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1.0 INTRODUCTION  
 

1.1 BACKGROUND  
 

The Citywide Transportation Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (TMP Draft EIR) was 

circulated for a 45-day public review period beginning March 30, 2012 and ending May 14, as assigned 

by the State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, and 

consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (State CEQA Guidelines).  Copies 

of the document were distributed to state, regional and local agencies, as well as organizations and 

individuals, for their review and comment. All interested persons and organizations had an opportunity 

during this time to submit their written comments on the TMP Draft EIR to the City of Tracy.  

 

Significant new information was added to the TMP Draft EIR and its associated draft Initial Study 

subsequent its circulation. This new information provided clarification regarding the purpose and intent of 

the TMP and the scope and nature of its potential impacts. This information included the following:  

 

1.  The TMP does not propose any new growth and its implementation would not result in any new 

growth.  

 

2.   The improvements and expansions to the City’s transportation system identified by the TMP 

would be necessary to accommodate growth in the City based on the development densities and 

intensities allowed by the General Plan up to a specific point in time (2035). While the TMP does 

identify “buildout plan lines,” only the recommended fundamental or core facilities necessary to 

accommodate growth beyond 2035 levels widening certain roadways where feasible primarily in 

the western and northern development areas are addressed. However, the “buildout plan lines” do 

not provide sufficient capacity to serve  the buildout condition of the General Plan land use plan; 

many additional connecting roadways and roadway widening would be needed to serve the traffic 

generated by the additional residential development and employment opportunities that are 

expected at buildout of the General Plan. Given the long-range horizon for the buildout of the 

General Plan, and the corresponding unknowns as to how certain planning areas will ultimately 

wish to develop, a complete and adequate buildout transportation network cannot be designed. 

Further study will be necessary to plan for the buildout condition. 

 

3. The TMP is a policy document and does not propose the construction or operation of specific 

improvements and expansions at this time.  

 

4. Because specific project details are not currently available, additional future environmental 

review would be required on a project by project basis, as specific improvement and expansion 

projects identified by the TMP come forward. This future environmental review would be 

necessary to analyze and disclose any site specific impacts triggered by construction of the 

improvements and expansions identified by the TMP. 

 

Due to the introduction of this new and/or clarified information, the City decided to re-circulate a revised 

Draft Initial Study (Recirculated IS/CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 Analysis) and Draft EIR (TMP 

Recirculated Draft EIR) for the TMP, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, which 

provides for re-circulation of a Draft EIR for additional public review when “significant new information” 

is added to the EIR. The Recirculated IS/CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 Analysis and TMP 

Recirculated Draft EIR were available for public review from June 13, 2012 through July 27, 2012. 

Copies of the document were distributed to state, regional and local agencies, as well as organizations and 

individuals, for their review and comment. All interested persons and organizations had an opportunity 
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during this time to submit their written comments on the Recirculated IS/CEQA Guidelines Section 

15183 Analysis and TMP Recirculated Draft EIR to the City of Tracy.  

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

 

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

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

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

late comments.” 

 

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

agency, has evaluated the comments received on the TMP Draft EIR and on the Recirculated IS/CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15183 Analysis and TMP Recirculated Draft EIR and has prepared written responses 

to all comments received. As stated in the Introduction of the TMP Recirculated Draft EIR, “Upon 

completion of the circulation period for the Recirculated IS/CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 Analysis 

and TMP Recirculated Draft EIR, the City will respond to: (i) comments received during the initial 

circulation period that relate to chapters or portions of the documents that were not revised and re-

circulated and (ii) comments received during the recirculation period that relate to the chapters or portions 

of the documents that were revised and re-circulated.”  

 

All comments on the TMP Draft EIR and on the Recirculated IS/CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 

Analysis and TMP Recirculated Draft EIR, and the responses thereto, are presented in this document.  

 

1.2 CONTENTS OF THE FINAL EIR  
 

Consistent with Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines, this Final EIR consists of the following: 

 

 The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft; 

 A list of persons, organizations and public agencies that commented on the Draft EIR;  

 All comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR  

 Written responses to each comment provided on the Draft EIR 

 Revisions to Draft EIR resulting from comments 

 

1.3 CERTIFICATION OF FINAL EIR AND APPROVAL PROCESS 
 

For a period of at least ten days prior to any public hearing during which a lead agency will take action to 

certify an EIR, the Final EIR must be made available to, at a minimum, trustee and responsible agencies 

that provided written comments on the Draft EIR.  Pursuant to Section 15090(a) of the State CEQA 

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

 

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

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

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

identified for the project, accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for the finding, in 

accordance with Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines.  If significant environmental impacts that 

cannot be reduced to a less than significant level are identified for the project, the lead agency must 

prepare a Statement of Overriding Considerations, pursuant to Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines.  

Three significant and unavoidable impacts were identified for the Citywide Transportation Master Plan 

(Project): two in the area of air quality and one in the area of greenhouse gas emissions. 
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Certification of a Final EIR may occur at a public hearing independent of project approval or during the 

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

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

of approvals. 
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2.0 COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 
 

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

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

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

suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation measures) are not accepted. In addition, the written response must 

be a good faith and reasoned analysis. However, lead agencies need only to respond to significant 

environmental issues associated with the project and do not need to provide all the information requested 

by the commenter, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15204).  

 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commentors provide detailed comments that 

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

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

provide evidence supporting their comments. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, an 

effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence. State CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15088 also recommends that revisions to the Draft EIR be noted as a revision in the Draft EIR or 

as a separate section of the Final EIR. Chapter 3.0 of this Final EIR identifies all revisions to the Citywide 

Transportation Master Plan Draft EIR. 

 

2.1 LIST OF COMMENTORS ON DRAFT EIR 
 

All commentors on the Draft EIR are listed below. 

 

2.1.1 PUBLIC AGENCIES 
 

Comment Letter #1 Genevieve Sparks, California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central 

Valley Region 

 

Comment Letter #2 Tom Dumas, California Department of Transportation 

 

Comment Letter #3 Megan Aguirre, San Joaquin County Department of Public Works  

 

Comment Letter #4 David Warner, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 

 

Comment Letter #5 Scott Morgan, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 

and Planning Unit 

 

2.2 LIST OF COMMENTORS ON RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR 
 

All commentors on the Recirculated Draft EIR are listed below. 

 

2.2.1 PUBLIC AGENCIES 
 

Comment Letter #6 Megan Aguirre, San Joaquin County Department of Public Works  

 

Comment Letter #7 Genevieve Sparks, California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central 

Valley Region 
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Comment Letter #8 David Warner, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 

 

Comment Letter #9 Scott Morgan, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 

and Planning Unit 

 

2.2.2 GENERAL PUBLIC  
 

Comment Letter #10  Pratibha Nigam, PG&E 

 

Comment Letter #11  Gary Dobler 

 

2.3 RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 
 

Each of the comment letters submitted on the Draft EIR and responses to the comments in the letters are 

provided on the following pages. Each comment is identified with a two part numbering system. The first 

number corresponds to the number assigned to the comment letter.  The second number corresponds to 

the order of the comment within the letter identified.  For example, Comment 4-5 refers to the fourth 

comment letter received and the fifth comment identified in the letter. 
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Comment Letter #1 
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Response to Comment Letter #1, Genevieve Sparks, California Regional Water Quality Control 

Board, Central Valley Region 

 

1-1 This general comment states that projects that disturb one or more acres of soils or where projects 

disturb less than one acre but are part of a larger common plan of development that in total would 

disturb one or more acres are required to obtain coverage under the General Permit for Storm 

Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activities (Construction General Permit).  The 

comments address the protection of surface waters per state requirements. When projects 

identified by the TMP are proposed, they would be subject to the provisions of the Construction 

General Permit, and would be required to submit a SWPPP to the SWRCB, Central Valley 

Region (Regional Board). Moreover, the City’s Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) 

establishes Best Management Practices (BMPs) to limit the discharge of pollutants from the 

City’s storm sewer system to the Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP), as specified by Section 

402(p) of the Clean Water Act. The Storm Water Management Plan includes BMPs related to 

construction site and post-construction runoff controls, illicit discharge detection and elimination, 

pollution prevention, as well as public education and outreach.  

 

 Individual projects proposed as part of the TMP would be required to implement BMPs identified 

in the City’s SWMP, which have been identified to limit the discharge of pollutants from the City 

storm sewer system to the MEP. Moreover, the individual projects would be required to comply 

with the general site design control measures for Low Impact Design (LID) identified in the 

City’s Stormwater Quality Control (SWQC) Manual, as well as appropriate site-specific source 

and treatment control measures. LID is an approach to managing stormwater runoff that mimics 

the natural pre-development hydrology of a development site by using design techniques that 

infiltrate, filter, store, treat, evaporate and detain stormwater runoff close to the source. LID 

would help filter pollutants and provide effective water quality treatment. In addition, individual 

projects would be required to comply with maintenance procedures identified in the City’s 

SWQC Manual to ensure that selected control measures would be maintained to provide 

effective, long-term pollution control.  

 

 Although this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, it is noted and included 

in the record for consideration by the public and decisions makers. 

 

1-2 This general comment states that Phase I and II Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) 

Permits require permittees to reduce pollutants and runoff flows from new development and 

redevelopment using Best Management Practices (BMPs) to the maximum extent practicable. As 

noted in Response 1-1, as projects identified by the TMP are proposed, they would be required to 

implement BMPs identified in the City’s SWMP, which have been identified to limit the 

discharge of pollutants from the City storm sewer system to the MEP. Although this comment 

does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, it is noted and included in the record for 

consideration by the public and decisions makers. 

 

1-3 This general comment states that storm water discharges associated with industrial sites must 

comply with the regulations contained in the Industrial Storm Water General Permit Order No. 

97-03-DWQ.  The proposed Project would not include the development of industrial uses.   

   

1-4 This comment states that if the Project involves the discharge of dredged or fill material in 

navigable waters or wetlands, a permit from the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) pursuant to 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act may be needed.  This comment does not address the 
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adequacy of the Draft EIR.  However, it is noted and included in the record for consideration by 

the public and decisions makers. 

 

1-5 This comment states that if an ACOE permit or any other federal permit is required for the 

Project due to the disturbance of waters of the U.S., a Water Quality Certification from the 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) pursuant to Section 401 of the 

Clean Water Act would be required.  This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 

EIR.  However, it is noted and included in the record for consideration by the public and 

decisions makers. 

 

1-6 This comment states that if ACOE determines that only non-jurisdictional waters of the State are 

present on the Project site, the Project would require a Waste Discharge Requirement permit to be 

issued by RWQCB.  This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  However, it 

is noted and included in the record for consideration by the public and decisions makers. 
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Comment Letter #2 
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Response to Comment Letter #2, Tom Dumas, California Department of Transportation 

 

2-1 The City will submit proposed development projects to Caltrans for review through the 

Intergovernmental Review (IGR) process.  The appropriate agency standards and significance 

criteria will be applied in the traffic analysis for each transportation system improvement project. 

 

2-2 The City is in the process of developing a city-wide Facilities Impact Fee Program (FIP) to 

implement the improvements identified in the Draft TMP. The FIP includes transportation 

infrastructure improvements on all the roadway facilities. All future projects will contribute their 

fair share contributions towards the required improvements.  The TMP identifies several 

improvements to the State Highway system through Tracy and these improvements will be 

included in the FIP. 
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Comment Letter #3 
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Response to Comment Letter #3, Megan Aguirre, San Joaquin County Department of Public 

Works 

 

3-1 This comment refers to Mitigation Measure HYD-1, which was stated on page 40 of the original 

Draft Initial Study that was first released in January 2012 with the Notice of Preparation (NOP) 

for the Citywide Transportation Master Plan EIR.. The comment requests that additional language 

be added to the mitigation measure.  

 

 The original Draft Initial Study for the TMP EIR and the original Draft TMP EIR were revised 

with significant, new clarifying information subsequent to their circulation in March through 

early May of 2012, as stated in the Background section of the Introduction of this Final EIR 

(Chapter 1, Section 1.1) and in the Introduction of the TMP Recirculated Draft EIR. Due to the 

introduction of this new and/or clarified information, the City decided to recirculate a revised 

Draft Initial Study (Recirculated IS/CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 Analysis) and Draft EIR 

(TMP Recirculated Draft EIR) for the TMP In accordance with Section 15088.5 of the State 

CEQA Guidelines. The Recirculated IS/CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 Analysis was included 

in Appendix A to the TMP Recirculated Draft EIR.  

 

 The revisions to the original Draft Initial Study for the TMP EIR resulted in the deletion of 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1. Mitigation Measure HYD-1 states: “Where drainage courses are 

crossed, temporarily altering their capacity or flow characteristics, appropriate precautions, as 

recommended by a qualified biologist, shall be incorporated into the project design to minimize 

the time period in which drainages are disturbed while maintaining the natural flow or provide 

additional capacity within the drainages during the construction period to handle designed flows.” 

The mitigation measure was intended to reduce potential impacts associated with construction of 

improvements identified by the TMP that had the potential to alter drainage patterns, including 

through the alteration of a stream or river, in response to CEQA Guidelines Checklist Question 

IX.c.  

 

 As stated on page 42 of the Recirculated IS/CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 Analysis in 

response to CEQA Guidelines Checklist Question IX.c: (Appendix A of the TMP Recirculated 

Draft EIR):  

 

 “…some of the improvements and expansions identified by the TMP may be located adjacent to 

existing streams or other waterways. Construction in these areas may alter drainage patterns or 

alignments, resulting in on or offsite erosion, siltation, or flooding. Regardless, as no specific 

improvements or expansions identified by the TMP are proposed for construction and operation 

at this time, their potential to alter drainage patterns or stream alignments and result in substantial 

on or offsite erosion, siltation, or flooding cannot be determined at this time. At the time specific 

improvements and expansions are proposed for construction and operation, they would undergo a 

separate environmental review process to determine potential impacts and necessary mitigation 

associated with site-specific alteration of drainage patterns.”  

 

 Thus, for these reasons, Mitigation Measure HYD-1 of the original Draft Initial Study for the 

TMP EIR was deleted from the Recirculated IS/CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 Analysis in 

response to CEQA Guidelines Checklist Question IX.c. Consequently, it is not possible to add 

supplemental information to Mitigation Measure HYD-1, as requested by the commentor. As 

stated above, at such time specific improvements and expansions identified by the TMP are 

proposed for construction and operation, they would undergo separate environmental review. If 
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applicable, these projects would be subject to the permitting requirements of San Joaquin County 

and/or the Central Valley Flood Protection Board.   
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Comment Letter #4 
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Response to Comment Letter #4, David Warner, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 

 

4-1 The Draft EIR found that impacts related to plan consistency would be significant and 

unavoidable due to the TMP’s planning horizon of 2035, which extends an additional five years 

past the growth projection year modeled and analyzed by the General Plan EIR for Traffic and 

Circulation
1
. As stated in the Project Description of the Recirculated Draft EIR (Chapter 3), the 

TMP models and analyzes the effects of growth on the City’s transportation system five years 

beyond the General Plan’s 2030 Traffic and Circulation Horizon Year, but it would not result in 

any new growth not already identified by the General Plan. The TMP does not propose an 

increase in the amount of land area that could be developed within the City, nor does it propose 

an increase in the number of residential or non-residential units that could develop within the City 

over what is assumed by the General Plan for buildout. Rather it identifies improvements and 

expansions that would be necessary to accommodate the residential and non-residential growth 

allowed by the General Plan up to 2035. 

 

 Further, as stated in Chapter 3 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the General Plan EIR defines “total 

buildout” as a scenario in which all available land within the SOI would be developed according 

to the land use designations in the 2011 General Plan. Total buildout is anticipated to result in 

more development that would occur beyond 2035. Specifically, the total buildout year under the 

proposed General Plan is estimated to occur from 2071 for residential growth or as far into the 

future as 2140 for non-residential growth. Moreover, Chapter 3 states, because the General Plan 

build-out scenario reflects a time horizon that is far into the future (beyond 2035) that the 

assumptions regarding land use and development are too speculative to rely on for accuracy and 

thus, the TMP does not make any recommendations for the City’s transportation roadway system 

under this scenario (e.g., beyond year 2035). 

 

 Additionally, Chapter 3, notes that the project utilized the year 2035 planning horizon to establish 

consistency with the most recent San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) land use 

development assumptions, employment forecasts, and associated travel demand.  Therefore, as 

the TMP utilizes the most recent SJCOG model, it would conform to the federal transportation 

conformity regulations and guidelines.  Utilizing the most recent SJCOG model facilitates a 

consistent identification of uniform improvements between the regional agencies that are 

responsible for freeways, Congestion Management Agency (CMA) roads, local roads, and transit 

services. Regional consistency is also required for grant funding applications. 

 

 The Draft EIR based the significant and unavoidable impact for “plan consistency” on the fact 

that the TMP would exceed projections in the City’s General Plan model year.  It should be noted 

that while the TMP models and analyzes the effects of growth on the City’s transportation system 

five years beyond the General Plan’s 2030 Traffic and Circulation Horizon Year, it would not 

result in any new growth not already identified by the General Plan. The purpose of the TMP is to 

introduce a more realistic, refined and sustainable approach to the City's roadway network.  The 

TMP does not propose an increase in the amount of land area that could be developed within the 

City. Rather, it identifies improvements and expansions that would be necessary to accommodate 

the residential and non-residential growth allowed by the General Plan up to year 2035.  Future 

development projects would be required to analyze air quality emissions relative to San Joaquin 

Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) thresholds and any thresholds exceedances 

would be required to be mitigated (implementation of project specific mitigation measures, 

                                                
1
 The General Plan only has a “horizon year” for Traffic and Circulation. Because Air Quality, Noise, and 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions rely on the numbers generated by the traffic model output, these environmental topic 

areas therefore also have the same General Plan horizon year.  
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SJVAPCD Rule 9150 [Indirect Source Rule] [ISR], a Voluntary Emissions Reduction 

Agreement, or a combination of any of these).  The City of Tracy intends to fully cooperate with 

the SJCOG (the County Metropolitan Planning Organization [MPO]) to ensure that projects that 

would occur as part of the TMP would meet conformity requirements.  City coordination with 

SJCOG and SJVAPCD, as well as the implementation of applicable mitigation measures would 

ensure that TMP-related contributions to regional emissions are reduced and that conflicts with 

regional plans do not occur. 

 

4-2 Section 4.2-1 of the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that require compliance with 

SJVAPCD rules and regulations, including the SJVAPCD’s Guide for Assessing and Mitigating 

Air Quality Impacts (GAMAQI) and compliance with SJVAPCD Regulation VIII.  Additionally, 

it should be noted that the Draft EIR is a programmatic document and does not propose one 

specific project.  Therefore, specific construction activities are not anticipated at this time.  Future 

construction activities would be required to comply with the applicable emissions standards noted 

in the comment (Title 13 of the California Code of Regulations, and Part 89 of Title 40 Code of 

Federal Regulations) depending on the timing and intensity of future construction activities. 

 

4-3 As noted in Response 1-2 above, the DEIR is a programmatic document and analyzes the update 

to the Citywide TMP.  The TMP identifies various potential improvements that would occur 

within the City; however, individual projects are not yet identified.  As a result, the location of 

specific sensitive receptors and the nature and quantity of Toxic Air Emissions (TAC) could vary 

widely.  A Health Risk Analysis (HRA) would be conducted as part of the project level analysis 

to determine the impact of any potential TAC emissions on nearby sensitive receptors.  However, 

an HRA would not be required if a future project is exempt from CEQA, is not considered a 

“project”, or if it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity in question 

would have a significant impact on the environment. 

 

4-4 The Draft EIR identifies that individual development or improvement projects may be subject to 

SJVAPCD Rule 9510 (ISR); refer to Draft EIR page 4.2-16.  Future development under the 

proposed project would be required to comply with SJVAPCD Rule 9510 (ISR). 

 

4-5 The comment indicates that individual development projects may also be subject to additional 

SJVAPCD rules and regulations.  As noted in the Draft EIR, future construction and development 

that would occur as part of the TMP would be required to comply with all applicable SJVAPCD 

rules and regulations.   

 

4-6 Refer to Response 1-5, above.  Future construction and development that would occur as part of 

the TMP would be required to comply with all applicable SJVAPCD rules and regulations. 

 

4-7 The comment provides information regarding referral documents for new development projects. 

Future development projects that require the preparation of an air quality study would be required 

to comply with all SJVAPCD regulations and guidance.   



 
Transportation Master Plan 

Environmental Impact Report 

 

 

Final  September 2012 2-19 Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses 

 

Comment Letter #5 
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Response to Comment Letter #5, Scott Morgan, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 

Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

 

5-1 This is not a comment letter, but rather an acknowledgement from the Governor’s Office of 

Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit, that the City complied with the 

State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents pursuant to the 

requirements of CEQA. 
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Comment Letter #6 
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Response to Comment Letter #6, Megan Aguirre, San Joaquin County Department of Public 

Works 

 

6-1 Refer to Response to Comment 3-1. 
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Comment Letter #7 
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Response to Comment Letter #7, Genevieve Sparks, California Regional Water Quality Control 

Board, Central Valley Region 

 

7-1 Refer to Response to Comment 1-1. 

 

7-2 Refer to Response to Comment 1-2. 

 

7-3 Refer to Response to Comment 1-3.   

   

7-4 Refer to Response to Comment 1-4. 

 

7-5 Refer to Response to Comment 1-5. 

 

7-6 Refer to Response to Comment 1-6. 
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Response to Comment Letter #8 David Warner, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 

 

8-1 Refer to Response 4-1.  The TMP was determined to have a significant and unavoidable impact 

regarding consistency with the most recent air quality management plan.  This impact was based 

on the fact that the TMP utilized a planning horizon year of 2035, which extends beyond the 

General Plan modeled year of 2030.   The analysis assumed that the most recent air quality plan 

was based on the City’s General Plan data.  However, it should be noted that the TMP utilized the 

year 2035 planning horizon to establish consistency with the most recent SJCOG land use 

development assumptions, employment forecasts, and associated travel demand.  Therefore, as 

the TMP utilizes the most recent SJCOG model, it would conform to the federal transportation 

conformity regulations and guidelines.  Additionally, future development projects would be 

required to analyze and mitigate any significant air emissions in order to achieve consistency with 

regional plans.   

 

8-2 Refer to Response 4-1. The City of Tracy intends to fully cooperate with the SJCOG to ensure 

that projects that would occur as part of the TMP would meet conformity requirements.   

 

8-3 As stated above, the TMP is based on the most recent SJCOG model and uses a planning horizon 

of 2035 instead of the City’s General Plan model year of 2030.  Table 4.2-5 (TMP and General 

Plan Consistency) provides a detailed analysis of the project’s consistency with the General 

Goals, Objectives, and Policies.  Additionally, the TMP utilized the year 2035 planning horizon 

to establish consistency with the most recent SJCOG land use development assumptions, 

employment forecasts, and associated travel demand.   

 

8-5 Table 4.2-2 on Page 4.2-6 of the Draft EIR provides the current National and California Ambient 

Air Quality Standards.  The standards within this table are consistent with the data provided by 

the Environmental Protection Agency and the California Air Resources Board and are intended to 

support the federal regulatory framework.  Issues relevant to the project area are discussed under 

the Local Framework heading on page 4.2-7 of the Draft EIR.  Nonetheless, page 4.2-6 of the 

Draft EIR will be revised in the Final EIR to clarify federal ambient air quality standards; refer to 

Chapter  3 (Revisions to Draft EIR).  Deletions are noted a strikethrough text and additions are 

double underlined. 

 

 

8-6 The comment requests a meeting between SJVAPCD, SJCOG, and the City of Tracy.  The City 

intends on coordinating with both the SJVAPCD and SJCOG regarding the proposed project.   
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Comment Letter #9 
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Response to Comment Letter #9, Scott Morgan, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 

Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

 

9-1 This is not a comment letter, but rather an acknowledgement from the Governor’s Office of 

Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit, that the City complied with the 

State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents pursuant to the 

requirements of CEQA. 
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Comment Letter #10 
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Response to Comment Letter #10, Pratibha Nigam, PG&E 

 

10-1 This comment addresses clearance requirements for PG&E facilities and does not address the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR.  However, it is noted and included in the record for consideration by 

the public and decisions makers. 

 

10-2 This comment identifies potential concerns PG&E has regarding development near its facilities. 

The TMP is a policy document that does not propose the construction or operation of any specific 

expansions or improvements at this time. When specific expansions or improvements identified 

by the TMP are proposed for construction and operation, separate environmental review would be 

undertaken and any site-specific impacts resulting from their construction and operation and 

necessary mitigation would be determined at that time. At that time, the City will coordinate 

directly with PG&E for any improvements directly or adjacent to or within the vicinity of its 

facilities. Regardless, this comment is noted and included in the record for consideration by the 

public and decisions makers. 

 

10-3 Refer to Response 10-2. 

 

10-4 This comment requests that PG&E be notified if relocation of any of its facilities is required and 

does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, it is noted and included in the record 

for consideration by the public and decisions makers. 

 

10-5 This comment identifies future studies may indicate the need for upgrades or additions to 

PG&E’s gas distribution system. While it does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, it is 

noted and included in the record for consideration by the public and decisions makers. Any 

upgrades or additions to PG&E’s gas distribution system would be discussed with PG&E at the 

time the specific improvements are proposed for construction. 

 

10-6 This comment recommends that all utility companies be contacted regarding permit requirements. 

This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  However, it is noted and included 

in the record for consideration by the public and decisions makers. 

 

10-7 This comment addresses the responsibility for the costs associated with the relocation of PG&E 

facilities and the need for early consultation regarding relocation. This comment does not address 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  However, it is noted and included in the record for consideration 

by the public and decisions makers. 

 

10-8 This comment notes that continued development consistent with the City of Tracy General Plan 

will have a cumulative impact on PG&E’s gas and electric systems and may require additions and 

improvements to these systems. It further recommends evaluation of cumulative impacts on 

utility systems in environmental documents for proposed development projects, as well as 

analysis of impacts associated with extension of service. 

 

 The improvements and expansions identified by the TMP generally involve widening roadways, 

reconfiguring roadways and intersections, and implementing a variety of smart growth design 

elements to ensure adequate and efficient access to the City’s transportation system for all user 

groups. The types of improvements and expansions identified by the TMP generally do not rely 

on the use of PG&E’s gas and electric systems for their operation. While some electricity would 

be necessary for the operation of stop lights, street lights, communication networks, and 

intelligent transportation systems, etc., in general, the amount of electricity required would not be 
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substantial. Moreover, construction of improvements and expansions identified in the TMP would 

occur over time and would be dependent on future development.  At such time that they are 

proposed, they would undergo a separate environmental review on a project by project basis and 

their potential to result in cumulatively considerable impacts would be determined at the time.  

 

10-9 This remark addresses the regulatory role of the California Public Utilities Commission with 

respect to PG&E and PG&E’s responsibilities. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft EIR. However, it is noted and included in the record for consideration by the public and 

decisions makers. 

 

 10-10 The City will copy PG&E on future correspondence regarding the TMP, as it is implemented.  

 



 
Transportation Master Plan 
Environmental Impact Report 

 

  

 

Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses 2-40 Final   September 2012   

 

Comment Letter #11 
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Response to Comment Letter #11, Gary Dobler  

 

10-1 The Lammers Road connection between Grant Lane Road and Byron Road was initially 

identified in early versions of the Draft TMP, but due to uncertainty regarding whether the 

railroad crossing would be approved by UPRR, the roadway was ultimately omitted from the 

Filios/Dobler Annexation EIR.  

 

 Subsequent to the approval of the Filios Dobler Annexation and Development Project, the City 

has opted to retain the Lammers Road connection in the Draft TMP as a viable alternative 

arterial, given its potential to relieve traffic on-Lammers Road Extension. It is anticipated that the 

connection would add capacity to the roadway network, particularly the proposed Lammers 

Extension Interchange with I-205. The railroad crossing will be requested of UPRR based on the 

elimination of the existing Grant Line crossing at Bryon Road in the TMP. Pursuant to the Draft 

TMP, the Lammers Road connection will be classified as an arterial and included in the Facilities 

Impact Fee Program. The TMP is a Draft document until reviewed and considered by the Council 

for adoption. The Council maintains the discretion to include or exclude facilities from the TMP 

during their final review and prior to document adoption. 
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3.0 REVISIONS TO DRAFT EIR 
 

Subsequent to the public release of the Draft EIR and Reccirculated Draft EIR, revisions have been made 

to the EIR as a result of comments received and/or staff initiated changes.  Those pages with revisions are 

identified below and follow the list of errata pages.  It is important to note that none of the text revisions 

present significant new information that would result in new significant environmental impacts or a 

substantial increase in the severity of environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR.  Rather, they 

merely provide clarification or make minor modifications to an adequate EIR.  Therefore, recirculation of 

the Draft EIR is not required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b). 

 

3.1 LIST OF ERRATA PAGES 
 

Page 4.2-6 Table 4.2-2 (National and California Ambient Air Quality Standards) amended to identify 

Federal standards for Ozone (O3). 
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Table 4.2-2 

National and California Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Time 
California1 Federal2 

Standard3 Attainment Status Standards4 Attainment Status 

Ozone (O3) 
1 Hour 0.09 ppm (180 g/m3) Nonattainment NA 0.12 ppm5 NA Nonattainment5 

8 Hours 0.07 ppm (137 g/m3) Nonattainment 0.075 ppm (147 g/m3)7 Nonattainment 

Particulate Matter 
(PM10) 

24 Hours 50 g/m3 Nonattainment 150 g/m3 Attainment 

Annual Arithmetic 
Mean 

20 g/m3 Nonattainment N/A6 Attainment 

Fine Particulate 
Matter 
(PM2.5)8 

24 Hours No Separate State Standard 35 g/m3 Nonattainment 

Annual Arithmetic 
Mean 

12 g/m3 Nonattainment 15.0 g/m3 Nonattainment 

Carbon Monoxide 
(CO) 

8 Hours 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3) Attainment 9 ppm (10 mg/m3) Attainment 

1 Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m3) Attainment 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
(NO2) 

Annual Arithmetic 
Mean 

0.030 ppm (57 g/m3) N/A 53 ppb (100 g/m3) Attainment 

1 Hour 0.18 ppm (339 g/m3) Attainment 100 ppb (188 g/m3) N/A 

Lead (Pb) 
30 days average 1.5 g/m3 Attainment N/A N/A 

Calendar Quarter N/A N/A 1.5 g/m3 Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 

24 Hours 0.04 ppm (105 g/m3) Attainment N/A N/A 

3 Hours N/A N/A N/A N/A 

1 Hour 0.25 ppm (655 g/m3) Attainment 75 ppb (196 g/m3) Unclassified 

Visibility-Reducing 
Particles 

8 Hours (10 a.m. to 
6 p.m., PST) 

Extinction coefficient = 
0.23 km@<70% RH 

Unclassified 
No 

Federal 
Standards 

Sulfates 24 Hour 25 g/m3 Attainment 

Hydrogen Sulfide 1 Hour 0.03 ppm (42 g/m3) Unclassified 

Vinyl Chloride 24 Hour 0.01 ppm (26 g/m3) Unclassified 

g/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; ppm = parts per million; ppb = parts per billion; km = kilometer(s); RH = relative humidity; PST = Pacific Standard 
Time; N/A = Not Applicable. 
Notes: 
1 – California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1- and 24-hour), nitrogen dioxide, suspended particulate matter-PM10 and visibility-
reducing particles, are values that are not to be exceeded.  All others are not to be equaled or exceeded.  California ambient air quality standards are listed in the Table of 
Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations.  In 1990, CARB identified vinyl chloride as a toxic air contaminant, but determined that there was 
not sufficient available scientific evidence to support the identification of a threshold exposure level.  This action allows the implementation of health-protective control 
measures at levels below the 0.010 ppm ambient concentration specified in the 1978 standard. 
2 – National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic mean) are not to be exceeded more than once a year.  
EPA also may designate an area as attainment/unclassifiable, if: (1) it has monitored air quality data that show that the area has not violated the ozone standard over a three-
year period; or (2) there is not enough information to determine the air quality in the area.  For PM10, the 24-hour standard is attained when the expected number of days per 

calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 g/m3 is equal to or less than one.  For PM2.5, the 24-hour standard is attained when 98 percent of the daily 
concentrations, averaged over three years, are equal to or less than the standard. 
3 – Concentration is expressed first in units in which it was promulgated.  Equivalent units given in parentheses are based upon a reference temperature of 25°C and a 
reference pressure of 760 mm of mercury.  Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 mm of 
mercury (1,013.2 millibar); ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas. 
4 – National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health. 
5 – The Federal 1-hour ozone standard was revoked on June 15, 2005 in all areas except the 14 8-hour ozone nonattainment Early Action Compact (EAC) areas.  However, 
while the 1-hour standard was revoked in 2005, anti-backsliding provisions and subsequent litigation still require the SJVAPCD to attain the 1-hour standard as soon as 
possible.  
6 – The Environmental Protection Agency revoked the annual PM10 standard in 2006 (effective December 16, 2006).   
7 – The EPA designated the San Joaquin Valley as non attainment of the 1997 standard in the April 30, 2004 Federal Register.  The EPA designated the San Joaquin Valley 
as nonattainment of the 2008 standard in the May 21, 2012 Federal Register.  
8 – The EPA set PM2.5 NAAQS in 1997 and 2006. The EPA designate the San Joaquin Valley as nonattainment of the 2006 standard in the November 13, 2009 Federal 
Register. 

Source:  California Air Resources Board and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, September 8, 2010.   

 

 



 






