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LETTER 1 FLORENCE CARDENAS, AREA RESIDENT; JUNE 1, 2010

Response 1-1: The commenter raises the issue of traffic, noise and air pollution from a 24-
hour store and proposed elementary school on Roeding Road and Don Pedro
Road.

Please see Impact 4.13.1 discussed in the Draft EIR (pg. 4.13-25 through 4.13-
26), which addresses project-related traffic loading of Don Pedro Road. The
traffic impact analysis determined that even with the traffic calming
measures described in mitigation measure MM 4.13.1, it could not be known
with certainty that the vehicle reduction on Don Pedro Road would occur.
The Draft EIR determined that the impact would remain significant and
unavoidable (Draft EIR, pg. 4.13-26).

The Elementary School on Roeding Road and Rose Avenue and the extension
of East Lane was not proposed when the transportation analysis for the EIR
was prepared in 2007 and 2008. A mitigated negative declaration for the
school site was filed on June 24, 2009. The notice of preparation for the
Mitchell Ranch Project was filed on September 5, 2007. Although the school
site was not explicitly included in the study, the school is expected to
generate traffic at times that do not coincide with the peak trip generation of
the Mitchell Ranch Center – morning and early afternoon on weekdays. In
addition, the commercial uses on Roeding Road were proposed in April 2009
after the notice of preparation for the Mitchell Ranch project had been filed.

The connection of East Lane from Roeding Road to Don Pedro Road will
provide additional vehicular circulation in the area and provide
neighborhood access to the site. However, it is expected that the majority of
vehicles that travel on this route to reach the Mitchell Ranch Center would
have originated from within the neighborhood, as the use of East Lane would
require diversion from the main travel routes on Mitchell Road and El Camino
Avenue that are not expected to be congested, likely resulting in longer
travel times.

Bollard Acoustical Consultants, the preparers of the noise analysis took into
account the sensitivity of the existing residences located in the immediate
project vicinity. Given this sensitivity, noise surveys were conducted at the
nearest noise-sensitive locations to the project site to establish baseline
ambient conditions for use in evaluating project noise impacts. One of the
monitoring sites (Site 1) was located at 3613 Archcliffe Drive, near the
commenter’s residence. The measured day/night average noise level at this
location computed from 24-hours of consecutive noise monitoring was 59 dB
Ldn (Draft EIR Table 4.10-1). This level is neither unusually low nor high, and
represents fairly common noise exposure for residential communities affected
by local and distant traffic noise sources, as well as noise generated by
common neighborhood activities. The Draft EIR notes that the construction
and operation of the project will increase traffic noise levels in the immediate
project vicinity, including residences located along Don Pedro Road.
However, those increases are predicted to be less than significant.

As discussed in Impact 4.2.4, the results of the proposed project‘s air quality
analysis indicate that the project‘s long-term ROG, NOX, and particulate
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matter emissions would be less than significant on an individual project basis.
However, the Draft EIR determined on page 4.2-32 that the project’s
cumulative impact to air quality from operational emissions is considerable
and significant and unavoidable.

Response 1-2: The commenter raises the issue of cumulative noise impacts resulting from the
proposed elementary school and restaurant/bar on Roeding Road.

As noted in the response to comment 1-1, the Draft EIR recognizes that noise
levels in the immediate project vicinity will increase as a result of the project,
just as ambient conditions increase with any development whether it is
commercial or residential. However, Table 4.10-1 of the Draft EIR (pg. 4.10-3)
notes that the increase in noise on Don Pedro Road would be approximately
3 dB relative to existing conditions, and approximately 1 dB relative to future
conditions without the project. The California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) requires that project-generated noise level increases be “substantial”
for a finding of significant noise impact to be made, not merely audible.
Although the project-generated increases in noise on Don Pedro Road would
be audible relative to existing conditions without the project, the increase is
not predicted to be substantial (please refer to criteria for off-site traffic noise
level increases on Draft EIR, pg. 4.10-13). Because the project-related
increases do not exceed the project standards of significance, no significant
adverse noise impacts were identified due to the increases in traffic on Don
Pedro Road.

Also please see Impact 4.13.1 discussed in the Draft EIR (pg. 4.13-25 through
4.13-26), which addresses project-related traffic loading of Don Pedro Road.
The traffic impact analysis determined that even with the traffic calming
measures described in mitigation measure MM 4.13.1, it could not be known
with certainty that the vehicle reduction on Don Pedro Road would occur.
The Draft EIR determined that the impact would remain significant and
unavoidable (Draft EIR, pg. 4.13-26).

Response 1-3: The commenter opines the cumulative traffic and noise from the project on
Don Pedro Road will be significant.

Please refer to the response to comment 1-2 for a discussion of the
anticipated increases in traffic noise levels on Don Pedro Road. Regarding
noise generated by heavy truck deliveries, large trash compactors and air
conditioning units which sit on top of the roof, the following responses are
provided:

Page 4.10-19 of the Draft EIR contains an analysis of noise levels generated by
on-site heavy truck circulation associated with deliveries at the loading dock
areas, as well as a discussion of “Rooftop and Other Mechanical Equipment”
noise, including trash compactors. Each of the major noise-producing
components of the project were carefully evaluated relative to both existing
ambient noise levels and City of Ceres noise level standards for residential
uses. Noise generated by on-site truck traffic and loading dock activities was
considered to be potentially significant (Impact 4.10.4 and Impact 4.10.6,
Draft EIR, pgs. 4.10-24 and 4.10-26), and noise mitigation measures in the form
of solid noise barriers were recommended (MM 4.10.4, Draft EIR, pg. 4.10-25)
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to mitigate these impacts. Noise generated by rooftop mechanical
equipment noise (Impact 4.10.8, Draft EIR, pg. 4.10-29) was found to be less
than significant at the nearest neighbors to the north and west of the project
site, as was noise generated by the Solid Waste and Recycle Equipment Noise
(Impact 4.10.10, Draft EIR, pg. 4.10-30).

Response 1-4: The commenter opines that Alternative 2 and the elimination of all driveways
on Don Pedro Road to allow a solid sound barrier wall would reduce noise
impacts from a 24-hour store to residential areas and improve traffic safety for
children. For a discussion of this design change, please see Section 2.3.3
Master Response herein.
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LETTER 2: REV. CRAIG A. HUNNEL, CERES FIRST SOUTHERN BAPTIST CHURCH; JUNE 15,
2010

Response 2-1: The commenter recommends that Don Pedro Road be re-zoned for
residential access only. As identified on pg. 4.13-2 of the Draft EIR, Don Pedro
Road is designated as a secondary collector by the City of Ceres General
Plan. Additionally, the project is located within the Mitchell/Service Road
Regional Commercial Area as identified by the City of Ceres General Plan
(City of Ceres, 1996; Figure 1-3, Areawide or Corridor Plans, pg. 1-15). Don
Pedro Road has been designated as an “unrestricted” roadway since 1968.

Response 2-2: The commenter recommends that the access to the store be changed to
face Mitchell Road. For a discussion of this design change, please see Section
2.3.3 Master Response herein.

Response 2-3: The commenter states that their church site may be made available for a
town hall meeting. The commenter does not raise a question regarding the
environmental impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The
comment is included here for consideration by the lead agency; however no
response is necessary.
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LETTER 3: KIMBERLY DIVIS, AREA RESIDENT; JUNE 24, 2010

Response 3-1: The commenter questions why the project is being proposed when a Walmart
already exists in Ceres. Note that the project description states the purpose
for the proposed project is that the existing Walmart cannot be expanded at
its current location (see page 3.0-9 of the Draft EIR). The commenter does not
raise a question regarding the environmental impacts of the project or the
adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included here for consideration by the
lead agency; however, no response is necessary.

The commenter states that the project will adversely impact roadways that
are already busy due to traffic associated with Central Valley High School.
Central Valley High School was not specifically analyzed; however, the
intersection on either side of the high school was analyzed in the traffic
analysis. The commenter provides a comment on the Whitmore and Ceres
High School traffic and new bridge and ramp improvements. This intersection
and improvements are not part of the proposed project. The comment is
included here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no response is
necessary.

The commenter raises the issue of noise and air quality impacts from the
proposed project. For a discussion of project noise impacts see Impacts 4.10-1
through 4.10-12 for both the Walmart store and other retail stores. Noise
impacts resulting from the proposed project were determined to be less than
significant for each of these impacts. (pgs. 4.10-22 through 4.10-34 of the
Draft EIR) For discussion of air pollution impacts see Section 4.2, Air Quality and
response to comment 1-1.

Response 3-2: The commenter recommends that the City focus on the importance of
keeping children in school rather than construction of the project. Additionally
the commenter questions the impact of theft as a result of this project being
located within proximity to Central Valley High School.

The Draft EIR (pg. 4.12-63) determined that the project could add up to an
estimated additional 1,584 calls for service and an additional 300 traffic
enforcement contacts annually. Based on the anticipated increase in calls for
service, the proposed project could result in the need for additional law
enforcement personnel and vehicles. Payment of development impact fees
Ordinance 2007-975 which added a ½-cent retail transaction and the
additional use tax (sales tax) for the improvement of police, fire and 9-1-1
emergency response will mitigate this impact to less than significant.

In addition, Walmart incorporates the following security measures:

 Install closed-circuit camera systems (surveillance cameras) inside and
outside of stores.

 Establish a Risk Control Team, which is a team of associates responsible
and trained to identify and correct safety and security issues at the site.

 Provide lighting in the parking areas that will ensure public safety.
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 Prohibit consumption of alcohol in the parking lots by having associates
regularly “patrol” the parking areas while collecting shopping carts, and
report any inappropriate activity to the store managers. Also per State
law, alcohol sales will be limited to the hours of 6 a.m. to 2 a.m. of the
following day.

The commenter does not provide any specific comments on the police
services analysis; therefore, no further response can be provided. The
comment is included here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no
response is necessary.
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LETTER 4 JAIME “JUNIOR” SAAD, 2125 CASWELL AVENUE, CERES; JUNE 26, 2010

Response 4-1: The commenter questions whether there will be a noise curfew that applies to
the proposed project.

The greater sensitivity of residential uses to noise generated at night is noted.
Although the City does not have a noise curfew at night, the City’s noise
standards for non-transportation noise sources are reduced for noises
generated by projects such as this at night. Specifically, the City’s acceptable
55 dB Ldn exterior noise level standard applicable during the daytime (7 am
to 10 pm) is reduced by 10 decibels for any noise occurring during nighttime
hours (between 10 pm and 7 am). The City’s nighttime noise standard is
identified in Table 4.10-4 of the Draft EIR. The noise impact evaluation
prepared for this Draft EIR accounted for nighttime noise. At locations where
certain Walmart-related noise sources were identified as potentially
exceeding the more restrictive nighttime noise standards of the City of Ceres,
appropriate noise mitigation measures were developed.

On-site delivery truck noise-related issues and loading dock operations are
addressed in Impact 4.10.4 through Impact 4.10.7 (pgs. 4.10-22 through 4.10-
29).

Response 4-2: Potential sleep disturbance impacts associated with nighttime Walmart
operations were evaluated in Impact 4.10.2 of the Draft EIR (pg. 4.10-23).
Onsite truck circulation routes have been established and, although there are
no proposed restrictions on truck delivery hours, garbage removal activities
would likely occur during similar early morning through evening hours as other
existing commercial land uses within the City of Ceres.

Response 4-3: The commenter states that Ceres does not contain large 24-hour stores and
believes the Draft EIR does not address the impact of such stores on the
community. The EIR examined the potential impacts of 24-hour operation in
the Draft EIR in regards to potential sleep disturbance impacts on page 4.10-
23; truck traffic noise on page 4.10-24; public safety on page 4.12-62; impacts
on fire and emergency medical response services on page 4.12-56; and
nighttime light and glare on page 4.1-35. The commenter does not provide a
specific comment on 24-hour operations; therefore, no further response can
be provided.

Response 4-4: The commenter states security concerns associated with the project. Section
4.12, Public Services, Impact 4.12.9.1 (pg. 4.12-62) addressed the issue of
increased crime and safety. Page 4.12-63 of the Draft EIR states that calls for
service outside of the proposed project site would increase. The proposed
project would contribute to increases in theft, trespassing, and other property-
related crimes or nuisance calls occurring in the residential areas surrounding
the project, due to the increase of people to visit the proposed project. The
Police Division’s patrol operations would need to provide an increased
presence in the surrounding residential areas, as well as the need for a
specialized unit that can perform “problem-oriented policing”.

Regarding the commenter’s concern on methamphetamine use, the
commenter does not raise a question regarding the environmental impacts of
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the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included here for
consideration by the lead agency; however no response is necessary.

Response 4-5: The commenter questions whether alcohol will be sold 24 hours a day. The
commenter does not raise a question regarding the environmental impacts of
the project or the adequacy of the EIR. Walmart will be required to obtain
the necessary approvals from the State of California Department of Alcoholic
Beverages Control (ABC). State law prohibits the sale of alcohol between the
hours of 2:00 a.m. and 6:00 a.m. The comment is included here for
consideration by the lead agency; however no response is necessary.
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LETTER 5 KATHY HOPWOOD, 1924 SATURN COURT, CERES; JUNE 28, 2010

Response 5-1: The commenter questions whether the Mitchell Road interchanges with SR 99
can handle the project traffic loads. Project impacts to the interchanges of
Mitchell Road and SR 99 are discussed on page 4.13-34 through 4.13-37, and
mitigation measures 4.13.2g and 4.13.2h require improvements to these
interchanges prior to project occupancy. Although these mitigation measures
will reduce project impacts to less than significant, since the timing and
ultimate implementation of these mitigations is highly dependent upon a
third-party agency, these impacts are considered to be significant and
unavoidable, as implementation cannot be guaranteed by the City of Ceres.
Since SR 99 is not within the jurisdiction of the City of Ceres, both of these
improvements are subject to the approval of and timing is dependent upon
Caltrans. The project does not rely on the future Mitchell Road/Service Road
interchange improvements to mitigate its impacts, although the project will
be required to pay its fair share towards those improvements. See response to
comment H-7.

Response 5-2: The commenter states that improvements are expensive and opines that the
project applicant proposes minimal improvements as a result. As identified in
mitigation measures MM 4.13.2g and MM 4.13.2h, if improvement plans are
approved, the project applicant will be responsible for the project’s share of
the construction of necessary roadway improvements.

Response 5-3: The commenter questions what kinds of traffic problems and risks will occur
during holiday periods as a result of the project. Please see Section 4.13 of the
Draft EIR for a discussion of transportation and traffic. Traffic can be
anticipated to increase in all areas of the City of Ceres, including around the
proposed project site, during the Christmas Holiday Season. This is considered
a normal occurrence and the minor inconvenience of waiting longer at an
intersection to turn, or to find a parking spot, is balanced against building for
events that occur for a brief period only once each year. This saves cost in
material resources as well as maintenance. The roadway and intersection
levels of service established for the City, and as used in the Draft EIR, are
based on non-holiday operating periods. In this instance Saturday peak
periods were also analyzed and project impacts considered.
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LETTER 6 CATHY R. JEPSON, KIWANIS CLUB OF GREATER CERES; JUNE 29, 2010

Response 6-1: The commenter expresses support for the proposed Walmart store in Ceres.
The commenter does not raise a question regarding the environmental
impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included
here for consideration by the lead agency; however no response is
necessary.
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LETTER 7: LEE BRITTELL, 2917 DON PEDRO ROAD, CERES; JULY 5, 2010

Response 7-1: During the ambient noise surveys conducted by Bollard Acoustical
Consultants (BAC) for this project, the project site did not contain a significant
number of trees or home sites, so that ambient data was not appreciably
affected by these features. Although the project will replace the existing soft
ground cover with structures and pavement, those structures, including the
substantial Walmart building, will serve as significant barriers to traffic noise
radiating from the highway in the direction of the nearest residences to the
north. In addition, the project will include considerable landscaping in the
form of tree planting in the parking lot areas. The net effect of the shielding
provided by the proposed structures and proposed landscaping is
anticipated to offset any increase in noise which may have resulted from the
paving of the site.

Regarding the closing of residential windows, the Draft EIR evaluated noise
impacts with windows in the closed position because the City’s noise
standards applicable to residential uses affected by traffic noise sources are
applied with windows in the closed position (See Impact 4.10.2, pg. 4.10-23).
In addition, the project with mitigation measures is not predicted to result in a
significant increase in ambient noise levels at existing residences. As a result,
residents continuing to leave windows open would likely not realize an
appreciable change in noise environments with the project, but those
choosing to close windows would achieve additional exterior to interior noise
reduction.

Response 7-2: The commenter states that the sound wall proposed in mitigation of the noise
will afford no protection to his property.

The commenter is correct in that the recommended noise barriers on the
north side of the project (behind the proposed Walmart store) may be of
limited effectiveness at the driveway openings in screening nearby residences
from significant noise sources primarily at loading docks. The straight-line path
of the noise from the loading docks is blocked by the solid wall. However,
because the sources of noise which will be located behind the proposed
Walmart are mobile (primarily medium and heavy-duty delivery trucks), this
exposure will be temporary until those vehicles progress further behind the
proposed store. Draft EIR Figure 4.10-4 (pg. 4.10-31) illustrates the extent to
which the recommended barriers would provide shielding to the existing
residences located on the north side of Don Pedro Road. The Draft EIR
concluded that the predicted noise levels with the noise barrier and openings
for the driveways satisfy the City’s daytime and nighttime noise level
standards and this impact is considered less than significant with mitigation
incorporated (pg. 4.10-27).

The option of closing the westernmost driveway to enable the noise barrier to
extend to the western property line was analyzed to address this comment.
Please see Section 2.3.3, Master Response, herein.
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Response 7-3: The commenter opines that the developer should be required to redesign the
project by relocating of the Walmart building to the southwest corner of the
property and eliminating all driveways on Don Pedro Road to allow a solid
sound barrier wall. The commenter is referred to Section 2.3.3, Master
Response.
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LETTER 8 DEANA RUSHTON, 2605 FIESTA WAY, CERES; JULY 6, 2010

Response 8-1: The commenter questions whether the project applicant will pay for
alternative transportation improvements within the city or just on the project
site. The following alternative transportation improvements will be provided at
the project site by the project applicant:

1. The project will complete peripheral pedestrian access around the site by
providing sidewalks on all street frontages of the project.

2. The project will pay Public Facility Fee (PFF) fees which provide for the
installation of arterial streets including bike lanes where planned.

3. The project will provide a bus turnout and bus stop facility on Mitchell Rd.
south of Don Pedro Rd.

In addition, the Circulation Element of the Ceres General Plan shows Service
Road as a Class II and III bike route.

Response 8-2: The commenter asks whether the project applicant will be responsible for
expenses associated with improvements. The project applicant will be
required to pay their fair share of traffic improvements as identified in Section
4.13 of the Draft EIR, pg. 4.13-45.

Response 8-3: The commenter raises additional questions regarding wages to be paid at the
proposed Walmart. The commenter does not raise a question regarding the
environmental impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The
comment is included here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no
response is necessary.

Response 8-4: The commenter expresses the opinion that the benefits of the project do not
outweigh the negatives. The commenter does not raise a question regarding
the environmental impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The
comment is included here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no
response is necessary.
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LETTER 9 ROCKY FISCHER, 3308 FOWLER ROAD, CERES; JULY 5, 2010

Response 9-1: The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not provide details about the
rate of business creation versus failure in Ceres and the surrounding area,
specifically related to the current recession. The EIR is limited to a discussion of
whether the proposed project would lead to physical blight and an increased
demand for City services. The viability of businesses within the community, or
the potential for new business, is an economic but not an environmental
impact.

The commenter discusses problems with vacant buildings in Ceres and the
effect on the city. For a discussion of urban decay, please see Impact 4.5.1
on pgs. 4.5-13 through 4.5-19 of the Draft EIR.

Response 9-2: The commenter states that data on which conclusions regarding growth in
retail sales were based is outdated. As identified on pg. 4.0-1 of the Draft EIR
the project analysis is completed based on the conditions at the time of
publication of the NOP, which was September of 2007.

Section 4.5, Economics and Bight, of the Draft EIR is based on a report
prepared by Bay Area Economics (BAE) entitled Economic Impact Analysis for
Mitchell Ranch (August 2008), as well as on a subsequent memorandum from

BAE dated June 19, 2009, which further considered changes in the economic
conditions in the City of Ceres following the publication of the
aforementioned report dated August 2008.

Response 9-3: The commenter discusses problems with vacant buildings in Ceres and the
effect on the city. Please see Impact 4.5.1 on pgs. 4.5-13 through 4.5-19 of the
Draft EIR.

Response 9-4: The commenter opines that increased vacancy as a result of the project will
lead to additional graffiti and crime in the city. Please see Impact 4.5.1 on
pages 4.5-13 through 4.5-19 of the Draft EIR. Additionally please see Impact
4.5.2 on pages 4.5-20 and 4.5-21 of the Draft EIR. For discussion on impact of
project on police services, see Impact 4.12.9.1 on pages 4.12-62 and response
to comment 3-2 for additional security measures proposed by Walmart.
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LETTER 10 MIKE ALFAREH, 2125 CASWELL AVENUE, CERES; JULY 5, 2010

Response 10-1: The commenter states his opinion that the City is not considering all
ramifications of a new Walmart in Ceres. The commenter does not raise a
question regarding the environmental impacts of the project or the
adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included here for consideration by the
lead agency; however, no response is necessary.

Response 10-2: The commenter asks questions about tax revenue to the City of Ceres and
public subsidies to the project applicant. The commenter does not raise a
question regarding the environmental impacts of the project or the
adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included here for consideration by the
lead agency; however, no response is necessary.

Response 10-3: The commenter requests information related to the costs to the City of
improvements required as a result of the project. The commenter does not
raise a question regarding the environmental impacts of the project or the
adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included here for consideration by the
lead agency; however, no response is necessary.

Response 10-4: The commenter asks about the project’s impact on the City’s general fund.
The commenter does not raise a question regarding the environmental
impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included
here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no response is
necessary.
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LETTER 11 RAFAEL BARAJAS, 3613 ARCHCLIFFE, CERES; JULY 5, 2010

Response 11-1: The commenter states that new developments in Ceres are required, by City
regulation, to maintain a certain percentage of tree shade cover in parking
lots. Though it is not clear from the comment, the commenter appears to be
referring to the Mitchell Road Corridor Specific Plan Design Guidelines, section
III(E) and/or City of Ceres Water Efficient Landscape Guidelines and
Standards, which requires one tree per each eight parking stalls. As
demonstrated in Draft EIR Figure 3.0-5 and as revised per the revised Figure
3.0-5 contained in the Errata section of this FEIR, the project would meet this
requirement by providing 370 trees in the parking lot for a ratio of one tree for
every 3.26 stalls. The type of trees to be planted for shade within the parking
lot will be determined at the time of improvement plan submittal and will
comply with the City’s adopted code and Water Efficient Guidelines and
Standards.

Response 11-2: The commenter requests attention is paid to all trees planted to ensure
survival of vegetation, with proper planting techniques and irrigation. The
commenter does not raise a question regarding the environmental impacts of
the project or the adequacy of the EIR. However, with the development of
the Mitchell Ranch Center the owner will be required to sign a Landscape
Maintenance Agreement Form, which ensures that landscape for this project
will be maintained to City standards. The comment is included here for
consideration by the lead agency; however, no response is necessary.
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LETTER 12 WENDEL TRINKLER, JR., 7136 CROWSLANDING ROAD, CERES; JULY 6, 2010

Response 12-1: The commenter states that the project will have impacts on air quality,
energy, solid waste and greenhouse gases.

The commenter asks about the impact of the project on area air quality.
Please see Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR (specifically Impact 4.2.4,
page 4.2-24). The commenter asks about project’s impact on energy usage.
Please see Section 4.14, Energy Conservation (specifically Impact 4.14.2,
page 4.12-10) The commenter is concerned with the impacts of increased
solid waste on the landfills. Please see Section 4.12, Public Services, Utilities
and Service System (specifically Impact 4.12.4.1, page 4.12-34) and
additional clarification on landfill capacity in Section 3.0, Revisions to the
Draft EIR, in this Final EIR. The commenter requests information on the
project’s impacts on greenhouse gases. The impact of greenhouse gases
(GHG) is discussed in Impact 4.2-11 on pages 4.2-45 through 4.2-53. The
analysis determined that the long-term operations of the proposed project
would produce 24,218.4 tons of CO2 annually, primarily from motor vehicles
that travel to and from the site. However, implementation of mitigation
measures MM 4.2.4a, MM 4.2.4b which include Title 24 energy efficient
standards and MM 4.13.6, that would allows for expansion of the transit
alternatives for the site, the project attains a reduction of 33.7 percent from
the Business As Usual (BAU) figure of 24,218.4 tons of CO2 per year. This total
exceeds the 29 percent target established by the SJVAPCD and is therefore
consistent with the State of California‘s ability to meet its AB 32 goals. The
Draft EIR determined that the proposed project‘s contribution to cumulative
GHG emissions is considered less than significant. Please see response to
comment 12-2 for discussion of use of alternative energy sources by project.

Response 12-2: The commenter states that the City should request the project utilize solar for
their energy needs. Walmart has analyzed climate conditions, load
capacity, economic conditions, energy prices, as well as local, state and
federal renewable energy policies and programs. Due to these items and
the unknown timeline for construction, the project proponent has
determined that solar is not feasible at this time.

Because the solar program is a pilot program, Walmart will continue to work
with their solar partners to look for additional opportunities for solar on the
proposed project. Walmart is committed to undertaking another evaluation
for the inclusion of rooftop solar at the commencement of construction.

Response 12-3: The commenter quotes a Walmart store case in the City of Chico and
requests that the City of Ceres consider the requirement of environmentally
beneficial products, such as solar panels on the proposed Walmart store.
See response to comment 12-2 above.
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LETTER 13 FLORENCE CARDENAS, AREA RESIDENT; JULY 6, 2010

Response 13-1: The commenter opines that the long-term emissions of criteria air pollutant
impacts resulting from the proposed project are potentially significant.
Through the implementation of energy-efficient building techniques and
appliances as required by mitigation measures MM 4.2.4a and MM 4.2.4b,
impacts to long-term emissions will be less than significant as identified on pg.
4.2-27 of the Draft EIR. Also please see response to comment I-4.
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LETTER 14: JAMES R. VINYARD, 1339 GRANDVIEW AVENUE, CERES; JULY 5, 2010

Response 14-1: The commenter states an opinion regarding traffic circulation. Please see
page 4.13-42 of Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR. The
traffic analysis prepared for the project analyzed driveway movement and
determined that they were adequate for the projected traffic. See Section
4.13, pages 4.13-40 through 4.13-43, of the Draft EIR, specifically the discussion
on pages 4.13-25 and 4.13-42 regarding driveways on Don Pedro Road.

Response 14-2: The commenter believes that traffic congestion will increase. Please see page
4.13-42 of Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR. The traffic
analysis prepared for the project analyzed driveway movement and
determined that the project driveways were adequate for the projected
traffic. See Section 4.13 (pgs 4.13-40 through 4.13-43), of the Draft EIR for
discussion of driveways on Don Pedro Road.

Response 14-3: The commenter opines that driveway and parking congestion will result from
the project. The traffic analysis prepared for the project analyzed driveway
movements and determined that they were adequate for the projected
traffic. See Section 4.13, pages 4.13-40 through 4.13-43, of the Draft EIR,
specifically the discussion on page 4.13-43 for driveways on Mitchell Road/Full
Access Driveway. Also please see impact 4.13.4 and 4.13.5 of the Draft EIR
(pgs. 4.13-40 through 4.13-35).

Response 14-4: The commenter states an opinion regarding access to loading docks. The site
plan shown as figure 3.0-4 indicates an access driveway from Don Pedro
Road (Driveway 1) along the west edge of the site leading to Majors 2, 3 and
4 as well as shops 3. It is anticipated that large trucks making deliveries to
these Majors would use this route. While the driveway does have parking
along its length, the larger parking area can be avoided by trucks making
deliveries to these stores. With the exception of Major 1 (Walmart) the stores
within the center will either receive trucks at their own loading docks or
through the front of the business. This is similar to other shopping centers where
some stores have formal loading docks, while others use either a smaller
pedestrian door, or the front door, to receive shipments. As the delivery
vehicles for the smaller stores will also be smaller, the existing circulation
pattern within the proposed project is satisfactory.

Response 14-5: The commenter states an opinion regarding traffic circulation. The traffic
analysis prepared for the project analyzed the circulation movement as
shown in Figure 3.0-4, Proposed Site Plan, and determined that circulation
patterns were adequate for the projected traffic. See Section 4.13, pages
4.13-40 through 4.13-43, of the Draft EIR.

Response 14-6: The commenter asks for assurances regarding the completion of the
interchange. Please see response to comment H-7.

In conjunction with modifications to the northbound ramp noted in comment
14-6, the southbound ramp terminal intersection would be signalized to
provide for protected turning movements for vehicles entering and exiting the
freeway. At the northbound ramp terminal intersection, westbound left-turn
traffic movements would be restricted (except for emergency vehicles) to
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reduce the number of conflicting movements. The improvements at both the
northbound and southbound ramps, as well as improvements on Mitchell
Road between the freeway and Service Road, are being designed to
improve traffic flow and provide for protected turning movements.

As these improvements require coordination with Caltrans, the project
applicant is required to submit improvement plans to Caltrans within 120 days
of receiving final approval of the development by the City of Ceres. If
Caltrans approves the plans then the applicant must construct the
improvements by the latter of the first certificate of occupancy or 18 months
from Caltrans approval. If Caltrans approval is not timely, then prior to the first
certificate of occupancy, the City will require a guarantee sufficient to
construct the signal improvement. The project does not rely on the future
planned Mitchell Road/Service Road interchange improvements to mitigate
its impacts, although they will be required to pay their fair share towards those
improvements.

agencies shall be completed within 120 days of receiving final approval of
the development by the City of Ceres. If Caltrans approves the plans then the
applicant must construct the improvements by the later of the first certificate
of occupancy or 18 months from Caltrans approval. If Caltrans approval is not
timely, then prior to the first certificate of occupancy, the City will require a
guarantee sufficient to construct the improvement.

Response 14-7: The commenter opines that project-related traffic noise will be unacceptable.

As noted in the response to comment 7-2, the commenter is correct in that
the recommended noise barriers on the north side of the project (behind the
proposed Walmart store) will be of limited effectiveness at the driveway
openings in screening nearby residences from significant noise sources.
However, because the sources of noise which will be located behind the
proposed Walmart are mobile (primarily medium and heavy duty delivery
trucks), this exposure will be temporary until those vehicles progress further
behind the proposed store. Draft EIR Figure 4.10-4 (pg. 4.10-31) illustrates the
extent by which the recommended barriers would provide shielding to the
existing residences located on the north side of Don Pedro Road. As can be
seen by that figure, the truck unloading bays will be completely screened
from view of the residences to the north by that recommended barrier. The
Draft EIR concluded that the predicted noise levels with the noise barrier and
openings for the driveways satisfy the City’s daytime and nighttime noise level
standards and this impact is considered less than significant with mitigation
incorporated (pg. 4.10-27).

The assessment of noise impacts from activities occurring behind the
proposed Walmart store, primarily loading dock activities and on-site
circulation, included consideration of airbrakes and backup beepers as
noted in the last paragraph on pg. 4.10-15 of the Draft EIR. Noise generation
of refrigerated delivery trucks was also discussed on this page of the Draft EIR.
Potential sleep disturbance impacts associated with nighttime Walmart
operations were evaluated in Impact 4.10.2 of the Draft EIR (pg. 4.10-23).
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Regarding the stacking of Walmart delivery trucks on Don Pedro Road as they
wait to unload, there is adequate on-site parking for such trucks to ensure that
such stacking does not become necessary. As such, neither traffic nor noise
impacts are expected from trucks stacking on Don Pedro.

Regarding the City of Ceres Municipal Code (Ordinance #75-439, 1975),
Chapter 9.36 pertains to noise. That chapter states that it is unlawful for any
person to make, continue or cause to be made or continued any loud,
unnecessary or unusual noise or any noise which either annoys, disturbs,
injures or endangers the comfort, repose, health, peace or safety of others.
This provision of the City’s municipal code is included in most city and county
codes, typically to permit peace officers to request that unusually loud noises
(such as those generated by parties), be reduced to acceptable limits. It is
not intended to be applied to legally permitted businesses in which the
periodic noise generated by routine activities associated with the business is
not considered unusual. Furthermore, because this municipal code provision
lacks quantifiable performance standards, it is highly subjective and,
therefore, difficult to verify exceedance.

Response 14-8: The commenter asks about City ordinances requiring landscape
maintenance at businesses and shopping centers. Please see response to
comment 18-9. As noted on pg. 4.8-10 of the Draft EIR, the City of Ceres Water
Efficient Landscape Standards and Guidelines (landscape guidelines) were
adopted in February 1994 to enhance the aesthetic appearance of
development and reduce landscape water consumption. As part of project
approval the City requires a landscape maintenance agreement.

Response 14-9: The commenter requests that construction not be allowed within the drip lines
of existing trees. Please see pg. 4.3-22 and 4.3-23 of the Draft EIR, which
recognizes project consistency with the City’s Tree Protection Ordinance.

Response 14-10: The commenter states the opinion regarding removal and destruction of
elderberry trees on the property. Please see Appendix 4.3-4 of the Draft EIR,
which includes correspondence from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding
removal of the elderberry shrubs.

Response 14-11: The commenter has questions regarding the project’s landscape plan. The
commenter does not raise a question regarding the environmental impacts of
the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included here for
consideration by the lead agency; however, no response is necessary.

Response 14-12: The commenter discusses the proposed project in the context of the current
economy. The Economic Impact Analysis by BAE defines “competitor” as
food stores that are closest and in a similar market niche. The stores most like
the proposed supermarket-equivalent space are the five existing major
supermarkets in Ceres (pgs. 4.5-7 and 4.5-15 of the Draft EIR).

The commenter does not raise a specific issue regarding the urban decay
analysis; therefore, no further response can be provided.

Response 14-13: The commenter opines that the development of a Walmart Supercenter may
cause other businesses to close. The EIR is limited to a discussion of whether
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the proposed project would lead to physical blight and an increased
demand for City services. The viability of businesses within the community, or
the potential for new business, is an economic but not an environmental
impact.

An economic impact analysis was performed by Bay Area Economics entitled
Economic Impact Analysis for Mitchell Ranch in Ceres, CA, included as
Appendix 4.5-1 of the Draft EIR. In their analysis, BAE analyzed the project’s
potential to result in an urban decay impact by following the causal chain to
assess the likelihood of new retail space causing long-term vacancies in
existing retail space. The project incorporates mitigation measure MM 4.5.1
requiring that, in addition to compliance with Municipal Code Chapter 9.40,
the property owner (and any subsequent owner) enter into a supplemental
maintenance agreement with the City to ensure property maintenance until
the site is reoccupied, whereby the City will be compensated for abatement
of visual indications of blight on the property if and when the property owner
fails to adequately maintain the property in good condition and abate
elements of deterioration. The commenter is referred to Impact 4.5.1, on page
4.5-18 in the Draft EIR for a full discussion of this impact.

Response 14-14: The commenter asks about the impact of the proposed project on downtown
businesses. Page 4.5-17 of the Draft EIR discusses the impact of the proposed
project on the downtown retail business. Page 4.5-10 of the Draft EIR discusses
other retail outlets and notes the following: Downtown Ceres currently has
extremely limited retail, and because the area has already had to adjust to
the competitive pressures of region-serving retail in Ceres and other nearby
cities, the existing outlets are not directly competitive with region-serving uses
such as the Walmart and other outlets likely to locate at the proposed
Mitchell Ranch Center. As indicated by the leakage analysis, Ceres has weak
sales in more specialized retail (such as apparel stores, home
furnishings/appliances, and specialty retail) as well as the automotive sector,
with room for growth. The presence of additional outlets in the city in these
sectors would serve to bring local shoppers back to Ceres). The commenter
does not raise a specific issue regarding the urban decay analysis; therefore,
no further response can be provided.
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LETTER 15 ANDY AZEVEDO, JR., 1404 FANNELL DRIVE, CERES; JULY 5, 2010

Response 15-1: The commenter states his opinion that the amount of trash generated by the
project will be significant. Please see pages 4.12-34 through 4.12-36 of the
Draft EIR for further discussion of the project’s impact on the landfill. As
indicated on page 4.12-35, although the project will result in an average of
2.97 tons of solid waste per day, the Fink Road Landfill capacity is 1,500 tons
per day. The project will produce solid waste that is approximately 0.19
percent of the daily capacity of the landfill. As stated on page 4.12-36 of the
Draft EIR, this impact is considered to be less than significant.

The City consulted with Gerry Garcia, Landfill Operations Manager at
Stanislaus County on the status of both the Fink Road Landfill and the Canyon
Fill land. Mr. Garcia confirmed that the County has purchased the Canyon Fill
land but is not seeking to permit the land at this time. The County is currently
pursuing a permit change on the existing landfill that would increase the
capacity at the Fink Road Landfill on the current plan within the same
footprint. The permit change is currently in the CEQA process. The term of the
increased landfill capacity will be determined by what is allowed by the
permitting agency which could be anywhere from 5 to 15 years. The Draft EIR
determined that the impacts to the landfill resulting from the project would be
less than cumulatively significant.

Response 15-2: The commenter believes that businesses will need to recycle materials rather
than add waste to landfills. The project will be required to comply with the
CalRecycle (California Integrated Waste Management Board, CIWMB)
mandates, which require the recycling of materials. As identified on pg 4.12-
36 of the Draft EIR, the project will be designed to have equal storage for
trash and recycling.

Response 15-3: The commenter states that the project needs to make provisions for recycling
garbage. Please see Section 4.12 of the Draft EIR, which discusses recycling.
The commenter does not raise a question regarding the environmental
impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included
here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no response is
necessary.

Response 15-4: The commenter reiterates concerns by the citizenry with respect to elderberry
bushes and project site alteration. Please see Appendix 4.3-4 of the Draft EIR,
which includes correspondence with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
regarding removal of the elderberry shrubs.

Response 15-5: The commenter asks about reparation for removal of the elderberry shrubs.
Please see response to comment 15-4 above.
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LETTER 16 RICHARD DESIGNORI, 2905 KING HENRY COURT, CERES; JULY 3, 2010

Response 16-1: The commenter states concern with vacancies and blight in Ceres and the
proposed project’s contribution to same. Please see Section 4.5 of the Draft
EIR which discusses economics and blight and response to comment 14-13.

Response 16-2: The commenter raises questions regarding the building on Hatch Road that
will become vacant. Please see Section 4.5 of the Draft EIR, which discusses
economics and blight. The commenter does not raise a specific issue
regarding the urban decay analysis; therefore, no further response is required.
The comment is included here for consideration by the lead agency;
however, no response is necessary.

Response 16-3: The commenter asks about the impact of the proposed project on existing
local businesses. Please see Section 4.5 of the Draft EIR, which discusses
economics and blight. The analysis included consideration of a Walmart that
includes grocery, retail, and personal services at one location. (See page 3.0-
10 and discussion under Impact 4.5.1, specifically page 4.5-15) where impacts
associated with the project are defined.

Response 16-4: The commenter opines the Supercenter would impact the downtown’s
economic viability. Please see Section 4.5, Economics and Blight, of the Draft
EIR for discussion of the project’s impact on existing businesses, specifically
Impact 4.5.1, pgs. 4.5-14 through 4.5-19 and the cumulative discussion in
Impact 4.5.2, pg. 4.5-20.
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LETTER 17 SHASI PARMER, 3512 ARCHCLIFFE DRIVE, CERES; JULY 5, 2010

Response 17-1: The method for estimating project trips is described in Section 4.13,
Transportation, pg. 4.13-19 of the Draft EIR and is summarized below:

Trip generation rates and equations presented in the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation are based on trip generation
surveys conducted across the United States, including California and are used
to estimate the trip generating potential of new development. For this project,
vehicle trip generation estimates were developed for each major project
component – the Walmart and the general shopping center uses using the
7th Edition of Trip Generation. The sites surveyed for inclusion in Trip
Generation are reflective of uses similar to the proposed project.

For the shopping center portion of the project, trip generation rates for ITE
Land Use 820 (Shopping Center) were used to calculate weekday and
Saturday trip generation. Two ITE land uses, Free-Standing Discount Superstore
(Land Use 813) and Free-Standing Discount Store (Land Use 815) both
adequately describe the proposed Walmart portion of the project. To present
a conservative assessment of project trip generation, the highest trip
generation rates for each analysis period between the two uses were used.
Weekday daily and PM peak hour and Saturday daily and peak hour rates for
Free Standing Discount Store (LU 815) and weekday AM peak hour rates for
Free-Standing Discount Superstore (LU 813) were used.

Since the preparation of the technical analysis presented in this report, the 8th
Edition of Trip Generation was released by ITE. Peak hour trip generation rates
for the analysis periods evaluated in the report decreased slightly from the 7th
Edition rates used in this study. Additionally, a national study of Walmart
centers was conducted by the Texas Transportation Institute in 2007 to
determine trip generation characteristics (ITE Journal, June 2009). The
observed rates reported in that study are also lower than the 7th Edition trip
generation rates used in this study for the Walmart component of the project.

Trip generation estimates were calculated separately for the Walmart and
shopping center portions of the project. Some Walmart patrons may shop at
the other shopping center portion and vice versa. However, no reductions to
account for this internal interaction were made.

The garden center was included in the total square footage of the proposed
Walmart and trips associated with this portion of the site were calculated and
included in the assessment.

Based on a review of trip generation rates presented the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation 8th Edition, pharmacies
“without a drive through” generate approximately 2 percent more traffic
than a pharmacy “with a drive through”. Therefore, a negligible difference in
trip generation would be expected between a Supercenter with a drive-
through pharmacy and one without.
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The trip generation estimates presented in the Draft EIR are conservative as
the highest observed trip generation rates from similar land uses were used to
calculate daily and peak hour trip generation. No internalization discount was
used. The garden center was included in the square footage used to
calculate trip generation, and the provision of a drive through pharmacy
does not result in additional trip generation as compared to a non-drive
through pharmacy. Therefore, the analysis results, based on the trip
generation estimates included in the Draft EIR, represent a “conservative”
scenario.
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LETTER 18 RICK A. RUSHTON, 3405 FOWLER ROAD, CERES; JULY 6, 2010

Response 18-1: The commenter asks about the types of jobs that the project will provide. The
commenter does not raise a question regarding the environmental impacts of
the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included here for
consideration by the lead agency; however, no response is necessary.

Response 18-2: The commenter requests information about shopping carts to be made
available at the project site. As shown on the site plan in the EIR, Figure 3.0-4,
approximately 36 cart corrals are provided within the parking lots for the
Walmart store. Title 4, Public Welfare, Safety and Health, Chapter 4.04
Shopping Carts of the Ceres Municipal Code regulates shopping carts,
including an Abandoned Cart Prevention Plan, which requires every owner
who allows or intends to allow the use of carts outside a building or enclosed
area of a business shall develop, implement and comply with an abandoned
cart prevention plan. This City Ordinance requires businesses assure the
retrieval of their carts.

Response 18-3: The commenter asks about the impact of the project on area air quality.
Please see Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR. As discussed in Impact
4.2.4, the results of the proposed project‘s air quality analysis indicate that the
project‘s long-term ROG, NOX, and particulate matter emissions would have a
less than significant impact on an individual project basis. However, the Draft
EIR determined on page 4.2-32 that the project’s cumulative impact to air
quality from operational emissions is considered significant and unavoidable.

For discussion of health risk assessment of diesel particulate emissions, see
Impact 4.2.6 (Draft EIR, pg. 4.2-28).

Response 18-4: The commenter requests information related to runoff water, impacts to
groundwater, and water treatment. Please see Section 4.8, Hydrology, and
Section 4.12, Public Services, Utilities, and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR.

As noted in Impact 4.8.3 (page 4.-8-16), the stormwater runoff from the roof
drains and the parking lot will be retained and stored in a series of pipes that
are designed to infiltrate the runoff prior to release into the system. The runoff
from the parking lot will be pretreated. Other areas of the parking lot will drain
to catch basins equipped with a sump and hooded outlet pipes. All catch
basins and roof downspouts will have screens to collect larger particles and
trash prior to entering the system. The City of Ceres regulates pollutants in its
storm drain system through Chapter 13, Water and Sewer, of the Municipal
Code. Further mitigation is required to ensure project impacts to surface
water quality are reduced (MM 4.8.3). This mitigation would ensure that
adequate BMPs are implemented during project operation to minimize
polluted runoff entering downstream drainages. The Draft EIR determined that
this impact was less than significant with mitigation. (See Draft EIR, page 4.8-
17)

Response 18-5: The commenter states that cultural resource studies were not completed prior
demolition of building and excavation at the project site.
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As noted on page 4.4-10 of the Draft EIR, cultural resource specialists
conducted a records search of the project site on November 7, 2007. The
records search did not identify any previously recorded cultural resources of
historical significance and no mitigation was recommended. A standard
mitigation measure imposed on projects requires construction personnel to
halt work and notify the City if any archaeological remains are discovered
during the course of ground-disturbing construction activities.

Response 18-6: The commenter makes statements regarding a possible increase in crime and
public safety impacts. See response to comment 3-2.

The commenter does not provide any specific comments on the police
services analysis; therefore, no further response can be provided. The
comment is included here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no
response is necessary.

Response 18-7: The commenter questions jobs and wages that might be lost as a result of the
project. As noted on page 3.0-16 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Walmart store
(Major 1) will provide 85 new jobs in addition to the 375 existing jobs at the
existing store, which will be relocated to the new Walmart in Mitchell Ranch
for a total of 460 jobs. The other shops are estimated to employ 1.1 people
per 1,000 square feet resulting in approximately 120 employees. The proposed
project is expected to employ 580 employees at full buildout and
occupancy. The commenter does not raise a question regarding the
environmental impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The
comment is included here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no
additional response is necessary.

The Draft EIR discussed the potential for the project to result in urban decay;
please see Impact 4.5.1 on pgs. 4.5-13 through 4.5-19 of the Draft EIR.

Response 18-8: The commenter asks about public assistance for low-income families resulting
from the existing and proposed Walmart stores. The commenter does not raise
a question regarding the environmental impacts of the project or the
adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included here for consideration by the
lead agency; however, no response is necessary.

Response 18-9: The commenter raises questions about the existing Walmart store that will
become vacant once the proposed project is built and occupied. As noted
on page 4.5-18 of Impact 4.5.1 in the Draft EIR, the City has an existing
ordinance that requires property owners to maintain structures to avoid blight
(Chapter 9.40 of the Ceres Municipal Code, Property Maintenance and
Public Nuisances). Because of the size of the existing Walmart building, the
City is requiring an additional mitigation measure to augment the ordinance.
See mitigation measure MM 4.5.1 (Draft EIR, pg. 4.5-18). With mitigation, the
physical blight that might arise from a large empty building is mitigated to a
less than significant level.

Response 18-10: The SR 99/Mitchell Road interchange currently operates poorly, and these
conditions would be exacerbated by the addition of traffic from the Project.
Operations of the Service Road and Don Pedro Road intersections would
degrade to unacceptable service levels with Project. Mitigation measures to
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improve operations of the SR 99/Mitchell Road interchange and Mitchell
Road have been identified and the Project Applicant is required to
implement the improvements. Improvements to Service Road along the
project frontage and access restrictions to the site from Service Road are also
required to provide acceptable operations on Service Road with completion
of the proposed project.

Please see response 17-1 for a discussion on trip generation.

Response 18-11: The commenter requests information as to how the City will address impacts
to land values. The commenter does not raise a question regarding the
environmental impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The
comment is included here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no
response is necessary.

The commenter expresses concern over the increased traffic and inability of
residents on Don Pedro Road to exit their driveways. Please see Impact 4.13.1
discussed in the Draft EIR (pg. 4.13-25 through 4.13-26), which addresses
project-related traffic loading of Don Pedro Road. The traffic impact analysis
determined that even with the traffic calming measures described in
mitigation measure MM 4.13.1, it could not be known with certainty that the
vehicle reduction on Don Pedro Road would occur. The Draft EIR determined
that the impact would remain significant and unavoidable (Draft EIR, pg.
4.13-26).
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LETTER 19 JOHN & GERI OTTERSBACH, 1519 E. TAYLOR ROAD, CERES; JULY 6, 2010

Response 19-1: The commenter expresses concern over the project’s impact on prime
farmland. Please see Alternative 4 as discussed in Section 5.0, Alternatives, of
the Draft EIR and response to comment J-1.

Response 19-2: The commenter provides background information on the revitalization of
downtown Ceres and questions the Walmart Supercenter’s impact on the
downtown. Please see Section 4.5, Economics and Blight, of the Draft EIR for
discussion of the project’s impact on existing businesses, specifically Impact
4.5.1, pgs. 4.5-14 through 4.5-19 and the cumulative discussion in Impact 4.5.2,
pg. 4.5-20. The commenter does not raise a question regarding the
adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included here for consideration by the
lead agency; however, no response is necessary.



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

City of Ceres Mitchell Ranch Center
November 2010 Final Environmental Impact Report

2.0-111



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Mitchell Ranch Center City of Ceres
Final Environmental Impact Report November 2010

2.0-112



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

City of Ceres Mitchell Ranch Center
November 2010 Final Environmental Impact Report

2.0-113



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Mitchell Ranch Center City of Ceres
Final Environmental Impact Report November 2010

2.0-114



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

City of Ceres Mitchell Ranch Center
November 2010 Final Environmental Impact Report

2.0-115



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Mitchell Ranch Center City of Ceres
Final Environmental Impact Report November 2010

2.0-116



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

City of Ceres Mitchell Ranch Center
November 2010 Final Environmental Impact Report

2.0-117



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Mitchell Ranch Center City of Ceres
Final Environmental Impact Report November 2010

2.0-118



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

City of Ceres Mitchell Ranch Center
November 2010 Final Environmental Impact Report

2.0-119



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Mitchell Ranch Center City of Ceres
Final Environmental Impact Report November 2010

2.0-120



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

City of Ceres Mitchell Ranch Center
November 2010 Final Environmental Impact Report

2.0-121



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Mitchell Ranch Center City of Ceres
Final Environmental Impact Report November 2010

2.0-122



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

City of Ceres Mitchell Ranch Center
November 2010 Final Environmental Impact Report

2.0-123



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Mitchell Ranch Center City of Ceres
Final Environmental Impact Report November 2010

2.0-124



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

City of Ceres Mitchell Ranch Center
November 2010 Final Environmental Impact Report

2.0-125



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Mitchell Ranch Center City of Ceres
Final Environmental Impact Report November 2010

2.0-126

LETTER 20 SHERRI JACOBSON, PO BOX 2532, CERES; JULY 6, 2010

Response 20-1: The commenter is concerned that the demolition activities in November 2007
compromised the baseline conditions of the site. This issue was extensively
discussed in correspondence from the City dated December 20, 2007, and
included as an attachment to Letter 20. During a site visit performed by PMC
staff on November 9, 2007, photos of baseline conditions were taken and
observations made of the site were used in the analysis. The project’s direct
and cumulative impacts were evaluated from these baseline conditions in
Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR.

Response 20-2: The commenter provides information regarding the demolition on the project
site that took place in 2007. Please see Appendix 4.3-4, which includes
correspondence from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding removal of
vegetation during demolition. As noted, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service does
not claim jurisdiction over the elderberry bushes because they are not
associated with a riparian area. None of the other species identified on the
site are endangered, rare, or protected. See also Response 20-3.

Response 20-3: The commenter raises concerns regarding removal of elderberry bushes on
the site and states that an EIR-referenced report was not available for review.
The report referenced in Appendix 4.3-4 is the Elderberry Inventory Report for
the Ceres Marketplace Project in Ceres, CA, prepared by Richard A. Arnold,
Ph.D. in March 2007 and included as Appendix 4.3-3 to the Draft EIR.

Response 20-4: The commenter expresses concern that the demolition activities in November
2007 compromised the baseline conditions of the site. Please see Response
20-1.

Response 20-5: The commenter discusses existing trees on the project site and possible
impacts to them, as well as suggests ways to prevent tree injury. The project
will comply with the City’s Adopted Tree Preservation Ordinance. As noted in
Impact 4.3.4 (pg. 4.3-22 of the Draft EIR), two existing mature sycamore trees
will be retained and will be incorporated into the project landscaping. The
Draft EIR determined that the impact trees would be less than significant. The
commenter suggests implementation measures that can be utilized to protect
the sycamore trees during and following construction. The comment is
included here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no response is
necessary.

Response 20-6: The commenter makes statements regarding project architecture and
recommends “green” building concepts. The commenter is referred to
Section 4.14, Energy Conservation, Impact 4.14.1 on page 4.14-10. The
commenter is referred to Walmart’s Construction and Demolition Recycling
program outlined on page 3.0-26.

Response 20-7: The commenter asks whether the existing Walmart store will be removed. As
noted on page 4.5-15 of the Draft EIR, the existing Walmart business will be
relocated to the proposed project site; however, the structure is expected to
be re-tenanted with other commercial uses and is not planned for demolition.
(See Impact 4.5.1 beginning on page 4.5-13 of the Draft EIR and mitigation
measure 4.5.1 which addresses long-term maintenance of the former Walmart
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building.) The commenter does not raise a question regarding the
environmental impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The
comment is included here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no
response is necessary.

The commenter states that Walmart is the largest producer of empty retail
stores. The commenter does not raise a question regarding the environmental
impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included
here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no response is
necessary.

The commenter discusses problems with vacant buildings in Ceres and the
effect on the city. For a discussion of urban decay, please see Impact 4.5.1
on pgs. 4.5-13 through 4.5-19 of the Draft EIR and mitigation measure MM 4.5.1

Response 20-8: The commenter opines that the project design is unacceptable. As noted in
Table 4.1-1 of the Draft EIR (pgs. 4.1-28), the project is consistent with the City
of Ceres design standards and the project has been designed accordingly.
The project includes features described in this policy, such as common
architectural themes, roofline variations and articulation in the walls,
landscaping throughout the site, a comprehensive plan for signage and other
site amenities. The commenter does not raise a question regarding the
environmental impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The
comment is included here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no
response is necessary.

Response 20-9: The commenter is concerned about the loss of prime farmland and the
impact of impervious pavement on groundwater. As discussed on page 4.11-
10 of the Draft EIR, the City originally considered the conversion of agricultural
land for the proposed project site during adoption of the Mitchell Ranch
Corridor Specific Plan in 1989 (Resolution No. 89-176) with adoption of
overriding considerations in Resolution 89-177. As part of the update to the
Ceres General Plan (1996), the proposed project site was designated for
urban development, and another statement of overriding considerations was
made in Resolution 96-135 adopting the General Plan (See pg. 4 for
Conversion of Agricultural Lands impacts).

See response to comment 18-4 for concerns on effect of impervious
pavement runoff on groundwater. The commenter requests that pervious
pavement be considered for the Walmart project. The proposed project
includes a subsurface drainage system that collects water from the site. (See
Section 4.8, Hydrology, Drainage and Water Quality in the Draft EIR, page 4.8-
12)

Response 20-10: The commenter remarks on the size and design of the proposed pylon signs
for the project. Please see Section 4.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources,
specifically Impact 4.1.1, pg. 4.1-33. The City of Ceres Municipal Code
Chapter 18.42, Sign Ordinance, outlines the regulations and requirements for
posting signs in the city. The proposed signs meet the requirements of the
regulations. All signs require permits from the City, unless they meet specified
exemptions. A sign approval must be obtained from the Planning/Building
Division before erection or display of any signs.
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Response 20-11: The commenter believes that the sound wall should have a more aesthetic
quality. Though the sound wall has the potential to be “aesthetically
displeasing” the sound wall will not cause any new significant environmental
impacts to aesthetics. The sound will not block any important viewsheds and
will screen much of the new development from view. The project as proposed
includes landscaping to screen and soften the massing of the wall, and this
landscaping will be required as a condition of the project. The City will require
the wall to be of an enhanced masonry type with decorative pilasters and
cap. In addition, the City will require the landowner to ensure that the wall is
kept free of graffiti.

Response 20-12: The commenter requests additional details related to the landscape
maintenance agreement for the project. The City has adopted two
ordinances that address landscaping that will apply to this project and the
vacant store. As noted on pg. 4.8-10 of the Draft EIR, the City of Ceres Water
Efficient Landscape Standards and Guidelines (landscape guidelines) were
adopted in February 1994 to enhance the aesthetic appearance of
development and reduce landscape water consumption. Also as noted on
pg. 4.5-18, mitigation measure MM 4.5.1 requires a vacant building monitoring
fee pursuant to Ceres Municipal Code Chapter 9.40 be paid, and a
supplemental maintenance agreement with the City to ensure property
maintenance of the vacant site until it is reoccupied, and whereby the City
will be compensated (via bond or otherwise) for abatement of visual
indications of blight on the property, including maintenance of existing
landscaping.

Response 20-13: The commenter asks who will be responsible to pay for infrastructure required
as part of project improvements, including construction of a new overpass,
street widening, water mains and street lights.

The project applicant will be required to pay their fair share of traffic
improvements as identified in Section 4.13, Transportation of the Draft EIR, pgs.
4.13-34 through 4.13-39 (specifically MM 4.13.2g and MM 4.13.2h). The
commenter is referred to page 4.12-16 for discussion on whether the project
would increase demand for water supplies. The proposed Mitchell Ranch
Center project would connect to existing water supply lines located within the
right-of-way along the project site’s boundary. The City has an existing 24-inch
water line in Service Road, a 10-inch water line in Mitchell Road, and an 8-
inch water line in Don Pedro Road, all adjacent to the project site. No
improvements will be needed to the City’s water system to serve the project.
Street lights are included in the improvements plans for the project and are
reviewed by city staff.

Response 20-14: The commenter cites Wal-Mart’s 2010 annual report and asks about financial
impacts to existing businesses in Ceres. Please see response to comment 14-13
on the project’s impacts to existing businesses in Ceres.

Response 20-15: The commenter expresses concern regarding increased crime levels and the
impact on law enforcement as the result of 24-hour store hours and use of the
parking lot. The Draft EIR (pg. 4.12-63) determined that the project could add
up to an estimated additional 1,584 calls for service and an additional 300
traffic enforcement contacts annually. Based on the anticipated increase in
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calls for service, the proposed project could result in the need for additional
law enforcement personnel and vehicles. Payment of impact fees and
Measure H will mitigate this impact to less than significant.

In addition, Walmart incorporates the following security measures:

 Install closed-circuit camera systems (surveillance cameras) inside and
outside of stores.

 Establish a Risk Control Team, which is a team of associates responsible
and trained to identify and correct safety and security issues at the site.

 Provide lighting in the parking areas that will ensure public safety.

 Prohibit consumption of alcohol in the parking lots by having associates
regularly “patrol” the parking areas while collecting shopping carts, and
report any inappropriate activity to the store managers. Also per State
law, alcohol sales will be limited to the hours of 6 a.m. to 2 a.m. of the
following day.

Response 20-16: The commenter asks about project energy usage and cost. The project would
result in a low percentage of the overall combined TID and PG&E planning
areas demand and incorporates several energy reduction features into the
project design to lessen the demand for electricity. (See Section 3.0 Project
Description, pg. 3.0-24 for energy reduction features and Impact 4.14.2, pg.
4.14-10 for discussion on project’s energy use. The Draft EIR determined that
the project’s impact related to increased energy use was considered less
than significant.

Response 20-17: The commenter requests information about efforts to minimize the impact of
additional lighting on the area and offers suggestions. As noted in the Draft
EIR (Section 4.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, pg. 4.1-36) as part of the
project approval process, the project applicant has submitted a conditional
use permit application, with exhibits that include a complete lighting concept
for the proposed project. Mitigation measure MM 4.1.3 will ensure reduction of
nighttime light impacts to adjacent residential properties. The Draft EIR
determined this impact was less than significant with incorporation of
mitigation. The commenter’s suggestions are included for consideration by
the lead agency; however, no response is necessary.

Response 20-18: The commenter opines that Table 4.7-1 [Hazardous Materials Sites in the
Vicinity of the Project Site, in Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials] is
incomplete and does not adequately evaluate impacts. The commenter
does not specifically state why Table 4.7-1 is incomplete. As noted in the Draft
EIR (Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, pg. 4.7-20), EDR performed
a search of standard sources of environmental records on hazardous
materials within a 1-mile radius of the project site. The results are presented in
Table 4.7-1. No hazardous materials waste sites were identified on the
proposed project site; however, a total of 13 sites were identified in eight
databases within one mile of the project site. None of the sites listed were
considered to have potentially impacted the project site.
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Response 20-19: The commenter states that the number of truck trips is understated. The
number of truck trips associated with the proposed project was provided by
the applicant and is in the correct range in the expert opinion of the traffic
engineer who prepared the traffic study for this EIR. The commenter does not
provide information on why the truck trip generation estimates are
underestimated, no changes to the truck-trip assumptions presented in the EIR
were made.


