counts is appropriate. Additionally, the “existing”
counts are only used for analysis of existing conditions; all subsequent scenarios used
model-generated forecasts. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor requests clarification regarding improvements to SR 4 west of the BNSF
railroad overpass. The project applicant is preparing and processing a PSR, through
Caltrans and sponsored by the City of Stockton, for the SR 4 realignment.
Simultaneously, Caltrans is preparing the Project Approval and Environmental Document
(PA&ED) for the South Stockton SR 99 widening. The Caltrans project is analyzing three
alternatives. All three alternatives contain a major improvement to the Mariposa Road/SR
99 interchange, the elimination of the Farmington Road/SR 99 interchange, and a
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SJCPW-15

SJCPW-16

SJCPW-17

SJCPW-18

realignment of SR 4. The PSR process will determine the baseline cost estimate for the
proposed SR 4 realignment and the traffic analysis will provide the basis to determine fair
share costs of the project. Preliminary estimates indicate the cost of the western portion
of the project applicant-proposed SR 4 realignment is about equal to the Caltrans cost to
realign SR 4 for Alternative 1 of the South Stockton SR 99 widening project. Should
Alternative 1 be selected and the PSR approved, the Caltrans realignment would not be
necessary and those funds would be available to construct the western segment of the
project applicant-proposed SR 4 realignment. Should Caltrans select a different
alternative, the project applicant-proposed SR 4 realignment would not be necessary and
the proposed realignment would likely be converted to a local road with a smaller scope
and cost. The process that is currently underway will develop the funding and
implementation plan for this roadway improvement. No revisions to the DEIR are
necessary.

The commentor suggests that the project applicant should be required to construct or
otherwise mitigate impacts related to the interchange at Mariposa Road/SR 99. An
improved Mariposa Road/SR 99 interchange is a part of all Caltrans alternatives for the
South Stockton SR 99 widening project. This project is fully funded through state,
federal, and local funds that include the State Transportation Improvement Program,
SJCOG Measure K renewal, City of Stockton funds, and the recent state infrastructure
bond measure. Improvements beyond the scope of the current Caltrans project are minor
and would be the subject of the project applicant’s development agreement. No revisions
to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor requests clarification of Caltrans’s evaluation of the SR 99 widening
project and consideration of the proposed project in concert with Caltrans’s alternatives.
The commentor is correct that the Caltrans South Stockton SR 99 widening project is in
the PA&ED phase. The reference to the PSR is hereby revised as described in Chapter 5
of this FEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices.”
This change does not alter the conclusions of the DEIR.

TJKM, the author of the Mariposa Lakes DEIR traffic study, recently submitted a traffic
forecast report for the SR 4 PSR. The report supplements ongoing studies by Caltrans for
the SR 99 widening project in the City of Stockton, which already has an approved PSR.
TJKM’s traffic forecast report for the SR 4 PSR included the traffic impacts of the
Mariposa Lakes project in the City of Stockton. Chapter 16 of the DEIR, “Transportation
and Circulation,” analyses Alternate 1 (Mariposa Interchange) of the Caltrans PA&ED.
The Mariposa Lake street network adapts to all three Caltrans project alternatives. The
other two alternative Caltrans alignments are analyzed with the full effects of the
Mariposa Lakes project-related traffic included in the PA&ED. No revisions to the DEIR
are necessary.

The commentor requests coordination with SJICDPW in advance of facility
improvements. Thank you for your comment. The City will continue to coordinate with
the County Department of Public Works regarding improvements to County facilities. No
revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor requests that the DEIR address the need for reconfiguration of the East
Charter Way/East Main Street intersection. As shown in Figure 38 of the traffic study
(attached as Appendix U to the DEIR), it is possible to install traffic signals at the
intersection of East Charter Way/East Main Street so they would operate with the signals
located at South Anteros Avenue/East Main Street as a “clustered” signal system with
only one traffic signal controller. The recommended “ring and barrier” signal phasing
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SJCPW-20

SJCPW-21

SJICPW-22

would ensure no conflicts in traffic movements. As designed, northbound traffic from
East Charter Way would proceed through the intersection exclusively on Phase 3 with red
light indication for East Main Street through traffic. East Main Street traffic uses Phases
2 and 6 for the eastbound and westbound through movements, respectively. Eastbound
and westbound left-turn traffic would proceed concurrently with red indication for all
other movements. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor requests coordination with SICDPW in advance of facility
improvements, and suggests that the project applicant should construct the needed
improvements or contribute its fair share. The project applicant would meet and work
with San Joaquin County to implement the approved City of Stockton Arch Road
Geometric Plan Line and the project-related traffic mitigation measures into the County
signalization project to the extent possible.

The City notes that the County project referenced by the commentor is a near-term
project necessary to correct existing safety deficiencies. The City Geometric Plan Line
was approved in 1999, before Arch Road was extended into the BNSF multimodal
terminal. It provides the City’s long term blueprint for Arch Road, which is still a County
road at this location. The proposed project triggers the need for four lanes on Arch Road
when 3,000 MLSP dwelling units are constructed. Full implementation of the 2035 City
General Plan would require construction of six lanes on Austin Road north of Arch Road
and four lanes south of Arch Road. The future roadway needs would require right-of-way
acquisition that is not necessary for the current County project. Nevertheless, the project
applicant has agreed to pay its fair share of the current Arch Road/Austin Road
interchange signalization improvements, which will be set forth in the project applicant’s
development agreement. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor states that DEIR Table 16-14 requires Gillis Road to be widened to four
lanes, and expresses concerns with project-related traffic impacts on Main Street. Table
16-14 (on page 16-54 of the DEIR) identifies the need to widen Gillis Road between
Farmington Road and Main Street under both the 1990 General Plan Plus Project and the
2035 General Plan Plus Project scenarios. Since Gillis Road extends north of Main Street,
Main Street is not heavily used in any of the traffic scenarios. Therefore, no additional
lanes need to be constructed on Main Street. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor requests a correction in the DEIR text. Thank you for your comment.
The reference to Table 16-17 in Mitigation Measure 16-3 is hereby revised as described
in Chapter 5 of this FEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR
Appendices.” This change does not alter the conclusions of the DEIR.

The commentor suggests that three additional projects should be considered in the
proposed project traffic scenarios. The EPAP traffic model used for the proposed project
included only those projects that were classified as “approved” at the time of the model
runs, in mid-2006. The Empire Ranch, Oakmoore Gateway, and Origone Ranch projects
were not approved projects at the time the traffic modeling was performed, nor have they
been approved as of the date of these responses to comments. However, under the 2035
City General Plan buildout scenarios, future buildout of the entire general plan area (up to
the year 2035) was analyzed. This scenario would therefore include full buildout with
urban land uses of the areas proposed for inclusion in the Empire Ranch, Oakmoore
Gateway, and Origone Ranch projects. Therefore, no supplemental traffic analysis is
required, and no revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

EDAW
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SJICPW-23

SJICPW-24

SJICPW-25

SJCPW-26

The commentor requests additional details regarding the “new north-south major arterial”
in the traffic section of the DEIR. The “new north-south roadway” referred to on page 16-
98 of the DEIR is the Austin Road Expressway. This roadway and its general alignment
are included in the 2035 City General Plan prepared by the City of Stockton. The
function of the roadway is to serve local development east of SR 99 and to provide relief
to SR 99 for trips that do not require the use of the freeway. The traffic study prepared for
the proposed project identified the need for the Austin Road Expressway to be
constructed as a four-lane divided roadway for most of its length. No revisions to the
DEIR are necessary.

The commentor requests that the DEIR include an explanation of the significance
conclusion for the SR 99/French Camp Road interchange. Paragraphs six and seven on
page 16-98 of the DEIR contain statements explaining that the traffic impact is
significant and unavoidable at the SR 99/French Camp Road interchange because the
interchange cannot be widened because of physical restrictions. See also Table 16-31 on
pages 16-101 and 16-102 of the DEIR. Please note that the text on page 16-98 describes
2035 General Plan No Project conditions; therefore, the project applicant is not required
to participate in these roadway improvements. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor requests that the DEIR include an explanation of the significance
conclusion for all significant and unavoidable impacts, and for Impact 16-22 in particular.
The reason why Impact 16-22 (on page 16-107) of the DEIR would be significant and
unavoidable is explained on pages 16-114 and 16-115 under the heading “Significance
after Mitigation” (improvements are not available for all intersections that would operate
at an unacceptable level). Every analysis chapter of DEIR (chapters 4 through 18)
contains an explanation why all significant and unavoidable impacts are identified as
such. These explanations are found after each mitigation measure under the heading
“Significance after Mitigation,” are summarized at the end of each chapter under the
heading “Residual Significant Impacts,” and are summarized again in Chapter 22
“Significant and Unavoidable Impacts.” No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor expresses concerns regarding the feasibility of widening SR 99 to 8 or 10
lanes. See Master Response 1 in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR. No
revisions to the DEIR are necessary.
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SJCMVCD

April 19,2007 v

City of Stockton

Commumity Development Department, Planning Division
Attn: David Stagnaro, AICP, Senior Planner

345 North El Dorado Street

Stockton, CA 95202

Re: Public Review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Mariposa
Lakes Specific Plan Project (DEIR11-03)

Drear David Stagnaro,

San Joaguin County Mosquito and Vector Control District has reviewed the
Draft Bnvironmental Impact Report for the Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan
Project (DEIR11-03) and provides the following comments:

1. This project includes proposed man-made lakes and stormwater

ireatment devices. Storm water treatment devices and man-made Takes
provide aquatic habitats suitable for mosqnitoes and other vector species
as an unintended consequence of their implementation. It is requested
that the project’s proponents implement mosquito prevention measures
in the design, construction, and management of the storm water
treatment devices, man-made lakes and related structures. Enclosed for
vour consideration are suggested mosquito prevention best management
practices published by the University of California Mosquito Rcsearch
Program.

2. The MLSP proposes restoration and recreational development of several
existing creek channels (i.e., Duck Creek, North Little Johns Creek, efc.).
While it is stated on page 3-36 that any improved creek channels would
incorporate design features that would reduce the incidence of
mosquitoes and othet nuisance vectors, the proposed stream restoration
schematic on page 3-39 incorporates design criteria that is conducive to
mosquito development and limits accessibility of the site(s) to vector
control technicians to perform surveillance and control activities. Project
proponenis should carefully examine the design, development, 2nd
‘management of any stream restoration as it relates to mosquito
development and condrol,

7759 SOUTH AIRPORT WAY, STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA 85206~ 3918
(208) 982-4875 « FAX (208) 882-0120

SJCMVCD-1

SJCMVCD-2

EDAW

Comments and Individual Responses 4-94

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR

City of Stockton


sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

LaneG
Line

LaneG
Text Box
EDAW                                                                                                                                                          Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR
Comments and Individual Responses                                                 4-94                                                                               City of Stockton


3. The MLSP proposes development and operation of a gronnd water
recharge facility (Arbini). The size and scope of this component of the
project has the potential to produce sizeable mosquito populations, thus
requiring extensive and on-going mosquito surveillance and conirol
operations at this site. The District has worked with several ground SJCMVCD-3
water recharge projects in San Joaquin County, and all of the projects
resulted in extensive mosquito developruent that required large-scale
applications of pesticides, and ultimately dewatering of the sites to
prevent further vector problems. A mosquito prevention plan should be
developed and adopted by all parties specifically for the Arbini Recharge!
Facility priot to any waters being discharged to this site.

Do not hesitate to contact moe if you have any questions or need additional
nformation on this matter.

Singgrely,

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW
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Letter

SJCMVCD

Response

San Joaquin County Mosquito and Vector Control
John Stroh, Manager
April 23, 2007

SJICMVCD-1

SICMVCD-2

SJCMVCD-3

The proposed project includes, and the project applicant would implement, mosquito
prevention measures in the design, construction, and management of the stormwater
treatment devices, artificially created lakes, and related structures. Mosquito/vector
controls and lake maintenance are described in the DEIR on pages 3-35 through 3-37 of
Chapter 3, “Project Description,” and on pages 10-17 and 10-18 of Chapter 10, “Health
and Safety.” These controls are also described on page 9 of Appendix N, “Master
Drainage Plan Part A.” No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

As stated on page 3-36 of the DEIR, improved creek channels would incorporate design
features that would reduce the incidence of mosquitoes and other vectors. The primary
goal of the stream restoration plan at the conceptual level, which is attached as Appendix
J to the DEIR, is to return the currently degraded habitat to more natural conditions. The
final restoration plan would contain exact details of the stream channels and restoration
activities, including activities such as channel maintenance and vector control. Potential
impacts related to mosquito and vector control are evaluated in the DEIR in Impact 10-5
(pages 10-17 and 10-18) and Impact 10-12 (page 10-20). No revisions to the DEIR are
necessary.

As part of the Operational Level Integrated Water Management Plan, required by
Mitigation Measure 11-6a of the DEIR, the project applicant would implement a
mosquito/vector control plan for the Arbini recharge facility. Project-related health
impacts related to mosquito and vector control are evaluated in the DEIR in Impact 10-5
(pages 10-17 and 10-18) and Impact 10-12 (page 10-20). No revisions to the DEIR are
necessary.

EDAW
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SIJRTD

Dawd Stagnaro - San Joaquin RTD Comments on Manpesa Lakes DEIR

From: "Nate Knodt" <nknodt@sanjoaguinrtd.com>

Ta: <david.stagnaro@eci.stockfon.ca.us>

Date:  4/23/2007 5:09 PM

Subject: San Joagquin RTD Comments on Mariposa Lakes DEIR

CC: "Donna Kelsay" <dkelsay@sanjoaquinrtd.com>, "Kari Wilson"
<kwilson@sanjoaquinrtd.com>

April 23, 2007

Mr. David Stagnaro, AICP, Senior Planner
Lead Agency

City of Stockton

C/o Community Development Dept.
Plannin Division

345 North El Dorado Street

Stockton, CA 95202

Dear Mr. Stagnaro:

The San Joaquin Regfonal Transit District (RTD) appreciates the opportunity to review and
comment on the Mariposa Lakes Project, RTD Reference 052039004-031907-042307-041904-
107.

In reviewing the Draft Environmennial Impact Report (DEIR), we have the following
comments to make regarding the projects impacts listed;

« Impact of Increased Demand for Transit Service
o The DEIR states that “Increased demand for transit service is considered
potentially significant.” RTD believes the impact should be considered
significant as RTD currently operates no bus routes south of Farmington Road,
east of State Highway Route 99 and RTD currently has no identified funding source
to implement fixed route service to the proposed Mariposa Lakes SPA”
+ Impact of Traffic Impacts on Streets in the Vicinity of School Development
o The DEIR considers this impact potentially significant.” Under an agreement by
which SUSD can purchase discounted RTD student passes for SUSD to ride RTD
buses to/from school, RTD Is now the primary provider of bus transportation for
students attending SUSD high schools. New residential development that calls for
the creation of new high schools within the SUSD territory may necessitate the
establishment of RTD transit connections to the new high schools IF funding
sources for this additional service are identified. Therefore, RTD believes this
impact should be considered significant.
« Impact of San Joaquin Delta College Campus
o RTD currently transports significant portions of San Joaguin Delta College’s

file://CAWINNT\Documents%620and%20Settings\dstagnan\Local %208 ettings\Temp\X Pgr...  4/23/2007

SJRTD-1

SJRTD-2

SJRTD-3

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR
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Stockton campus population. RTD's ability to provide connecting transit services
would be significantly impacted by the establishment of a satellite campus, similar

Page2 of 2

to the impact generated by the establishment of new SUSD high schools. New, SJRTD-3
connecting transit service to a satellite campus would be dependent upon the | (Contd)

identification of funding sources that would enable RTD to provide the service.

« Impact of Amtrak Rail/Multimodal Station

o RTD currently operates two Stockton SMA Metropolitan Area routes that provide
connecting service, all day, Monday through Sunday, to the Amtrak Station located
on San Joaguin Street, and RTD currently operates extensive daily fixed route
service, via several routes, to the ACE Station located near the Downtown Transit
Center. As with the impact of new school campuses on RTD's ability to provide
connecting transit services, the establishment of a new Amtrak Rail/Multimodal
Station will be significant, and RTDY's ability to provide connecting transit service
would be dependent upon the identification of funding sources that would enable

RTD t provide the service.

SJRTD-4

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this proposal. Please contact Nate Knodt,
Planning Manager, at 209-948-5566, ext. 852, if you have any questions or require additional

information,
Sincerely,

Nate Knodt
Planning Manager

Cc: Donna Kelsay, General Manager/CEO

Karl . "Nate" Knodl

Manager Servics ﬂevgépmenf
SAN JOAQUIN

RTD

e-mail: pknodt jo

(2091948-5566 Ext, 652
1533 East Lindsay Street

Stackton, CA 95208

file://CAWINNTDocuments%20and%208ettings\dstagnan\Local%208ettings\ Temp\XPgr...
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Letter

SJRTD

Response

San Joaquin Regional Transit District
Karl Knodt, Manager
April 23, 2007

SJRTD-1

SIRTD-2

SIJRTD-3

SJRTD-4

The commentor expresses a concern that certain potentially significant impacts should
actually be identified as significant impacts. As explained on DEIR page 1-16, all
potentially significant impacts are treated as if they are significant impacts in the EIR.
Moreover, Pages 16-65 and 16-76 of the DEIR, “Significance after Mitigation,” already
state that Impacts 16-6 and 16-13 are significant and unavoidable, which addresses the
agency’s concerns about the absence of funding. Mitigation Measures 16-6b and 16-13b
require the project applicant(s) to coordinate with the San Joaquin Regional Transit
District (SJRTD) regarding route locations and transit facilities. In addition, the text of
Impact 16-6, “EPAP plus Phase | Project Conditions—Increased Demand for Transit
Service,” and Impact 16-13, “EPAP plus Full Project Buildout Conditions—Increased
Demand for Transit Service,” are hereby revised as described in Chapter 5 of this FEIR,
“Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices,” to reflect
SJRTD’s concerns regarding identification of funding sources. These changes do not alter
the conclusions of the DEIR.

The commentor expresses a concern that certain potentially significant impacts should
actually be identified as significant impacts. As explained on DEIR page 1-16, all
potentially significant impacts are treated as if they are significant impacts in the EIR.
Moreover, Page 16-77 of the DEIR, “Significance after Mitigation,” already states that
Impact 16-14 is significant and unavoidable, which addresses the agency’s concerns
about the absence of funding. In addition, the text of Impact 16-14, “EPAP plus Full
Project Buildout Conditions—Traffic Impact on Streets in the Vicinity of School
Development,” is hereby revised as described in Chapter 5 of this FEIR, “Corrections and
Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices,” to include a discussion of the
Stockton Unified School District policy of negotiating for discounted student transit
passes. This change does not alter the conclusions of the DEIR.

Pages 16-65 and 16-76 of the DEIR, “Significance after Mitigation,” already state that
Impacts 16-6 and 16-13 are significant and unavoidable, which addresses the agency’s
concerns about the absence of funding. Furthermore, Impact 6-6, “EPAP plus Phase |
Project Conditions—Increased Demand for Transit Service,” and Impact 16-13, “EPAP
plus Full Project Buildout Conditions—Increased Demand for Transit Service,” already
address the need for additional transit services. However, the text of Impact 16-13 is
hereby revised as described in Chapter 5 of this FEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the
DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices,” to include a reference to new service to the
proposed on-site San Joaquin Delta College satellite campus. This change does not alter
the conclusions of the DEIR.

Thank you for your comment. The City believes that the commentor’s concerns regarding
funding for SJRTD bus service to and from the proposed on-site Amtrak multimodal
facility have been addressed by the responses to SJRTD-1 and SJIRTD-3 above. No
further changes to the DEIR are necessary.

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW
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SIJVAPCD

San Joaquin Valley

RIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICY

Aprit 25, 2007

David Stagnaro

City of Stockion
Comrounity Development
Planning Division

345 N. E! Dorado St
Stockton, CA 95202

Project: Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan (MLSP); SCH# 2008022035; City of
Stockton File Numbers: SP4-03, A-03-10, GPA 12.03, Z«17-03, DAT.05

Subject: CEQA comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for
the development of 3,810 acres for residential, institufional, commercial,

business, industrial, and public land uses

District Reference No; 200700430

Dear Mr. Stagnaro;

The San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Poltution Control District (District) hes reviewed the
project referenced above and offers the following comments:

Findings of Significance

Upon review of the project, the District concurs with the findings in.the Air. Quality
section of the DEIR that:

. Short-term construction-related ROG and NOx emissions will be greater than the
District’s Thresholds of Significance of 10 tons per year. The implementation of SIVAPCD-1
mitigation measures identified in the DEIR will not be sufficient to reduce these
emissions to a level of insignificance.

. Shortterm construstion-related PM10 emissions can be mitigated to a level of
insignificance through compliance with District Regulation VI (Fugitive PM10
Prohibitions) requirements.

Seyed Sadredin
Executive DirectorfAlz Follucfon Conteol Of ficer

Horthem Region Central Reglen tWsin Bifice} Southsrn Mepion
4800 Eiturpise Way . 1890 £ Sellysburg Avorm 2700 3 Street, Svitz 276
Modesty, EA 95356-8718 Frasnn, £4 93726-0244 Dakersfied, GA 833042973

Tel; (208} E57-0A00 FAX: {204)557-6475 Yai: {558) Z30-6060 FAK: 550} 230-6051 Tel: (B8 266800 FAX: 667) 526-6485
: v yelayairon
Pasaduncyciedgeprr,
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Mr. Stagnaro Page 2
Mariposs Lakos Spocific Plan . ]

«  Short-term construction-relaied NOx emissions from off-site improvernents will be
greater than the District’s Thresholds of Significance of 10 tons per year. The
implementation of mitigation measures identified in the DEIR will not be sufficient
to reduce these emissions to a level of insignificance.

. lLong-term operation-related regional ROG and NOx emissions will be greater
than the District's Thresholds of Significance of 10 tons per year. The
implermentation of mitigation measures identified in the DEIR will not be sufficient
to reduce these emissions to a level of insignificance.

SIVAPCD-1

Long-term operation-related local mobile source emigsion of CO will have a less (Cont'd)
on

than significant impact on air quality.

. Exposure of sensifive receptors to toxic alr contaminants potentially has a
significant impact on human heaith. As indicated In the DEIR, industrial and
commercial developments are unknown at this fime, and project-specific impacts
are cannot be accurately evatuated. The District expects fulure stationary source
emissions to have a less than significant impact on human health. However,
non-stationary equipment, including on- and offsite project-related mobile
sources, may generate significant health risks. As future developmenis are
identified, additional environmental review will be required.

Mitigation Measures

The District commends the applicant for implementing the emission reducing measures
identified in Table 22, Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.
Implementing these measures, however, will not mitigate all air impacts o a less-than-
significant leve). Although current technology may limit the amount of on-site reductions
possibe, off-site reductions are available. The project applicant may enter into

* voluntary Air QualityMitigation Agreements (Mitigation Agreement) with-the District.
These agréements require the District and the applicant to quantify operational
emissions, and identify on-site mifigation o reduce the proposed project’s impact on air
quality. The applicant commits to providing funding on a per-ton of emissions basis io
the District to purchase emisslon reductions through its grant and Incentive programs fo
mitigate the net emlssions. The District commits to reduce the emissions and to
manage and monitor the emission reduction projects over time. District staff Is available
fo meet with project proponents to discuss Mitigation Agreements for specific projects.
For more information, or questions conceming this fopic, please call Mr. Arnaud
Marjoliet, Permit Services Manager, at (552) 230-8000.

SIVAPCD-2

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW
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My, Stogharo Page 3

Mariposa Lokes Spaclfic Plan

District staff is available to meet with you andfor the applicant to further discuss the
regulatory requirernents that are associated with this project. If you have any questions
ot require further information, please call Jessicd Willis at (559) 230-5818 and provide
the reference number at the top of this letier.

Sincerely,

David Wamer
Director of Permiis Services-

YT p YT
j IR ALLiiY

.b/@q Aniel T. Barber, Ph. D.
Supervising Alr Quality Specialist
DWijw

T pe File
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Letter

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

SJVAPCD Daniel Barber, Air Quality Specialist
Response April 25, 2007

SJVAPCD-1 Thank you for your comment, which concurs with the significance conclusions contained
in the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

SIVAPCD-2 The commentor concurs with the significance conclusions in the DEIR: even after
implementation of mitigation measures, all project-related air quality impacts cannot be
feasibly reduced to a less-than-significant level. As suggested by the commentor, the
project applicant would be interested in meeting with the SJVAPCD to discuss voluntary
Air Quality Mitigation Agreements. However, even if additional voluntary air mitigation
agreements were reached, such agreements would not reduce the air quality impacts to a
less-than-significant level. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW
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SEWD

T
April 20, 2007 T

MR24

H

Mr. Michael M. Niblock, Director
Mr. David Stagnare, Senior Planner R
City of Stockton Community Development Department Co T
345 North El Dorado Sireet e
Stockton, California 95202

Re:  Comments on DEIR 11-03 - Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan Project

Gentleman:

We have received a document informing the district of the Public Review of the Dyaft
Environmental Impact Report for the above referenced project dated March 8, 2007, and
the incorporated Water Supply Assessment (WSA), dated October 2, 2008,

Stockion East Water District (“SEWD”) provides the attached cormments on the WSA
completed by the City of Stockton MUD. The purpose of our comments is to correct
technical inaccuracies or omissions contained in the document. We hope that these
technical corrections and additions will be uged in the future to make similar WSA’s more
acourate,

SEWD provides the following comments on the DEIR 11-03:

1. SEWD is currenily completing a WSA for this Project’s non-potable water suppl,.
This WSA is intended to complement the WSA’s completed by the City of
Stockton and California Water Service Company. The district supports the City
of Stockton’s position that requires the Project to secure 2 surface water supply for
its non-potable dernands.

2, SEWD intends to seek agreement to specific groundwater management objsctives
for the Project’s proposed groundwater bank. The water quantity and quality
parameters defined by these objectives will assure the sustainability of the non-
potable supply identified in our nearly complete WSA, as well as provide
assurance fo our other SEWD customers that they will only benefit from such a
bank,

3 SEWD requests that ‘lined’ portion of all of the to be constructed Project lakes be
discoptinued at an elevation approximately 2.5 to 3,0-feet below the intended
surnmertime il level elevation. Our infention is to encourage groundwater
recharpe, by allowing the upper portion of the lakes’ shoreline to percolate surface
water for benefit the proundwater basin. In average to wet hydrologic years, it is
believed that the lakes can be kept filled with an appropriately designed non-
potable water supply systein; i.e., be able to compensate for this recharged water
with available surface water. In addition to benefiting the groumdwater basin in
average to wet years, these lakes will be kept low {no recharge) in dry vears and

«during drought periods, sending the message to all residents and visitors that ‘we
tive in a desert, and we need to profect and conserve our water resources.’

SEWD-1

SEWD-2

SEWD-3

Thank you for your consideration of these and the attached cormments.

Very truly yours,

J

MELVINA. PANIZW)
Presid

ce: Mark Madison, Director, COS MUD
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Stockion East Water District (district) Comments on the Public Review Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR 11-03), Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan Project

April 20, 2007

The district’s comments are in general limited to the section of the above entitled document related
to the City of Stockton’s Water Supply Assessment (WSA), dated October 2, 2006. Any changes
to the WSA resulting from these comments should be incorporated into the appropriate sections of

. the above-entitled document. The comments listed below are in the order in which they appear in
the WSA:

1. Non-Potable Water Supply (page 5). The last paragraph requires the Project proponents to
demonstrate the availability of their non-potable water supply and any impact on water supplies to
the district that may be needed for the COSMA throngh the district drinking water treatment plant,
The district is currently completing a WSA for this Project’s non-potable water supply intended to
complement those produced by the City of Stockton and the California Water Service Company.

2. Identify Responsible Public Water System [Section10910(bY}. The district requests that SEWD-4

the Stockton East Water District (SEWD) be added to this section as a responsible public water
system. A "Public water system"” pursuant to Water Code § 10912 (c)(3) is defined as a pubiic
agency that ireats water on behalf of one or more public water systems for the purpose of
rendering it safe for human consumption.

3. Identify Existing Water Supplies for the Project [Section 10910(d)]:

a. Page 37, Figure 13. The district does not agree with the author's suggas*tz’bn that
the OID-SSJID water transfer agreement will be reduced after 2005. With cooperation between
the City and the district, there is no reason why the full contract amount of 30,000 AFA well after
2009.

b. Page 50, 4th paragraph. The district feels that the water transferred Srom OID and
SSJID should be guarded as if it were our own. Suggesting that this water transfer agreement
would not be renewed after 2025 is premature at best.

SEWD CONCLUSION. The district is comfortable that the drinking water demands of the
COSMA can be served from a conjunctively managed surface and groundwater supply. The
district is gratified to see that the City of Stockton has considered the long-term effects of its
actions on the critically overdrafied groundwater Basin, noting the existing and planned surface
water supplies for the drinking water demand (distriet WTP, Farmington Groundwater Recharge
Program, and the DWSP (WID and Delta surface water)). Assuring our Basin’s water quality and
groundwater levels are adequate to meet drinking water demands during dry years and drought
periods should continue to be the primary goal of the water suppliers of COSMA.

End of SEWD Comments
April 20, 2007

lofl
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Letter

SEWD

Response

Stockton East Water District
Melvin Panizza, President
April 24, 2007

SEWD-1

SEWD-2

SEWD-3

SEWD-4

Thank you for your comment supporting the City’s policy requiring the proposed project
to secure a surface water supply for nonpotable needs. Please see the Nonpotable WSA
prepared by SEWD on behalf of itself and CSJWCD (attached as new Appendix Y to this
FEIR). Revisions to Impact 17-3 and 17-12 (Increased Demand for Nonpotable Water
Supply and Conveyance Facilities) are also contained in Chapter 5 of this FEIR
“Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices.” These
revisions change the significance conclusions of Impact 17-3 and 17-12 from potentially
significant and unavoidable to less than significant, and no mitigation measures are
required.

Thank you for your comment indicating your intention to seek agreement to specific
groundwater management objectives for the proposed Arbini recharge project to assure
the sustainability of the nonpotable water supply and to provide assurance of the benefit
of the proposed recharge project. The City concurs. Mitigation Measure 11-6 in the DEIR
requires that specific groundwater management objectives be developed. No revisions to
the DEIR are necessary.

Please see the response to comment NSJICGBA-2, above. No revisions to the DEIR are
necessary.

These comments pertain to the City’s WSA (DEIR Appendix R) rather than to the text of
the DEIR itself. In response to these comments, the City has revised some of the text
contained in its WSA as follows: population projections in Figure 3 have been corrected,
and new text has been provided for Section 2.4.2 “SEWD Surface Water Contract
Entitlements.” Accordingly, the text of Appendix R is hereby revised as described in
Chapter 5 of this FEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR
Appendices.” These changes do not alter the conclusions of the DEIR.

EDAW
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DANAMARK-A

EBDANAMARK

Maeiling Address Plant Address
P.C. BOX 176 7367 E, Mariposa Rd.
LINDEN, CA 95236 Stockion, CA 85205
{200) 941-4500 FAX (209) 941-0118

March 14, 2007

David Stagnero .

gity of Stockton
Planning Dept.

425 N. E1 Dorado St.
S8tockton, Calif. G95202

Re: Meriposa Lakes Project

Dear Mr. Stagnero:
T have obtained s copy of the EIR, snd hope to reégnd in a timely
mEODET , :

Figure 3-23 proposes a RailRoad Grade Separation. This separation
looks to impact me significantly.

As the proposal is guite vague as to how the grade separation
ig +o be constructed and how this will impact me specifically
T cannot commit, as I would only be speculating.

Danamark-A-1
Maybe the specifics are in the EIR and I am remiss in finding
them as this is & large document. If they are can you dirsct
me to the pertinent information in the document? If not where
cap I' get the necessary information so that my concerns can
be part of this process? : :

I also have many other concerns including but not limited to:

: 5 N
Access to my property, both by car and truck | Danamark-A-2

Neise = - | Danamark-A-3
Use of chemicals required to meet protoeals for international
ghipments of local produce. - Danamark-A-4

In the past your reply to my concerns have not been as timely
as T would have hoped. As my window for comment is limited I
am looking for your prompt reply on this matter.

Tours Truly,

P |

railg Podesta

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW
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ce:r Jim Giottonimi
Public Works
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Letter

DANAMARK-A

Response

Danamark
Craig Podesta
March 14, 2007

These responses pertain to Mr. Podesta’s property no. 6 as shown in Figure 4-1.

DANAMARK-A-1

DANAMARK-A-2

DANAMARK-A-3

The commentor expresses concern about the details of the proposed railroad grade
separations. The separations are discussed in the DEIR at pages 3-47 through 3-50, 16-9,
16-26 through 16-27, 16-42, 16-65 through 16-66, 16-77. Only one grade separation is
proposed as part of Phase 1 of the proposed project.

The commentor expresses particular concern about how the proposed railroad grade
separations would affect the Danamark business. After this comment was submitted, the
project applicant initiated and participated in four face-to-face meetings with Mr. Podesta
(on March 20, March 26, April 13, and April 24, 2007) to discuss his concerns and
explain various aspects of the proposed project, including his concerns regarding access
to his property resulting from the proposed railroad grade separations. The necessary
railroad grade separations would have minimal impact to the Danamark plant or access to
Mr. Podesta’s property. The proposed Austin Road grade separation would pass over the
northeast corner of Mr. Podesta’s property, necessitating a construction easement or the
purchase of a small portion of the parcel. Access to Mr. Podesta’s processing plant would
be unaffected, and therefore no impacts would result from obtaining a construction
easement. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

This comment expresses general concern about how the proposed project would affect
access to the Danamark facility. Automobile and truck access requirements to the
Danamark facility have been discussed in the four meetings with Mr. Podesta listed in
response to DANAMARK-A-1 above. Implementation of the proposed project would not
impair Mr. Podesta’s access. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor expresses concern about potential land use conflicts, in particular noise,
between the Danamark facility and proposed project land uses near that facility. After this
comment was submitted, an EDAW acoustic specialist conducted noise measurements of
Danamark operations on June 20, 2007. The results of these measurements indicate that
noise generated by the Danamark processing facility has the potential to exceed
applicable stationary nighttime noise standards at the proposed residences in
neighborhood N-3, which would be located approximately 600 feet to the east. The text
of Impact 13-5 in DEIR Chapter 13, “Noise,” is hereby revised to reflect this information
and the results of the noise measurements, along with appropriate mitigation, as described
in Chapter 5 of this FEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR
Appendices.” Impact 13-5, regarding land use compatibility of sensitive receptors with
noise levels from stationary and area sources, has already been determined to be
potentially significant. The addition of noise generated by the Danamark processing
facility contributes to the existing significance conclusion. To reduce the noise levels
generated by the Danamark facility to levels that are within the City’s noise standards, a
sound wall must be constructed. This sound wall is already required as mitigation for
Impact 13-4. Therefore, these revisions do not change the conclusions of the DEIR, and
implementation of the mitigation necessary to reduce this potential impact to a less-than-
significant level would not introduce new significant impacts.

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW
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DANAMARK-A-4 The commentor expresses concern about potential land use conflicts, in particular use of
certain chemicals, between the Danamark facility and proposed land uses near that
facility. After this comment was submitted, a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was
performed by ENSR (2007) and EDAW (2007) to evaluate potential impacts related to
emissions from the Danamark processing facility (new Appendix Z). The risk analysis
modeling yielded predictions for the Point of Maximum Impact (PMI) at a hypothetical
sensitive receptor location; in this case, the nearest proposed project land use (the Village
Center/Commercial area N-20 shown in DEIR Figure 3-8), which would be
approximately 300 feet from the Danamark fumigation chamber. At the PMI, the chronic
and acute noncancer impacts (HI) are estimated to be 0.205 and 0.186, respectively.
Because these values do not exceed SIVAPCD’s applicable thresholds for chronic and
acute noncarcinogenic health effects (i.e., an HI of 1.0), development of the land uses
proposed by the MLSP is not expected to expose new residents to acute or chronic health
risks. Therefore, air quality emissions from the Danamark facility would not result in any
new significant impacts, and thus no mitigation measures are required. Impact 6-5
(exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants) is hereby revised as described
in Chapter 5 of this FEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR
Appendices” to include the results of the HRA. These revisions do not change the
conclusions of the DEIR.
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DANAMARK-B

EBDANAMARK

Mailing Address '  Plant Address
£.0, BOX 170 va67 E. Marlposs Rd.
LINDEN, CGA 05236 Stockion, CA 85200
{209) 941-4500 EAX {209) 941-0118

Mareh 15, 2007

David Stagnero D E @ E i v

gity of Stoeckton

Planning Dept.d ot ‘
425 W. EL Doradoe e

Stockton, Calif. 95202 MAR 15 2007

ORYOFSTOCKTON
PERMIT CENTERE ANNG DIVIBION

Re: Mariposa lakes Project
Dear Mr. Stagnero:

T gotta tell you I am just bewildered over your explanation
4o me yesterday, regerding ths E];R. ‘

The EIR on the cover page states "Mariposa Lakes SPECIFIC Plan™
capitalization for emphasis. .

Your explanation that the construction design of the Mariposa
Railrosd grade separation is only & concept, is unknown and
not specific at this time, and how it will negatively impact
me is bewildering. :

Just how am I to comment on & concept. I don't know how it will
impact me so how will my conceras be know or addressed? Maybe
I am wrong but this juet doesn't make sense to me.

I have to know, this is very importaent to me and my business. Danamark-B-1
This is & multimillion dollar business that just can not pick
up and move. It would take years-to duplicate this faeility
as you well kiow being in Planning.

I have 8 résponsibility not just to Danamark but also to the -

trees that grow the product, smployees and customers that rely
on this business.

1 can't let this go. Mariposa lakes Specific Plan is incomplete
it is.by no means Specific and work needs to be completed. The
ETIR needs to be Specific and the comment pericd should not be
closed until local issues are spesceifically addressed, so that
they can be adequately ecommented on.

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR
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what procedure if any, can I implement Danamark-B-1

Keeping this in mind, % thig EIR. (Cont'd)

to zchieve completion

Yours Truly,

i

graig Podesta

ece, Jinm Giottomini
Public Works
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Letter

DANAMARK-B

Response

Danamark
Craig Podesta
March 15, 2007

DANAMARK-B-1

The commentor expresses concerns about the level of specificity in the “specific plan.” In
particular, the commentor requests more details about how the proposed project would
affect the Danamark facility. The project applicant has initiated and participated in four
face-to-face meetings with Mr. Podesta (March 20, March 26, April 13, and April 24,
2007) to discuss his concerns and explain various aspects of the proposed project.
Comment noted. The City is mindful of the concerns expressed.

It is important to keep in mind that a “specific plan” is a legislative development plan
prepared in accordance with California planning statutes found in Government Code
Section 65450 et seq. The goal of a specific plan is to establish a development framework
for land use, resource protection, circulation, public utilities and services, and
implementation and design. The proposed MLSP project includes adoption of the specific
plan itself and implementation of the associated development proposal.

Sections 15161 and 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines provide that an EIR may
consider impacts at either a “project” level or a “program” level, or both. As discussed on
page 1-6 of the DEIR, the MLSP DEIR contains both levels of analysis. At the project
level, the details have been designed and the project applicant is ready to move forward
with construction following project approval. At the program level, while the broad
concepts of future phases of the specific plan are known, the details (i.e., lotting plans)
are not known at this time. At a program level, the EIR need only consider the broad
environmental effects of the overall specific plan, which is composed of a series of
actions that can be characterized as one large project. Based on the program level of
analysis, the EIR identifies performance standards (e.g., setbacks, measures to protect
biological and visual resources) and mitigation measures that would apply to all
subsequent, future project phases under the specific plan (as conditions of approval) at
the MLSP project site. These performance standards would be incorporated into the
MLSP or the mitigation monitoring and reporting plan to avoid or reduce impacts to the
degree feasible. To move forward with Phases 2-5, the project applicant(s) would submit
a tentative subdivision map/improvement plan for each phase. At that time, the City
would examine these subsequent activities in light of the program level of analysis in this
EIR, to determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared.
Additionally, as conditions of approval, the City would require compliance with the
MLSP performance standards and mitigation measures set forth in this EIR and
incorporated into the MLSP and/or mitigation monitoring and reporting plan for each
tentative subdivision map/improvement plan.

As discussed on pages 3-47 through 3-51 of the DEIR, there are three proposed railroad
grade separations. The Austin Road grade separation is included in Phase 1 of the
proposed project, a figure showing the proposed design is included on page 3-49 of the
DEIR, and impacts associated with construction of this facility are evaluated at a project
level in Chapters 4 through 17 of the DEIR. The Austin Road grade separation would
pass over the northeast corner of Mr. Podesta’s property, necessitating a construction
easement or the purchase of a small portion of the parcel. Access to Mr. Podesta’s
processing plant would be unaffected. The other two railroad grade separations are

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW
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proposed for future phases of development, have not yet been designed, and therefore are
evaluated at a program level in Chapters 4 through 17.

No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.
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DANAMARK-C

EDANAMARK

Mailing Address Plant Address
P.O, BOX 170 7367 E, Mariposa Rd.
LINDEN, CA 95236 Stockion, CA 85205
(209) 941-4500 FAX (209) 941-0118
RECEIVED
April 22, 2007 CHYOFSKX&GUE
APR 23 2007

Lead Agency

ity of Stockton PERMIT CENTER
¢/o Community Development Dept PLANMING DIVISIGN
Planning Division

345 N. Bl Dorado 8%.

Stockton, Ca. 95202

Re: Mariposa lakes Project
Public Commentis Draft EIR

Dear Sirs:

¥ own and operate two properities that will be significantly
impacted by  the proponent and this projeet if approved, ag
presented,

Mr. Kamilos his team and I have met and many of the concerns
I have, have been addressed, although nét completely remedied.
I write this in responss to the DEIR and also so that awy concerns
regarding this project are addressed and on the vrecord. I
preserve any and all rights with respect to the impacits that
thig project might impose on me, my ability to conduct business,
and my property.

I will deal with each property separately.

The first property is a walnubt farm located to the east of this
project, & mile. It ie approximately 500 acres and includes
both sideg of Duck Creek for approximately 71 mile. It includes
the vproperty that the proponent hes proposed %o site the
alternate punping station and pipeline to fullifill the
requirements for a proposed recharge system for a 170 acre
multiple lake scheme. '

My conceras are:

Necessary or increased setbacks in regard from the center line
of Duck Creek. Reguired both physically and in regards to
conduecting farming practices. This is in response Lo DEIR and
the possible impact of the quality of the water used for the Danamark-C-1
recharge system. The DEIR doeps not offer any asnalysis or possible
witigation that might become necessary.

Any requirements with regard to run off from my property into
Duck Creek. Apgain with regard to any potential water quality Danamark-C-2
mandates.

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW
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Impairment of any kind with respect to my weter rights and water
that flows down Duck Creek, As the DEIR comments at 11-6c an
undetermined amount of water is necessary to be moved, possibly Danamark-C-3
in a sghort +time, will this impair any water flow th&t I would
be entitled to? The DEIR does not address this.

DEIR at 11-35 envigions construction of a pumping station to
divert 23 cfs, or approximately 10,000 gpm. A study should be
nade as to the effect of the movement of this water on Duck
Creek. The creek is designed for flood control and the proponent
envigions +the necessity of the creek on wet years Ffor the Danamark-C-4
movement of water. Can the conveyance system {oreek) be used
for both purposes simultanesously or will they be in confliict
resuliting in failure for bthe orilginal purpose of flood control?
The DEIR does not address this.

The proponent envisions purchase of water frowm BEWD and SCJWCD,
and the conveyance of +the water down Duck Oreek. An opinion
has been written by their counsel. Is there a valid easement | Danamark-C-5
for Duck (reek sasecure, for the conveyance of water for the
benefit of a private party? The DEIR does not address this.

DEIR 11-6, salates as a possible mitigation for the fallure of
the re-charge system the expansion of the Arbini property. I
helieve +that this proposal encompassss the entire properiy.
Expangion of this property is impossible.

Danamark-C-6

Although the DREIR identifies the property in grids and its seil
permeability, it does not sddress what areas are specifically
going to be wutilized for the sueccess of this project. The DIEIR
does not explain <thoroughly net aeres needed for this schere
to work, tHaking into account aseasonality. The DEIR must more
fully explain this scheme, taking into account real world data.

Danamark-C-7

Ls the Arbini property is so clomely linked to this project
should it be ineluded in the annexation? As thig is a City of
Stockton. project, should the county have jurisdiction over this | Danamark-C-8
projeet and its mandates? Is it necessary or prudent to re-zone
the property?

Another concern is the disrupition of my farm practices in regard
to +the proposed pumping sbation and pipeline before, during,
and after construction., Pogsible necessary mnmitigation measures
are not addresged,.

Danamark-C-9

Paking of any of my land for the proposed pumping staition and
pipeline, will be accomplished kow? Is condemnation necessary; | panamark-C-10
proposed, or envisioned by any entity? The DEIR fails %o take
this into account.
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As proposed in ths DEIR, any Duck Creek stream restoration on
the proponents property, could potentially impact ny property
because of diminished or increase of flows. Again creating =
potential for the failure of Duek Creek as desipgned for flcod
contrel. The DEIR does not address possible necessary mitigation.

Danamark-C-11

The +taking of my property or the restrictions placed when and
if as -siated in DEIR that possible "Construction of a berm or
engineered levee: channel widening: or channel maintenance." | Danamark-C-10
How will +this taking hkappen? How will determined mandates be | (Contd)
enforced? The DEIR dces mnot address necesgary mitigation, or
how this possible taking wlill be accomplished.

Mandates of stream restoration on my properiy, in regards to
both a baking and a cost. Danamark-C-12
Ag stated in +the DEIR, how will the possible overdralt caused
by the additional pumpes and or pumping for both potable and
non-potable water be mitigated? If not mitigated and the aquifer
does diminish, or lowers, how will my additional pumping costs | Danamark-C-13
be mitigated? The DEIR falils to state possible 3iwmpacts or
mitigation measures, obther than to state the obvious, "potential
gerious negative impact™.

If the proposed DWSP project l1s not completed or comastruction
ig delayed, as is guite probable and as the Draft EIR depends
on this faculdy for wabter, can this project be permitted and
gtarted before gecuring this water that has been identified
for the success of +this project? Will future phases be delayed
waiting for said water supplies? If not where will necessary | Danamark-C-14
water be obtained? Will restrictions be proposed until the
neceggary water obtained? Can the project be permitted on the
hope of obtaining said supplies? The DEIR does not address these
possgible geenarios.

Will +the existing 24 Ag Pumps be capped or utilized for this
project? T don't believe this is addressed in the DEIR. Danamark-C-15
As water is at & premium, here and throughout the area, if water
is not able to be bought from the loeal agencies, and as this
is a living preoject, in what time pericd and what exeetly will
trigger the proponent to abandon his proposal for & lake systen
on the projeet, as the DEIR states in many chapters, as is
one option?

Danamark-C-16

If water is not able +to be bought for the ILakes system and a
recharge system not enabled, is pumping from the underground
aquifer an option? Either to fullfiil the entire projeet or | pagnamark-C-17
to add to the project? Can the proponent borrow from the bank,
before 1t has banked the water?
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With regard to the second property I own and operate 7367 I.
Mariposa Road and is adjacent to the proponent's property.

Originelly uny property was scheduled to be inecluded into this .
projeet. The planning has changed and my property is new excluded | Danamark-C-18
from the proposed annexation. This brings to my attention that
8]l proposals, illusirations, and figures in the fubfure ghould
so state. Please see attached letter.

The walnuts that are grown on my farm are brought to my faculty.
7 also procegs other walnuts and almonds from the surrounding
srea. Here they are cracked, sorted, boxed and shipped throughout
the world. This is done mostly in a 6 month seasonsl pericd.
Alwost all of the product ig recsived in a 3 month period.
Processing at btimes is 24/7.

With respect to my on going business. I generate car traffic
from both employeses and guests. Truck itraffic with incoming
product, outgoing product, and necessary movement of supplies. Danamark-C-19
Noise from +the operation. An amount of dust and run-off. Use
and discharge of Methly-Bromide and Phoxtoxin. The DEIR doss
not take any of this into account or any pessible necessary
mitigation measures.

I wigh to preserve my rights with regards to this and anything
elae necesgary to conduct mny business in a lawful manner. Not
to be infringed upon, or any costs to be increased because of
the approval of the proponent's project.

The worldwide shipment of nubts necessitates the use of =wne
shemlcals, Methly-Bromide and/or Phoxtoxin, to meet export
protocols. These products are lawfully used and discharged from
this feculty. & school gited within 1000% of this facility would
jeopardise this operation. The proponent bhas assured me that Danamark-C-20
iz not planned. Although RR setbacks would logically mnove &
school farther than 1000!' Ffrom my facility. The DEIR does not
address this possible mitigation. Please see attached letter,
with regard to proximity of school.

The discharge of these products must be 10! above the taliegt
structure within 200'. The proponeni's proposed overpass would
be within 200! of my discharpge and necessitate re-design and | Danamark-C-21
congbruction of the discharge device. How will this ecost be
mitigated?

The proposed 24" water main in Figure 3-31 of the DEIR seenms
to impact my property. Is the water main %o be on my property
or +the Rail Road!s? If it is %o be on my property how is an | panamark-C-22
easement to be granted? How is the project to be constructed
as a large commercial building edges my property line? The DEIR
doeg not address +this.
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The DEIR envisions 220 punping days poesibly necessary for this
proposed system to be in balasnce. This year would have yielded
approximately O days. The project also envisions up %o 23 cofs
te be diverted. This is about 50 acre feet per day sent to the
recharge property. In all candor this is a tremendous amount
of water with the bulk of it to be sbsorbed in the winter.

My firet concern is the ability of the property to cope with
this amount of water, especially in the winter. My second concern
is as bthe agquifer fille or domes, the ability of the project
to continue as envisioned. Tt has been explained to me that
the underground area of a property does sventually £ill up,
or domes. As this Iimit is reached it is unknown as %o the
ability of the property to absorb or "bank" any more water.
The DEIR faile to address or mitigate this impact.

Danamark-C-23

To put this into perspective, 1 have not been able to find a
project to compare this to loecally, especially in scope, other
than a small project with CSIWCD and a 60 acre project with
SEWD. The DEIR with all the anslysis and figures is like taking
the physics of a firecracker and now applying them to an ztomic
bomb blast.

T do not believe the DEIR takes all its calculations in its Danamark-C-24 -
entirety seriously, ss it quantifies and states numerous times,
Tthere are significant and unavoidable potentially significant
jupacts” if one of many factors unknown at this time do not
oceur as envisioned., As each one is dependent on the other for
sucesss the likelihood of this project being successful is highly
suspect.

Although the proponent has made a novel attempt to congtruect
and supply a 170 acre lake system, the use of this precious
water, is ill-spent. Water is in the news every day, the need
for it and the limited supply. Urban, ag and the environment
all need water to live, and are all in conflict, itrying fto
secure an adequate supply. 4s the urban population increases
as envisioned in California, the need for this water 1s even
more precious to preserve. If this project were to proceed as
proposed, I believe future planners will seriously question Danamark-C-25
why this water was dedicated for this uge, I quegbtion it now.

As +the amount of water is finite, this water dedicated for =
lake system, will constriet uses far more necegsary for the
growth that we all know is oceurring in California, now and
in the future, and the conflicts as described above,
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With regard to the proposed demolition, re-alignment and
construction of +the new Mariposa-Austin Road overpass. The
proponent hag a new tentative map ghowing the placement of
a new 4 lane overpsss interchange., Thig hag the potential +to
geriousgly impact my ability %o operate. The DEIR does not address
this. :

This property ie long and narrow, at epproximately 1,600!' long
and 400' wide at the widest, tapering down to 0' at each end.
As the property supporits 3 different buildings the taking of
any area that decreaseg the width or infringes on the pressnt
uge as designed, is a significant negsative impact.
_ Danamark-C-26
To function the property hag been consgiructed to use 3 entrances.
It has been explained te¢ the proponent that all 3 enirances
are necegsary for business to be conducted.

The narrowing ever further, or the impairment of the use of
any width of the property cauged by retaining walls, a necessary
drainage escheme, or any other feature %o enable +the new
gtructure, would be a gignifiecant negative impact.

The proposed overpsssg should be designed for easy ingress and
egress for truckes traveling both in an Basterly and Westerly
direction, to my property.

Is any condemnation necegsary for the comsiruction of this
project by any entily, now or in the future? The DEIR does not | Danamark-C-10
identify the potential for condemnation, its mitigation or how | (Cont'd)

any condemnation might be accomplighed.

Finally, I bhave had the pleasure to read . the 3" DEIR for the
Mariposa Lakes Project, for %he purpose of submiiting public
comments. After reading the DBEIR I have been directed to read
appendices to answer guestions I might have. These I have not
comnmented on as I was not aware of them and thought the DEIR
was the entire document, that required public comments.

Danamark-C-27

I- do note that PACE located in the Los Angeles area seems to
be the firm that $%he proponent relies upon for +the re-charge
gcheme. I am sure that they are an expert in their Ffield of
supplying reliable figures snd charts for the successful proposal
of this scheme.

I submit however, that local people and officials with an | Danamark-C-28
intimate knowledge of %the area gained by experience, would be
a more reliable resource with first hand knowledge, and should
be consnlted Ffor design so that this project might succeed.
They should also be consulted for any possible negative impacts

on the project and the surrounding area. This was not done
in the BEIR.
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Regpectfully Submitted

By,

aig Podesta
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Letter

Danamark

DANAMARK-C Craig Podesta

Response

April 22, 2007

These responses pertain to Mr. Podesta’s property nos. 1-6 as shown in Figure 4-1.

DANAMARK-C-1

DANAMARK-C-2

DANAMARK-C-3

DANAMARK-C-4

The commentor questions the need for greater setbacks from Duck Creek to protect water
quality for the recharge system. No setbacks are necessary because the Duck Creek
improvements would occur within the County right-of-way along Duck Creek. Water
quality of the proposed recharge system is unrelated to and would have no effect on Mr.
Podesta’s property, which is upstream of the proposed project site. No revisions to the
DEIR are necessary.

The commentor suggests that water quality runoff from Mr. Podesta’s property may
affect the water quality of Duck Creek in relationship to the proposed project. There are
no requirements pertaining to runoff from Mr. Podesta’s property into Duck Creek that
would be generated by the proposed project. Runoff from Mr. Podesta’s property is
governed by any permits that may have been issued to him by the City, the SWRCB, or
the SJVAPCD, and are unrelated to the proposed project. The water obtained from Duck
Creek for the proposed project would be used for groundwater recharge, and therefore
would be nonpotable water rather than potable water. No revisions to the DEIR are
necessary.

The commentor suggests concern that the project may affect Mr. Podesta’s water rights to
Duck Creek. Mr. Podesta’s water rights, whether appropriative or riparian, by law, would
not and cannot be affected by water delivered downstream to the proposed project. As
described on pages 11-35 and 17-16 of the DEIR, and in the Nonpotable Water Supply
Assessment prepared by SEWD (attached as new Appendix Y to this FEIR), the project
applicant would purchase surplus (unappropriated) surface water that is already flowing
down either Duck Creek or North Little Johns Creek, or both. Because this water is
surplus, the project applicant’s purchase of water would have no effect on Mr. Podesta’s
water supplies. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor expresses a concern that use of Duck Creek to deliver water to the
project site may affect the creek or the current uses of the creek for water delivery and
flood control. Duck Creek is a natural feature of the landscape that is being used by
SEWD, under a permit from the Reclamation, for delivery of water supplies to its
customers. As described on pages 11-35 and 17-16 of the DEIR, the project applicant
would purchase surplus (currently unused) surface water that is already flowing down
either Duck Creek or North Little Johns Creek, or both. Therefore, there would be no
effect on flood control. See Chapter 5 of this FEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the
DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices” for changes to the text of Impact 11-6 regarding
certainty of supply of nonpotable water and delivery of nonpotable recharge water down
North Little Johns Creek and/or Duck Creek. Recharge water delivery itself is no longer a
potentially significant impact; however, Impact 11-6 as a whole remains potentially
significant before implementation of mitigation, and less than significant after
implementation of mitigation, as stated on pages 11-39, 11-41, and 11-42 of the DEIR.
No further revisions to the DEIR are necessary.
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DANAMARK-C-5

DANAMARK-C-6

DANAMARK-C-7

DANAMARK-C-8

DANAMARK-C-9

DANAMARK-C-10

The commentor asks under what authority would water be conveyed through Duck
Creek. California Water Code Section 7075 authorizes the conveyance of purchased
water through a natural stream such as Duck Creek. No easement is necessary for water
conveyance. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor asks whether expansion of recharge activities, as proposed at DEIR page
11-6, is feasible. As discussed on page 11-34 of the DEIR, the recharge facility would
bank enough additional water to serve the project during a 3-year drought. Mitigation
Measure 11-6b addresses the situation of an extended drought that lasts longer than 3
years. In that event, one of the potential options would be to expand the Arbini recharge
facility by purchasing adjacent land or by expanding the recharge capacity and/or storage
volume on the existing Arbini property. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor asks for more data and analysis verifying the suitability of the Arbini
property for groundwater recharge. The information requested by the commentor is
discussed in the DEIR on pages 11-36 through 11-38; on pages 11-58 through 11-61; in
DEIR Appendix Q (Groundwater Recharge Feasibility Assessment); and in new DEIR
Appendix BB (Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation, Groundwater Recharge
Feasibility Assessment) attached to this FEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor suggests that the Arbini property should be annexed given its role in the
proposed project. The owners of the Arbini property have had multiple opportunities to
initiate or participate in proceedings that could lead to the annexation of their property to
the City, including public meetings and hearings on the MLSP project and the City’s
2035 City General Plan. They have consistently declined to take any action to annex their
property to the City. The City does not intend to require any property owners to annex
their property to the City involuntarily. While the Arbini property would remain within
the County, the operation of the groundwater recharge facility would be vested with the
appropriate water agency, probably the CSJIWCD. No rezoning of the property by the
City or County would be required. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor asks whether farming on Mr. Podesta’s property would be disrupted
during project construction and operations, particularly for the pumping station and
pipeline. Construction of the proposed pump station at either location along Duck Creek
(see DEIR Figure 11-4) would occur within a County right-of-way, and therefore would
have no impact on Mr. Podesta’s farming operations. Construction of the preferred
pipeline route, along Kaiser Road, would have no impact on Mr. Podesta’s property,
since his property is upstream from that pipeline route. If the alternative diversion
pipeline route were chosen, along Jack Tone Road, construction would occur within the
designated road right-of-way, and the project applicant would coordinate with Mr.
Podesta to minimize any minor temporary and short-term disturbance to his farming
operations during the construction process. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor suggests that Mr. Podesta’s land would need to be acquired as part of the
proposed project, and questions how that would be accomplished. None of Mr. Podesta’s
land would need to be acquired, by any process, for either the Duck Creek pump station
or the conveyance pipeline. See response to DANAMARK-C-9 above. If the alternative
diversion pipeline route were chosen, along Jack Tone Road, construction would occur
within the designated road right-of-way, and the project applicant would coordinate with
Mr. Podesta to minimize any minor short-term disturbance to his farming operations
during the construction process. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.
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DANAMARK-C-11  The commentor asks whether the restoration proposed for Duck Creek would affect his
operations on his property. The proposed restoration of Duck Creek would occur only
within the SPA, which is downstream of Mr. Podesta’s property, and would occur in
consultation with the appropriate local, state, and federal regulatory agencies. Creek
restoration would be designed to attenuate flood flows (see DEIR Appendices N and O).
As part of the Conditional Letter of Map Revision (see DEIR Impacts 11-4 and 11-12)
application that would be submitted to the Federal Emergency Management Agency, a
detailed hydraulic model of the Duck Creek channel would be completed. This model
would study the effects of restoration work conducted in and around the channel on the
total flood conveyance capacity of Duck Creek through the SPA, including both upstream
and downstream reaches of the project, to assure there would be no significant changes
that would adversely affect the commentor’s property. See also DEIR Mitigation
Measures 7-7 and 7-17 regarding consultation and permits for modification of
jurisdictional waters of the United States. Therefore, there would be no effect on
upstream landowners such as Mr. Podesta. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

DANAMARK-C-12  The commentor asks whether stream restoration would occur within the stretch of Duck
Creek located within his property, how much that would cost, and how the property
would be acquired. The proposed restoration of Duck Creek would occur only within the
SPA,; therefore, none of Mr. Podesta’s land would be acquired and there would be no cost
to Mr. Podesta. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

DANAMARK-C-13  This comment suggest that project implemention could result in groundwater overdraft
and asks how that potential impact would be mitigated. Contrary to the commentor’s
assertion, the DEIR does not conclude there is a “potential serious negative impact” to
the groundwater aquifer from the proposed recharge project. As stated on page 11-42 of
the DEIR, the implementation of Mitigation Measures 11-6a through 11-6d, and new
Mitigation Measure 11-6e contained in Chapter 5 of this FEIR, would reduce potential
impacts related to groundwater recharge from the proposed recharge project to a less-
than-significant level. See also Master Response 5 in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of
this FEIR. The potable WSAs prepared for the proposed project (DEIR Appendices R
and S) state that water would be available to serve the proposed project at full buildout
once the Delta Water Supply Project is constructed. See Master Response 3 in Chapter 3,
“Master Responses,” of this FEIR. Water would be available to serve Phase 1 of the
proposed project with the City’s existing supplies. See response to SIERRA-28 and see
revisions to Impact 17-10 in Chapter 5, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and
Errata to DEIR Appendices,” of this FEIR. The City does not believe that adverse
impacts to groundwater would occur because it supplies water to its customers from both
surface water and groundwater supplies under a conjunctive use approach. For a detailed
explanation of this issue, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of
this FEIR

DANAMARK-C-14  The commentor asks what effect any delays in the construction and operation of the
DWSP would have on the proposed project. See Master Response 3 in Chapter 3,
“Master Responses,” of this FEIR. See also Impact 17-1 and Mitigation Measure 17-1 in
Chapter 17 “Utilities and Energy,” of the DEIR as well as text changes to the same as
shown in “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices” in
Chapter 5 of this FEIR. Water would be available to serve Phase 1 of the proposed
project with the City’s existing supplies. See response to SIERRA-28 and see revisions to
Impact 17-10 in Chapter 5, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR
Appendices,” of this FEIR.
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DANAMARK-C-15 The commentor asks about the fate of the 24 existing wells on-site that are used by
agricultural operations. Pages 10-6 and 11-13 of the DEIR discuss existing agricultural
wells within the SPA. Page 10-6 also states, “Wells, pumps, and septic systems would
need to be removed in conjunction with development of the SPA.” Mitigation Measure
10-4(h) (DEIR page 10-17) requires that all existing wells be closed in conformance with
San Joaquin County Department of Environmental Health guidelines. No revisions to the
DEIR are necessary.

DANAMARK-C-16  The commentor asks at what point the proposed on-site lake system would be abandoned
if water becomes unavailable for purchase for the groundwater recharge system. The only
location in the DEIR where elimination of the proposed lake system was contemplated
was in Mitigation Measure 17-3 on page 17-17 of the DEIR. However, because of the
information contained in new Appendix Y (Nonpotable Water Supply Assessment), the
text of Impact 17-3 has been revised, Mitigation Measure 17-3 has been eliminated, no
other mitigation measures are required, and the significance conclusion has changed from
potentially significant and unavoidable to less than significant, as shown in Chapter 5 of
this FEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices.” See
Master Response 5 in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR. DEIR Mitigation
Measure 11-6b addresses the situation of an extended drought (longer than 3 years).

DANAMARK-C-17  The commentor asks whether groundwater pumping could serve as a backup if the
recharge system proves infeasible in the short or long term. As discussed in the Non-
Potable Water Supply Assessment for the Proposed Mariposa Lakes Development,
attached as new Appendix Y, there is a secured source of nonpotable water for the
proposed lake system. The Arbini recharge system is an integral component of the
proposed project and would be enabled as part of the project. See Master Response 5 in
Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR. The City requires the recharge project to
operate by applying 2 acre-feet of purchased surplus surface water to the ground surface
for recharge for every 1 acre-feet of water of banked groundwater that is withdrawn.
Records would be kept by the entity operating the recharge project regarding how much
water is applied and how much water is withdrawn. Banked recharge water cannot be
withdrawn in a ratio greater than the 2:1 application rate. Therefore, pumping of native
(already existing) groundwater for use in the project’s nonpotable water system would
not be permitted. The project applicant must apply purchased surface water to the
recharge facility before recharge water can be used. No revisions to the DEIR are
necessary.

DANAMARK-C-18 The commentor requests that all future documents related to the proposed expressly state
that Mr. Podesta’s property would not be annexed as part of the project. The comment is
noted and DEIR Figures 3-10 and 3-11 have been revised to reflect this as shown in
FEIR Chapter 5, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR
Appendices.”

DANAMARK-C-19  The commentor questions whether there could be land use conflicts between the
commentor’s business operations (Danamark processing facility) and the proposed
project, including conflicts related to traffic, noise, dust, and use of chemicals. Both on-
and off-site drainage and hydrologic impacts from the project site and vicinity have been
studied by Pacific Advanced Civil Engineering (PACE) and are included in the DEIR as
Appendices L, N, and O. The project’s stormwater drainage system takes into account the
drainage factors from surrounding properties and is designed to limit discharge rates after
development of the project to levels that are equal or less than existing preproject
development rates. Impacts related to hydrology are addressed in Chapter 11, “Hydrology
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DANAMARK-C-20

DANAMARK-C-21

DANAMARK-C-22

DANAMARK-C-23

and Water Quality,” of the DEIR. Traffic on the roadways surrounding the project site
was studied by TIKM, and is included as Appendix U to the DEIR. Impacts related to
traffic are addressed in Chapter 16, “Traffic and Transportation,” of the DEIR.

Impacts from noise generated by the Danamark facility are addressed in response to
DANAMARK-A-3 above. Revisions to the DEIR text regarding noise from the
Danamark facility are included in Chapter 5 of this FEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to
the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices.”

Impacts from methyl bromide emissions generated by the Danamark facility are
addressed in response to DANAMARK-A-4 above. Revisions to the DEIR text regarding
air quality from the Danamark facility are included in Chapter 5 of this FEIR
“Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices.”

With respect to dust, the Danamark facility is required by law to comply with all
applicable SJVAPCD rules and regulations, and therefore should have no impact on the
proposed project.

The commentor questions whether it would be appropriate to site project-related schools
near the Danamark facility, given its use of certain chemicals. The closest school to the
Danamark facility would be an elementary school (N-28), shown on DEIR Figure 3-8,
“Mariposa Lakes Land Use Plan.” This school would be constructed approximately 2,000
feet from the Danamark facility. The results of a Health Risk Assessment (new

Appendix Z) have demonstrated that even as close as 300 feet, no adverse health impacts
would occur (see response to DANAMARK-A-4 above). Furthermore, as stated in
Chapter 12, “Land Use” of the DEIR, the California Department of Education (CDE)
School Facilities Planning Division has prepared a Guide to School Site Analysis and
Development (CDE 2000) that provides criteria for locating appropriate school sites in
California. In addition to these site requirements, a number of health and safety
requirements for school site selection are also governed by state regulations. The
California Education Code contains various provisions governing the siting of new public
schools (e.g., Education Code Sections 17211, 17212, and 17212.5). An evaluation of
CDE siting criteria in relationship to the schools proposed as part of development Phase 1
is contained in DEIR Impact 12-7. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor notes that Mr. Podesta’s discharge stack must be 10 feet above the tallest
structure within 200 feet, and that the proposed overpass would infringe on that setback.
He asks who would be responsible for the cost of relocation. Although the City notes that
direct financial issues associated with the project are not a CEQA issue, the following
response is provided: the project applicant would be responsible for paying the cost of
relocating Mr. Podesta’s discharge stack. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor asks whether the proposed 24-inch water main would affect Mr.
Podesta’s property. The proposed 24-inch water main would be located within the right-
of-way of Mariposa Road, and therefore would have no impact on Mr. Podesta’s
property. See revised Figure 3-35 attached to Chapter 5 of this FEIR, “Corrections and
Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices.” This change does not alter the
conclusions of the DEIR.

The commentor asks whether the Arbini site would be capable of accommodating the
amount of water proposed for application, particularly in the winter. The commentor also
asks whether the actual storage capacity of the aquifer is sufficient to meet the project’s
demands. The Groundwater Recharge Feasibility Assessment, attached as Appendix Q to
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the DEIR, evaluates the volumes of water that can be recharged and the storage capacity
of the aquifer. The Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation, Groundwater Feasibility
Assessment recently completed by Kleinfelder (2007), attached as new Appendix BB to
this FEIR, contains additional details regarding the operating capacity of the proposed
Arbini recharge facility. The Operational Level Integrated Water Management Plan,
required in Mitigation Measure 11-6a of the DEIR, would contain additional details
regarding operation of the Arbini recharge facility. In addition, a nonpotable off-site
water source feasibility assessment, required in Mitigation Measure 11-6¢ of the DEIR,
would contain final water availability calculations and a final water delivery schedule to
the Arbini recharge site.

Recharged groundwater creates what is referred to as a “mound” beneath the recharge
site, but the mound is not a result of water “piling up” beneath the site. Instead, the water
moves downward, like water through sand in a bucket of infinite diameter. The aquifer
itself exists in the form of saturated sand or coarse material in the lower portion of the
bucket. Above this, the sand is normally dry; but with artificial recharge, the pore spaces
between the dry sand grains become filled with water. This area where pore spaces in
sand above the aquifer are filled with water is referred to figuratively as a “mound,”
although it is actually a zone of saturated sand that would otherwise be dry. The mound
of applied water spreads outward and downward as it moves through the water table.

Groundwater constantly moves through the aquifer. When groundwater encounters any
sort of barrier, it simply flows around the barrier and continues moving. Thus, it is
impossible to fill the aquifer as the commentor suggests. No revisions to the DEIR are
necessary.

DANAMARK-C-24  The commentor questions the “success” of the proposed project and suggests that the
DEIR does not appropriately consider the proposed project’s significant impacts. Because
the commentor does not state exactly which impacts he is concerned about, it is not
possible to respond with any degree of specificity to the commentor’s concerns other than
to state that the DEIR was prepared by qualified environmental professionals with
assistance from firms that are specialists in their trade (e.g., traffic engineering,
hydrology, environmental planning, and utilities engineering), as identified in DEIR
Chapter 24. The City believes that the DEIR appropriately identifies and analyzes
project-related impacts, and (where necessary) provides mitigation for significant
impacts. The City will consider the commentor’s concerns as part of its decision on
whether or not to approve the project. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

DANAMARK-C-25 The commentor suggests that use of water for the project’s lake system would be ill
spent. As an initial matter, we note that these sorts of policy questions are not truly
CEQA issues but are essential questions for the City’s decisionmakers. The commentor’s
concerns are noted and will be forwarded to the City’s decisionmakers as part of the
FEIR. Moreover, as discussed on pages 3-66 through 3-76, 11-33 through 11-39, and 11-
59 through 11-62 of the DEIR, water for the lake system would not be potable. The lake
water would come from on-site stormwater runoff, on-site precipitation, and from
purchased surplus surface water recharged into the Arbini facility. Therefore, the use of
nonpotable water in the proposed lake system is not “ill spent,” and in fact, the City
believes that application of water into the proposed recharge facility provides a benefit to
the regional groundwater aquifer as a whole. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

DANAMARK-C-26  The commentor asks whether the new overpass would affect use of, including ingress or
egress, the commentor’s property. Since this comment letter was received, the project
applicant initiated and participated in four face-to-face meetings with Mr. Podesta (on
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DANAMARK-C-27

DANAMARK-C-28

March 20, March 26, April 13, and April 24, 2007) to discuss his concerns and explain
various aspects of the proposed project, including his concerns regarding access to his
property resulting from the proposed railroad grade separations and the Mariposa-Austin
Road overpass. Access to Mr. Podesta’s property would be maintained as discussed in
responses to the comments contained in DANAMARK-A, above. No revisions to the
DEIR are necessary.

The commentor states that he was unaware of the DEIR appendices and therefore did not
review them. The appendices are part of the DEIR and support the DEIR analysis. Every
chapter of the DEIR that refers to appendices contains the exact appendix title and
number. All appendices are provided on CDs inserted inside the back cover of the DEIR.
A list of all the appendices is contained on page iv of the DEIR, “Table of Contents,”
with a notation indicating that appendices are available on CDs attached to the back of
the DEIR. Furthermore, as stated on page 1-12 of the DEIR, a hard copy of all
appendices is available for public review at the City of Stockton Community
Development Department, 345 North EI Dorado Street, Stockton, California. No
revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor asks whether PACE has sufficient expertise, especially knowledge of the
local hydrology, to design the proposed recharge project. Although the City notes that
this comment does not refer to a CEQA issue, the following response is provided. PACE
has regional offices in Stockton and Fountain Valley, California and Phoenix, Arizona.
PACE specializes in solving civil engineering problems related to water resources. PACE
is currently working on numerous projects in both Stockton and San Joaquin County, and
the City believes they are well qualified to work on the MLSP project. Local citizens and
officials with an intimate knowledge of the project area were consulted on the proposed
project. In addition to the list of DEIR preparers on pages 24-1 and 24-2, see also DEIR
pages 23-12 through 23-15 in the section titled “Personal Communications.” No revisions
to the DEIR are necessary.
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Letter William and Amber Fields

MORADA Morada Area Association
Response April 23, 2007
MORADA-1 The commentor introduces the subject matter of the letter, and more detailed comments

are provided in the bulk of the letter. The responses to those detailed comments are
provided below. The introductory comment also express concern about the cumulative
impacts of the proposed project. The cumulative impacts of the proposed project are
discussed in Chapter 18 of the DEIR, which contains a detailed evaluation of cumulative
impacts within each of the 14 issue areas (i.e., transportation, air quality, utilities and
energy, agricultural resources, biological resources, etc.). No revisions to the DEIR are
necessary.

MORADA-2 The commentor expresses concerns over groundwater pumping proposed by the City of
Stockton Metropolitan Area (COSMA), SEWD, Cal Water, and the project applicant. As
explained in Chapter 17 of the DEIR, for potable water uses, the proposed project would
rely primarily on surface water but also on groundwater as a conjunctive use. As
explained in Chapter 11 of the DEIR, for nonpotable water uses, the proposed project
would rely on “banked” surplus surface water rather than naturally occurring
groundwater. Even assuming that the potable water demand of the proposed project were
to come exclusively from groundwater, the proposed project would use less water than
the existing uses on site. As explained on page 11-13 of the DEIR, the existing
agricultural uses on site constitute about 11,000 afy of water, of which about 400-600 afy
comes from surface water supplied by CSJWCD. The remainder, about 10,500 afy, is
supplied by groundwater pumped from on-site wells. As explained on page 17-11 of the
DEIR, the total water demand for the entire proposed project is anticipated to be 10,128
afy, of which only 7,535 afy would be potable. Thus, even under the worst case scenario,
in which all potable water is derived from groundwater, the proposed project would result
in a net reduction in the use of groundwater. See also Master Response 4 in Chapter 3 of
this FEIR, “Master Responses,” as well as Section 5.3 of this FEIR. See also response to
CSJWCD-4.

MORADA-3 As a matter of law, the extraction of groundwater from a basin such as Eastern San
Joaquin County is not restricted unless the groundwater basin has been adjudicated,
which is not the case for the Eastern San Joaquin County basin or any sub-basin in the
Central Valley (see additional detail contained in response to YEATES-27, below).
California water law protects overlying users from extractions by appropriators (that is,
those who pump groundwater for nonoverlying uses) (San Bernardino v. Riverside
[1921] 186 Cal.7, 15). It is a well-established principle in California case law that
overlying users’ right to use groundwater is superior to those that extract groundwater for
use elsewhere, but where no injury to overlying users will occur, groundwater may be
appropriated (Cohen v. La Canada Land & Water Co. [1907] 151 Cal. 680). See Master
Response 4 in Chapter 3 of this FEIR, “Master Responses.”

MORADA-4 An analysis of water use by other Eastern San Joaquin County cities (i.e., Ripon, Lathrop,
Manteca, and Lodi) was not included in the DEIR because it was determined that the
DEIR and supporting materials contain sufficient information and analyses to adequately
analyze the project’s potential groundwater impacts, and it was not included in the WSAs
because such information is not required under Section 10910 of the Water Code.
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MORADA-5

MORADA-6

It should also be noted that the city of Ripon, which is relatively small, is located within
the South San Joaquin Irrigation District (SSJID) and is adjacent to the Modesto
Irrigation District. Because of many years of flood irrigation that has occurred around it
by the two large irrigation districts, it has an ample water supply from groundwater that
has been recharged through percolation of irrigation water. The Cities of Lathrop and
Manteca are currently converting their water supply systems to receive treated surface
water from the completed South SSJID Treatment Plant and the SSJID conveyance
facility, which extends from the Woodward Reservoir to the city of Tracy using SSJID
water from the Stanislaus River. This will provide a replacement for water now pumped
from the underground aquifer and will also provide for growth in Lathrop and Manteca.
Furthermore, the City of Lodi has contracted for a supply of surface water from the
Mokelumne River from the Woodbridge Irrigation District, which has rights to surface
water supplies that exceed its current and anticipated demands. The Lodi City Council
has directed its staff to begin work on a water treatment plant to serve the City of Lodi.
This additional use of surface water will further reduce the demand on the groundwater
basin. Rather than anticipating a decrease in groundwater basin levels because of
increased groundwater use by other Eastern San Joaquin County cities, the reverse is true.
In the case of the southern cities, water is available and the facilities have been
constructed. In the case of Lodi, there is a firm water supply contract with Woodbridge
Irrigation District. (Prima, pers. comm., 2007.)

Cumulative impacts of the proposed project are evaluated in detail on pages 18-1 through
18-24 of the DEIR. The discussion of cumulative impacts is organized by issue area, and
it includes a summary of the projected environmental impacts of the related projects, a
summary of the project’s cumulative contribution to impacts that may be caused by the
related projects (if any), and inclusion of mitigation measures that could reduce or avoid
the proposed project’s contribution to any cumulative impacts. No revisions to the DEIR
are necessary.

The City disagrees with the commentor’s assertion that “your groundwater recharge
proposal feasibility assessment overestimates some numbers and understates others....”
The Groundwater Recharge Feasibility Assessment (DEIR Appendix Q) prepared by
Kleinfelder uses the most current information available about the project site and the
regional groundwater aquifer, and incorporates widely used and accepted hydrologic
modeling techniques to determine the feasibility of the proposed recharge project.
Because the commentor did not provide any specifics about the numbers they disagree
with, it is not possible to provide a detailed response. The commentor points out that the
Arbini recharge site is located within a larger geographic area that has been generally
classified as having “none to slight” recharge. However, the data contained in Appendix
Q show that the Arbini property would be suitable for the amount of recharge necessary
to meet project needs. The groundwater recharge facilities would be constructed and
operated on the Arbini property, and not on the project site itself. Since the DEIR was
circulated for public review and comment, Kleinfelder (2007) has completed a
Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation, Groundwater Recharge Feasibility
Assessment, which provides additional detail regarding the capacity of the Arbini
property and further supports the ability of the proposed recharge facility to meet project
needs. This report is attached as new Appendix BB to this FEIR. No revisions to the
DEIR are necessary.

Neither the COSMA appropriators nor the proposed project would rely primarily on
groundwater to meet their demands. As explained in DEIR Chapter 11, “Hydrology and
Water Quality,” and in Master Response 5 in this FEIR, for its nonpotable demand, the
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proposed project would rely only on “banked” groundwater rather than naturally
occurring groundwater. The COSMA appropriators would rely on groundwater on a
conjunctive use basis and have established goals for safe-yield withdrawals based on a
thoroughly planned and evaluated conjunctive use program. See Master Response 4 in
Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR, as well as Section 5.3 (summarizing water
supply analyses provided for the proposed project) of this FEIR. See also response to
CSJWCD-4 as well as Appendices R and S of the DEIR and Appendix Y of the FEIR
(Water Supply Assessments).

MORADA-7 The commentor suggests that the DWSP should be considered a “tentative” water source.
Phase | of the DWSP is considered a firm, reliable source of water to serve the proposed
project. See Master Response 3 in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR, as well
as Sections 5.2 (discussing changes to Impact 17-10 of the DEIR) and 5.3 (summarizing
water supply analyses provided for the proposed project) of this FEIR. The DWSP is not
needed to serve Phase 1 of the proposed project (it is needed to serve development Phases
2-5). See Section 5.2 (discussing changes to Impact 17-10 of the DEIR) of this FEIR as
well as response to SIERRA-28.

MORADA-8 The commentor does not specify which U.S. Geological Survey study they are referring
to, and therefore it is not possible to respond to that portion of the comment. However,
the City is aware of the threat of saline intrusion. The City has conducted and reviewed
exhaustive groundwater studies in recent years to determine the health and sustainable
capacity of the City’s groundwater basin. See page 9 of the City’s WSA (DEIR Appendix
R). Based on these studies, the City has taken various steps to manage its groundwater
use to reduce the historical overdraft of the groundwater basin, eliminate or minimize the
risk of saline intrusion, and achieve long-term sustainability regarding its groundwater
usage. As explained at pages 22 through 27 of Appendix R, these steps include
establishing and maintaining a conjunctive use program to guide the City’s water service
practices and the establishment of maximum safe groundwater yields on a yearly and
long-term average basis. Page 22 of the City’s WSA states:

Conjunctive use implies that groundwater will be preserved as the last
source of supply that is used if surface water supplies are insufficient to meet
demands. Careful planning and study has and will continue to take place to
insure that groundwater extraction yields, on average, do not pose any risk
of salinity intrusion or undue risk to private domestic or agricultural wells in
the City of Stockton area. In wet years, when surface water is more plentiful,
the groundwater basin is allowed to recover through in-lieu recharge (i.e.,
allowing natural recharge to occur from streams and rivers by pumping at
lower extraction amounts), and in the dry years, groundwater is extracted at
higher amounts to meet the shortfall of surface water supplies in meeting
M&I [municipal and industrial] demands.

Page 26 of the City’s WSA (Figure 9) shows the location of the saline front based on
information from the California Department of Water Resources. The initiation of
conjunctive use practices by the City and the other water providers serving the City has
resulted in the on-going recovery and stabilization of the groundwater basin in recent
years, such that groundwater levels have increased and the basin is operating within a
manageable range. (Appendix R at page 23.) The groundwater extraction yields
established by the City are designed to ensure that the City’s long-term use of
groundwater is protective of the City’s groundwater resources. (Appendix R at page 25.)

EDAW Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR
Comments and Individual Responses 4-142 City of Stockton



MORADA-9

MORADA-10

MORADA-11

MORADA-12

See also Master Response 4 in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR, and the
responses to MORADA-2 and MORADA-9 as well as YEATES-27. No revisions to the
DEIR are necessary.

Chapter 5 of the DEIR discusses impacts to agricultural resources, and mitigation to
address those resources, as a general matter. Chapter 11 of the DEIR discusses the loss of
recharge capacity on site. (See also Chapter 5 of this FEIR, revising pages 11-34 and 11-
35 of the DEIR.) The proposed project site consists of over 3,800 acres of irrigated,
agricultural land. Approximately 11,000 afy of water, pumped from the groundwater
aquifer, has historically been used to irrigate the project site. This translates to a use
factor of approximately 3.0 acre-feet/acre/year (af/ac/yr), annually. The City’s stated goal
for safe-yield withdrawals from the groundwater aquifer is 0.60 to 0.75 af/ac/yr (DEIR
Appendix R). Therefore, existing agricultural groundwater use at the project site is
approximately four to five times more than the City’s safe-yield factor. Construction of
impervious surfaces on the project site would reduce the amount of surface water and
runoff that currently recharges the groundwater aquifer by approximately 2,180 afy.
However, because the approximately 11,000 afy of historical groundwater pumping
would cease when the project is constructed, the project would result in a net benefit to
the groundwater aquifer of approximately 9,000 afy. (DEIR at pages 11-33 and 11-39.)
Furthermore, the proposed project includes a groundwater recharge component that
would place purchased surplus surface water into the groundwater aquifer to form a
“bank” of water that can be withdrawn for project use as needed. Because 2 af of water
would be applied for every 1 af of water withdrawn, the recharge project would also
provide a benefit to the groundwater aquifer. (DEIR at page 11-38.) No revisions to the
DEIR are necessary.

The commentor charges that the City has already built out beyond its capacity to serve,
and is expanding its service area to obtain “pumping fields.” The City disagrees with the
commentor’s assertion and believes that this comment is not directed toward the
proposed project, but is instead directed toward broader policies that COSMA is pursuing
throughout its service area. The application of those policies, as a whole, is not the
subject of this EIR. Regarding groundwater use specific to the proposed project, see
Master Response 4 in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR, as well as Section
5.3 (summarizing water supply analyses provided for the proposed project) of this FEIR.
No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor asserts that the City is mining the aquifer beyond its existing capacity.
The City disagrees with the commentor’s assertion and believes that this comment is not
directed toward the proposed project, but is instead directed toward broader policies that
the COSMA is pursuing throughout its service area. The application of those policies, as
a whole, is not the subject of this EIR. Regarding groundwater use specific to the
proposed project, see Master Response 4 in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR,
as well as Section 5.3 (which summarizes the water supply assessments prepared for the
proposed project) of this FEIR. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor asserts that the proposed project would exacerbate the existing
groundwater overdraft situation. See Master Response 4 in Chapter 3, “Master
Responses,” of this FEIR, as well as Section 5.3 (summarizing water supply analyses
provided for the proposed project) of this FEIR. See also the response to MORADA-2,
MORADA-3, and MORADA-6, above. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.
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NEAS

RECEIVED
CITY OF STOCKTON
April 23, 2007 APR 23 2807
- PERMIT CENTER
Dear David, PLANNING DIVISION

In reviewing the Mariposa Lakes Draft EIR and Specific Plan there is
inadequate mention of the effect that closing the Downtown Stockton Amtrak
station located on San Joagquin Street will have on downtown transportation
systems and Amtrak passengers .current[y served downtown.

Downtown Stockton is home to all major transit providers, These include the
San Joagquin Regional Transit District, which offers bus transportation in and
between Stockion and surrounding cities from the Downtown Transit Center, the
Greyhound Station operating long distance bus service to chties throughout
California and between California and other states, the Cabral ACE Station
taking passengers from Stockton to San Jose and the Amtrak Stafion connecting | NEAS-1
Stockten by train to the Bay Area and BART at the Richmond station and by bus
to Sacramento.

The Mariposa Lakes project proposes the creation of the Austin Road Town
Center featuring a multinﬁcdai station housing Amtrak serviced with shuitle buses
from a downtown parking lot focated at the current downtown Stockton Amtrak
station to the new facility. This proposal separates a key transportation
component, rail from downtown to the Bay Area, giving the residents of one new
community special consideration to the detriment of Stockton as a whole and
downtown in particular.

At present, downtown Stockton is a convenient hub of transportation giving

passengers access to all major forms of transit within a close proximity. The
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header of the SJRTD #54 bus even features Amftrak as its destination, if the
downtown Amtrak station is closed and only used as a park and ride stop,
passengers will no lenger have the convenience of rail transportation located
downtown. What will happen to the landmark rail station no longer in use? This
action will cause passengers and downtown to suffer.

Fragmenting transportation downtown is unwise. Increased downtown
housing is anticipated. A benefit of living downtown is close proximity to rail, not
park and ride facilities adding time and uncerfainty about connections to rall NEAS.1
transport miles away. If necessary, a better alternative would be for Mariposa (Contd)
Lakes fo build a new Amtrak station and retain the downtown Amirak station.
This alternative would remove the need for park and ride and shuitle services
‘whilelallowing downtown to continue to offer the full range of transportation
amenities,

As a Stockion resident and transit user relying on all downtown transportation

options for my travel needs | urge the Mariposa Lakes project to fully consider

the effects of the current proposal on downtown Stockton, the heart of the city,

and all the passengers it serves.

Sincerely,

%% Mesor

Joy Neas
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Letter

NEAS Joy Neas
Response April 23, 2007
NEAS-1 This comment notes that the MLSP DEIR does not contain an analysis of the effects on

downtown transportation systems and downtown Amtrak passengers from closure of the
existing Stockton Amtrak station. The City understands the commentor’s concern, but
notes, however, that the construction of a multimodal transit station in the proposed SPA
would not necessarily result in the closure of the downtown Amtrak station. Whether or
not the existing Amtrak station would continue to operate is a decision that would be
made by Caltrans, and is not a decision that would be presented to the City of Stockton in
connection with its consideration of the MLSP project. The text in DEIR Chapter 3,
“Project Description,” is hereby revised to reflect this fact, as shown in Chapter 5 of this
FEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices,”
especially corrections to DEIR pages 3-58 and 3-60. This change does not alter the
conclusions of the DEIR.
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PG&E

RECEIVED
CIiY OF STOCKION
APR 24 2007
Land Services, 4040 West Lare, Stockton; CA 95204 PERMIT CENTER
PLANMNING DIVISION
April 23, 2007
Gty of Stocktbn
clo Gommumty Development Dept.
Planning D:vnglon
345 N El Dorado St.
Stockion, CTA 95202

Aftn: David Stagnaro
Fax: 209-937:8803

RE:Review of a Draft Environmerital Impact Report (DEIR}
For: Marsposa Lakes Speific Plan Project
Loo: S/0 State Route 4, wio Kaiser Rd., norihi and east of Matiposa Rd., and
the Eurhngton Norfhern Santa Fe RIR- Stocktan
City’s Reference: (DEIR 11-03); Date : March 2007
PB&E Ff[e; WL 668

Dear Mr. St-ag_narq,

Thank you f6r. this opparfunity to gomivient on this Draft Environmental Impeict
Report (DEIR) for Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan Project, PGAE has the
following cum’m‘ents io oifar

Generally, PG&E owns and operates gas and electric fatilities which are Iecateﬂ
within and ad;acent to fhe proposed project. To promote thie safe and reliable
maintendncé{ and operation of Ulility faciliies, the Califofriia Publie Uiilities
Commission YCPUC) has mandated specific clearance reguirements between
ufility facmﬁe,ts and surrounding abjects or construction activities, To erswre | PG&E-1
comgliahee w:th these standaids, project proponerits should coordinate with PGEE
early in the develapment of their projeet' plans, Any propesed development plans
shioyld pzav:de for unrestricted ufility-accass snd prévent gasement encroschments
that might impair the safe and reliable rhaintenance and operation of PG&E's
faciifies. '

The followmg is a brief description of Pacific Gas and Electric Company's (PG&E)
faciliies required to serve this project or proposed fo Be consiructed thraugh the PG&E-2
praject houndaries within the next seveit years,
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PGS&E §LEC?RIC SERVICE REQUIREMENTS

To serve the !arge amount of new electric-demand created by the proposed
Mafiposa Lat{es Projact ani electric stbstation will need to be donstructed within the
project area, as well as all of the associated distribution feeders thioughout the
project. The fo!!ow:ng will be reguired ag part of the overall project development;

s Within the electric transmission RIW, provisions will be made to allow for the
instaliaimn of underground electric distribution lines as tequired.

e PGSE will tap into PG&E's existing Stockton A-Lookeford-Beliota 115 kilovolt
{kv) electnctransmlssien Hne located withift the project boundary. This line
generally funs in an gast-west direction betwaen Garpenter Road and Clark.
Drive and bisects the developrment area,

o A five acfe [rectangular in shape) parcel will be required within the
ptanned business/industiial atea in the west portion of the project, dfong
the exsst;hg Stockton A-Lockeford-Bellota 115 Kilovolt (kV) slectric
fransimission lines for the instaliation of an electric substation, The
propﬂsed location is east of Three Oaks Road, south of Fast Carpenter
Road, noth of and contiguous fo the 115 kV transmission ROW
between “tower number 11/880 and 11/70. The substation will convert.the
116 KV fransmission Voltage o eithara 21 KV or 12 k¥ distribution
vbltage lével. An altermate site has been identified in the-same géreral
location léutsouth of the 60 KV transmission ROW befween pole number
2126 and 2138,

PG&E-2
(Cont'd)

o  The elecltic substation site will require yedar-round, 24-Hour, all-weather
agess. MoreoVer roadway access to the site will need to actommodate very
large frucks and cranes with-a large furning radius.

= Alang al roadWays threughout the entire project, 16-foot-wide public utility
sasermients will berequired on beth sides of each road for frie installation of gas
and eledtio distribution feeders af ong with other utififies as required.

o The projéct will required the relatation of the 60 KV line between where
it lurnis north about 3/4 mile west of Kaiser Road and exits the site risar
the Duck Creek crossing of SR 4. The proposed relocation routs for the 60
kY is to thee west along existing 12kV tap line north to Fanvington Rd and east
to tie back into the existing 60kV ine.
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PGSE GAS SERVICE REQUIREMENTS

» Distribution Feeder Mains and a Distribution Regulator Station. The Stations
will require approximately 20-foot by 80-foot easements and the Feeder Mams
will requité approximately 25 foot wide easements.

«  Gas distribution mains and gervices.

s Abave grodnd feafures irclude vericall pipeline markers as well as valve frame
and covers which gre at the ground surface level,

» Al gas fadlities will require 24-hour all-weather access for mamtenance and
operafions,

o Along all roadways throughout the entire projeet, 15-foot-wide publie utility
sasements will be required on beth sides of each road forthe installatior: of gas
and electric distribution feeders albng with other ulilities as required.

Future analysis will also Include studies indicating the nead fordny pofential
upgrades or adcht:bns to actommodate additiorial lodd o the gas sysfern including
facilifies such ias regulator stations, odbrizer stations, valve lots, distribution and
transm:ssmr:rimes

The process o permit requirements for Utility Companies can add delays for
development yrojects; Therefore we tecommiend the: developer dontact gl of the

Litility companjes 1o discuss the permiif réduirsinents of this dévelopment.

The deyelcpejrs w;IE be respons;bte for tha costs associated wuth the refocation of‘

facmties retocatmns requ:re !ong iead tlmes and are not atwa,ys feas;ble the
developers shauld be ericouraged to consult with PGEE as early in thair planning
stages-as posszble

Relacations of PGRE's elechis fransmissior and substation failities (50,000 volts
and above) chuld alse reqiilre. formal approval from the California. Public Utilities
Comymission.  If required, this approval progess could take up fo two years to
complete. Proponents with tdevelopment plans which ceuld affect such elsetric
transmission faciliies should be referred to PGEE for additional information and
assisiance in the development of fhieir project schedules.

Continued davelopment consistent with Stockior's Gereral Plens will have a

cumulative impact on PGAE's gas and eleciric systerms and may require on-site

and off-éite additions and improvements to the facilities which supply these
services. Because ufiiity facilities are operafed as an infegrated sysfem, the
presence of ah existing gas or glectric transmission or distribufion facility does not
necessanly mean the faclity has capacity to connec:t naw loads,

PG&E-2
(Cont'd)

PG&E-3
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it is recommended thal environmental documents for proposed development

projects include adequate evatuation of cumulative impacts of utility systams, the

utility faciltie necessary to serve those developments and any potenfial | pG&E-3
environmental; issues associated with extending ulility service to the propgsed | (Cont'd)
project. This will assure the projact’s complignce with CEQA and réduge poferitial

deldys fo the project schedule.

PGEE femains committéd to working with the city of Stockten te provide timaly,
refiable and cdst effective gas and electric service to the planned area, We would
diso appreciate being copied on futuré orresponidernica régarding this subject as
this project.devislops. '

The Galiforfiis Gonstitution vests in thé Califsthia Publlc Utilies Ceimission
(CPUC) exclusive power and sole authority with respect to the regulation of
privately owned or investor owned public. utilities such as PGRE. This exclusive
power extendé {o all aspects of He location, design, cotistruction, maintenance an
operation of public tility faciities. Nevertheless, the CPUC has provisions for
tegulaled ufilifles to work closely with lecal govermments and give due
congideration fo their concerns, PG&E miust balarice our doritnitrént o provide
due consideration to loeal concerns With our obligation to pravide the public with a
safe, reliable, costeffective engrgy supbly in compliance with tiie rules and tarifs
“of the CPUT, ‘ '

Again, thark yfqu for the: spportunity to miake coninierits on this Draft Enviropmishtal
Impaict Report (DEIR) for Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan Project. Ifyeu,the
deyeioper or a;nybne has any questions or concerns please contact me‘on (209)

9421419,

Alfred Poorl

Land Agent
Stockton Land Services
Exterrial; (209) 042-1419
Fax: {200) 942-1485

Sincerely,

EDAW | Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR
Comments and Individual Responses 4-150 City of Stockton


sacramento
Line

LaneG
Line

LaneG
Text Box
EDAW                                                                                                                                                          Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR
Comments and Individual Responses                                               4-150                                                                                City of Stockton


Letter Pacific Gas and Electric Company

PG&E-1 Alfred Poon, Land Agent
Response April 24, 2007
PG&E-1 Thank you for your comment. The project applicant would coordinate with Pacific Gas

and Electric Company (PG&E) as project plans are developed. No revisions to the DEIR
are necessary.

PG&E-2 Thank you for providing information regarding PG&E facilities required to serve the
proposed project or proposed to be constructed through the project boundaries within the
next 7 years. The project applicant would coordinate with PG&E regarding necessary
facilities as project plans are developed. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

PG&E-3 The commentor indicates that growth under the 2035 City General Plan may
cumulatively affect PG&E’s facilities and trigger the need for expansion of those
facilities. DEIR Impacts 17-6 and 17-15 evaluate the need for new electrical service for
the proposed project, and conclude that (1) because PG&E has indicated that it has
available capacity to provide electrical service and associated infrastructure to the SPA,
(2) because the increase in demand for electricity and associated infrastructure would not
be substantial in relation to the existing electricity consumption in PG&E’s service area,
and (3) because the relocation of the existing facility would be coordinated with and
approved by PG&E, impacts related to new electrical service would be less than
significant.

DEIR Impacts 17-7 and 17-16 evaluate the need for new natural gas service for the
proposed project, and conclude that because PG&E has indicated it is able to provide
natural gas and associated infrastructure to the SPA, and because the increase in demand
for natural gas would not be substantial in relation to existing natural-gas consumption in
PG&E’s service area, impacts related to new natural gas service would be less than
significant.

DEIR Chapter 18, page 18-24, contains an analysis of cumulative impacts related to
electrical and natural gas services that would be provided by PG&E. The analysis
concludes that while cumulative development as a whole would increase the amount of
demand for natural-gas and electrical supply, because PG&E has stated that it has
adequate natural-gas and electrical supplies to support the proposed project without
affecting service to existing customers, project-related cumulative impacts would be less
than significant. Any expansion plans for PG&E facilities would be subject to CPUC
jurisdiction and separate CEQA compliance. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW
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PILKINGTON-A

NIF. David Stagraro, AICP

Senicr Planner - .
Stockion Community.-Development.Department, . Planning Divigion Q ;r{; fr £ n
345 North-El-Boradeo-Strest Com e T T
‘Stockion; CA85202— .
120979378268 AR

Viritten-Gomments —

LAl X B

Mariposa Lakes is not your normal planned community. 1t has been described as an urban istand
surrounded by agriculture. This creates some-unigque-problems-that CEQA my net-be designed o
-addressWe have lived-at- 8868-E-Mariposaroadforover 35 years; Youmight say thatwe are
‘e fiFst hotise SESTOT COlletavilie, Collegeviie 18 & cItster of 170 Fésidential Uhifs (#7), 2 store,
church, schaol, fire and gas station, alt surrounded by agriculture. . Mariposg i.akes et Phase 1
buildout-will have.4,536.residential.units —Thatis-squal-to-26.Collegeville'sl_Problems-tothe.
surrounding-agriculture-commupnity-causec-by-the-Gollegeville-island®are significant, when
Troliplied by phese e Buildont of 26 ey (4 536 Tasiential onits r#2 divided by 170
residentisi tnits) o o

Gvertheyearsthe-inereased-popuiariiy-in-dirt-bikes-and-ATVs-hasresulied-in-ever-inereasing
Tossestorthe-surmoording agricultorerin-the-formrof damaged-cropsend-brokerrsprinkler systems.

MEIGEY the cuTrent condiions Dy 26 and you Tealize Naling a Gant o 130 ordinance on he
books will not reduce the impact to less than significant. In addition_as more and mere farmers
-erect gates-to-protectiheirinvestments-and-BNSE post more.and more of its sight-of-way, the
-incidents-oF ATV -verses-trafiic- wilHegically-increase-more-than- 26 fimes—At-present-the only
“farge avgs, et Tamrawary of, that allows off Toad Use s apr 1808029 (83 Unfortunately
"BNSF hes fenced access off to 1his parfial along s rnght-ol-way and fhe owner felises access via
Matposa.road for fear of accidents.. The DEIR is.a large document,.and. ). may have missed if,
‘utiFan-ATV-parkcis-notplannedfor-this-development-the-impact-en-the-surreunding-agriculture
wil-besinnificant—

James--Bilkington
B868-E-Mariposa road
Stoekion, CAT95215

Pilkington-A-1

EDAW

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR

Comments and Individual Responses 4-152

City of Stockton


sacramento
Line

LaneG
Line

LaneG
Text Box
EDAW                                                                                                                                                          Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR
Comments and Individual Responses                                               4-152                                                                                City of Stockton


Advantage Stockion, City of Stockton Real Estate Inventory, Demographics, Business an.,, Page 10f2

24 -?- i Dcl;‘ngm;ﬂ.\fc =11} ;::nf A ME
Clrewseareh (@ Backtogitos & Printabin
Now Damogrephle Report
Demographic Raport
Cenier: 19225 E MARIPOBA RD
Distance: 3 mies
Populatfon (2008} _
. Yl %,
#003 Fopulzlion 681
P T T TR {200y
Total %
Male 303 §2.2%
E Femate 298 41.8%
" - Age Distribution {2003)
° [T ) & Total %
e EODI | mop By i .. S gg E 00 0‘33..“,3 4 ar 54%
" Show Map . SV . I —— 2 — 1 1%
*“m“ 1818 07 18.4%
L--Zontng 20:28 e g g 134%
— T Genaral Plan P e o]
e BRSPS T . - . 36-38 75"“., 1A%
_____  Redevel Arass ] 40.49 [y 10.2%
7 Parsls 5059 78 12.0%
F fertals— - 66-64 : e 34 S4%
¥ Bulidings a5+ 78" 1.5%
T rPmEReCemy———— - ¢ T T C Race Disifipiion (Z03)
““""'““'F"'Imusttfa‘rvms‘""“"‘“‘—"““ T T e e
~igpEy | e o . [ . . N . B
ORI . 1 UL . SOOI T
Blatk 4 2A%
T T T - Amervan indian 3 0.7%
b GIS Planni ng Astan 20 34%
. Pacific Infander [ 0O%
e e s et e e s s S Other- . 164 2825
Huitirace 49 84%
' Hispanic o B 8.4
) o 2059 Totat Households
e Tolal %
Househalds - o AR v e e e
Famiiles 138 21.0%
2003 Household incotne Distribution
[ . ] SO SR
pa——- {1 N U T8 B2
Sg2eK— - 22 12.5%
TUTT gessgw T 38 229%
. Ba0ga0K 1 2%
5404501 3 136%
B 1 11T 1112 | S ——— RN S— 36%
B E ] S ———  § 1%
CTTRIESIOOR T Fi3 165%
> $100K A TA%
- - e e . 2803 Household NetWorih
L 1P NSV SN,
$0orless —— TTTT TR 112%
"7m$7$§f"eam:_ '_":'_"':“'""“__2—3“”“ 135%

d5 e FOE RIARA=B3 75 LS00 AT TT0._"4/6/2007

“htfpy//advantage sTocKTOnpOV.CoHY/ Stockion/ed.asp7

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW
City of Stockton 4-153 Comments and Individual Responses


LaneG
Line

LaneG
Text Box
Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR                                                                                                                                                          EDAW 
City of Stockton                                                                                4-153                                               Comments and Individual Responses


Takle 3-6

... Phasing Summary for the Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan :ﬁz,
T _m o h ~ Phaset Phasa 2 Phasa3 - Phase 4 Phase 5 Totals
| Residential Units 4536 2232 2,549 849 404 10,566
Commuercial Square Footage” 643,000 170,000 197,000 ] 0 1,010,000
Industria] and Basiness/ 171,000 749,000 5.7 million 2.5 million 23 million 115 million
Professional Square Footage™ .

Total Population 14,242 7,007 8,004 2,662 1,265 33,178
T Jobs LSST 3a35 s 2078 LEEE M
‘}dumbers have been rounded ' ' T
Source: Randall Planning & besign, e, —

PHASE 2

Phase 2 of’ the proposed project consists of approximately 515 acves (not including major roads). Substantial
portions of the Phase 2 development area would be devoted to planned residential uses, including approximately
10 acres of estate, 95 acres of low-density, 123 acres of medium-density, and 32 acres of hiph-density residentinl
devetopment. This phase would involve the construction of approximately 2,232 residential units, approximately
749,000 square feet of industrial and business/professional uses, approximately 170,000 square feet of
commercial uses, and would generate an estimaled 3,435 jobs, This development phase would consist of the
following componceats:

15.6-acre Farmington Road Village Center ‘
18-acre arca for church and other institutional development
57-acre Business/Professional area

22.3 acres of associated parks

24 acres of open space

One hiph school

One elementiry school

PG&E substation and natural gas processing facility
Reconstraction of the Mariposa Road interchange (partial project responsibility)
Widening of Mariposa Road from SR 99 to Austin Romxd
Street improvements to Farmington Road

One lake

One new Cal Water water supply well

Restorafion of the Puck Creek corridor

¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ YT CTELTY YT W®TY FrFOoTw

PHASE 3

Phase 3 of the proposed projeet consists of approximalely 1,045 acres {not including major roads). The majority
of this phase would consist of low- and medimn-density residential subdivisions. This phase does not include
high-density residential development. This phase would produce approximately 2,549 rosidential units,
approximately 6 mithon square feet of industrial uses, approximately 197,000 square feet of commercial uses; and
an estimated 5,262 jobs. This development phase would consist of the following components:

v 329 acres of mdustrinl development
> 18-acre Duck Creek Village Center
»  One clementary school
v Satellite campas of San Joaquin Delta College
+  Realignment of SR 4 through the SPA (partial project responsibility)
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Letter

PILKINGTON-A

Response

James Pilkington
April 12, 2007

PILKINGTON-A

The DEIR does not characterize the proposed project as “an urban island surrounded by
agriculture.” As stated on page 12-1 of the DEIR, urban land uses have already been
developed along both the western and northwestern perimeters of the SPA. Furthermore,
an additional 100 acres located between the BNSF railroad and the SPA, south of SR 4,
have been annexed by the City and are designated and zoned for further industrial
development. DEIR Figure 12-1 (page 12-2) shows the existing urban land uses adjacent
to the northwestern, western, and southeastern project site boundaries. As discussed
throughout Chapter 12, “Land Use,” of the DEIR, annexation of the proposed project to
the City of Stockton would create an area of logical, orderly growth immediately adjacent
to the city limits, in an area that has already been developed with urban land uses to the
north and west.

The unspecified, existing “problems” on the agricultural community caused by the
“Collegeville Island,” as termed by the commentor, fall outside the scope of evaluation
required by CEQA for the proposed project. In any event, given the lack of specificity in
the comment, further response is not possible.

The commentor expresses concerns about damage to agricultural property by trespassing
all-terrain vehicle (ATV) users, and states that the “right-to-farm” ordinance does little to
address this impact. The County’s “right-to-farm” ordinance was intended to support the
continuation of agricultural practices in the face of expanding urban development. It was
not intended to serve as a judicial remedy for trespassing. While the City understands that
the commentor has a concern in this regard, the City believes that trespassing issues are
properly addressed through the commentor’s interaction with the police department. Mr.
Pilkington’s property is located immediately south of the project site, on the opposite side
of East Mariposa Road in an area designated for “Industrial” land uses under the 2035
City General Plan. The City notes that open space buffers to the northeast, east, and
southeast of the proposed project were specifically designed to help minimize conflicts
with adjacent agricultural users (see DEIR Figure 3-11). Furthemore, SR 4 would provide
a substantial buffer zone to the north of the project site. The proposed project also
includes sound walls to the north and south of the project site that would provide an
additional buffer zone (see DEIR Figure 13-3). Thus, Mr. Pilkington’s property would be
separated from the proposed project site by East Mariposa Road, an open space buffer,
and a soundwall. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.
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PILKINGTON-B

Mr. David Stagnaro, AICP

Senior Planner

Stockion Communlty DevelopmenLDepartment -Planning Divigion - r_f' “ufﬁ
345 NerthEl Dorado-Street - oo )

Stockton,CA 85202 - - - o "y R
(209) 9378266~ S o A P

Wntten Comments

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan DEIR
State Clearinghouse #2006022035

Information Update
Reference to Figure 3-28; APN 18‘[ 090 - 30 is mcorrect!y labeled as owned by Pilkington

Cordia Ruth—  — Pilkington-B-1
The owner of record is Inland Bay Properties, LLC. (#1) -

James L. Pilkington
8868 E. Mariposa road
Stockton, CA. 95215
(209) 463-8116
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Letter

PILKINGTON-B

Response

James Pilkington
April 26, 2007

PILKINGTON-B

Thank you for your comment. However, Figure 3-28 of the DEIR shows the “Proposed
Mariposa Road Widening (Development Phase 1)” and does not relate to assessor’s
parcel numbers (APNSs). Figure 3-7 of the DEIR does show APNs and the recorded
owners of record; however, no APN 181-090-30 is shown in Figure 3-7. Since it is
unclear what the commentor is referring to, no revisions to the DEIR can be made. In any
event, the proposed correction in the name of the owner of record would have no effect
on the conclusions contained in the DEIR.
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SANGUINETTI

SANGUINETTI RANCH

7677E. HWY. 4 466-0672
STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA 95215-9607

April 19, 2007

Dr. David Stagnaro, AICP /
City of Stockton Community Development Department

345 North EI Dorado Street

Stockfon, Ca. 95202

{(209) 937-8266

RE: Comments on DEIR 11-03- Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan #roject
Gentleman:

I have received a document informing me of the Public Review of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report for the above referenced project date March 8, 2007,
and the incorporated WSA, dated Octoher 2, 2006,

The two parcels described below in the specific plan for mariposa Inkes on
page 3-11 which state that they contain underground tanks is not correct. The tanks
on the parcel where taken out in 1982 under a program the county had for ag
operation.

There are no tanks underground on these parcel, Piease correct so this docoment
will be up to date.

* Paul M. Sanguinetfi, located in the northern portion of the sife, at 7677 E. Highway
4, appears on the HIST UST database due fo the hisforical presence of two
underground storage tanks (USTs) located at this address.

+ Sanguinet!i Feed Lot, located at 7761 E. Highway 4, appears on the HIST UST
database due to the historical presence of fwo USTs located at this address,

i you have any comment or guestion please call Paul Sanguinetti at 209-466-
0672 )

Tha ou

Pawl Sanguinetti

FAX #: (209) 937-9706 W

Sanguinetti-1
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Letter

SANGUINETTI

Response

Paul Sanguinetti
Sanguinetti Ranch
April 23, 2007

SANGUINETTI-1

The commentor requests a clarification in the DEIR’s discussion of underground storage
tanks (USTs). In particular, the commentor asks that the DEIR be updated to reflect the
fact that two USTs on the commentor’s property were removed. The Phase 1 ESA
included a database search for known locations of USTs. Two USTs were reportedly
installed at 7677 Highway 4 (Sanguinetti) and two were reportedly installed at 7761
Highway 4 (Sanguinetti Feed Lot). Professional standards require that the database search
include both the proposed project site and all property within a 1-mile radius of the
project site. Because no official records were found either in the database search or
within files at SJCDEH indicating that any of these USTs had been removed, the specific
plan cannot be corrected to indicate closure of these tanks. However, since the USTs are
not on the project site, the specific plan text has been changed to remove the references to
these tanks.

Furthermore, the text of DEIR Chapter 10, “Health and Safety,” is hereby revised to
reflect the fact that the USTs are not located on the project site, as described in Chapter 5
of this FEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices.”
These changes do not alter the conclusions of the DEIR.
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SIERRA

RECEIVED
CIY OF SIOCKTON
APR 23 2007 MOTHER LODE CHAPTER
_ 1414 K STREET, SUrTs 500
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
PERMIT CENTER TEL, {916) 557-1100 X 108
PLANNING DIVISION Fax: {916) 557-9660
) coordinator@siercaciub-sac.org
www.inothertode sferraclub.org
David Stagnaro
City of Stockton
Community Development Dept,
345 N. Bl Dorado Street
Stockton, CA 95202
23 April 2007

RE: Mariposa Lakes Draft Environmental Inmpact Report

Mr. Stagnaro:
We have reviewed the Draft EIR NOP for the above project and have these comments:

The project is a specific plan that would allow approximately 11,500 housing units and no-
residential uses on 3,810 acres of farmland southeast of Stockton. More then one-third of the
housing (4,200 units) would be typical, sprawl density 3.5 to 6 units per acre. Another 4,860
mnits (42% of the project) would be higher density but still single farnily for sale housing (7 to 12
units per care). Thus, about three-quarters of the housing plenned would end up with market
rate, single family lots. Only 1,460 (13%) would be high density condos or apartments.

The project would be the equivalent of two more Weston Ranches, or five more Brooksides.
Mischaracterization of Measure X

One of the developer’s goals for the project is described as Objective 16 (page 1-4 and repeated
in the Alternatives analysis on page 19-4) and states “facilitating economic and urban
development in southeast Stockton, as approved by the Stockton electorate by its passage of )
Measure X...” This is a mischaracterization of Measure 3 and the EIR should be amended to Sierra-1
more accurately describe the citizens initiative that was passed by voters in 2004, Measure X did
not approve any project or any economic development in southeast Stockton; Measure X was
written solely to exempt the project from the effects of Measure Q (the wban growth boundary
initiative) if Measure Q had gone info effect.

Representing 20,000 members in 24 connties in Nerthern and Central California
' Alpine - Amador - Butte - Calaveras - Colasa ~ Bl Dorado - Glenn - Lassen - Modos - Nevaidd - Placer - Flumas
Sucramento - San Jonguin - Shasta - Sierm - Siskiyou - Solano - Stanistaue - Sutter - Tebnrma - Tuolumne - Yolo - Yuba

1
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Inconsistency with Policies in the proposed 2035 GP

The analysis in the Land Use section (pages 12-16 et seq) of the DEIR fails to identify
potentially significant impacts related to the inconsistency of the project’s design and impacts
with the several policies in the proposed 2035 GP. The DEIR refers to a consistency table in
Appendix B and the results of this consistency analysis should be summarized in section 12.
Appendix B notes the project’s inconsistency with some policies; these should be listed and
discussed in the DEIR

The project cannot be found to be consistent with several policies and the DEIR should
recommend mitigation to be consistent,

For example, the project is not consistent with Policy PFS-2.7, since the DEIR notes that a
permanent water supply has not been guaranteed. The project is riot consistent with the Housing
Element policies calling for affordable housing, since the project inctudes no dedicated
affordable housing, but will consist of 100% market rate housing units. The project is not
consistent with Conservation Goal 1, Policy 1, or Policy NCR-4.4, which calls for the retention
of viable agricultural soils and establishment of an Ag Conservation Program, since the project
would prematurely cancel over 3,200 acres of Williamson Act contracts and the DEIR does not
require the project to comply with the City’s recently adopted ag mitigation program (requiring

perchase of a 1:1 easement).

Similarty, the DEIR fails to note that the project is inconsistent with draft GP policies related to
acsthetics; air quality; traffic; utilitiés; the airport; and noise. The DEIR found significant and
unavoidable impacts in each of these areas which means that the project cannot be found to be
consistent with drafi policies.

The DEIR should be revised to include a detajled analysis of GP policy consistency with the
draft 2035 plan. For example, is the project cousistent with. all of the Village policies?

Project Would Reguire Cancellation of over 3,200 Acres of Williarmson Act contracts

The DEIR fails to offer feasible and available mitigation for the loss of agricultural lands and the
cancellation of Williamson Act contracts,

The project is located on prime Class 11 soils (approx. 30% of the site) and Class II non-prime
goils considered Farmland of Statewide Significance (65%). Most of the site (84%) is under
active Williamson Act contracts. Most of the contracts have been non-renewed, but won’t come
out of contract for another 7 to 9 years (until 2014-2016). The project proposes that 3.218 acrey
of contracts be cancelled,

The DEIR must be revised to provide a more accurate description of the significant and
irreversible impacts that would be caused by such a widespread cancellation of contracts.

The DEIR analysis provides a very weak justification that the cancellations would be consistent
with the findings required under State law (pages 5-12 ef seq). The justification is not
appropriate fo include in an EIR, as it is a legal finding that must be provided by the applicant
and the City, not the consultant writing an objective environmental document.

Sierra-2

Sierra-3

Sierra-4
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The DEIR. conclusion that the cancellations would be consistent with the City General Plan (third
bullet, page 5-12) cannot be made since the project is not included in the current 1990 GP. The
2035 GP is not the official adopted plan for the City, and a future plan that may be approved
cantot be used to meet this legal finding,

The DEIR conclusion that the cancellations would nof result in 4 discontignous pattern (fourth | Sierra-4
bullet, page 5-12) cannot be made since the DEIR notes that the project would be inconsistent (Cont'd)
with LAFCo policies and would create an nnincorporated island between the project and the

City.

The DEIR conclusion that there is no proximate noncontracted land that is suitable for the use
(fifth bullet, page 5-13) cannot be made since the DEIR admits “there may exist other
nonconfracted lands to the north and east that could be suitable for development.”

The cancellation of over 3,200 Acres of Williamson Act contracts is unacceptable, No
jurisdiction in San Joaguin County has ever cancelled such a large amount of confracts at one
time. Tn comparison, when the Mountain House new town (4,200 acres) was approved by the

County in 1992, only 800 acres of contracts were cancelled. This would set a horrible precedent, (S(Ijirr:?;ii
The DEIR analysis fails fo objectively discuss how cancellation of such a large amount of land
would affect other contracted lands throughout the Stockton and San Joaguin County area.
The project is grossty premature, and the land should not considered for development until all of
the contracts have non-renewed (expired).
Sierra-5

Alternatively, the project should propose phasing so that a minimum amount of contracts would
be cancelled, similar to one of the alternatives that was rejected out of hand.

DEIR Requires Inadequate Mitipation for Loss of Ag Lands

The DEIR fails to require mitigation for the loss of agricultural lands. The DEIR analysis (page
5-15) must include discussion and mitigation under the City’s recently approved ag mifigation
program. The developer must be required to mitigate for the loss of ag land by purchasing an
casement equal to the loss of land (3,810 acres). The project is not eligible to pay an in lieu fee. Sierra-6
The easement would be required at the time of the first final subdivision map.

~ The DEIR underestimates the loss of ag land since it does not include the loss of ag land due off-
site improvements (e.g., 320 acres of flood control and recharge area and transportation
improvements}.

Air Quali

Mitigation Measures 6-2b and ¢ are a laundry list of STVAPCD measures; the measures fail to Sierra-7
specify exactly which strategies must be implemented by the project. The project applicant must
be required to propose a detailed air quality mitigation plan that commits to implementing

specific actions, e.g., use of non-gas vehicles within the project site, establishment of commermal
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services in the earliest phases of home construction, electric solar panels and electric Sierra-7
lawnmowers with every home, etc. (Cont'd)

Biological Resources

The DEIR notes that at least 800 acres of the stte is not eligible o participate in the STMSCP
program. The DEIR must more objectively describe the process by which this portion of the site
could be included in a renewed “take™ permit and fee program approved by the USFWS and
CDFG, and what the possibilities are that such a renewed pregram would be appreved and Sierra-8
implemented with the time frame of the project’s phasing,

‘What would happen if the wildlife agencies refused to allow the SIMSCP fo be expanded?

The DEIR fails to require adequate mitigation for that portion that cannot pay a fee. | Sierra-9
The DEIR inaccurately concludes that the cumulative impact of the loss of habitat on this 800

acres as “less than significant” (page 18-12), What is the factual justification for this Sierra-10
conclusion?

The DEIR admits that there were no detailed biological studies prepared for the off-site )
improvement areas (page 7-37). What is the factual justification for concluding that would not Sierra-11
be significant impacis related to development of this off-site land?

Water Supplies

The DEIR inaccurately considers a penmanent water supply for the project fo possibly include
USBR water from New Melones delivered via the SEWD pipeline (pages 11-11 and 17-2}. The Sierra-12
PEIR must be revised to discuss the recent court decision that reaffirms that the water will never
be delivered to SEWD.

Throughout the analysis of water supply, the DEIR consistently end inaccurately states that the
SWRCB gave approval to the Delta Water Supply Project (DWSP) to “provide delivery up to
126,00 A¥Y” (e.g., page 11-11) The State only approved the first phase of 33,000 AFY.

The DEIR. states project water needs would be met by “existing available surfuce and
groundwater supplies, including the DWSP” (page 3-64). Yet, City officials have indicated in the Sierra-13
past that Phase I of the DWSP is intended only to supply existing and planned development
within the existing 1990 GP (Mark Madison comments at draft GP workshops and statements in
the DWSP EIR).

The DEIR discussion of the DWSP should be revised to state that the City plan is to use the first
phase of the DWSP to supply existing and planned development within the existing 1990 GP and
for groundwater recharge, and not for new development allowed in the 2035 GP.

The DEIR should include 1 discussion of draft 2035 GP Policy PFS2.8 which states that the City
shail not approve new development that relies on the DWSP until the water is allocated through a

water right to the City by SWRCB, which the GP Policy Consistency analysis in Appendix B Sierra-14
indicates has not be done {page B.2-12).
4
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The DEIR should explain whether the project is consistent with this Policy PFS2.8 when Sierra-14

Appendix B states the project is “potentially inconsistent.” (Contd)
The DEIR should include more description and justification for construction of three new wells Sierra-15
on the property. How will the operation of these wells contribute fo overdrafting in the area?

The DEIR notes that the Kleinfelder study did not includes specific actions (soil borings,

monitoring wells, pamping tests) which are required to prove the feasibility of the proposed Sierra-16

groundwater recharge system (page 11-38). The DEIR should explain why these additional tests
have not been completed and why a major component of the project has not been reliably
assured.

The DEIR should provide more description of why the recharge system may not work and how
the recharge may actually cause further impacts (noted in Mitigation Measure 11-6b on page 11- _
40). ‘This measure should be revised to require the delstion of the project's lakes if recharge does | Slerma-17
not work, to be consistent with the other Mitigation Measure 17.3 requiring deletion of the lakes
if adequate nonpotable water supplies are not available.

Mitigation Measures.11-6a to d taken as a whole do not lead to a conclusion that potential
impacts related {0 increaged aquifer overdrafting will be reduced to a “less than significant level”
(page 11-41). The text af the bottom of page 11-41 nonsensically argues that if “monitoring
results showed that significant adverse effects were ocourring,” then the measure would be
implemented. However, by the time that the monitoring indicates a problem the impact has
already occurred, and the potential impact is not “less than significant.” The impact should be
significant and adverse.

Sierra-18

Wastewater

The DEIR states that only Phase 1 of the project may be accommodated by the City’s existing
42 sewer main in System 8. Further phases would probably require construction of a whole
new System 12 force main that would fraverse along Ralph Avesue across south Stockton.

What would be the potential land use impacts of the sewer main copstruction? How many homes
and businesses would be potentially affected in south Stockton? The DEIR proposes &
conceptual route for the new pipe (page 17-19), thus the DEIR must offer a program level
analysis of potential land use impacts, not avoid the issue by stating that “the potential impacts
resulting from construction of System 12 are unknown at this time.”

Sierra-19

Are the System 12 improvements consistent with the existing and proposed Wastewater Master
Plan, and 1990 and 2035 GPs?

Land Use

The DEIR. correctly notes that annexation of the project would create an “island” of
unincorporated land west of Matiposa and north of Arch Road (page 12-17), The DEIR Sierra-20
incorrectly states there is no feasible mitigation. Why can’t mitigation include the annexation of”
the island into the City?
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Transportation

The DEIR calculates that the buildout of the project would generate 161,000 new vehicle trips,
with 17,000 peak morning and 22,000 peak evening trips.

A major deficiency of the transportation analysis involves the use of future lane widenings (to 10
lanes!) on Route 99 that may not be consistent with Caltrans plans, and may never be approved
and built.

The DEIR should be revised to explain if any 10 lane freeway has been constructed in northern
California, and how a 10 lane freeway could operate with close interchanges in Stockton. Please Sierra-21
explain if any Celirans plans call for 10 lane freeways in Stockton or elsewhere.

The pmject and cumulative traffic analysis assames either 6 lanes or 10 lanes on SR 99. Why
was B lanes on SR 99 not analyzed? What would be the level of service on the mainline with the
project if 8 lanes were in place?

The DEIR notes that “the City does not yet have sufficient information to assess the project-
specific transportation-related impacts of the regional sports park” in Phase 3. Are worst case
traffic projections for the sports park include in the traffic projections for SR 99 and other
roadways? If not, does this mean that all of the traffic projections in the DEIR could be Sierra-22
understated?

How can a plan for the project be approved if the details and impacts are unknown for a specific
component of it? .

Utilities

Mitigation Measures17-1 and 17-2b (pages 17-13 and 17-15) are not consistent with SB 221
requirermnents.

Measure 17-1 should be rewritten as it not clear and/or it suffers from a typographical error in
the first sentence. It says “...or before the City need not comply with Government Code Section
- 66473.7°7 1 is unclear whether the measuze requires the City to make the necessary finding for
project subdivisions under 500 wmits. Ifnot, what would preclude the developer from chopping
up the project phasing into small pieces to avoid this requirement? Sierra-23

The measure should cite the specific requirements of Government Cdde Section 66473.7 and
delete the reference “impose conditions similar to those required” by the law; insert instead
“conditions required by the law.”

The law {Government Code Section 66473.7) does not allow a subdivision to move ahead based
on a finding that the delivery system for a future water supply “is assured through the use of
bonds or other sureties to the City’s safisfaction.”

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW
City of Stockton 4-167 Comments and Individual Responses


sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

sacramento
Line

LaneG
Line

LaneG
Text Box
Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR                                                                                                                                                          EDAW 
City of Stockton                                                                                4-167                                               Comments and Individual Responses


The law requires four items be proven to guarantee a waier supply: water rights contracts; a
capital program; agency permits in hand to allow the project; and other necessary regulatory
approvals. These should be specified in both mitigation measures.

Government Code Section 66473.7 states:

“(d) When the written verification pursuant to subdivision (b} relies on projected water supplies

that are not currently available to the public water system, to provide a sufficient water supply to
the subdivision, the written verification as fo those projected water supplies shall be based on all
of the following elements, to the extent each is applicable:

(1} Wrilten confracts or other proof of valid rights to the identified water supply that identify
the terms and conditions under which the water will be available to serve the proposed
subdivision.

(2) Copies of a capital outlay program for financing the delivery of a sufficient water supply
that has been adopted by the applicable governing body.

(3} Securing of applicable federal, state, and local permits for construction of necessary
infrastrocture associated with supplying a sufficient water supply.

(4) Any necessary regulatory approvals that are required in order to be able to convey or
deliver a sufficient water supply to the subdivision.”

Sierra-23
(Cont'd)

Impact 17-3 admits that the City and Cal Water water supply analyses did not include non- .
potable water. The water supply studies should be updated to include a discussion of non- Sierra-24
potable water supplies :

Ag already noted above in “Water Supplies”, throughout, the DEIR fails to discriminate between
the approved but unconstructed Phase 1 of the DWSP, and tho Jatter phases of the DWSP which
are not approved and are uncertain, The DEIR analysis obfuuscates the difference between the
phases and the uncertainty of water provided by later phases. The DEIR fails to describe the
process and criferia to be used for approval of later phases of the DWSP, e.g., water supply taken
from the Delta to be in proportion to the amount of tertiary treated wastowater that is discharged
into the Delta. ‘The DEIR analysis in Sections 11 and 17 must be revised to clarify these points.

Sierra-25

The DEIR states that “Pending negotiations with the City, nonpotable water would be deliverea -
by SEWD and/or CSIWCD” (page 17-16). Why is there no indication from the agencies if they ,
will even consider providing the water? When will the pending negotiations be completed? Sierra-26
Have these agencies ever delivered nonpotable water to a City or development project?

The DEIR notes that there is uncertainty shout whether the project could even build the Iakes.
Mitigation measure 17-3 says if the developer can't find water, then the lakes must be eliminated
from the project. How would deletion of the lakes affect project design? How would the project
manage storm waters if the lakes are deleted? What other impacts could ocour if the lakes were
removed? ‘

Sierra-27

The DEIR provides a worst case analysis of water supply and the worst case is that the project
will not have an identified water source, in direct violation of the intent of SB 221, The DEIR Sierra-28
drops the following bombshell on page 17-25: “Because Phase 1 was not specificaily evaluated
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in the WS8A, ...it cannot be determined with certainty that sufficient water is available to serve
Phase 1 of the project.”

What is the factual basis for the DEIR concluding, incredibly, that this potent:al impact (no Sierre}-28
verified water) can be mitigated to a “less than significant” level? (Cont'd)

As noted above, Mitigation Measures 17-1 and 2b as written do not comply with 8B 221 and do
provide a guarantee of water delivery, Even if Mitigation Measures 17-1 is re-written, the text on
page 17-25 indicates that the finding cannot be met, as docamented in the water supply study.

Jobs/Housing

The DEIR fails to include adequate a mitigation measure to ensure that jobs and services are
created with each phase of the housing. The DEIR should add a measure similar to the Mountain
House project plan and EIR, which required monitoring of job creation during housing Sierra-29
consiryction intervals (e.g., every 1,000 or 2,000 homes). If jobs are lagging, then appropriate
actions are required, e.g., hiring a full fime economic development coordinate or slowing sub
map or building permit approvals.

Cumulative hopacts

The DEIR fails to adequately analyze the cumulative impacts of the Project for a number of
reasons including an incomplete list of projects within the City of Stockton and a failure to
quantify cumulative impacts. The discussion of cumulative impacts must include a summary of
the expected environmental effects to be produced by those projects, a reasonable analysis of the
cumulative impacts, and full consideration of all feasible mitigation measures that could reduce . | gjerra-30
or avoid any significant cumulative effects of a proposed project.

The DEIR’s cummilative impact analysis fails to quantify comulative impacts. The cumulative
impact discussions are conclusory and devoid of meaningful qualitative and quantitative
information. 'The EIR does not provide decision-makers with any objective measure of
cumulative impacts and is inadequate.

The DEIR contains a list of “related projects™ (Table 18-1) that is incomplete and which grossly
underestimates the camulative projects within the City. The table lists 16,000 housing units
when the true cumulative pending projects total is closer to 42,000 units (see Table 1 below}.

The cumulative impacts analysis relies exclusively on the existing 1990 General Plan to draw its
conclusions, and fails to discuss and analyze cumulative impacts of the draft 2035 GP and the
projects in that plan that are already being processed by the City. Thus, the cumulative
agricultural impacts are referred to as “approximately 9,000 acres” in conjunction with the 1990
GP (top of page 18-8), and there is no mention that the loss of ag land identified in the 2035 GP
DEIR is several times that number!

Sierra-31

One of the greatest flaws of the DEIR is that it fails to even mention that over one half of the
growth that is proposed in the Project (the 2035 General Plan) is already being processed by the
City, and that the City has already adopted a Sphere of Influence for growth north of 8 Mile
Road. °
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The DEIR discussion of baseline conditions fails to even discuss or mention this uncomforfable
fact and a layperson reading this document could not even begin fo understand how much
development proposed north of 8 Mile Road, for example, is already a “done deal.” Actions by
the City Council to sign development agreements with major developers prior to the November,
2004 election tried {o inoculate the developers from the effects of Measure Q, if it were to be
passed by voters. In the process of approving a premature SOI and agreements for lands that had
not aven been included within the existing City General Plan, the City Council pre-ordained the
ountcome of the GP Update process.

TABLE 1
Large Development Projects In Development Proeess City Council

ArpaizNorth  Stockion | 771 acres | 3,800 housing units | Master Development Plan

Viilage (part of Village D proposed

of draft GP)

Spanos/Thompsonr lands, | 2,200 acres | 7,500 housing units Specific Plan in process;
north of 8 Mile Road Development  Agreement
{Villages B, C, and part . approved

of D of draft GP)

Grupe Sanctuary project | 2,000-acre | 6,000 housing units | Development  Agreement
(Village A of draft GP) Shima . approved; EIR in process

Tract
Bmpire Ranch project, | 600 acres | 2,200 housing units | EIR in process )
south of Morada Sierra-31
(Viliage I of draft GP) (Cont'd)

Vemer/Maripsa  Lakes | 3,650 acres | 9,300 housing upits | EIR in process
project, east of Route 99
between Mariposa Road
and Route 4 (Villages J
and K of drafi GP)
ArpaizTidewater 800 acres | 4,000 housing unity | EIR in process
Crossing mnear French
Camp part of Village L. of
draft GF)

River Rur/Western | 1,850 acres | 9,250 housing units | EIR in process
Pacific project, south of
Weston Ranch

{Villages N and paxt of M
of draft GP)

TOTAL ‘ 11,871 42,050 units ———-
acres

Source: City of Stockton, Pending Projects Map
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TABLE 2
Portion of Draft General Plan Growth
Already Approved for Processing

Development projects in process 42,0650 v
Total “village” development in 25 100 acres 79,200 units 237,600
draft General Plan (minus Bear
Creek West —Village H)

Development projects in process | 47.3 % 53.1% 53.1 %
as % of GP villages

*Assumes 3.0 persons per household.

Sierra-31

The City Council has already given approval for the processing of some 11,900 acres of uthan (Contd)

growth, or more than one half of all the new development that is proposed in the draft 2035
Gleneral Plan. A total of almost 12,000 acres of growth are in the pipeline, equal to 42,100
housing units. As Table 2 above notes, the approximately 12,000 acres of development that are
being processed before the new General Plan is adopted compares to a total of about 25,000
acres of farmland that will be paved over if all the planned “villages” in the new General Plan are
built (these figures are from the City). Thus, the Council has already set in motion the approval
of over 50% of the total *village” growth proposed in the draft General Plan, and over half the
proposed housing and population growth,

All of the above listed projects miust be included in a revised environmental document that is
circulated to the public. In order for the DEIR to be adequate it raust list, analyze, and mitigate
to the extent feagible the cumulative imnpacts frorm all of these development projects.

Alternatives

The DEIR fails to adequately demonstrate why some of the alternatives were rejected for further Sierra-32
analysis, Thus, the range of aliernatives chosen by the City to analyze in detail is very limited.

A major impact related to the project is cancellation of Williamson Act contracts. Thus, the
DEIR must include an alternative that reduces the amount of cancellation required. The DEIR
dismissed a “No Williamson Act Confract Cancellation” (page 19-5) but the DEIR should Sierra-33
consider in detat] an alternative that cancelled enly the first phase but prectuded the latter phases
from developing until the contract has expired.

The DEIR also rejected the Campaign for Common Ground alternative for further detailed
analysis on the basis that other lands proposed for rezoning from industrial to residential “are
owned or controlled by other development interests and are not available for acquisition or _
development by the project applicant(s).” CEQA Gnuidelines section 15126.6(f) and case law Sierra-34
does not allow a lead agency to reject an allemnative site simply because it is not controlled by thé
applicant. The determination to choose a limited number of alternatives may consider that
factor, but it i3 only one of several factors,

H
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‘We would like to see a new slternative that (1) reduced the amount of contracted land that had to

be cancelled; (2) reduced the project so that there was more verifiable water and sewer service; Sierra-35
(3) shifted some of the growth closer to SR 99 and the downtown; and (4) created a dedicated ag

easement/ buffer along the east side of the project

Conclusion

This project would require the cancellation of a huge amount of Williamson Act contracts, it
would create leap frog development beyond an unincorporated pocket of land, and it has no
proven source of potable or nonpotable water supplies. It is grossly premature. The project
should not considered until the contracts have expired and services are available to serve future
growth in this area.

If you have any guestions about these comments, you may contact me at 209/462-7079 or

eparfiev@sbeplobal net,

Please send the Final EIR, and all legal notices regarding this project to my home address, 1421
W. Willow St., Stockton 95203. Do NOT send copies to the Sierra Club address in Sacramento
at the top of this letterhead.

Sincerely,

Hric Parfrey, Executive Committee
Sterra Club, Mother Lode Chapter

1i
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Letter Eric Parfrey
SIERRA Sierra Club
Response April 23, 2007

SIERRA-1 The City disagrees with the commentor’s assertion that the DEIR mischaracterizes
Measure X. Page 1-4 of the DEIR states that Objective 16 of the proposed project is to
“Achieve the purpose of Measure X, to facilitate economic development in southeast
Stockton, in a timely and economically feasible manner.” The quote referenced by the
commentor (contained on page 19-2 of the DEIR) simply states that Measure X was
approved by the voters, not that the proposed project was approved by the voters. Neither
the MLSP nor the DEIR state that the voters’ approval of Measure X constituted an
approval of a specific development project. No changes to the DEIR are necessary.

SIERRA-2 The commentor asserts that the proposed project is not consistent with the 2035 City
General Plan. The City included a comparison of proposed project features with policies
contained in the 2035 City General Plan, in its current form, in DEIR Appendix B.

The commentor asserts that the proposed project is not consistent with Policy PFS-2.7.
This is incorrect. As explained in DEIR Appendix B, Table B-2, the proposed project is
in fact consistent with Policy PFS-2.7 with implementation of the mitigation that is
already identified in the DEIR. Appendix B, Table B-2 states as follows: “Approval of
the MLSP project is conditioned upon adoption of a Water Supply Assessment and a
Water Supply Verification that will confirm the availability of water supply to serve the
project site (see Chapter 17, ‘Utilities and Service Systems”). The project is planned for
phased development with full buildout in approximately 20 years.”

The commentor asserts that the proposed project is not consistent with Conservation Goal
1, Policy 1. This is incorrect. That policy simply conserves agricultural land until it is
needed for urban development. As explained in DEIR Appendix B, Table B-2, the
proposed project is consistent with Conservation Goal 1, Policy 1 for the following
reasons: “The proposed project is contiguous to existing development and represents a
logical area for urban expansion. MLSP policies would encourage the retention of
agricultural land in agricultural use within the SPA until it is needed for future project
development phases.”

The commentor asserts that the proposed project is not consistent with Policy NCR-4.4,
which requires compliance with the City’s agricultural conservation program. As
correctly stated by the commentor, in advance of the City Council’s review of the 2035
City General Plan, the City of Stockton has adopted an agricultural conservation
program. However, the assertion that the project is not consistent with the program is
incorrect. As explained in DEIR Appendix B, Table B-2, “The MLSP applicant(s) would
participate in an Agricultural Conservation Program and pay appropriate fees, if such a
program is adopted.” As explained in Chapter 5 of this FEIR, such a program has been
adopted, and, accordingly, Mitigation Measure 5-1 was amended as follows:

The project applicant(s) of all project phases shall pay the City’s
agricultural land conversion mitigation fees—if—such—a—program—is of

$9,600 per acre and shall follow all other provisions of the City’s
“Agricultural Land Mitigation Program” as adopted by the City of

Stockton on February 27, 2007. H-sueh—a-system-—is—not-adepted;—the
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SIERRA-3

SIERRA-4

The commentor notes other generalized “inconsistencies” with the 2035 City General
Plan. Without more details, no further response is possible except to direct the reader to
DEIR Appendix B, Table B-2. No other revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor contends that the DEIR did not evaluate the impacts of lost agricultural
land, and in particular did not evaluate the impacts arising from cancelled Williamson
Act contracts. DEIR Mitigation Measure 5-1 required the project applicant to pay the
City’s agricultural land conversion mitigation fees if such a program were adopted, or to
pay a fee of $4,800 per acre if said program was not adopted. Subsequent to circulation of
the DEIR for public review, the City of Stockton adopted an agricultural fee mitigation
program. The text of DEIR Mitigation Measure 5-1 has been revised as shown in Chapter
5 of this FEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices”
to require the project applicant’s participation in the adopted fee mitigation program. See
the response to CONSERVATION-1, above, as well as response to SIERRA-2 above.
Page 5-11 of the DEIR states that although payment into the City’s mitigation fee
program would help to reduce impacts related to the loss of agricultural lands, full
compensation for these losses cannot be achieved, and since no other feasible mitigation
measures are available, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

DEIR Impact 5-2 evaluates the cancellation of Williamson Act contracts. As stated on
page 5-12 of the DEIR, most of the existing contracts will expire in 2012 and 2013. DEIR
Mitigation Measure 5-2 requires that the project applicant work with agricultural
operators to continue farming on land that is in future development phases of the project
(Phases 2 through 5) until such time as that land is needed for urban development.
However, page 5-2 of the DEIR also states that this mitigation would reduce the impact
from cancellation of Williamson Act contracts, but not to a less-than-significant level,
and since no other feasible mitigation measures are available, the impact remains
significant and unavoidable. See the response to CONSERVATION-4, above.

Cumulative impacts of the proposed project related to agricultural resources, including
cancellation of Williamson Act contracts, are evaluated in the DEIR on pages 18-7 and
18-8. Growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project related to the potential for
subsequent conversion of adjacent agricultural land uses to urban development are
evaluated in the DEIR on pages 20-4 and 20-5. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor asserts that there is inadequate justification for cancelling Williamson
Act contracts for the proposed project. As an initial matter, the City agrees with the
commentor that the justification for cancelling any or all Williamson Act contracts need
not be discussed in the EIR; rather the EIR should focus on the environmental impacts of
taking particular actions, not the policy wisdom of taking those actions. Policy decisions
are committed to the decision makers. Nonetheless, there is no harm in providing a
discussion of such policies and the City believes it promotes CEQA’s purpose of
disclosing more information to the public.

The commentor asserts that the proposed project cannot be found to be consistent with
the City’s General Plan, which is a consideration in Williamson Act contract
cancellations under the California Government Code. This is incorrect. At page 5-12, the

EDAW
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SIERRA-5

DEIR explains that any cancellations of Williamson Act contracts would be considered
only if, and only after, the proposed project has been approved by the City. Approval of
the proposed project would include approval of amendments to the City’s General Plan to
allow the urban uses proposed by the project as well as prezoning. As a result, any
requested Williamson Act contract cancellations would be for lands that have been
designated for urban uses by the amended City General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, and
would therefore be consistent with the general plan.

The commentor asserts that the proposed project would result in discontinuous
development, which is a consideration in Williamson Act contract cancellations under the
California Government Code. This is incorrect. At pages 5-12 through 5-13, the DEIR
explains that the project site is contiguous to the existing City boundary along portions of
its southwest boundary, in the vicinity of SR 4 and Stagecoach Road, and near Mariposa
Road and Austin Road. Thus, a substantial portion of the project site’s boundary is
directly adjacent to the City’s jurisdictional boundary, making the project site contiguous
with the existing city limits and providing for a contiguous pattern of growth in southeast
Stockton. The fact that a small island would be created within the new City boundary
does not mean that the project would result in a “discontiguous growth pattern.”
Consequently, the City disagrees that the project would result in a discontiguous growth
pattern.

The commentor asserts there is proximate and noncontracted land to the north and the
south that is suitable for development, precluding cancellation of Williamson Act
contracts at the proposed project site under the California Government Code. This
comment misstates the conclusion that must be reached by the City to support its
cancellation of the subject Williamson Act contracts. At pages 5-12 to 5-13, the DEIR
explains that to adequately support the cancellation of a Williamson Act contract
covering the project site, the City must find, “That there is no proximate noncontracted
land that is both available and suitable for the use to which it is proposed the contracted
land be put, or that development of the contracted land would provide more contiguous
patterns of development than development of the contracted lands [emphasis added]”
(fifth bullet, pages 5-12 to 5-13). Following this statement, the DEIR explains that no
proximate noncontracted land is both available and suitable for the use proposed for the
contracted land. Although the DEIR states that other noncontracted lands to the north and
east may be suitable for development, these lands would not facilitate as contiguous a
growth pattern as the project site because they are not as proximate to the City’s existing
urban development as the project site: “[t]here may exist other non-contracted lands to
the north and east that could be suitable for development. None of these lands, however,
would provide for any more contiguous patterns of development than would the proposed
project. The SPA is contiguous to the existing City boundary and existing and approved
development. More remote non-contracted lands [which are not under the project
applicant’s control] would not be contiguous to either the boundary or existing urban
development; development of these areas would constitute ‘leap-frog” development.”
Therefore, the DEIR’s conclusion that there are no proximate noncontracted lands that
are both available and suitable for the proposed use is correct. No revisions to the DEIR
are necessary.

The commentor asserts that the proposed project should not be approved because the
Williamson Act contracts have not been cancelled, and that in any event the project
should be modified and phased to minimize the number of contracts that would be
cancelled as proposed by one of the project alternatives that was “rejected out of hand.”
Approval of the proposed project does not require the cancellation of any Williamson Act
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contracts. At page 5-12, the DEIR explains that any cancellations of Williamson Act
contracts would be considered only if, and only after, the proposed project has been
approved by the City. As suggested by the commentor, the project does propose phasing
so that a minimum amount of Williamson Act contracts would be cancelled. As explained
at page 5-12 of the DEIR, if the project is approved, “future Williamson Act cancellation
requests would be submitted for areas of planned development within the SPA on an as-
needed basis, in conjunction with tentative map or other entitlement actions for future
development phases.” Furthermore, the DEIR also explains that notices of nonrenewal
have already been filed on the majority of the lands covered by the Williamson Act
contracts (as illustrated in Figure 5-1 [p. 5-4]), so these contracts will expire in 2012 and
2013 respectively. (DEIR at 5-12.) Under the phasing plan proposed for the project,
Phase 1 buildout is expected to occur between 2007 and 2016. (DEIR at 3-79.) Therefore,
it is anticipated that most Williamson Act contracts would expire pursuant to the filed
notices of nonrenewal before the time such lands are needed for the planned
development, and therefore no cancellation would be needed for most of the existing
Williamson Act contracts at the project site. See also the response to CONSERVATION-
4, above.

The “No Williamson Act Contract Cancellation” alternative was not rejected out of hand,
as suggested by the commentor. The alternative was not evaluated at length in the DEIR
because the alternative was deemed to be infeasible and, with the exception of avoiding
the need to cancel Williamson Act contracts, the alternative did not avoid or significantly
reduce the environmental impacts of the proposed project; rather, the impacts of the
alternative would be identical to that of the proposed project except that such impacts
might be temporarily deferred until the Williamson Act contracts expired by their own
terms after nonrenewal. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary. See also response to
SIERRA-33, below.

The commentor asserts that the DEIR fails to require mitigation for loss of agricultural
lands under the City’s newly adopted agricultural mitigation program. The commentor is
incorrect. See responses to CONSERVATION-1, SIERRA-2, and SIERRA-3, above.

The commentor’s statement regarding the lack of inclusion of agricultural impacts from
off-site improvements is incorrect. The potential loss of agricultural land from off-site
project-related improvements is included in the DEIR and is evaluated in Impact 5-3
(page 5-15) and Impact 5-6 (page 5-16). Mitigation Measures 5-1 and 7-3 address these
impacts. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor asserts that Mitigation Measures 6-2b and 6-2c lack specificity. Contrary
to the commentor’s assertion, the referenced mitigation measures do, in fact, specify
exactly which strategies must be implemented by the project. The first paragraph of
DEIR Mitigation Measure 6-2b (page 6-39) states, “The following SJVAPCD-
recommended mitigation measures shall be implemented by the project applicant(s) of all
project phases...” and then provides a bulleted list of requirements. The first paragraph of
DEIR Mitigation Measure 6-2c (page 6-40) states, “Similar to Mitigation Measure 6-2b,
the following SJVAPCD-recommended mitigation measures shall be implemented by the
project applicant(s) of all project phases...” and then provides a bulleted list of
requirements. As discussed on page 6-40 of the DEIR, even after implementation of these
mitigation measures, emissions of reactive organic gases and oxides of nitrogen would
not be reduced to a less-than-significant level, and therefore the impact would remain
significant and unavoidable.
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Implementation of an air quality mitigation plan as suggested by the commentor is
voluntary, not mandatory. See response to SJIVAPCD-2, above. No revisions to the DEIR
are necessary.

The commentor asserts that the DEIR should have evaluated, as an alternative to the
mitigation contained in the DEIR, the process whereby the San Joaquin County Multi-
Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan (SJIMSCP) would be amended to
include areas of the project site currently excluded from that plan. As an initial matter,
the commentor fails to explain why such a mitigation measure would be superior to the
mitigation outlined in the DEIR. In any event, DEIR Impact 7-4 (page 7-29) discusses the
fact that SJICOG may process an amendment to SIMSCP area to cover the remaining
portions (800 acres) of the SPA. However, it is not certain when the amendment process
will be completed. The City does not believe that the commentor’s suggestion is feasible,
because expansion of the SIMSCP requires a process that is completely separate from the
proposed project, the timeline for that process is unknown and could extend past the time
when mitigation for the proposed project is required, the action would occur at the
discretion of another agency and therefore the lead agency would not have the power to
implement it, and the action would require a separate environmental analysis. As stated
by the Court of Appeal in Los Angeles Unified School District v. City of Los Angeles (2d
Dist. 1997) 58 Cal.App.4th 1019, 1028-1030 (68 Cal.Rptr.2d 367), “[A]n EIR need not
analyze every imaginable alternative or mitigation measure; its concern is with feasible
means of reducing environmental effects. [Citation.] Under the CEQA statute and
guidelines a mitigation measure is ‘feasible’ if it is ‘capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, social, and technological factors’.” See also State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15364. Furthermore, the requirements of DEIR mitigation Measure 7-4 are nearly
identical to, and provide the same level of species protection as, the requirements in
DEIR Mitigation Measure 7-3 for lands within the SIMSCP. No revisions to the DEIR
are necessary.

The commentor asserts that the DEIR fails to provide adequate mitigation for that portion
of the proposed project site outside the current SIMSCP. The City believes that
appropriate and adequate mitigation for the 800 acres of the proposed project site that is
outside the SIMSCP is contained in DEIR Mitigation Measure 7-4. The requirements of
DEIR Mitigation Measure 7-4 are nearly identical to, and provide substantially the same
type of species protection (e.g., special status species surveys by a qualified biologist,
establishment of buffer zones, curtailing the season and physical extent of construction
activities, implementation of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service standard avoidance
measures, consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game, providing
training to construction worker personnel, installation of temporary fencing) as the
requirements in DEIR Mitigation Measure 7-3 for lands within the SIMSCP. DEIR
Mitigation Measure 7-4 also requires compensation for loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging
habitat in the form of off-site mitigation lands. In fact, the only difference between the
two mitigation measures is that DEIR Mitigation Measure 7-3 requires payment of the
SIJMSCP land conversion fees, which are used by SIMSCP to purchase off-site habitat
mitigation lands. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor asserts that the DEIR does not justify the conclusion that cumulative
habitat loss from the 800 acres outside the SIMSCP is less than significant. The factual
justification for the conclusion of less-than-significant cumulative impacts to biological
resources outside the areas covered by the SIMSCP is contained on DEIR pages 18-11
and 18-12. In addition, Mitigation Measures 7-1, 7-4, and 7-10a are hereby revised as
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described in Chapter 5 of this FEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata
to DEIR Appendices” to clarify additional actions that may be necessary on land outside
the areas covered by the SIMSCP. These changes do not alter the conclusions of the
DEIR.

The commentor asserts that no detailed biological studies were prepared for off-site
improvement areas, citing to page 7-37 of the DEIR. Sections 15161 and 15168 of the
State CEQA Guidelines provide that an EIR may consider impacts at either a “project”
level or a “program” level, or both. As discussed on page 1-6 of the DEIR, the MLSP
DEIR contains both levels of analysis. At a program level, the EIR need only consider the
broad environmental effects of the overall specific plan, which is composed of a series of
actions that can be characterized as one large project. Based on the program level of
analysis, the EIR identifies performance standards (e.g., setbacks, measures to protect
biological and visual resources) and mitigation measures that would apply to all
subsequent, future project phases under the specific plan (as conditions of approval) at
the MLSP project site. These performance standards would be incorporated into the
MLSP or the mitigation monitoring and reporting plan to avoid or reduce impacts to the
degree feasible. If this EIR is certified and the specific plan is adopted by the City, more
detailed “project-level” environmental documents would be prepared as needed when
individual development projects in development Phases 2-5 proceed to implementation.
The extent of environmental review, if any, for future development entitlements would
depend on a number of factors, including the streamlining provision of CEQA that is
most applicable to a particular proposed entitlement; consistency of the development
phase with the adopted specific plan; and the extent to which the programmatic analysis,
performance standards, and mitigation measures have anticipated and accounted for the
site-specific impacts of the requested entitlements. See also response to DANAMARK-
B-1, above.

The commentor refers to DEIR Impact 7-10, which evaluates, at a programmatic level,
the potential for impacts to biological resources from future phase (development Phases
2-5) off-site improvements. Mitigation Measures 7-10a, 7-10b, and 7-10c require that
after the future development phases within the specific plan have been fully designed and
planned at a project level, the project applicant must retain qualified biologists and/or
botanists to conduct appropriate biological surveys, implement requirements of the
SIJMSCP according to the biological professionals’ recommendation, perform wetland
delineations (if necessary), obtain appropriate wetland permits (if necessary), replace lost
wetland acreage (if any) on a no-net-loss basis in consultation with USACE, perform a
tree survey according to appropriate County protocols, install protective fencing for oak
trees according to County requirements, and obtain any permits for tree removal. (DEIR
at 7-37 and 7-38.) The agencies responsible for monitoring the implementation of this
mitigation are identified in the DEIR on page 7-38. Implementation of these mitigation
measures would therefore reduce programmatic impacts to a less-than-significant level.
Project-level (development Phase 1) impacts from off-site improvements are evaluated in
Impact 7-20. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor asserts that the DEIR inappropriately relied on New Melones water for
the proposed project, and that SEWD will never receive water from the New Melones
reservior. The commentor is mistaken on both counts. See Master Response 2 contained
in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR.

Citing to DEIR page 11-11, the commentor asserts that the DEIR overstates the
availability of water to serve the proposed project from the Delta Water Supply Project.
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The commentor is mistaken. Although Chapter 11 of the DEIR contains a passing
reference to the DWSP, it is not intended to evaluate the availability of water to serve the
proposed project from the DWSP. Rather, the DEIR’s analysis of available water from
the DWSP is set forth in Chapter 17 of the DEIR. There, the DEIR fully and accurately
assesses the availability of water to serve the proposed project from the DWSP. See also
Master Response 3 contained in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR, as well as
Section 5.3 of this FEIR.

The commentor asserts that the proposed project is not consistent with 2035 City General
Plan Policy PFS2.8, which states that the City shall not approve new development that
relies on the DWSP until the water is allocated through a water right to the City by the
SWRCB. The SWRCB has already allocated water rights to the City for Phase | of the
DWSP, and Phase | of the DWSP would provide ample new water supplies to serve the
entire proposed project through buildout. See Chapter 17 of the DEIR, Master Response
3 contained in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR, and Section 5.3 of this
FEIR. Thus, the proposed project is consistent with 2035 City General Plan Policy
PFS2.8.

The commentor requests that the EIR include a description of the three new wells
proposed on site and the justification for those wells. The project proposes to replace the
existing 24 agricultural wells, with three water wells in Phases 1, 2, and 4. (See pages 3-
80 through 3-84, and 17-1 of the DEIR.) The new wells, and their purposes, are described
in the DEIR at Chapter 3 (see, e.g., pages 3-65, 3-67, and 3-75), Chapter 11 (see, e.g.,
page 11-8), and Chapter 17 (see, e.g., pages 17-1. 17-14, 17-15). As explained on page 3-
80, only one of the wells are planned to occur within the Phase 1 development. (Compare
figures 3-31, 3-32, and 3-33 of the DEIR.) The commentor also queries how the
operation of those wells would contribute to the groundwater overdrafting in the area.
The operation of the wells is not anticipated to contribute to groundwater overdrafting.
See Master Response 4 contained in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR, as
well as Section 5.3 of this FEIR. See also response to MORADA-2, MORADA-6, and
and CSJWCD-4.

The commentor asserts that the Kleinfelder study did not include the test required to
establish the feasibility of the groundwater recharge system. The commentor is mistaken.
The Groundwater Recharge Feasibility Assessment attached as Appendix Q to the DEIR,
which is summarized on pages 11-34 through 11-39 and on pages 11-59 through 11-61 of
the DEIR, indicates that the proposed location for the recharge component is suitable for
the amount of recharge necessary to meet project demand. The DEIR did acknowledge
that additional studies were recommended to refine the analysis, and would for instance
assist in detailed engineering designs, but the DEIR did not state that such studies were
needed to assess the feasibility of the proposed site for a groundwater recharge system.
See also Kleinfelder’s (2007) Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation, Groundwater
Recharge Feasibility Assessment attached as new Appendix BB to this FEIR, which
provides additional information about the recharge capacity of the Arbini site.
Establishment of the recharge program is a phased operation. As described in the
Integrated Water Management Plan (DEIR Appendix P) and in Mitigation Measure 11-6a
(pages 11-39 through 11-40) of the DEIR, a number of studies are required within each
phase of recharge project implementation. The DEIR describes impacts and mitigation
measures related to the recharge facility. However, hydrologic studies have already
shown that the location proposed for recharge would function adequately to meet project
demands. No changes to the DEIR are necessary.
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The commentor requests that further information be added regarding the recharge
system’s potential to fail and to add mitigation measures that would account for this
failure. Recharge system operations are fully described on pages 11-33 through 11-39,
and on pages 11-59 through 11-61 of the DEIR. Mitigation measures are provided for
potentially significant impacts. Mitigation Measure 11-6b identifies potential secondary
impacts that could occur if, during an extended drought (longer than 3 years), the project
applicant were not able to recover the full amount of banked (recharged) water necessary
to meet the project’s nonpotable water needs. Mitigation measures are identified for those
potentially significant secondary impacts as well. See revisions to Mitigation Measure
11-6b that clarify its application as shown in Chapter 5, “Corrections and Revisions to the
DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices” of this FEIR. As demonstrated by the Non-
Potable Water Supply Assessment prepared by SEWD on behalf of itself and CSJIWCD
(new Appendix Y attached to this FEIR), the project has a secured supply of nonpotable
water. See Master Response 5 contained in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR.
As stated in Chapter 5 of this FEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata
to DEIR Appendices,” the significance conclusion of Impact 7-3 has been reduced from
potentially significant and unavoidable to less than significant, Mitigation Measure 17-3
has been deleted, and no further mitigation measures are required. Because the
appropriate studies have shown the Arbini site is capable of providing recharge sufficient
to meet the project’s needs, and because the source of nonpotable surplus surface water is
secured, the City believes there is no reason to include a new mitigation measure that
would require deletion of the project’s lake system.

The commentor has identified grammatical errors in the quoted text on page 11-41
(“Significance after Mitigation”) that the commentor correctly notes could be construed
as rendering that text nonsensical. The intent of the mitigation measures is to monitor and
identify changes in groundwater quantity or quality, and to respond to such changes
before they become significant problems (i.e., exceed appropriate regulatory thresholds).
A portion of the text contained in “Significance after Mitigation” on page 11-41 of the
DEIR is hereby revised as described in Chapter 5 of this FEIR, “Corrections and
Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices.” This change does not alter the
conclusions of the DEIR.

The commentor asserts that after development Phase 1, a new wastewater System No. 12
would be needed to serve the proposed project, and that the impacts of System No. 12
were not evaluated. The commentor misstates the DEIR when he concludes “further
phases would probably require construction of a whole new System 12 force main....”
Page 17-19 of the DEIR states that System No. 8 is available to meet Phase 1 of the
project’s wastewater conveyance needs. The Mariposa Lakes Study on Sanitary Sewer
Service (Appendix V to the DEIR) clearly identifies that System No. 8 has capacity to
serve full build out of additional development projects (including Mariposa Lakes) on a
first-come, first-served basis. Page 17-19 of the DEIR states that before construction of
development Phase 2, the City would determine whether construction of a new sewer
force main (System No. 12) was necessary. Page 17-19 goes on to state:

If the City determines System No. 12 is necessary to serve the proposed
project, a separate CEQA review would be required to assess the effects of
developing the System No. 12 wastewater collection system. The separate
CEQA review would be prepared by the project applicant(s) and would
identify environmental impacts associated with construction of System No.
12, some of which may remain significant and unavoidable even with
implementation of all feasible mitigation. Construction of System No. 12 in
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the vicinity of the SPA has the potential to result in many of the same
significant environmental impacts as identified in this DEIR for the project,
including significant and unavoidable impacts on farmland, construction-
related air quality impacts, construction-related noise, and alteration of the
visual character of the SPA.

The infrastructure required for wastewater conveyance facilities necessary to
serve the proposed project has not been constructed, nor have final design
plans and specifications been submitted. Furthermore, it is unknown whether
System No. 8 would be able to serve project buildout, and it could be
determined by the City that development of the System No. 12 wastewater
collection system will be necessary to serve the SPA. The potential impacts
resulting from construction of System No. 12 are unknown at this time.
Therefore, this impact is considered significant.

Because the Mariposa Lakes Study on Sanitary Sewer Service (Appendix V to the DEIR)
identifies that System No. 8 has capacity to serve full build out of additional development
projects (including Mariposa Lakes), there is no reason to assume at this time that the
project applicant would have to fund and construct a new sewer force main. Furthermore,
the DEIR clearly states on pages 17-19 and 17-20, that if it were necessary to construct a
new sewer force main (which would not occur, if at all, until development Phase 2), a
separate CEQA review would occur. The DEIR also explains that the construction of a
new sewer force main would likely involve many of the same impacts as the proposed
project overall, including significant and unavoidable impacts on agricultural land,
construction-related air quality impacts, and construction-related noise impacts. Because
Impact 17-4 evaluates future phases of project development at a programmatic level, and
because it is unknown at this time whether a new sewer force main would be necessary, it
is appropriate for the City to include mitigation that requires additional CEQA review
should additional construction be determined to be necessary in the future. Page 17-20 of
the DEIR identified this impact as potentially significant and unavoidable after
implementation of mitigation. No changes to the DEIR are necessary.

SIERRA-20  The commentor queries why the annexation of the SPA would necessarily create an
unincorporated island (i.e., why doesn’t the proposed project include the island?). Impact
12-2 (DEIR pages 12-16 through 12-17) states that annexation of the SPA would create
an unincorporated island of land west of Mariposa Road, north of Arch Road, east of
South Airport Way, and south of Charter Way. In the 2035 City General Plan, the City’s
Urban Service Boundary and sphere of influence has been expanded to include this
“island” area; however, the 2035 City General Plan does not contain any plans to annex
the “island” area into the city limits. The text of the DEIR Impact 12-2 has been changed
as shown in Section 5.2 of this FEIR. The revised text indicates that San Joaquin Local
Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) General Standards for Annexation and
Detachment policies, adopted on September 21, 2007, state that detailed development
plans are not necessarily required for the remnant areas to avoid the creation of an island
of development when annexation is requested (Policy 7). Policy 8, which addresses
annexations that create islands, states:

An annexation will not be approved if it will result in the creation of an
island of unincorporated territory o[r] otherwise cause or further the
distortion of existing boundaries. The Commission may nevertheless approve
such an annexation where it finds that the application of this policy would
[not] be detrimental to the orderly development of the community and that a
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reasonable effort has been made to include the island in the annexation but
that inclusion is not feasible at this time.

A sizeable portion of the island area has been subdivided for urban-level uses under
County jurisdiction, mostly adjacent to the City of Stockton boundary and SR 99. The
area contains a range of rural-to-urban housing densities, commercial and industrial
development along the SR 99 and Mariposa Road corridors, and a variety of other uses.
As housing and land prices have increased in recent years, this area has been the subject
of intensive development interest. Annexation to the City of Stockton is required to
obtain urban wastewater collection services and domestic water supply within the City’s
service area. As a result, this has become an area of “infill” activity; several residential
projects of considerable size have been approved and annexed into the City, and several
others are being processed by the City.

It is anticipated that the island area will continue to be subject to intensive infill interest.
As individual annexation and development proposals are considered, City utilities, street,
and other improvements would be extended throughout the area. As time passes, the area
would be expected to gradually be absorbed into the City. For the reasons described
previously, annexation of the proposed project site would not be detrimental to the
orderly development of the community, the island area is currently the subject of infill
development, and inclusion of the island area is not feasible at this time. Therefore, it
would be possible for San Joaquin LAFCO to adopt the proposed annexation despite the
creation of an island area.

The commentor suggests that feasible mitigation is available if the City were to require
the “island” area to be annexed. However, the owners of the properties that would
compose the potential “island” area have had multiple opportunities to initiate or
participate in proceedings that could lead to the annexation of their properties to the City,
including public meetings and hearings on the MLSP project and the 2035 City General
Plan. They have consistently stated that they do not want their properties annexed to the
City at this time. The City does not intend to require any property owners to annex their
property to the City involuntarily. However, the design of the MLSP project allows for
these landowners to connect to City utilities in the future, and the City’s land use
planning in connection with the 2035 City General Plan anticipated that these lands
would be within the City’s Urban Service Boundary and sphere of influence. As noted
above, however, the City believes it would be inappropriate to force these landowners to
annex their properties to the City until they are prepared to initiate or voluntarily
participate in annexation proceedings. Therefore, the City does not believe the
commentor’s suggestion is feasible. No other revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

See Master Response 1 in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR.

The commentor asserts that the transportation impacts of the regional sports complex
were insufficiently analyzed in the DEIR. The regional sports park has been removed as a
component of the proposed project. See Chapter 2, “Minor Modifications to the Project,”
and Chapter 5, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR an Errata to DEIR Appendices,”
of this FEIR. This revision does not change the significance conclusions contained in the
DEIR.

The commentor has identified a typographical error in Mitigation Measure 17-1. The
sentence quoted by the commentor is hereby revised as shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR,
“Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices.” This revision
does not alter the conclusions in the DEIR.
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The commentor asserts that Mitigation Measure 17-2b misstates Government Code
66473.7. The commentor is mistaken. Mitigation Measure 17-2b is not intended to
replace or supercede the requirements of Government Code Section 66473.7, which
apply to applications for proposed tentative subdivision maps. Rather, as explained on p.
17-15 of the DEIR, Mitigation Measure 17-2b applies as a precondition to the issuance of
building permits for all project phases, and so would apply after, and in addition to, the
requirements of Government Code Section 66473.7. Note as well that Mitigation
Measure 17-2b applies to subdivisions in excess of 500 units, as well as subdivisions with
fewer than 500 units, and thus applies in situations in which Government Code Section
66473.7 might not apply.

The commentor’s description of the requirements of Government Code Section 66473.7
is noted.

The commentor requests that a WSA be prepared for nonpotable water. Part 2.10 of the
California Water Code, requiring the preparation of WSAs for new development projects,
requires such WSAs only from those water providers that will be providing potable water
to the project. See Water Code Section 10912(c). Nonetheless, a nonpotable WSA
prepared by SEWD on behalf of SEWD and CSJWCD is attached to this FEIR as new
Appendix Y, to assess the availability of nonpotable water supplies for the project.

The commentor asserts that the DEIR is unclear regarding the water that would be
available to serve the proposed project from the DWSP. See Master Response 3 in
Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR, as well as Section 5.3 of this FEIR.

The commentor asserts that the EIR should indicate whether SEWD and/or CSJWCD are
willing to provide water to the project site for its nonpotable needs. A nonpotable WSA
prepared by SEWD on behalf of SEWD and CSJWCD is attached to this FEIR as new
Appendix Y.

The commentor asserts that Mitigation Measure 17-3 provides for the possibility of the
elimination of the lake system if insufficient water is found to be available and that the
EIR should evaluate the impacts of eliminating the lake system. As demonstrated by the
Non-Potable WSA prepared by SEWD on behalf of itself and CSIWCD (new Appendix
Y attached to this FEIR), the project has a secured supply of nonpotable water. See
Master Response 5 contained in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR. As stated
in Chapter 5 of this FEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR
Appendices,” the significance conclusion of Impact 17-3 has been reduced from
potentially significant and unavoidable to less than significant, Mitigation Measure 17-3
has been deleted, and no further mitigation measures are required. Because the
appropriate studies have shown the proposed Arbini site is capable of providing recharge
sufficient to meet the project’s needs, and because the source of nonpotable surplus
surface water is secured, the City believes there is no reason to include a new mitigation
measure that would require deletion of the project’s lake system.

The commentor asserts that because the DEIR concludes a certain supply of potable
water for development Phase 1 may not be available, the impact cannot be reduced to a
less-than-significant level. Since the time the DEIR was published, additional analysis
has demonstrated that sufficient water would be available to serve Phase 1 of the
proposed project even without the completion of Phase 1 of the DWSP. See Master
Response 3 contained in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR regarding the
City’s reliance on water from Phase | of the DWSP, as well as Section 5.3 of this FEIR.
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Regarding potable water supply for MLSP development Phase 1, Stantec (2007b)
performed a review of the water supplies identified in the City’s WSA (DEIR Appendix
R). Development Phase 1 consists of approximately 1,000 acres of land in the southern
portion of the SPA that is currently designated and used for agricultural purposes. Total
existing agricultural water use within development Phase 1 is conservatively estimated to
be approximately 3,000 afy based on an estimated average agricultural water usage rate
of 3 afy. The total potable water demand for development Phase 1 (1,386 afy) would be
approximately 1,614 afy less than the current agricultural uses on the project site (3,000
afy agricultural uses — 1,386 afy potable water demand = 1,614 afy). As a result, the
conversion of the Phase 1 project site from agricultural uses to urban uses should
ultimately produce a net positive increase in volume of water stored in the groundwater
basin of approximately 1,614 afy.

While the City’s WSA does state that, “This WSA determines that the COSMA urban
water retailers currently cannot support the Project without the DWSP Phase | project,”
this determination is based on full buildout of the MLSP (3,080 acres). Development
Phase 1, which is evaluated a project level in this DEIR, consists of approximately 1,000
acres. In its WSA, the City concludes that it has sufficient water supplies to serve all
existing and foreseeable development (including the MLSP at full project buildout)
through 2035, but that providing such service would require the City to exceed the
average sustainable groundwater yield goal by approximately 5,157 afy (DEIR Appendix
R, page 36). The difference in water demand between Phase 1 of the proposed project
(1,386 afy) and full project buildout (7,535 afy) is 6,129 afy. Thus, because 6,129 afy less
water would be needed to serve MLSP Phase 1, the City’s safe-yield goal would not be
exceeded, and the City would be able to serve its existing and foreseeable development
and remain approximately 974 afy below its targeted sustainable groundwater yield goal
(6,129 afy water not used for MLSP — 5,157 afy exceedance of groundwater sustainable
yield = 974 afy).

While converting the Phase 1 project site from agricultural to urban uses would have a
positive impact on the groundwater basin, this positive impact would be even greater in
the years prior to full buildout of Phase 1, because the uses that would eventually
generate the 1,386 afy demand would be built in phases, or subphases. Consequently, the
net positive impact on the groundwater basin would be even greater in the initial
construction period of Phase 1, when agricultural uses have terminated but before all the
urban uses have been built. Table 4-2 breaks down the Phase 1 water demand by years,
from 2007 through 2016, and shows the corresponding annual savings in groundwater
usage on the site from the preproject usage of 3,000 afy, eventually settling on the 1,614
afy of groundwater savings resulting from the conversion of the site from agricultural to
fully developed urban uses.

Table 4-2
Mariposa Lakes Projected Development Schedule and Water Demand for Phase 1%

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Estimated water demand for each 54 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148
yearly addition to Phase 1 (afy)

Accumulative Demand (afy) 54 202 350 498 646 794 942 1,090 1,238 1,386
Accumulative Net Positive 2,946 2,798 2,650 2,502 2,354 2,206 2,058 1,910 1,762 1,614
Savings of Groundwater (afy)
Total afy 3,000

Note:
® Estimated Phase 1 water demand = 1,386 acre-feet per year [afy]
Source: Stantec 2007
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Several additional points bear mentioning. First, the benefit to the groundwater table
described above is based on the assumption that the City would serve the Phase 1 site
entirely from groundwater. However, the City has already confirmed in its WSA that it
would continue to provide potable water to its service area through its conjunctive use
program. Figure 11 of the WSA reveals that from 1994 through 2005, the City’s supply
was heavily weighted in favor of surface water supplies, with the surface-to-groundwater
ratio ranging from approximately 1.3-to-1 (2004) to nearly 2.5-to-1 (1998). Thus, the net
benefit to the groundwater basin described in the above table substantially underestimates
the groundwater savings by incorrectly assuming that all water service to the Phase 1 site
would be from groundwater and failing to account for the fact that the majority of the
water supplied to the site would be surface water.

Second, two substantial constraints on the City’s surface water supplies would be
removed prior to or during construction of Development Phase 1, thereby increasing the
City’s surface water supplies and improving the City’s ability to serve Development
Phase 1 without increasing its use of groundwater. In its WSA, the City assumed that
SEWD would maintain the existing 50 million gallons per day (mgd) treatment capacity
at its surface water treatment plant until 2016, when its treatment capacity would be
expanded to 60 mgd (WSA at 34). Since the WSA was published, however, the SEWD
has confirmed that this expansion has already been completed and the plant is currently
capable of treating up to 60 mgd now. Certification of the increased capacity by the
California Department of Health Services is expected before the end of the year.

Third, the groundwater recharge facility proposed as part of the project is expected to be
operational in 2011. The recharge facility is expected to divert up to 8,500 afy from
surplus surface water supplies to the groundwater basin (see Master Response 5 of this
FEIR). While much of this diversion would be used to meet the project’s annual
nonpotable water needs, a substantial portion would be used to create a nonpotable
“reserve” supply for the project, which would remain in the groundwater basin until it
becomes necessary to serve the project. The recharge facility would be required to apply
at least 2 af of water to the ground surface for every 1 af that the facility retrieves to serve
the project. As a result, on-going operation of the recharge facility would produce a net
benefit to the groundwater basin.

Therefore, while the City anticipates that the DWSP will be operational in time to serve
all of the proposed project, should a delay occur, the City would be able serve
development Phase 1 of MLSP with its existing water supplies, without having a negative
impact on the groundwater basin. Therefore, the direct impacts related to potable water
supply for MLSP development Phase 1 would be less than significant, and Impact 17-10
has been revised to reflect this information as shown in Chapter 5, “Corrections and
Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices.” However, the proposed project
would still contribute to significant indirect impacts identified in the DWSP EIR, and the
project’s contribution to those indirect impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable.

SIERRA-29 The commentor asserts that a mitigation measure should be added to assure that the jobs
to housing ratios remain in balance within the project site. The phasing plan for the
proposed project provides for the development of job-generating land uses concurrent
with the development of housing, as shown in Table 4-3, below.
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Table 4-3
Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan Jobs/Housing Balance

. Project Development Phases
Job/Housing Factors ) P

Phasel Phase?2 Phase3 Phase4 Phaseb Total

Residential Units 4,298 2,449 2,438 974 403 10,562
Total Population 13,496 7,690 7,654 3,060 1,265 33,165
Total Jobs 1,558 3,435 5,660 2,100 1,862 14,615
Jobs/Housing Balance 0.36 1.40 2.32 2.16 4.62 1.38

Source: Sutton, pers. comm., 2007

As shown in Table 4-3, the project would generally provide a balanced mix of jobs to
housing. Furthermore, as stated by the court in San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth
v. City and County of San Francisco (1st Dist. 1989) 209 Cal.App.3d 1502, 1526 [258
Cal.Rptr. 267], “Nothing in CEQA requires a local legislative body...to enact legislation
which uniformly applies a certain level or standard of mitigation to all similar projects
submitted for environmental review within its jurisdiction. Local entities retain legislative
power to devise solutions to diminish environmental damage from future development.”
Thus, there is nothing in CEQA that mandates that the City maintain a precise jobs-to-
housing ratio within the boundaries of the project site. Therefore, the City does not
believe a new mitigation measure is required. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

SIERRA-30 The commentor asserts that the cumulative impacts analysis is inadequate for several
reasons. The commentor is mistaken on all counts. First, the commentor asserts that the
DEIR fails to list the projects within the City of Stockton that were appropriately
included within the cumulative impact analysis. As stated on pages 18-2, 18-5, and 18-6
of the DEIR, the cumulative impact analysis includes projects from the 2035 City
General Plan. Figure 18-1 and Table 18-1 are hereby revised as shown in Chapter 5 of
this FEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to DEIR Appendices,” to
include the Grupe Sanctuary, Empire Ranch, Arnaiz/Tidewater Crossing, and River
Run/Western Pacific projects, which are not approved, but are in the process of
environmental review. These projects were inadvertently left out of Figure 18-1 and
Table 18-1, but were included within the analysis. The other projects suggested by the
commentor are not approved, and are not in the environmental review process; therefore,
the City believes it would be too speculative for meaningful consideration to include
them in the cumulative analysis. These revisions do not change the conclusions of the
DEIR. Because the traffic analysis performed for the proposed project included full
buildout under the 2035 City General Plan, the traffic analysis included the four projects
listed above, and therefore no revisions to the traffic, air quality, or noise analyses are
necessary.

Second, the commentor asserts vaguely that the cumulative impact analysis “lacks
meaningful qualitative and quantitative detail.” The commentor is mistaken. The DEIR
contains extensive detailed and quantitative discussions of cumulative impacts. The
cumulative impact analysis for the proposed project is contained in the DEIR at Chapter
18, which contains 24 pages of analysis, and Chapter 16, at Section 16.3.5, which
contains 43 pages of data and analysis describing potential cumulative transportation
impacts. To some degree, cumulative impacts related to water supply are also discussed
in DEIR Chapter 17; for instance, at pages 17-12 to 17-13, the DEIR discusses the
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SIERRA-31

project’s contribution to significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the DWSP
EIR. In Chapter 18 of the DEIR, entitled “Cumulative Impacts,” the discussion of
cumulative impacts is organized by issue area, and it includes a summary of the projected
environmental impacts of the related projects, a summary of the project’s cumulative
contribution to impacts that may be caused by the related projects (if any), and inclusion
of mitigation measures that could reduce or avoid the proposed project’s contribution to
any cumulative impacts. The commentor suggests no additional mitigation that would
feasibly address any remaining cumulatively considerable contributions to significant and
unavoidable cumulative impacts. To the degree that the commentor would have this
project mitigate for the full cumulative impacts, the courts have consistently upheld the
concept that CEQA does not require a lead agency to adopt mitigation measures that
would apply to other projects in an attempt to offset those other projects’ contribution to
environmental impacts; rather, mitigation measures must actually relate to impacts
caused by the proposed project under consideration. Nollan v. California Coastal
Commission 483 U.S. 825 (1987) and Dolan v. City of Tigard, 512 U.S. 374 (1994).
Where appropriate, cumulative impacts are discussed quantitatively (i.e., traffic and
transportation); in other instances, as appropriate, cumulative impacts are discussed
qualitatively. Therefore, the City believes the DEIR does provide decisionmakers with an
objective measure of cumulative impacts and that the analysis is adequate; thus, no
further revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor asserts that the DEIR relies “exclusively” on the 1990 City General Plan
to draw its conclusions. The commentor is mistaken. As explained at pages 18-2 through
18-7, the DEIR relied on a number of planning documents in its analysis, including the
now adopted 2035 City General Plan.

The commentor asserts that the cumulative impacts of agricultural resources is flawed
because the DEIR characterizes them as involving only the loss of 9,000 acres. The
commentor mischaracterizes the text. The DEIR does acknowledge, at page 18-8, that the
1990 City General Plan identified cumulative impacts associated with the loss of 9,000
acres, but that was by no means the only discussion of cumulative impacts. The DEIR
also included a much broader discussion of cumulative impacts of lost farmland at page
18-7. For instance, the DEIR discusses potential cumulative impacts from lost farmland
that were identified by the County in its General Plan 2010 Review, which estimated that
about 110,000 acres of important farmland could be converted to urban uses by 2040.
Although the DEIR, in this section, does not specifically rely on the certified DEIR for
the 2035 City General Plan, which identified the potential loss of up to 32,520 acres of
Important Farmland at page 13-32, the discussion in the DEIR at pages 18-7 and 18-8, is
in line with the estimates contained in the DEIR for the 2035 City General Plan.

As stated on pages 18-2, 18-5, and 18-6 of the DEIR, the cumulative impact analysis
includes projects from both the previously adopted 1990 City General Plan and the now
adopted 2035 City General Plan. DEIR Figure 18-1 and Table 18-1 are hereby revised as
shown in Chapter 5 of this FEIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and Errata to
DEIR Appendices,” to include the Grupe Sanctuary, Empire Ranch, Arnaiz/Tidewater
Crossing, and River Run/Western Pacific projects, which are not approved, but are in the
process of environmental review. These projects were inadvertently left out of DEIR
Figure 18-1 and Table 18-1, but were included within the analysis. The other projects
suggested by the commentor are not approved, and are not in the environmental review
process; therefore, the City believes it would be too speculative to include them in the
cumulative analysis. These revisions do not change the conclusions of the DEIR. Because
the traffic analysis performed for the proposed project included full buildout under the
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SIERRA-32

SIERRA-33

2035 City General Plan, the traffic analysis included the four projects listed above, and
therefore no revisions to the traffic, air quality, or noise analyses are necessary.

The commentor alleges that the range of alternatives analyzed in the DEIR is too narrow.
The City disagrees with this contention. Under CEQA, an EIR must describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, that “could feasibly
accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially
lessen one or more of the significant effects [of the project].” (State CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15126.6, subd. [c]) The goal of the requirement is to “produce information
sufficient to permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far as environmental aspects are
concerned.” (San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of San Bernardino
[1984] 155 Cal.App.3d 738, 750-751.) “An EIR need not consider every conceivable
alternative to a project,” so long as the range of alternatives “fosters informed decision
making and public participation.” (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6, subd. [c].)
CEQA allows considerable flexibility in fashioning a range of alternatives, in that “there
is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other
than the rule of reason.” (Ibid.) Stated another way, there is no “categorical imperative”
dictating the scope of alternatives to be analyzed in an EIR; rather, both the range of
alternatives and level of analysis are subject to a “rule of reason.” (Marin Municipal
Water Dist. v. KG Land Corp. of California [1991] 235 Cal.App.3d 1652, 1664-1665
[Marin]; Laurel Heights Improvement Association of San Francisco v. Regents of the
University of California [1988] 47 Cal. 3d 376, 407 [Laurel Heights 1]; Citizens of Goleta
Valley v. Board of Supervisors of Santa Barbara County [1990] 52 Cal. 3d 553, 565-66
(Goleta I1); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, subd. [a]) The law is clear,
moreover, that lead agencies, not project opponents, have the burden to formulate
alternatives for inclusion in an EIR. (Laurel Heights I, supra, 47 Cal.3d at 406; Goleta I,
supra, 52 Cal.3d at 568; Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Santa Barbara County Board of
Supervisors [1988] 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, 1178.) Thus, lead agencies need not address
potential alternatives simply because a member of the public suggests them, provided that
the alternatives that are addressed satisfy CEQA requirements.

The commentor asserts that the DEIR provides insufficient details regarding why certain
alternatives were eliminated from detailed consideration. Page 19-1 of the DEIR provides
a bulleted list of the alternatives that were not carried forward for additional detailed
analysis. Section 19.2 of the DEIR (pages 19-3 through 19-5), provides a detailed
explanation of the reasons why each alternative was not carried forward; namely, the
alternative (1) would not meet most of the objectives of the project, (2) would be
infeasible, or (3) would not avoid or substantially reduce the significant environmental
effects of the project (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). No revisions to the
DEIR are necessary.

The commentor objects to the elimination of the “No Williamson Act Contract
Cancellation” alternative from detailed consideration. See response to SIERRA-5, above.
The Reduced Project Alternative (Option 2), discussed on pages 19-15 and 19-18 through
19-21 of the DEIR, meets the commentor’s request for inclusion of an alternative that
reduces the amount of Williamson Act cancellations. Under this alternative, nine parcels
of land currently under Williams Act contracts would be excluded from the proposed
project, and the project site would be reduced by approximately 45% from 3,810 acres to
approximately 2,010 acres. See Figure 5-1 of the DEIR (page 5-4) for an explanation of
the status of Williamson Act contracts on project lands. As the DEIR explains (page 5-
12), notices of nonrenewal have been filed on 25 of the 28 parcels within the SPA that are
covered by the Williamson Act contracts, so these contracts will expire in 2012 and 2013
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SIERRA-34

SIERRA-35

respectively. Therefore, it is anticipated that most Williamson Act contracts would expire
under the filed notices of nonrenewal before such lands would be needed for the planned
development. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor objects to the elimination of the “Campaign for Common Ground”
(CCQG) alternative from detailed consideration. As an initial matter, the City notes that the
CCG alternative was not rejected from detailed consideration in its entirety. Many
elements of the proposal from CCG were incorporated into various alternatives. As
discussed on page 19-6 of the DEIR, the CCG “suggested redesignating industrial lands
in the vicinity of SR 99 for residential use to provide housing opportunities closer to
existing job centers. To the degree that this suggestion can be accommodated within the
SPA, it is reflected in the Reverse Residential/Industrial Uses Alternative which is
addressed in detail in Section 19.3.2. CCG also suggests the inclusion of a ‘significant
buffer’ between planned urban development and agricultural lands; this concept is
addressed in the Site Design Alternative addressed in Section 19.3.3. CCG also suggested
that the EIR analyze an alternative that results in less conversion of agricultural land.
This suggestion is addressed by the Reduced Project Alternative in Section 19.3.4.
CCG’s remaining suggestions did not identify viable alternatives to the proposed project
and were not subject to detailed analysis in this DEIR, as discussed below.” Thus, the key
concepts suggested by CCG were evaluated in the DEIR in alternatives that were carried
forward for further analysis. The CCG discussion suggests that the proposed project
would result in less conversion of farmland if all or part of it were re-sited on land
currently zoned for industrial use, located generally east of SR 99 and south of SR 4.
These off-site elements of the CCG proposal were not carried forward for detailed
consideration because these elements were not feasible, in as much as they involved the
conversion of land that was already planned for other uses and that was not within the
ownership or control of the project applicant. It should be noted that, even if the proposed
project were sited on the lands suggested by CCG, this would not necessarily result in the
conversion of less farmland, as suggested by CCG and the commentor. Rather, the
industrial growth projected for the City, and currently planned for those sites, would
likely be displaced to other undeveloped locations in the Stockton area. This
displacement could result in environmental effects comparable to those of the proposed
project, including conversion of agricultural lands and potential conflicts with Williams
Act contracts. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

The commentor requests a new alternative that would do the following:

(1) “reduce the contracted land that had to be cancelled”—this is included in the
Reduced Project Alternative (Option 2) discussed on pages 19-15 and 19-18 through
19-21 of the DEIR;

(2) “reduce the project so that there was more verifiable water and sewer service”—this
is included in the Reduced Project Alternative (Options 1 and 2) discussed on pages
19-15 and 19-18 through 19-21 of the DEIR;

(3) “shift some of the growth closer to SR 99 and the downtown”—Section 19.2.8 (pages
19-7 and 19-8) of the DEIR discusses alternative locations for the project. Figure 18-
1 shows the relationship of the project site to other development in the area. As
discussed throughout DEIR Chapter 12, “Land Use,” annexation of the proposed
project to the City of Stockton would create an area of logical, orderly growth
immediately adjacent to and contiguous with the city limits, in an area that has
already been developed with urban land uses to the north and west;

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW

City of Stockton

4-189 Comments and Individual Responses



(4) “create a dedicated ag easement/buffer along the east side of the project”—this is
included in the Site Design Alternative shown in Figure 19-2 and discussed on pages
19-12 through 19-15 of the DEIR.

No revisions to the DEIR are necessary. See also response to SIERRA-32, above.
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STEWART

RECEIVED
CITY OF STOCKION

5136 E. ASHLEY LANE
APR 23 007 STOCKTON, CA 95212
APRIL 22, 2006

PERMIT CENTER
" PLANNING DIVISION

CITY OF STOCKTON

COMMUNITY DEVOPMENT DEPT.

345 EIL. DORADO STREET

STOCKTON, CA 953205

ATPN. :MIKE NIBLOCKZ/DAVE STAGNAROC

DEAR MIKE NIBLOCK & DAVE STAGNARO,

Below are my comments and concerns on the Mariposa Lakes Specific
Plan Drafit State Clearinghouse #2006022035/8pecific Plan:8P4-03.

I have gerious concérns regarding this large project ad it will

. severely impact the SBouth Easternly Counity Area of Stockton.
This project will add over 30,000 population plus all the workers
in the industrial areas to the east side of Route 99 in the next Stewart-1
18 yearg. This large development east of Route %9 is vary growth
Indaecing Devebpment that ls the beginning of Urban Sprawl to the
east into more Agricultural Land and:San Joagquin Rural Land.

The Stbgkton Police and Fire BDepartments would be geverely strained
to provide services with very fev sireets between the City and this
Mariposa Lakes Development. There are only a few atreets across
the highway %0° the developments' homes and industrial parke. 1
realize that the developers recommend that a new pollce substation | Stewart-2
and firehouses be constructed east of the highway in the develops
ment. I remember that the North Stockton police substation took
over 20 years to implément. With the tight budget situations,

how will they be paid for and how many years witl it take to build?

“This large development adjacent to Route 99 will severely impact
the hlghway and local streets. Most people will be uging Route

99 to get in and out of the Mariposa Lakes area in addition to the
increased truck traffic fhom the industrial parks. Even though
CalTrans ie starting: on a project to widen Route 99 to & lanes,this
development will cause this project to operate at a LOS ¥ or E

at the best. The developer is recommending 8 to 10 lanes in
this area., There is not suffivient right of way to widen this
section of highway and also there are several bridges that would
reguire replacement to widentOsmLG lanes. Does the developer
propose to dedicate right of way “thiu his pIOJECt for the widening
the nighway to 8-10 lanes? The Level of Service F or E on the
highway or local roads is not acceptabletl

Stewart-3

A% a recent Campalgn for Commonground meeting, I was told that
they were going to connect to CalWater and Stockton Water for
thedr water and this water is surface water. They were not going Stewart-4

to have any wells, although the Draft EIR for Mariposa Lakes states
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that they will be drilling at least 3 wells. These Wwellé can pump‘
1,000 galions/minute or 60,000 gallions/hour. If they operated for
24 hours/day at some periods they would pump 1.44 million gallons.
On the average, how many hours per day would the pumps operate?
Then,there are 2 reservoirs with a capacity of 11.6 milliion gallons
With the underground water being currently overdrafied, this project
would have a very significant impact on the groundwater. They also
stated at this meeting that they would not get any water from the
Delta Water Supply in the first 3 phases of this project. With the
recent ruling on the pumping from the Delta near Tracy, I am
beginning to wonder how this will affect the Delta WabebrSupply
Project for the City of Stockton that many of the new proposed
projects inStockton are relying on. Their proposed recharge

ponds will not begin to replenish much of the water used in the
project. The Delta Water Supply is to provide water for the 1990
Stockton General Plan Growth Area and Mariposa Lakes area was not
incléded in the 1990 General Plan. This project is too large to
rely on groundwater ag almost their sole water supply. This project
is based on paper water which should not be allowed. They need to
find another surface water supply before this project should move
forward.

Thank you very much for the chance to cowment on this proposed
Sincerely,

development.

Sharon Stewart

Stewart-4
(Cont'd)
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Letter

STEWART Sharon Stewart
Response April 23, 2007

STEWART-1 The commentor expresses concern about the size of the proposed project and its growth-
inducing effects in the area east of SR 99. Potential growth-inducing impacts of the
proposed project are evaluated in Chapter 20 of the DEIR, and are summarized on DEIR
page 20-6. No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

STEWART-2 The commentor expresses concerns about the availability of public services, particularly
police and fire, to serve the proposed project in the short term. The proposed project’s
potential impacts on public services are evaluated in Chapter 15 of the DEIR. As
discussed on pages 3-77, 15-15, 15-16, 15-21, and 15-22 of the DEIR, the project
applicant would fund and construct a temporary fire station that would serve Phase 1 of
project development. The project applicant would also fund and construct a permanent
police and fire station at the start of development Phase 2 to serve full project buildout on
a 3.5-acre site in the central portion of the project (see DEIR Figure 3-8). Funding for the
fire and police stations is detailed in the project applicant’s Public Facilities Financing
Plan, and the exact timing of construction would be coordinated with the City fire and
police departments as these facilities are needed to support the proposed development.
No revisions to the DEIR are necessary.

STEWART-3 The commentor expresses concerns about the impacts to SR 99 from the proposed
project. See Master Response 1 in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR.

STEWART-4 The commentor expresses concern about the placement of three wells on the project site,
and the impacts associated with the use of those wells. The sources of water that would
be used to meet the project’s potable and nonpotable demands are identified in the City
and Cal Water WSAs (DEIR Appendices R and S, respectively), and in the SEWD WSA
(attached as new Appendix Y to this FEIR). Regarding the project’s use of groundwater
and the installation of wells, see Master Response 4 contained in Chapter 3, “Master
Responses,” of this FEIR, as well as Section 5.3 of this FEIR. See also response to
SIERRA-15, MORADA-2, MORADA-6, and and CSJWCD-4. The proposed recharge
project is intended to meet the project’s nonpotable water demands and to provide a
supply of “banked” surplus surface water that can be used to meet nonpotable demands
during drought years. Regarding the City’s reliance on water from Phase | of the DWSP,
see Master Response 3 contained in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this FEIR.
Regarding potable water supply to serve MLSP development Phase 1, see response to
SIERRA-28, above. As stated in Chapter 5, “Corrections and Revisions to the DEIR and
Errata to DEIR Appendices,” the direct impacts related to potable water supply for MLSP
development Phase 1 (evaluated in Impact 17-10) are reduced from potentially significant
and unavoidable to less than significant with no new mitigation measures. However, the
project would still contribute to significant indirect impacts identified in the DWSP EIR,
and the project’s contribution to those indirect impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable after implementation of mitigation measures identified in the DWSP EIR.

Finally, the commentor expresses concerns about the installation of two storage
reservoirs for the proposed project, particularly if those storage reservoirs would facilitate
additional pumping from the three on-site wells. The storage reservoirs are not proposed
for the purpose of storing water pumped from the on-site wells in particular; rather, the

Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR EDAW
City of Stockton 4-193 Comments and Individual Responses



on-site storage reservoirs are proposed to meet the City’s identified need for storage in
the south Stockton area, including 1) operational storage for maximum demand, 2)
emergency storage, and 3) fire storage. (See page 4 of Appendix W of the DEIR.) Water
for these tanks would primarily come from the identified potable and nonpotable water
sources noted above.

EDAW Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan FEIR
Comments and Individual Responses 4-194 City of Stockton



YEATES

G

LAW OFFICE OF [ AT

J. WILLIAM YEATES B AR g

3400 COTTAGE WAY, SUITE K
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95825

' K
PP~ S

TELEPHONE: (916) 609-5000 v L
"FACSIMILE: (916) 60%:5001 KEITH 6. WAGNER
1 WILLIAM YEATES www.enviroqualitylaw.com JASONR. FLANDERS

April 20, 2007

David Stagnaro, AIPC

Senior Planner

Stockton Comumunify Development Department
Planning Division

345 North El Dorado Street

Stockton, CA 95202

Re:  Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (SCH # 2006022035)
Dear Mr, Stagnaro:

On behalf of our client the Morada Area Association (MAA) we offer the following conuments
on the Mariposa Lakes Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

I IMPACTS TO AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

The DEIR fails to adequately discuss the proposed project’s indirect significant impact of
creating pressures to convert adjacent agricultural land to urban uses. Digcussing the
cancellation of Williamson Act contracts, the DEIR states that;

cancellation [of Williamson Act contracts] is not likely to result in the removal of
adjacent lands from agricultural use. Lands to the north, east, and southeast are
not presently within the City’s Urban Services Boundary and are not available for
development; none of these lands would be brought into the City of Stockton
sphere of influence or urban services boundary in conjunction with the proposed
project.!
' Yeates-1
This description of indirect impacts is insufficient. It is not enough to say that, becanse the
adjacent lands are outside of the City’s Urban Service Boundary, they will not be developed.
The DEIR may not ignore a likely impact simply because it would ocour outside of the City’s
borders. Urban development of agricultural resources could occur under County jurisdiction, or
the City could expand its City’s Urban Services Boundary.

The DEIR’s discussion of growth-inducing impacts does more fully describe the proposed
project’s indirect impact of creating pressures to convert adjacent agricultural resources to urban
uses. However, the DEIR stifl fails to discuss whether or not this impact is significant, and if so,
what mitigation measeres could lessen the impact. The DEIR states:

'DEIR, p. 5-12.
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Most of the areas north, east, and south of the SPA are located cutside the City’s
sphere of influence, and the intended long-term use of these areas is for low-
dengity residential and agriculture uses. As the proposed project develops, it
would place urban development adjacent to agricultural land. Historically, this
type of land use pattern results in conflicts between the ongoing agricuttural
operations and the urban development uses. Further, economic returns from
urban development are typically substantially higher than continued agricultural
use of land, and encroaching wban uses typically make it attractive to convert
adjacent agricultural land fo urban uses.

Thus, it can be expected that implementation of the proposed project could
potentially place pressure on agricultural land to the north, east, and south of the
SPA to convert to urban uses, Conversion of these lands to urbarn uses is not
consistent with the long-term planning for the area. Potentially converting
agricultural land to an urban use, and thus losing agricultural land, osing
biclogical habitat, generating additional traffic, and creating air and noise impacts
is a potential growth-inducing impact of the proposed project. However, - -
development in this area would require the extension of unplanned infrastructure
{water, wastewater, dry utilifies, roads), which may or may not be available.
Further, because it would require the City to amend its general plan, land use
designations, zoning designations, or expand its jurisdictional boundary and

sphere of influence, such a land nse conversion is not agsured.’ Yeates-1
‘ ' (Cont'd)
This discussion paints a more accurate description of the proposed project’s significant indirect
effect of creating pressures to convert adjacent agricultural resources to urban uses, admitting—
contrary to the DEIR’s discussion of Williamson Act contract cancellations—that the mere
exclusion of adjacent lands from within the City’s jurisdiction will not necessarily impede the
conversion of these agricultural resources. Also, the DEIR s cumulative impacts discusgion
provides hard evidence that the same impact has oceurred in and around ofher urbanizing
projects in the Stockton area. For example, the DEIR notes that “between 2000 and 2040,
110,000 acres of Important Farmland in the county (17%) could be converted to urban uses,™
However, the DEIR characterizes growth-inducing effects, including pressures to convert
adjacent agricultural resources, as not environmentat effects themselves, buf rather ones that may
lead to environmental effects.* By not characterizing the growth-inducing effects as “impacts,”
the DEIR fails to establish thresholds of significance for these effects, and fails to mitigate such
impacts, where appropriate.

The DEIR must make a finding of significance for the proposed preject’s indirect impact of
creating pressures to convert adjacent agricultural lands to wrban uses. The DEIR simply casts
growth-inducing impacts as an indirect impact on agricultural resources. CEQA requires a lead
agency to address beth the direct and indirect effects of a proposed project on the existing

YDEIR, p. 20-5.
* DEIR, p. 18-7. '
*DEIR, p. 20-1, .
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environment. CEQA defines indirect effects to be “secondary effects which are caused by the
project and are later in fime or farther removed in distance, but aze still reasonably foreseeable.
Indirect or secondary effects may include growth-inducing effects . . . . Hence, growth-
inducing effects are indirect impacts. The DEIR must make a finding of significance for the
proposed project’s indirect impact of creating pressures o convert additional agricultural
resources fo utban uses.

Yeates-1
(Cont'd)

In addition, promoting more sprawling development outside of the City will place more pressure
on already strained water supplies, and require fonger vehicle trips to reach destinations farther
outside of the City. Thus, the DEIR should alsc evaluate the air quality, water supply,
biological, and climate change related impacts that this growth-inducing pressure could create,

1L HYDBROLOGICAL IMPACTS

A.  FAILURE TO ADEQUATELY DESCRIBE EXISTING AND ANTICIPATED WATER
SUPPLIES

The analysis in this comment section is based in large part on fthe attached memorandum from
Morris L. Allen, Consulting Civil Engineer, which is incorporated as though fully reproduced
herein.® The DEIR has failed to adequately describe the available water sources for the proposed
project, and has failed to show that adequate water exists to supply the proposed project along
with existing demands in and around Stockton. The groundwater basin on which Stockton siis is
currently in a state of critical overdraft,’ and the proposed project. will likely worsen this
condition.

As the DEIR admits, while the City has been able to meet existing water demands, it has only Yeates-2
done so by contributing to groundwater overdrafl at a rate 0f 20,000 to 40,000 acre feet per year
{including pumping from surrounding agricuitural areas), This current rate of overdraft is
significant, vnsustainable, and may completely il to supply the City In a drought year.
Groundwater levels are not only declining, but the rate of decline is increasing. Thus, any
reliance upon groundwater by the proposed project would create a cumulatively significant
impact by further depleting an already critically overdrafted groundwater basin. The DEIR fails
to adequately describe this impact.

Declining groundwater levels will result in (1) increased pumping costs for all existing
residential, commercial, agricultural and industrial users due o increased hydraulic lift; (2)
decreased yields due to decreased aguifer saturated thickness, and (3} greater tendency for
eastward migration of saline water from the west due to a steeper hydraulic gradient. Eastward
movement of salinity will threaten and eventually eliminate many existing municipal wells on
the westward edge of the City of Stockton Metropolitan Area (“COSMA™) as salinity exceeds
the maximum contarninant levels set by the State for drinking water.

? CEQA Guidelines, § 15358, subd. {a)(2).
¢ Memorandum from Morris L. Aller: to J. William Yeates, April 18, 2007 (Exhibit 1),
"E.., DEIR, Appendix R, p. 23-24.
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While the DEIR points to a number of potential sources of water for the proposed project, there
is no assurance that any additional water rights will be obtained. The DEIR must discuss the
foreseeable impact of the proposed project’s water demands if each of these potentiel water
sources is not secured. Without these potential sources, water for the proposed project must
come from the critically overdrafted groundwater basin. The DEIR has failed to analyze this
foreseeable impact.

Yeates-3

The DEIR should also discuss the uncertainty that the City faces in securing the water supplies
that the DEIR relies upon. For example, the City has not consistently received water from the
New Melones Dam. What factors will allow or prevent the City from receiving this water?
Also, the City has no assurances it will be able to renew its contract with Oakdale and the South

*San Joaquin frrigation Districts to receive water from the Stanislaus River. The DEIR must
therefore make clear that this is a speculative water source. Perhaps most importantly, the Delta | veates-4
Water Supply Project (“DWSP”) may not meet the propesed project’s demands. DWSP Phase 11
is gpeculative, and may never be realized, and DWSP Phase [ was only designed to handle
buildout under the existing General Plan, and does not provide water for the urban expansion
envisioned by the proposed project. What impacts will the proposed project have if DWSP
Phase I does not occur? How long will it take for DWSP Phase I to become operational, and
what impact on groundwater will the proposed project have during that time?

The DEIR states that the proposed project is consigtent with the proposed Stockton 2035 General
Plan. However, the 2035 general plan contains policy PF3-2.8, which states that “t}he City

shall not approve new development that relies on water from the [DWSP] until this delta water is
allocated through a water right to the City by the State Water Resources Control Board or a Yeates-5
replacement water supply is secured.” Because the proposed project relies in part upon water

secured under the DWSP, it may not be approved, as consistent with the 2035 General Plan, until
water from the DWSP is actually secured. ‘

The City has received a Water Rights Permit from the Water Resources Control Board fo extract
as mach as 30,000 acre feet of water from the Delta. However, an actual project to finance and
construct an intake and treatment facility to approprate this water is not yet underway, much less
completed. Constraints placed upon the City’s facilities are so severe that it is unlikely that the | Yeates-6
City will be able to obtain more than 2 small fraction of this amount. Moreover, because the
proposed project is outside the current Urban Services Area, the Water Rights Permit does not
include the proposed project as a place of use for this water, and therefore it should not be relied
upon to serve the proposed project.

‘The DEIR fails to adequately consider the cumulative impact of urban growth in nearby cities.
The groundwater subbasin serves the cities of Ripon, Manteca, Lathrop, Stockton, and Ledi, in
addition to agricultural areas generally east of the urbanized areas. All of these areas will
increase their demands on this already overdrafted bagin, creating cunnulatively significant
impacts along with the water demands of the proposed project.

Yeates-7

The DEIR does not appeat to account for the “Term 91" condition that would prohibit the City’s
diversions of Delta water when necessary to keep the Delta in balance. Also, the City mwust . Yeates-8
curtail diversions to protect Delta Smelt and other protected species. How might these
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tinitations affect the availability of water for the proposed project, and what physical impacts Yeates-8
would such limitations create? , (Cont'd)

The DEIR should revise its water production estimates to accurately reflect mainienance and
other operational constraints of existing and future water treatment facilities. The DEIR
currently assumes that these facilities will meet 100% of their operational capacity. The DEIR
could safely assume that various practical limitations would reduce a facility’s operational time | Yeates-9
by 25%. This reduction will affect the amount of water availabie for the development envisioned,
by the proposed project. What additional scurces will the City obtain to compensate for this
shortfall, and what environmental impacts will taking from those sources have?

The DEIR’s concept of groundwater credits for wrban development of agricultural land is
misteading. While the DEIR asserts that agricultural water consumption is greater than urban
water consumption, thus meriting the groundwater “credit” for the proposed project’s change in - | yeates-10
use, this is 2 misleading concept. The groundwater basin is currenily in a state of overdraf,
meaning that extraction currently exceeds recharge rates. Because the groundwater basin is
already in a state of overdraft, or water debt, there are no “credits” available to issue.

The DEIR s artalysis of groundwater recharge at the Arbini site is incomplete and inaccurate.
Appendix P and Q contradict one another, stating that the recharge plan would need either 3,089
or 3,781 acre/feet of water per year, and appendix Q then recommends application of two acre
feet of water for every one acre foot of recharge yield. Moreover, the DEIR fails to identify any
specific source of this water, other than relying on “surpius” water. The DEIR must either (1)
specifically describe the source of water for the recharge project, or {2) admit that none exists.
Without specifying the water source for the recharge project, the DEIR hag fatled to discuss'a
potentially significant environmental impact of the project.

Yeates-11

In addition, the DEIR’s recharge estimates do not add up. The average infiltration rate for this
area is 22 acre feet per day, not accounting for evaporationt. Just to infiltrate the average annual
non-potable water requirement, less an allowance for evaporation, would take 37 days per year.
However, the intention of the project proponents is to establish and maintain a three-year
recharpe reserve of banked groundwater.” Using the correct demand data, this would require 2
reserve of 22,686 acre feet (three years at 7,562 acre feet), and the proponents esiimate that this Yeates-12
would be achieved over time by recharging an additional 10% of the total annual requirement
each vear. This would mean that the fotal annual non-potable recharge volume would be 9,831
acre feet per year, which should be rounded upward to 12,000 acre feet per year to account for
losses due to lateral percolation. Using the infiltration rate determined by the consuttants of 22
acre feet per day af this site, water would have to be availeble 545 days per year to meet the
project goals.

*DEIR, p. 11-34.
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B. Pre DEIR SpouLp Not RELY UrPON THE 2035 GENERAL PLAN DEIR’S
WATER _SUPPLY EVALUATION

The DEIR’s water supply assessment rehes in part, on the water supply evaluation performed
for the City’s 2035 General Plan DEIR.” The Mariposa Lakes DEIR should not rely on demand
projections from the General Plan DEIR, because the water supply evaluation for that DEIR is
inaccurate and inconsistent. For example, the General Plan DEIR’s water supply evaluation’
employs a lower growth rate than the General Plan does, yet the General Plan’s water supply
evaluation assumes a higher future population total, rendering the data incomprehensible. The
General Plan’s water supply evaluation proj jects “a tota} population at 2035 of 592,000 people

~ assuming an average 2.4% growth rate, 10 while the General Plan DEIR background report
projects a 2.5 % growth rate, leading to a total population of 578, 066.!! Moreover, figure 3 of
the General Plan’s water supply evaluation actually shows the population leveling off at 500,000
people in year 2035; yet figure 3 estimates total water demand to be the sarne as the land use
diagram of table 1, 156,083 AF/ac/year, which assumes a higher population total. Neither the Yeates-13
General Plan’s DEIR nor its water supply evaluation ever reconciles these discrepancies.

Moreover, the General Plan’s water supply evaluation fails to support its decision to employ a
land-use based approach to demand predictions, rather than a population baged approach, On
what basis does the General Plan’s evatuation defermine that land vse, rather than actual
population, should be used to determine future demands? The General Plan’s land use based
approach inexplicably ignores water demand for open space and agriculture. Table 1 of the
General Plan’s water supply evaluation shows that these land uses constitute the largest land uses
under the proposed General Plan’s buildout; vet, Table 1 fails to include the open
space/agricultural water demand in its total demand projection.”” Any demand projection must
take into account agricultural needs. .

For all of these reasons, the Mariposa Lakes DEIR shouid not rely on demand projections from
the water supply evaluation in the 2035 General Plan DEIR. The Mariposa Lakes DEIR must
formulate accurate and consistent demand projections that take into account the actual population
growth, and the actual land use dcmands that will occur in and around Stockton over the life of
the proposed project.

C. FarLure 70 CONSIDER IMPACTS OF GLOBAL WARMING
The DEIR’s assessment of water supplies available for the proposed project fails to adequately Yeates-14

take into account changes occurring due fo global climate change. In ifs discussion of air
quality, the DEIR does admit to some significant impacts of global warming:

® DEIR, Appendix S, p. 17, Note that the water supply evaluation for the 2035 General Plan was not required.
Moreover, this office submitted substantial comments objecting o the supply and demand analyses in the General
Plan’s water supply evaluation, highlighting further reasons why that evaluation shonid not be relied upon by this
DEIR.

1% 2035 General Plan DEIR, Appendix D, p. £.

" 2035 General Pian DEIR, Background Repor, p. 2-7,

2 2035 General Plan DEIR, Appendix D, p. 9.
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If the temperatare of the ocean warms, it is anticipated that the winter snow
season would be shorter. Snowpack in the Sierra Mevada provides both water
supply (runoff) and storage (within the snowpack before meléing), whichis a
major source of supply for the state. According to a California Energy
Commission (CEC) report, the snowpack pertion of the supply could potentiaily
decline by 70%-90% by the end of the 21st century (CEC 2006¢). This
phenomenon could lead to mgmﬁcant chalienges securing an adequate watet
supply for 2 growing population.”

Sea level has risen approximately 7 inches during the last century and, according
to the CEC report, it is predicted to rise an additional 22-35 inches by 2100,
depending on the future GHG emissions levels (CEC 2006c). If this oecurs,
resultant effects could include increased coastal flooding, saltwater intrusion
(especially a concern in the low-lying Delta, where potable water delivery pumps Yeates-14
couid be threatened), and disruption of wetlands (CEC-2006¢)." (Cont'd)

However, the DEIR fails to include this evidence in its discussion of water supply availability,
Tmpacts from global warming are already occurring as part of the existing environment, and will
continue to occur over the 20-30 year life of the proposed project. Last year was the hottest year
in the United States on record, topping the previous year’s record highs.”> With this trend
continming, impacts from global warming will have immediate cumulative impacts along with
the proposed project. For example, the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climnate
Change has shown that global climate change will cause temperatures to rige approximately three
degrees Celsins over the next centory." ¢ Such an increase averages out to a temperature increase
‘of .3 degrees Celsius per decade. In turn, the California Department of Water Resources
(“DWR”} cites a report statmg that an increase in temperature of three degrees Celsius will
regire 5% more zrrigam)n 7 Thus, with average temperatures increasing .3 degrees Celsius par
decade, irrigation in San Joaguin County will require .5% more water per decade. The DEIR
must evaluate this impact on available water supplies.

The DWR hsts several other cumultative impacts caused by global warming that planners must Yeates-15
- take into account:

" DEIR, p. 6-17.

Y DEIR, p. 6-17.

15 «(limate Experts Worry as 2606 is Hottest Year on Record {n U.5.." Marc Kaufan, Washington Post, January
10, 2007, p. Al (Exhibit 2).

’_6 Intergovernmental Panel on Chimate Change, “Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis” (Exhibit 3).
¥ California Depariment of Water Resources, July 2006, “Progress on Incorporating Climate Change into
Management of California’s Water Resources, pp. 7-1 to 7-26 (Exhibit 4). This report includes defailed data and
medels that the DEIR should incorporate to fully determine water supply and demand during a period of global
warming.
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Table 2-7 Smnmary of the Potential Effects of Climate Change on Future Water Demand

“Iype of Demand - |

| Pofentiwl Effect < &

}

Incrensing temperatures will increase evapomanspiration rates and related
water demand where all other factors remain unchanged. Increasing
concentrations of sumospheric carbon dioxide may act to reduce increaves in
plant transpiration {a component of evapotranspiration) m respouse to
increased remperatures. Other factors related to climoate change, such as
possible changes in humidity, cloudinesy and wind could also affect
evapotranspiration rates.

Evaporations rates from soif and plant surfsces may rise due to femperatuse
increase, depending on changes in other factors that affzct evaporation rates.
1 Tncrensed evaporation rates could inerease salt accumulation on plant
surfaces, especially where overhead irrigation is uged, Salvrccumulation in
surficial seils could also increase. Addisional irigation water demand mny
result becauss of posgsible merensed salt control requirements. Yeates-15

(Cont'd)

Crop Hrrigation

Some changes in crop ype, plonting cycles, tinie of planting, and crop
productivity will Ilikely occur as the resule of increased tetmperatures.
Statewide and regional irrigation water demand may increase or decrease as
the result of these changes.

Ugze of water for frost protection will likely be reduced with increasing
temperatures and projected reductions in the anpal number of days when
frost occuss. Frost protection. fs typically an imprrtant consideration for
orchards and vineyards.

Increased temperatures, as well other armospheric/clinntic factors related to
Landscape Iirigation | climate change, will affect landscape frrigation in nianner sinstlar vo that
described for crop irnigation, above.

Domestic Water Uses Domestic water use typically increases with incressing remperatare.
Increased water demand can occur due to the use of evaporadve cooling,
e increased laundering of clotling, increased bathing, increased drinking
irrigatiomn) water requirements for humans and pets and recreational uses of water,

(excluding landscape
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Table 2-7 Summary of the Potential Effects of Clinate Change on Future Water Demand

{continued)

Type of Demand

Potential Effeet .

Conunercial amd
Industrial Water Use
(including agro-
indugtrial facitities
such as dairfes,
poultry farms. packing
plants, etc.)

Commercial and industrial water use will lkely increase as the rasult of
wartning due to such factors as increased evaporarive cooling demand.
Ingreased consumption of water by concentrated animal feeding faciliries,
st as dairias and poulery fantie, would alsa Blkely occur.

Evaporation Losses
from Natural Water
Bodies and Open
Water Storage and
Conveyance Facilities

Fenporation losses from weater bodies and open conveyances wili probably
increase as the resuls of rising temperatores expacially in arid portions of the
State with tow hunidity and Himited cloud cover.

Envircnmental Water
Requirements

Delta outflow requirements will likely increase to maintain Delra salinity
coaditions i response to sea level rise; if the Delta’s existing configuration,
operation of fts water supply facilities, and its ecosystem conditions are to
remin 45 they are now.

Higher tempesatines witl lkely result in increased environmental water
demand for controlling vrater temperatares for sensifive aquatic species,
including anadromous fish. Increased use of reserveir storage and thermal
comtrol releases from reservoirs will be required for controlling aquatic
habatat terperatures.

Yeates-15
(Cont'd)
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Table 2-8 Selected Factors Affecting Future Water Demand i Catifornia that ave Not
Directly Related to Chmate Change '

Rt

- Putuze increases in population will affect water derand,
depending on the location and types of development needed to
support an increased population. The conversion of
agricultural lands into housing and related conununity
development may not result in a significant increase in water
use for a given aven. depending on the agricultural vse(s) that

Population Change | existed prior to land conversion, and on the type of housing end

other factlittey constructed. Redevelopment and densification

of existing wban land may result in increased water demand in
some areas. Development of raw, uneuliivated land will
directly increase water demand. In general, increases in

California’s population will tend to increase future water Yeates-15

demand. (Contd)

Changes in {he type and amount of crops grown doe to changes
in agricaltueal markets and government crop subsidy prograis
may help increase or decrease agricuitural water demand.

Clanges in
Agriculture

Changes in consumer preferences and changes in land use
ordinances relafing to landscaping may affect futwre landscape
water demand.

Changes in
Landscaping Practices

.

Changes in The findings of continving scientific 1esearch refated fo the
Favironmental Water | condition and preservation of aquatic ecosystems in the Sfafe.
Use Requirements | including the Delta, may affect envirommental water demand.

‘Water Law and Policy | Changes in water law and policy could affect water demand.

Lowered consumption rates could result fron improvements in
water use efficiency for inrigation, domestic, commercial. and
inclustrial uses, Increased reuse of wastewater could help
reduce demand on existing and future sovrces of water,
Advances in desalinization technology may reduce demands o
the State's freshwater resources. especially in aveas along the
south coast.

Technological
Innovation

The DEIR must specifically discuss each of these factors, highlighted by the DWR, as they relate
to the water supply and demand created by the proposed project. In particular, the DEIR must
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analyze the impacts that sea-level rise will have on the Delta.'® The DEIR must consider the
impacts as they are occurring, and will occur over the life of the project, and may not simply Yeates-15
look to century-end projections. How do these cumulative impacts of global warming change (Contd)

the proposed project’s itapacts on available water supplies?

III.  ImPACTs TO CLIMATE CHANGE SHOULD BE MITIGATED

Based on the information in the DEIR, the proposed project will contribute roughty 60,000 tons
of CO2 equivalent emissions per year in excess of AB 32°s goal of 1990 GHG emission levels.
The DEIR declares this to be a significant and unavoidable impact. However, the proposed
project can mitigate this impact by purchasing carbon offsets for approximately 60,000 tons of | Yeates-16
CO2 per year.”” Also, the proposed project may be re-designed to reduce vehicle miles traveled
per household by reducing internal trips that rely on single occupancy vehicles and improving
public fransit options and opportunities. The DEIR needs to discuss and evaluate ways that this
project can reduce the greenhouse gas contribution consistent with the standard established by
the State of California in AB 32.

IV.  AIR QUALITY

The DEIR states that air quality impacts associated with vehicle trip generation were calculated
using the URBEMIS 2002 Version 8.7.0 computer program, which estimates trip generation
rates for the proposed land use designations in the proposed project.”® Does this model take fntc
account the unique position Stockton occupies by providing housing for many long-digtance
commuters who work in the San Francisco Bay area? Elsewhere, the DEIR states that “many Yeates-17
San Joaquin County residents commute to jobs in Bay Area commaunities. The net mimber of
residents who live in San Joaquin County and commute to the Bay Area has increased from
17,585 to 29,800 between 1990 and 2000, or from approximately 9% to 14% of the total
workforce (San Joaquin County 1992).”* It is unclear whether the extra emissions created by
these long committes are accounted for in the trip-generation models for the proposed project.

V. EcoNoMIC IMPACTS LEADING TO PHYSICAL CHANGE

- A PHYSICAL IMPACTS TO AGRICULTURAL EcoNomy
Whil : . O 1 y Yeates-18
e the DEIR acknowledges that the proposed project will eliminate the §3.9 million doliarg
of direct revenue by converting farmland to wrbag uses, the DEIR fails to discuss the indirect
scononiic impacts the conversion will have on surrounding agriculiural areas, and how those
indirect losses could result in physical impacts to the environment.

!¢ California Department of Water Resources, July 2006, “Progress on Incorporating Climate Change into
Management of California's Water Resources,” pp. 5-1 to 5-42 (Exhibit 4).

19 A variety of carbon offset services are available, such as Carbon¥Fund, available at
hitpyfwww.carbordund org/site/, AtmosClear, available at hitp//www.atmosclear.org/, and see San Francisco
Chroniele, January 11, 2007, “Pocket change 1o change the world, PG&E sells offsets for carbon-neutral living”
(Exhibit 5,

*DEIR, p. 6-37.

A pEIR, p. 20-4,
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The agricultural industry in and around Stockton is a highly integrated system that includes up to
15,000 farm workers, distribution services such as packaging and trucking, farm supply
companies, farm veterinarians, and local sales at produce stands and in local stores. What
physical changes could these economic impacts lead to in areas nearby the converted farmland?
Does the DEIR account for the fact that a local business in a neighboring area that depends on
agricultural products will face hardships that may force the business to close or relocate? Where
will the thousands of displaced farm workers in and around the proposed project relocate? Will
this affect the residential areas they cuirently inhabit?

The DEIR should not consider the economic revenues from new residential and commercial Yeates-18
developments in formerly agricultural areas to be a mitigating factor for the loss of agriculural | (Contd)
business. The agricultural industry is a sustainable, perpetual, and renewable source of
revenue.”? New home constiuction, on the other hand, only generates revenue at the time of the
first sale: thereafter, the land use will no longer sustain a local economy similar o that sustained
by agi:icuItu:a:te&23 Indetd, it is questionable whether the City’s model of urban expansion is
economically sustainable, as many similar new sprawling developments tend to depreciate in
property value in a short period of time, and many of the new inhabitants to this area will
commute fo jobs outside of Stockton.® What physical impacts could the proposed project create
by replacing a stable and sustainable agricultural economy with a speculative construction
economy driven by one time profits?

B. PHYSICAL IMPACTS TO RETAIL ECONOMY

Numerous studies show that urban expansion that includes “big-box” retail centers can have a
negative impact on the environment by depressing the local economy, and leading to urban
decay.”® For example, one five year case study showed an 18 % decline in local retail businesses
following the constraction of new Wal-Marts in the area.”® The proposed Specific Plan would
create land-use areas, such as the proposed project’s Austin Road Town Center, that could allow
for new big-box retail stores, which could potentially result in adverse physical impacts to small
businesses.”” The DEIR must evaluate the proposed Specific Plan’s impact of allowing big-bok
retai} development that could result in urban decay.

Yeates-19

2 DEIR, p. 5-1.

B a0 impact felt in the county,” www.resordnet.com, May 26, 2006 (Exhibit 6).

X Compare DEIR, p. 5-1, showing the sustainable output of agribusiness in San Joaquin County, with “The price
isn’tright,” December 24, 2006, available at

hitp:/fwww.recordnet.com/apps/obes.dlliarticle? ATD=/20061224/A_NEWS/612240304, (Bxhibit 7), and “Valley
home prices decrease,” December 23, 2006, available at
http:fwrww.recordnet.comfapps/pbes. dilfarticle? ATD=/20061223/A. BIZ/612230302/-1/A BIZ03, (Exhibit 8) both
showing home values declining afier new homes are initially purchased,

¥ E g, “On the Economics and Social Impacts of Supercenter Expansion in California,” San Marcos Chamber of
Commerce, October 2003, {Bxhibit 9); *“What Happened When Wal-Mart Came to Town? A Report on Three Iowa
Compunities with & Statistical Analysis of Seven Jowa Counties,” Thomas Muller and Elizabeth Humstone, May
1996, (Exhibit 10).

% wirhat Happened When Wal-Mart Came to Town? A Report on Three Iowa Communities with a Statistical
Analysis of Seven Jowa Counties,” Thomas Muller and Elizebeth Humstone, May 1996, p. 17-18, (Exhibit 10).

T DEIR, p. 3-27, 3-28.
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V1.  LAnND USE IMPACTS

The majority of residential development in the proposed project is low-density.”® This type of J
development will create a larger overall project footprint, converting more agricultural lands to
urban uses, and unnecessarily lengthening the average vehicle trip-length in and around the
proposed project area, causing greater air quality, traffic, and climate change impacts, The DEI | Yeates-20
should évaluate an overall reduction of project size by converting most or all of the low-density
land use designation to high or medium density uses. The goal would be to accommodate the
same number of residential units, on less land, to aveid or mitigate some of the proposed
project’s significant impacts to agricuttural resources, air quality, and climate change.
VII.  CONCLUSION
Thank you for your attention to these concerns.
Sincerely;
On behalf of
Morada Area Associaion
#DEIR, p. 3-25.
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Morris L. Alien

Consulting Civll Engineer
6881 Atlanta Circle
Stockton CA 95219

Telephone and FAX: {209) 474-6716
Cell: (209) 639-9683

MEMORANDUM

DATE: April 18, 2007
TO: J. William Yeates, Esq.
SUBJECT: MPOSA LAKES SPECIFIC PLAN DRAFT EIR

Background
The consulting firm of EDAWNAECOM has developed a draf EIR (DEIR) for the Mariposa

Lakes Specific Plan (MLSP) for the City of Stockton. This Plan is intended to provide for
expansion of public services fo an approximately 3,810 acre, mainly residential subdivision
development with an anticipated population of 31,000 residents. This Specific Plan Area is
pot in the current Urban Services Area and therefore not in the projections of population and
water use in the 1990 General Plan. In preparing this DEIR, the Consultant has relied upon
the following documents to justify extension of public water services to this new subdivision:

Appendix L - Mariposa Lakes Off-Site Regional Hydrologic Investigation

Appendix M - Mariposa Lakes Water Quality Report

Appendix P - Integrated Water Management Plan, Mariposa Lakes Development

Appendix Q - Revised Groundwat