
2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

The Draft EIR (DEIR) for the Mitchell Ranch Center project [SCH# 2007092011] was circulated for 
a 45-day public review period beginning on May 19, 2010, and ending on July 6, 2010. Forty-six 
(46) comment letters and eighty-three (83) identical form letters signed by individuals were 
received during the comment period and are included in this Final EIR. Various individuals 
requested information on the project during the public comment period via e-mail. Each 
individual’s email and the City response is included as letters 38 through 49. Other individuals 
commented on the project outside of the comment period; these letters are reflected as letters 
50 through 57. No significant environmental impacts or issues, beyond those already covered in 
the Draft EIR for the Mitchell Ranch Center project, were raised during the comment period, and 
the City of Ceres, acting as lead agency, directed that responses to the Draft EIR comments be 
prepared. Responses to comments received during the comment period do not involve any 
new significant impacts or “significant new information” that would require recirculation of the 
Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

2.2 LIST OF COMMENTERS 

The following individuals and representatives of organizations and agencies submitted written 
comments on the Draft EIR: 

TABLE 2.0-1 
PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Letter Individual or Signatory Affiliation Date 

A Jay Simmonds Ceres Unified School District 5/24/10 

B Tammy Felix Ceres Partnership for Healthy Children 5/25/10 

C Arie W. Vander Pol Turlock Irrigation District 5/26/10 

D Jerome Thiele Modesto City-County Airport 5/27/10 

E Katy Sanchez State of California Native American Heritage 
Commission 6/9/10 

F Dan Otis State of California Department of Conservation 6/30/10 

G Scott Morgan State of California Governor’s Office of Planning 
and Research 7/12/10 

H Tom Dumas State of California Department of Transportation 7/6/10 

I David Warner San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 7/6/10 

J Bella Badal Stanislaus County, Department of Environmental 
Services 6/29/10 

1 Florence Cardenas Resident 6/1/10 

2 Craig Hunnel Resident 6/15/10 

3 Kimberly Divis Resident 6/24/10 

4 Jaime “Junior” Saad Resident 6/26/10 

5 Kathy Hopwood Resident 6/28/10 

6 Cathy R. Jepson Kiwanis 6/29/10 

7 Lee Brittell Resident 7/5/10 
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Letter Individual or Signatory Affiliation Date 

8 Deana Rushton Resident 7/6/10 

9 Rocky Fisher Resident 7/5/10 

10 Mike Alfareh Resident 7/5/10 

11 Rafael Barajas Resident 7/5/10 

12 Wendel Trinkler, Jr. Resident 7/6/10 

13 Florence Cardenas Resident 7/6/10 

14 James Vinyard Resident 7/6/10 

15 Andy Azevedo, Jr. Resident 7/5/10 

16 Richard DeSignori Resident 7/3/10 

17 Shasi Parmer Resident 7/5/10 

18 Rick A. Rushton Resident 7/6/10 

19 Jon & Geri Ottersbach Residents 7/6/10 

20 Sherri R. Jacobson Resident 7/6/10 

21 Marsha Harris Resident 7/6/10 

22 Carlos Vizcaino, Jr. Resident 7/5/10 

23 Gary Nance Resident 6/2/10 

24 Charlie Gross Ceres Partnership for Healthy Children 6/3/10 

25 Kristi Perrone Resident 6/4/10 

26 L & K Carpenter Residents 6/4/10 

27 David Pratt Resident 6/7/10 

28 Daniel Arendt Resident 6/7/10 

29 Maria Galvan Resident 6/8/10 

30 Katherine Quellich Resident 6/8/10 

31 Margaret Lockwood Resident 6/11/10 

32 Donna Resident 6/11/10 

33 Galen Hedgecock Resident 6/20/10 

34 Larry Beyers Resident 6/21/10 

35 Cheryl Taylor Resident 6/23/10 

36 Form Letters   

36.1 Debbie, Henry, and Alex Wolski Resident 6/11/10 

36.2 Terrie Rocio Resident 7/6/10 

36.3 Kathy Nobles Resident 7/6/10 

36.4 Harpal Singh Resident 7/6/10 

36.5 Jerald Martinez Resident 7/6/10 

36.6 Maria Drago Resident 7/6/10 
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Letter Individual or Signatory Affiliation Date 

36.7 Dwyer Jerold Resident 7/6/10 

36.8 Debbie Sevell Resident 7/6/10 

36.9 Daniel A. Krause Resident 7/6/10 

36.10 J. Casillas Resident 7/6/10 

36.11 Linda Kay Haly Resident 7/6/10 

36.12 Daniel Gray Resident 7/6/10 

36.13 Erika Soto Resident 7/6/10 

36.14 Veronica Gonzalez Resident 7/6/10 

36.15 Illegible Resident 7/6/10 

36.16 Paulette Frank Resident 7/6/10 

36.17 Illegible Resident 7/6/10 

36.18 Estefany Ortega Resident 7/6/10 

36.19 Geovanni Irwin Resident 7/6/10 

36.20 Claudia George Resident 7/6/10 

36.21 Thomas Guzman Resident 7/6/10 

36.22 Blanca E. Rodriguez Resident 7/6/10 

36.23 Lee Brittell Resident 7/6/10 

36.24 Billy & Shasi Parmer Residents 6/29/10 

36.25 Maria and Juan Sanchez Resident 6/29/10 

36.26 Lloyd Hughes Resident 6/28/10 

36.27 Emma Espinoza Resident 6/28/10 

36.28 Vernon L. Wegner Resident 6/28/10 

36.29 Sharon Carlson Resident 6/28/10 

36.30 Barbara Lynch Resident 6/28/10 

36.31 Rene Davis Resident 6/28/10 

36.32 MVR Resident 6/28/10 

36.33 Antonio Alvarez Resident 6/28/10 

36.34 Marina Gonzalez Resident 6/28/10 

36.35 Don Williams Resident 6/28/10 

36.36 Kevin Koenig Resident 6/28/10 

36.37 Amanda Reed Resident 6/28/10 

36.38 Maria Moullamp Resident 6/28/10 

36.39 Clifford Reed Resident 6/28/10 

36.40 Phil Rock Resident 6/28/10 

36.41 Jose Obsund Resident 6/28/10 
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Letter Individual or Signatory Affiliation Date 

36.42 Mr. and Mrs. R. V. Mangueros Residents 6/25/10 

36.43 Alma Pimntel Resident 6/25/10 

36.44 Barbara Bates Resident 6/25/10 

36.45 Erika Vega Resident 6/25/10 

36.46 Barry Hurd Resident 6/25/10 

36.47 Kristen Evans Resident 6/25/10 

36.48 Lance Thomas Resident 6/25/10 

36.49 Maria Cantu Resident 6/25/10 

36.50 Maria E. Martinez Resident 6/25/10 

36.51 Rita U. Romero Resident 6/25/10 

36.52 Mrs. Joan R. Bowerman Resident 6/25/10 

36.53 Daniel Doshier Resident 6/25/10 

36.54 Jose Lopez Jr. Resident 6/25/10 

36.55 David Schemel Resident 6/25/10 

36.56 Dorris L. Peters Resident 6/25/10 

36.57 Kimberly A. R. Tarber Resident 6/25/10 

36.58 Barbara R. John Resident 6/25/10 

36.59 Kudod Berbs Resident 6/25/10 

36.60 Wayne Burton Resident 6/25/10 

36.61 Teri Santos Resident 6/25/10 

36.62 Ken Levenhagen Resident 6/25/10 

36.63 Oscar Letina Resident 6/25/10 

36.64 Ezequiel Banon Resident 6/25/10 

36.65 Jose Guzman Resident 6/25/10 

36.66 Illegible Resident 6/25/10 

36.67 Gary E. Neg Resident 6/25/10 

36.68 Mr. and Mrs. Bob Huerta Residents 6/21/10 

36.69 Anthony& Carol Dutra Residents 6/15/10 

37 Form Letters   

37.1 Candy Fisher Resident 6/25/10 

37.2 Gustavo and Maria Lopez Residents 6/28/10 

37.3 Michael T. Markls Residents 6/25/10 

37.4 Estela Mana Resident 6/25/10 

37.5 Jennifer Lutz Resident 6/25/10 

37.6 Ken Miller Resident 6/25/10 
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Letter Individual or Signatory Affiliation Date 

37.7 Nahemi Padilla Resident 6/25/10 

37.8 Jessica Guzman Resident 6/25/10 

37.9 Daniel Loewen Resident 6/25/10 

37.10 Karen Loewen Resident 6/25/10 

37.11 Chris DeSignori Resident 6/25/10 

37.12 Mary Ann Oliveira Resident 6/25/10 

37.13 Zep Martinez Resident 6/25/10 

37.14 Martin & Blanca Barajas Residents 6/25/10 

 City’s Responses to Inquiries   

38 Rick Rushton Resident 6/21/10 

39 Bob King Resident 5/19/10 

40 Lee Brittell Resident 5/19/10 

41 Lee Brittell Resident 5/20/10 

42 Marsha Harris Resident 5/19/10 

43 Alejandra Gonzalez Resident 5/25/10 

44 Sherri Jacobson Resident 5/25/10 

45 Florence and Tony Cardenas Residents 6/1/10 

46 Florence Cardenas Resident 6/3/10 

47 Lee Brittell Resident 6/28/10 

48 Florence Cardenas Resident 6/28/10 

49 Kimberly Divis Resident 6/24/10 

 Various individuals via e-mail    

50 Lawrence Burdick Resident 2/5/10 

51 Lynne Baker Resident 10/27/09 

52 Leitha Veneman Resident 7/18/09 

53 Kathy Williams Resident 4/19/09 

54 Sharon Harrah Resident 2/23/09 

55 Carrie & David Residents 10/12/08 

56 Rev. Ron Kennedy Sr. Resident 11/19/08 

57 Wayne Resident 3/25/08 

2.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

2.3.1 REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A DRAFT EIR 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate all comments on 
environmental issues received on the Draft EIR and prepare a written response. The written 
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response must address the significant environmental issue raised and must provide a detailed 
response, especially when specific comments or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation 
measures) are not accepted. In addition, the written response must be a good faith and 
reasoned analysis. However, lead agencies need only to respond to significant environmental 
issues associated with the project and do not need to provide all the information requested by 
commenters if it does not concern the project’s environmental impacts, as long as a good faith 
effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15204). 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed comments that 
focus on the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the 
environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or 
mitigated. CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 also notes that commenters should provide an 
explanation and evidence supporting their comments. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 also recommends that where a response to comments results in 
revisions to the Draft EIR, those revisions be noted as a separate section of the Final EIR 
contained herein as Section 3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR. 

2.3.2 RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS 

Written comments on the Draft EIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses 
to those comments. To assist in referencing comments and responses, the following coding 
system is used: 

 Public agency comment letters are coded by letters and each issue raised in the 
comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter A, comment 1: A-1). 

 Individual and interest group comment letters are coded by numbers and each issue 
raised in the comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter 1, comment 1: 
1-1).  

 The first in a collection of group letters, meaning those letters that are identical but 
signed by different members of a group, are coded by number and each issue raised in 
the comment letter is assigned a number. Only the first of the group letter is printed in the 
Final EIR response to comments. All of the subsequent copies of the group letter are 
numbered with a decimal (e.g., Letter 36, then Letter 36.1, Letter 36.2). Copies of all 
letters are included on the CD-ROM of the Final EIR. 

Where changes to the Draft EIR text result from responding to comments, those changes are 
included in the response and identified with revision marks (underline for new text, strike-out for 
deleted text).     

2.3.3 MASTER RESPONSE 

The following master response is provided for issues raised by a large number of commenters. In 
general, the comments addressed by this master response focused on methods of moving the 
Walmart (Major 1) store further from the existing residential uses on Don Pedro Road. The 
commenters were interested in reducing noise impacts from the loading docks, and traffic 
impacts associated with the Walmart and associated development in the proposed project. 
There are four main areas addressed in this response: 
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A. Request that Alternative 2 be the preferred alternative for the project. 

B. Locating the Walmart building to the southwest corner of the property. 

C. Eliminating the westernmost driveway on Don Pedro Road. 

D. Eliminating all driveways on Don Pedro Road. 

The following discussion explores the design changes suggested by some of the commenters, 
and indicates the potential for environmental impact if different from that analyzed in the EIR.  

A. Request that Alternative 2 be the preferred alternative for the project. 

A number of commenters recommend construction of Project Alternative 2, rather than the 
proposed project. Alternative 2 would reorient the Walmart building to face Mitchell Road, but 
would keep all of the planned driveways shown with the proposed project. Draft EIR pages 5.0-
69 through 5.0-81 discuss the relative noise impacts of all the project alternatives. The discussion 
indicates that noise impacts under Alternative 2 would be the same as the proposed project 
with three exceptions. Those exceptions include noise generated by loading dock activities, 
rooftop mechanical equipment, and trash/recycle compactors, noise impacts generated under 
Alternative 2 would be lower than under the proposed project. The reason for the lower noise 
levels is primarily due to the increased distances between these noise sources and nearby 
sensitive receptors. A potentially significant noise impact was identified for loading dock 
activities under the proposed project (but not for rooftop mechanical equipment or 
trash/recycle compactors). The potentially significant impact would be mitigated through 
construction of solid noise barriers identified in mitigation measure MM 4.10.4. Under Alternative 
2, a similar noise barrier would be required to provide shielding of loading dock noise impacts at 
the nearest residences to the west. Since the driveway configuration and total square footage 
of building analyzed in Alternative 2 is identical to the proposed project, the traffic and all other 
impacts would also be identical. Mitigation measures for both the proposed project and 
Alternative 2 would be identical, and the impacts associated with both are less than significant, 
therefore there is no environmental reason to recommend Alternative 2 over the proposed 
project.   

B. Locating the Walmart building to the southwest corner of the property. 

Several commenters suggested that the design of the project be altered to move Walmart 
(Major 1) to the southwest corner of the site. Though not indicated by the comments, this 
approach would presumably reorient all of the other commercial space to the north and east 
portion of the site. The relocation of the Walmart building would move the loading area farther 
from Don Pedro Road. The southwest corner of the site does not provide enough space to fit the 
Walmart store facing Mitchell Road. According to the applicant, the Walmart store requires 
approximately 770 feet along the rear of the store (including setbacks and space for circulation, 
etc.), and the southwest corner of the site is only 580 feet wide. In order to move the Walmart 
store to the southwest corner of the site, the store would need to be shifted east, closer to the 
center of the site, or a substantial redesign of the building would be required. If the current 
building layout were retained and the building relocated in this fashion, it would result in 
unusable space behind the Walmart building (in the southwest corner of the site), and the 
underutilization of land. Reorientation of the building might also result in a parking layout with 
parking running parallel to the Walmart building due to the lack of sufficient space in front of the 
store, which would result in customers having to maneuver between parked cars and into lanes 
of traffic. Such a layout could potentially create an increased hazard to customers walking from 
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parking to the store entrance. This configuration may also require parking behind the Walmart 
building near the loading docks, which would create further conflicts among pedestrians and 
trucks. This design would potentially result in an undesirable internal circulation pattern. It is also 
important to note that as the building sizes on the project site would remain unchanged, the 
traffic associated with the site would remain similar to that of the proposed project. 

Assuming that the front of the Walmart would be oriented toward Mitchell Road, the loading 
area would then be along the western edge of the project site. In order to support the buildings 
in this configuration, a driveway would need to extend along the western property line similar to 
that with the proposed project. This layout is similar to the configuration of the proposed project, 
and as a result truck traffic on Don Pedro Road would also be similar to that of the proposed 
project unless site access were also modified as set forth in C or D below.  

This configuration would not by itself avoid or substantially lessen impacts. Noise impacts to the 
uses west of the project site are likely to be greater under this configuration. It is likely that the 
reconfiguration would result in a noise wall similar to that of the proposed project. Currently there 
are no sensitive receptors to the southwest of the project site, however there are apartments to 
the north and west of the site. Finally, it is unlikely that traffic along Don Pedro would be 
substantially lessened under this configuration since, with the proposed Project configuration, 
most customers would be likely to access the site via the entry points on Mitchell Road and 
Service Road rather than the access points on Don Pedro, which provides access to the rear of 
the Walmart building.  

C. Eliminating the westernmost driveway on Don Pedro Road. 

A few commenters suggested eliminating the western driveway (driveway 1 on Figure 3.0-4) and 
allowing the noise attenuation wall on Don Pedro to extend to the northwest corner of the 
property. This extension would eliminate the westernmost opening in the noise wall, reducing the 
possibility of noise “leaking” through the opening for the driveway. By eliminating this driveway, 
all traffic, including delivery trucks, would need to use the eastern driveway (driveway number 2 
on Figure 3.0-4) or one of the other driveways on the site. Because of the short distance 
between the intersection of Mitchell Road and Don Pedro Road, the area available for stacking 
of cars and trucks on Don Pedro is limited. During peak hours, traffic waiting to access driveway 
2 from Don Pedro Road could obstruct the intersection of Mitchell Road and Don Pedro Road.  

Extending the planned left- and right-turn lanes on Don Pedro Road to Mitchell Road to 
driveway 2 would provide additional vehicle storage and would reduce vehicle queues such 
that they would not block the driveway.  Although this would result in removal of on-street 
parking, the change in lanes could be provided within the existing Don Pedro Road right-of-way. 
With the elimination of the westernmost access on Don Pedro, the remaining driveways are 
projected to continue to operate acceptably.  Closure of the driveway, and extension of the 
noise barrier, would not reduce the noise experienced by the single-family residences located 
farther east on Don Pedro Road, at Archcliffe Drive. This is because the proposed noise barrier 
already interrupts the line of sight between the noise-generating features of the project and the 
existing residences. As closing the driveway will not change the physical location or layout of the 
Walmart building, the distance between noise sources and nearest receptors does not change. 
This means that noise from HVAC equipment, food cold storage equipment, loading docks, 
recycle compactors, parking lot sweeping, etc., will be as reported in Section 4.10 of the Draft 
EIR. The net effect of closing the site access in the northwest corner of the site and shifting that 
project traffic to the remaining north site access to Don Pedro is expected to be negligible from 
a noise standpoint and remains less than significant.  
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Closure of driveway number 1 would eliminate a gap in the noise barrier required for the 
driveway opening. As a result, a decrease in noise levels would be expected at any sensitive 
receptors in the northwest direction because the line of sight between the noise source and the 
receptor would be blocked by the wall.  

The apartments to the west of the proposed project would continue to be shielded by the 
proposed noise barrier located along the western site boundary. The church to the north would 
experience lower noise levels from the noise generated by the equipment used for recycling at 
the northwest corner of Walmart and by the pharmacy drive-up window operation. However, 
noise impacts experienced at the church from these sources was predicted to be less than 
significant for the proposed project in the Draft EIR.  

D. Eliminating all driveways on Don Pedro Road. 

This design concept would eliminate all of the driveways along Don Pedro Road entering the 
proposed project. For discussion purposes, it is assumed that the noise wall would extend along 
the entire northern property line. The elimination of the driveways would route all traffic to the 
other driveways on the project site. The reconfiguration would either keep the physical location 
or layout of the Walmart building in which case the distance between noise sources and nearest 
receptors would not change, or result in a redesign of the project site moving the major stores to 
different areas of the site.  

If the existing configuration remains, truck traffic would need to enter through driveways on 
Mitchell Road or Service Road, move through the parking area of the center, and gain access 
to the rear of the stores with loading docks. The proposed configuration of the parking lot would 
need to be changed to allow for distinct on-site travel ways (similar to small roads) to ensure a 
clear path for delivery trucks. The reconfiguration of the parking area may result in less parking 
available for the overall project that could in turn require the project to be smaller in size.  

If the current configuration remains, noise from HVAC equipment, food cold storage equipment, 
loading docks, recycle compactors, parking lot sweeping, etc., will be as reported in Section 
4.10 of the Draft EIR. Closure of driveways (driveway numbers 1 and 2 in Figure 3.0-4 of the Draft 
EIR) would eliminate a gap in the noise barrier required for the driveway openings. As a result, a 
decrease in noise levels would be expected at any/all sensitive receptors along Don Pedro 
Road because the line of sight between the noise source and the receptor would be blocked 
by the wall. Note that the Draft EIR determined noise impacts to be less than significant. 

Elimination of openings in the wall along Don Pedro Road would also mean that pedestrians and 
cyclists on Don Pedro Road, and in the neighborhood to the north and east, would have to get 
around the wall to gain access. While elimination of the driveways would ensure that deliveries 
did not occur from Don Pedro Road, it would not necessarily eliminate project-related traffic. 
Project-related traffic from the north and east would still likely travel along Don Pedro Road to 
the Mitchell Road intersection, then gain access to the site from the project driveway on Mitchell 
Road (driveway 3 in Figure 3.0-4 of the Draft EIR). Trucks would access the site via the main 
customer entry points along Mitchell Road and Service Road and would drive through parking 
areas to reach the pads at the north end of the site. This circulation pattern would increase the 
potential for pedestrian and vehicle conflicts within the parking lot.   

SUMMARY 

As noted in the Draft EIR, the noise impacts from the proposed project would be less than 
significant. Construction of a noise wall and the operational characteristics of the project 
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reduce noise impacts on Don Pedro Road from operations of the Walmart and associated 
structures. Traffic is also addressed in the Draft EIR, with the following discussion concerning 
impacts on Don Pedro Road: 

• On Don Pedro Road, east of El Camino Avenue, the project is expected to increase daily 
traffic volumes by approximately 120 vpd through the neighborhood. This increase in 
traffic of approximately 12 percent would generally not be noticeable to residents on this 
portion of Don Pedro Road. The Traffic Impact Study indicates that traffic volumes are 
projected to increase by approximately 1,800 vpd to 3,000 vpd west of Mitchell Road 
along the project frontage, as project traffic accesses the site from the driveways on Don 
Pedro Road. Although the roadway can physically accommodate this amount of traffic, 
the increase in traffic might make it more difficult for residents to back out of driveways 
and onto Don Pedro Road. There are approximately six driveways serving parcels on the 
north side of Don Pedro Avenue along the project frontage that would experience 
degraded driveway access. (Draft EIR, Page 4.13-25) 

The Draft EIR includes mitigation measure MM 4.13.1, which requires traffic calming measures 
designed to reduce the impact of traffic on Don Pedro Road. The mitigation measure is 
intended to slow traffic and create more spaces in the traffic flow, creating room for vehicles to 
leave the driveways along Don Pedro Road. As noted in the Draft EIR discussion, because of the 
uncertainty of the effectiveness of the mitigation, the impact remains significant and 
unavoidable. With the exception of the closure of all of the driveways, all of the different 
configurations discussed above would result in similar traffic on Don Pedro to the Project 
Alternative and would result in a similar mitigation measure and environmental determination.  

Closure of all of the project driveways onto Don Pedro Road would eliminate direct site access 
from Don Pedro Road, and thus would eliminate trucks from this segment; however as noted 
above, it is likely that some customer traffic heading to the project would still use the roadway. 
The cumulative traffic discussion, on page 4.13-49 of the Draft EIR, notes that while most of the 
intersection of Don Pedro and Mitchell Road will function acceptably under the cumulative no-
project scenario, the left-turn leg of the intersection degrades to level of service F. As a result, 
even without the proposed project, traffic will continue to increase along Don Pedro Road and 
ultimately exceed the ability of the roadway to function unless improvements are made leaving 
the impact significant and unavoidable as reported in the Draft EIR. 

Changes to the driveways and the noise wall would further reduce impacts already considered 
less than significant, but would create other circulation impacts on and off the project site. Since 
modifications to the project do not substantially lessen an impact identified in the Draft EIR, there 
is no environmental reason to modify the proposed project. 
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LETTER A JAY SIMMONDS, CERES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT; MAY 24, 2010 

Response A-1: The commenter indicates support for the project, but 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 B TAMMY FELIX, CERES PARTNERSHIP FOR HEALTHY CHILDREN; MAY 25, 2010 

Response B-1: The commenter indicates support for the project, but 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 C  ARIE W. VANDER POL, TURLOCK IRRIGATION DISTRICT; MAY 26, 2010 

Response C-1: The District requests that the irrigation pipeline belonging to Improvement 
District 454, running east to west through the property, be removed and 
plugged per District standards. The abandonment of the irrigation pipeline is 
discussed on page 4.7-23 of the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise an 
issue with the adequacy of the EIR and no additional response is required. 

Response C-2: The District confirms that the overhead distribution lines along the east side of 
Mitchell Road and the south side of Service Road have enough capacity to 
serve the project. The overhead distribution lines are discussed on page 4-14-3 
of the EIR. This comment does not raise an issue with the adequacy of the EIR 
and no additional response is required. 

Response C-3: The District requests that a 15-foot public utility easement be dedicated along 
all street frontages. This comment does not raise an issue with the adequacy 
of the EIR and no additional response is required. 

Response C-4: The District requests the owner/developer apply for a facility change for any 
pole or electrical facility relocation. This comment does not raise an issue with 
the adequacy of the EIR and no additional response is required. 
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LETTER D JEROME THIELE, MODESTO CITY-COUNTY AIRPORT; MAY 27, 2010 

Response D-1: The Modesto City-County Airport requests that no objects or antennae taller 
than 449 feet MSL be erected. The project does not propose any features that 
would be taller than 449 feet mean sea level (MSL). The proposed Walmart 
store is the tallest feature of the project and would only be approximately 38 
feet, including parapets. No additional response required. 

Response D-2: The Modesto City-County Airport notes the project site is located 7,000–7,250 
feet south of the airport’s primary Runway 28R threshold and may be subject 
to periodic overflight of aircraft operating at 800–1,000 AGL. The project is 
within the City’s Airport Planning Boundary. The Draft EIR discusses the 
potential for periodic aircraft overflight on page 4.7-24. The project is not 
considered a sensitive receptor and aircraft overflight would not cause noise 
impacts to the project that would be incompatible with the proposed uses. 
The City notified the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) of the public 
comment period on the Draft EIR; however, this agency did not provide any 
comments. No additional response is required.  

 

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

2.0-20 



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

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

2.0-21 



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

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

2.0-22 



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

 

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

2.0-23 



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

LETTER E KATY SANCHEZ, NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION; JUNE 9, 2010 

Response E-1: The commenter outlines the CEQA process for addressing potential impacts 
to Native American cultural resources. Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR addresses 
cultural resources. As noted on page 4.4-10 of the Draft EIR, the Native 
American Heritage Commission and the Native American community were 
contacted and a pedestrian surface survey of the site conducted. Although 
no cultural resources were discovered, mitigation measures MM 4.4.1a, MM 
4.4.1b, and MM 4.4.2 have been applied to the proposed project to address 
the potential for discovery of resources during excavation in preparation for 
construction. With the application of the mitigation measures, the impact of 
the project on cultural resources is less than significant. No additional 
response is necessary. 
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LETTER F DAN OTIS, STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION; JUNE 30, 
2010 

Response F-1: The Department requests that permanent agricultural conservation 
easements on land of at least equal quality and size be dedicated. Please 
see discussion in Section 4.11, Agricultural Resources, under Impact 4.11.1 (pg. 
4.11-10). The City of Ceres does not have a program that requires the use of 
conservation easements. 

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). 

A conservation easement, as suggested by the commenter, does not in fact 
mitigate for the loss of agricultural land. Efficient use of land avoids the need 
to convert agricultural land to urban uses. This impact is considered Significant 
and Unavoidable in conformance with the previously adopted the Mitchell 
Road Corridor Specific Plan and the General Plan.  
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LETTER G SCOTT MORGAN, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING 
AND RESEARCH;JULY 12, 2010 

Response G-1: The Office of Planning and Research notifies the City of Ceres of the mailing 
to public agencies and the completion of the public comment period and 
does not discuss the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No response is required. 
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LETTER H TOM DUMAS, STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION; JULY 6, 
2010 

Response H-1: The westernmost Service Road driveway will initially provide right-in/right-
out/left-out access. Left-turn out access will be prohibited as traffic volumes 
on Service Road increase. As indicated in Section 4.13, Transportation, pg. 
4.13-44 of the Draft EIR, MM 4.13.4c stipulates that driveway access at this 
location will be restricted to right-in only operations when the SR-99 Service 
Road/ Mitchell Road interchange improvements are implemented. Right-
turns out of this driveway with the interchange project were not 
recommended due to the short weaving section between the driveway and 
the proposed State Route 99 on-ramp.  

Response H-2: The SR 99/Mitchell Road northbound ramp functions as three different 
intersections. Vehicles exiting the freeway and traveling north on Mitchell 
Road do not need to stop as there is an exclusive receiving lane on Mitchell 
Road. Vehicles exiting the freeway and turning south onto Mitchell Road (to 
reenter the freeway), must yield to both northbound and southbound traffic 
from a turn lane located 65 feet south of the northbound STOP bar on 
Mitchell Road. Very few vehicles were observed making this movement. 
Traffic traveling north on Mitchell Road is stop controlled, but there are no 
conflicting movements. Traffic entering SR 99 to travel north is not controlled. 
The on-ramp is located approximately 300 feet from the off-ramp. Given the 
unique configuration of the Mitchell Road/SR-99 northbound ramp, separate 
Synchro analysis files were developed for this intersection as the actual lane 
configuration and traffic control is not considered a valid intersection 
configuration for purposes of Synchro analyses.  These files were provided to 
Caltrans on June 30, 2010.  

 For the analysis presented in the Draft EIR, delay for the northbound through 
movement that must stop, but does not need to yield to other traffic as they 
have an exclusive receiving lane was calculated. For this calculation, the 
traffic volume for the right-turn was reduced to zero, as this movement does 
not conflict with the northbound movement from the freeway and including 
the volume and traffic control for that movement does not provide a valid 
delay value for the intersection. A significant impact was identified at this 
location due to vehicle queues and improvements to mitigate the impact 
were identified in the Draft EIR.  No changes to the analysis results and 
conclusions presented in the Draft EIR were made. 

Response H-3: Please see response to comment H-2. 

Response H-4:  Please see response to comment H-2. 

Response H-5: For the Existing and Existing Plus Project scenarios, the observed peak hour 
factor for each intersection was used in the LOS analysis, resulting in peak 
hour factors that ranged from intersection to intersection, including peak 
hour factors of 0.99. For the forecasted Cumulative Without Project and 
Cumulative With Project scenarios, the Highway Capacity Manual default 
peak hour factor of 0.92 was used for all intersections. No changes to the 
analysis results and conclusions presented in the Draft EIR were made. 

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

2.0-38 



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Response H-6: The HCS analysis worksheets provided in the appendix reflected a prior 
iteration of the HCS analysis results. The results presented in the report reflect 
the most recent analysis. Appendix D to Appendix 4.3-1 has been updated to 
reflect the latest HCS analysis of the freeway mainline segments and ramp 
junctions and is included in Section 3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR (See 
Appendix D, of this Final EIR). No changes to the analysis results and 
conclusions presented in the Draft EIR were made. 

Response H-7: Interim improvements have been identified at the SR 99/Mitchell Road 
interchange that would improve operations at the interchange for opening 
day conditions. 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 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.  

Response H-8: A revised traffic study is not being prepared as the technical analysis has not 
changed. The requested Synchro and HCS files have been sent to Caltrans 
staff. 
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LETTER I DAVID WARNER, SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT; 
JULY 6, 2010 

Response I-1: The commenter states that the criteria pollutant emissions shown in Appendix 
4.2-5 are substantially different from those presented in Tables 4.2-6 and 4.2-7 
of the Draft EIR.  

The information contained in Tables 4.2-6 and 4.2-7 of the Draft EIR Air Quality 
section is derived from Appendix 4.2-1, not Appendix 4.2-5. Appendix 4.2-1 
contains analysis conducted by Urban Crossroads (2008), which is intended to 
determine the impacts to air quality associated with the development of the 
proposed project. According to Urban Crossroads, construction activities 
associated with the proposed project will result in emissions of carbon 
monoxide, reactive organic gases, nitrogen oxide, sulfur oxide, and 
particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5). Construction-related emissions are 
expected from construction activities such as demolition, grading, 
underground utility construction, paving, building construction, architectural 
coatings, and construction workers commuting. Furthermore, operational 
activities associated with the proposed project will result in emissions of 
carbon monoxide, reactive organic gases, nitrogen oxide, sulfur oxide, and 
particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5). Operational emissions would be 
expected from equipment and activities such as vehicle emissions and 
fugitive dust related to vehicular travel, combustion emissions associated with 
natural gas use, landscape maintenance equipment emissions, and 
architectural coatings. 

 As a point in clarification, Appendix 4.2-5 contains a URBEMIS model prepared 
by PMC in order to determine carbon dioxide emissions resulting from 
implementation of the proposed project. This model did not focus on criteria 
pollutant emissions resulting from the proposed project as these emissions 
were already quantified by Urban Crossroads (2008), yet was conducted with 
the sole purpose of determining carbon dioxide emissions resulting from the 
project (Appendix 4.2-5). 

As noted in response I-4, the project will not exceed criteria pollutants as 
adopted by the District. 

Response I-2: The commenter requests that the detailed air quality information be included 
in the technical appendix. 

 The Air Quality Impact Analysis (see Appendix 4.2-1 of the Draft EIR) was 
prepared by Urban Crossroads in August 2008, using methodologies and 
assumptions recommended within the various guidelines of the San Joaquin 
Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). The site plan changed since the 
Air Quality Impact Analysis was prepared, and Urban Crossroads subsequently 
reviewed the revised site plan and prepared a letter (December 3, 2009) 
certifying that the changes have no effect on their findings or 
recommendations (see summary memorandum in Appendix 4.2-1 of the Draft 
EIR) due to the fact that the overall project square footage was decreased.  

 Since circulation of the Draft EIR, the applicant has completed the Indirect 
Source Review (ISR) permit application process for the air district. (See 
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Appendix C in this Final EIR) As part of the ISR permit application, the 
applicant’s consultant (MBA) reviewed and updated the URBEMIS model run 
provided in the Draft EIR to accurately reflect the actual building sizes and 
area surrounding the proposed project as depicted on the site plan provided 
as Figure 3.0-4 in the Draft EIR. The parameters input into the model, as well as 
the model results, were reviewed by the City’s consultant Urban Crossroads to 
ensure that the refinement of the model was acceptable and a 
memorandum was prepared. (See Appendix C in this Final EIR) This is not 
significant new information. This additional information merely clarifies or 
amplifies the prior information. 

Response I-3: The commenter states that the discussion of construction-related impacts on 
pages 4.2-18 and 4.2-21 of the Draft EIR incorrectly states that a quantification 
of PM10 emissions is not recommended by the SJVAPCD in the case of the 
proposed project. The commenter further recommends that Table 4.2-6 of the 
Draft EIR be amended to include quantification of PM10 emissions.  

As shown in Section 3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR, page 4.2-18 of the Draft EIR, 
the section under Project Impact Analysis will be revised as follows: 

Project Construction Impacts  

The SJVAPCD’s approach to CEQA analyses of construction PM10 impacts 
is to require implementation of effective and comprehensive control 
measures rather than to require detailed quantification of emissions 
(although a lead agency may elect to do so). The SJVAPCD has 
determined that the proposed project is of sufficient size to warrant 
quantification of fugitive PM10 emissions. compliance with Regulation VIII 
for all sites and implementation of all other control measures provided in 
Tables 6-2 and 6-3 of the guidance document (as appropriate, 
depending on the size and location of the project site) will constitute 
sufficient mitigation to reduce PM10 impacts to a level considered less than 
significant (SJVAPCD, 1998). 

As shown in Section 3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR, page 4.2-21 of the Draft EIR, 
under Impact 4.2.2, will be revised as follows: 

As noted above, the SJVAPCD’s approach to CEQA analyses of 
construction PM10 impacts is to require implementation of effective and 
comprehensive control measures rather than to require detailed 
quantification of emissions, based on quantification of construction-
related emissions. The SJVAPCD has determined that the proposed 
project is of sufficient size to warrant quantification of fugitive PM10 
emissions. Quantification of PM10 emissions are outlined in Table 4.2-6. The 
project does not exceed the District’s 15 tons per year threshold of 
significance for PM10. However, project construction activities will still be 
required to comply with District Regulation VIII, a series of fugitive dust 
control measures. In addition, the SJVAPCD‘s Guide for Assessing and 
Mitigating Air Quality Impacts contains enhanced and additional control 
measures that provide a greater degree of PM10  reduction than 
Regulation VIII for construction sites of significant size. The SJVAPCD has 
determined that compliance with Regulation VIII and the implementation 
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of additional measures constitute sufficient mitigation to reduce 
construction-generated PM10 impacts to a level considered less than 
significant. 

As shown in Section 3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR, Table 4.2-6 of the Draft EIR 
and text following the table on page 4.2-22 will be revised as follows: 

TABLE 4.2-6 
EMISSIONS SUMMARY OF CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES (WITHOUT MITIGATION) (TONS PER YEAR) 

 ROG NOX PM10 CO SOx 

Construction Emissions (2008) 1.56 4.43 1.76 4.20 0 

SJVAPCD Significance Threshold 10 10 15 n/a n/a 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No n/a n/a 

Construction Emissions (2009) 2.98 2.47 0.19 3.97 0 

SJVAPCD Significance Threshold 10 10 15 n/a n/a 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No n/a n/a 

Source: Urban Crossroads, 2008 

As shown in Table 4.2-6, emissions resulting from project construction will not 
exceed most criteria pollutants thresholds established by the SJVAPCD. 
However, due to the proposed project’s construction-related particulate 
matter emissions, this impact remains potentially significant. Even though PM10 
will not exceed the threshold, District regulations require mitigation measures 
addressed below. 

This is not significant new information. This additional information merely 
clarifies or amplifies the prior information. 

Response I-4: The commenter states that the less than significant determinations for Impacts 
4.2.2 and 4.2.4 of the Draft EIR are not supported by Table 4.2-6, Table 4.2-7, or 
Appendix 4.2-5. 

 The information contained in Table 4.2-6 and Table 4.2-7 of the Draft EIR 
Section 4.2 Air Quality section is derived from Appendix 4.2-1. Appendix 4.2-1 
contains analysis conducted by Urban Crossroads (2008), which is intended to 
determine the impacts to air quality associated with the development of the 
proposed project. According to Urban Crossroads, construction activities 
associated with the proposed project will result in emissions of carbon 
monoxide, reactive organic gases, nitrogen oxide, sulfur oxide, and 
particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5). Construction-related emissions are 
expected from construction activities such as demolition, grading, 
underground utility construction, paving, building construction, architectural 
coatings, and construction workers commuting. According to Urban 
Crossroads and as depicted in Table 4.2-6 of the Draft EIR as well as in 
response I-3 above, the proposed project would not exceed SJVAPCD 
thresholds for reactive organic gases, nitrogen oxide, or PM10. Furthermore, 
mitigation measures MM 4.2.2a through MM 4.2.2e are required in order to 
further minimize criteria air pollutants during the project’s construction phase. 
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Impact 4.2.4 of the Draft EIR addresses operational emissions. However, since 
circulation of the Draft EIR, the applicant has completed the Indirect Source 
Review (ISR) permit application process for the air district. (See Appendix C to 
this Final EIR) As part of the ISR permit application, the applicant’s consultant 
Michael Brandman Associates (MBA) reviewed and updated the URBEMIS 
model run provided in the Draft EIR to accurately reflect the actual building 
sizes and area surrounding the proposed project consistent with the site plan 
included as Figure 3.0-4 of the Draft EIR. The parameters input into the model 
supporting the ISR permit application, as well as the URBEMIS model results, 
were reviewed by the City’s consultant Urban Crossroads to ensure that the 
refinement of the model was acceptable. Refinements to the model 
included: 

• The MBA assessment reflects the refined building footprint shown on the 
site plan included as Figure 3.0-4 of the Draft EIR, which is smaller than 
what was analyzed in the original Air Quality Impact Analysis. The MBA 
assessment provides impacts based on a 299,830 square foot shopping 
center whereas the original Air Quality Impact Analysis based its impacts 
on a 327,329 square foot shopping center. This reduction in square feet 
results in a reduction of vehicle trips and building square footage which 
directly results in fewer vehicle emissions and area-source emissions. 

• The MBA assessment includes refined project construction durations that 
are reflective of what is expected to occur. The original Air Quality Impact 
Analysis is based on a conservative construction scenario that was to 
commence in 2008. 

• The MBA assessment includes a refined trip length analysis based on 
existing market conditions. The refined trip length analysis estimates a 
weighted trip length for Customer-based shopping trips as 2.61 miles. The 
original Air Quality Impact Analysis is based on the conservative default 
model trip length available in the URBEMIS 2007 emissions inventory model 
for Customer-based shopping trips as 7.4 miles. 

• The MBA assessment reflects a Clean Truck Fleet (See MBA ISR Application, 
Part 2 for the Clean Truck Fleet methodology explanation) for Walmart 
trucks as approved by the SJVAPCD on March 17, 2009. These emissions 
reductions are reflected in the “mitigated” summary totals for operational 
emissions. 

Appendix C to this Final EIR includes a memorandum from Urban Crossroads 
that concludes that the assessment was thoroughly reviewed and that they 
concur with the findings made by MBA. As shown in Appendix C, the refined 
URBEMIS model run shows that the operational impacts associated with the 
project are less than significant. 

Please see Section 3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR, for a summary of revisions to 
Section 4.2, Air Quality. 

Response I-5: The commenter recommends the implementation of the Voluntary Emission 
Reduction Agreement (VERA) as a mitigation measure to Impact 4.2.1. The 
District has noted that participation in a Voluntary Emissions Reduction 
Agreement (VERA) might be beneficial in addressing cumulative air quality 
impacts if the project cannot get below the SJVAPCD’s adopted thresholds 
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of significance. The VERA program is intended for use by projects that cannot 
reduce their impacts to below the thresholds of significance by other means. 
In this instance, the proposed project’s ISR shows that a combination of 
project features and mitigation measures reduce the projected impacts to 
below the adopted District thresholds of significance. The District does not 
require additional mitigation beyond that of meeting the adopted thresholds. 
As the VERA program, similar to the ISR permit, does not reduce air quality 
impacts to zero, and since the ISR permit submitted for the proposed project 
already reduces project impacts to below the adopted threshold of 
significance, a VERA is not necessary and would not constitute additional 
feasible mitigation that would serve to substantially reduce the cumulative 
impact. 

Response I-6: The commenter recommends that, as a condition of approval, the 
requirement that off-road construction equipment used on site achieve fleet 
average emissions equal to or less than the Tier II nitrogen oxide emission 
standard of 4.8 g/hp-hr. With the mitigation measures already proposed in the 
Draft EIR, the project's construction emissions would not exceed the Air 
District's thresholds of significance and, thus, would result in a less than 
significant impact. Therefore, no further mitigation is necessary. As noted in 
Response I-4 above, the air quality impacts of the proposed project are less 
than significant and require no additional mitigation. 

Response I-7: The commenter notes that while Appendix 4.2-3 includes the summaries of 
input and output data relating to the health risk assessment to exposing 
sensitive receptors to hazardous air pollutants, the electronic modeling files 
were not submitted. As a result, the SJVAPCD cannot validate the health risk 
assessment or conclusion. The AERMOD electronic computer modeling files 
have been provided to the Air District.  The AERMOD files are not capable of 
being printed in a useable form for this EIR and, therefore, are not reproduced 
here. The electronic files are available on request.   

As for the comment on HARP (Hotspot Analysis Reporting Program), this model 
was not used in the HRA as outlined in the technical document. Cancer risk 
was calculated in accordance with the California Environmental Protection 
Agency and the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) 
protocols (see pages 11-15 of the HRA report) 

The commenter states that the SJVAPCD recommends that future 
development within the scope of the EIR be evaluated on a project-specific 
basis. The Draft EIR contains project-level analysis and no future evaluation of 
the project-level impacts is anticipated. The commenter’s suggestion is noted 
for the consideration of the decision-makers. 

Response I-8: The commenter notes that development within the scope of the proposed 
project will require subsequent discretionary approvals and recommends the 
demonstration of compliance with SJVAPCD Rule 9510 before approval of 
subsequent approvals. The applicant already submitted the ISR application to 
the Air Quality District and the Air District deemed the application complete 
on October 20, 2010 (see Appendix C, of this Final EIR) 
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LETTER J: CHRISTINE ALMEN AND BELLA BADAL, STANISLAUS COUNTY, DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES; JUNE 29, 2010 

Response J-1: As shown on the California Important Farmland Map maintained by the State 
of California Natural Resources Agency: Department of Conservation, the 
City of Ceres is surrounded by prime farmland therefore all projects within the 
General Plan Area must necessarily convert prime farmland to urban uses. To 
reach non-prime farmland the City would need to consider the foothill areas 
30 – 50 miles east of the City. As a site on non-prime farmland would be 
outside of the City’s General Plan and outside any urban service area (water, 
wastewater, etc.), and well beyond the other urban boundaries of the region, 
locating a project on non-prime farmland is not an alternative to the 
proposed project location. As noted in the discussion of impact 4.11.1 on 
page 4.1-11 of the Draft EIR, the General Plan identified nearly 3,000 acres of 
prime farmland that would be affected by the General Plan and adopted a 
statement of overriding considerations. This analysis also notes that the 
proposed project area is within the area and acreage considered for 
conversion from agricultural to urban uses by the General Plan. 

Response J-2: The County advises that any existing well and on-site septic tank will need to 
be removed with issuance of a permit from the Department of Environmental 
Services (DER). Mitigation measures MM 4.7.5a through MM 4.7.5c (Draft EIR, 
page 4.7-24) will ensure proper abandonment and destruction of wells and 
septic tanks prior to construction activities. No further response required. 

Response J-3: The County advises that food facility construction plans will need to be 
submitted to the Department of Environmental Services for compliance with 
the California Retail Food Code Section 114380. Any future development that 
proposes restaurant will comply with this code. No further response required. 
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