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INTRODUCTION

A. Putpose of the Environmental Impact Report

This document provides responses to comments received on the Draft Environ-
mental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the proposed RAAP Specific Plan (the Pro-
ject), and it includes revisions to the text and analysis in the Draft EIR made in
response to comments. The Draft EIR identified significant impacts associated
with the proposed Project, and examined alternatives and recommended mitigation
measures that could avoid or reduce potential impacts.

This document, together with the Draft EIR and all Appendices, will constitute the
Final EIR if the City of Riverbank Planning Commission certifies it as complete
and adequate under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

B. Environmental Review Process
The City of Riverbank is the lead agency for this EIR.

According to CEQA, lead agencies are required to consult with public agencies
having jurisdiction over a proposed project, and to provide the general public and
project applicant with an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. This Final
EIR has been prepared to respond to comments received on the Draft EIR and to
clarify any errors, omissions, or misinterpretations of discussions of findings in the
Draft EIR. The Draft EIR was made available for public review on March 27,
2013. The Draft EIR was distributed to local and State responsible and trustee
agencies and the general public was advised of the availability of the Draft EIR
through public notice published in the local newspaper and on the City website.
The 45-day public comment period ended on May 20, 2013. Copies of all written
comments received on the Draft EIR are contained in this document. These
comments and responses to these comments are set out in Chapter 5, Comments
and Responses, of this Final EIR.

C. Document Otganization

This document is organized into the following chapters:

¢ Chapter 1: Introduction. This chapter discusses the use and organization of
this Final EIR.

1-1
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Chapter 2: Report Summary. This chapter is a summary of the findings of
the Draft and the Final EIR. It has been reprinted from the Draft EIR with
necessary changes made in this Final EIR.

Chapter 3: Revisions to the Draft EIR. Additional corrections to the text
and graphics of the Draft EIR are contained in this chapter. Underline text
represents language that has been added to the EIR; text with strikethrough
has been deleted from the EIR.

Chapter 4: List of Commenters. Names of organizations and individuals
who commented on the Draft EIR are included in this chapter.

Chapter 5: Comments and Responses.  This chapter contains
reproductions of the letters received from agencies and the public on the Draft
EIR. The chapter also contains responses keyed to the comments which
precede them.



REPORT SUMMARY

This summary presents an overview of the analysis contained in Chapter 4.0, Envi-
ronmental Evaluation. CEQA requires that this chapter summarize the following:
1) areas of controversy; 2) significant impacts; 3) unavoidable significant impacts; 4)
implementation of mitigation measures; and 5) alternatives to the project.

A. Project under Review

This Draft EIR provides an assessment of the potential environmental conse-
quences of adoption and implementation of the RAAP Specific Plan (the Plan).
This includes development of the site according to adopted land use policies, and

development of supporting transportation and utilities infrastructure.

B. Areas of Controversy

The following is a discussion of issues that are likely to be of particular concern to
agencies and interested members of the public during the environmental review
process. This list does not necessarily identify all areas of concern, but attempts to
capture those that are likely to generate greatest interest based on the input received
during the scoping process.

¢ Air Quality. The Plan Area is located within the San Joaquin Valley Air Pol-
lution Control District (SJVAPCD). As such, this Draft EIR will need to ex-
amine existing and post-project emissions of criteria, nuisance odors, and po-
tential health impacts associated with toxic air contaminants. This Draft EIR
must also discuss the methodology, model assumptions, inputs and results re-
lating to air quality impacts; emission projections of Plan components, and
Plan design elements, mitigation measures, and whether the Plan would cumu-
latively contribute to a net increase of criteria pollutants or precursor for which
the area is in non-attainment. Further, the Plan itself would be subject to a va-
riety of SJVAPCD rules and regulations.

¢ Biological Resources. The Plan Area includes riparian habitats and wetlands
that could be impacted by buildout under the Specific Plan. There ate also
several special-status animals on the RAAP site, such as Swainson’s hawks and
the western burrowing owl. Potential impacts to these species should be ad-
dressed.
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¢ Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The Plan Area has industrial sites that

C.

have been contaminated by past activities. Impact to humans from the rede-
velopment of these parcels should be addressed.

Hydrology and Water Quality. The Plan Area includes Oakdale Irrigation
District lateral, which eventually drains into the Modesto Irrigation District
main canal. Runoff impacts and impacts to drainage facilities are concerns that
have been requested to be addressed in the EIR.

Transportation and Traffic. Implementation of the Plan would result in
new vehicle and truck trips to and from the RAAP site, which have the poten-
tial to impact operations at intersections and along roadway segments in the
surrounding area, including the State Highway System. In addition, the Plan
would increase vehicular traffic volumes at at-grade highway-rail crossings.
The Draft EIR will need to consider mitigation measures to reduce impacts on
traffic safety, particularly at railroad crossings.

Alternatives to the Project

According to CEQA, an EIR must evaluate a reasonable range of feasible alterna-

tives to the proposed project that would achieve most of the basic project objec-

tives and would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of the

project. Chapter 5 compares the impacts of three alternatives to those of the pro-
ject, the No Project Alternative, the Reduced Density Alternative, and the Mixed
Use Alternative. The Reduced Density Alternative would be the environmentally

superior alternative.

¢ Alternative 1 — No Project Alternative. Under this alternative, which is re-

quired to be analyzed under CEQA, the RAAP site would retain its existing
zoning designations and land uses. Since the existing structures could be
leased in their current condition, without any further discretionary approval
from the City, this alternative assumes re-occupancy of the existing buildings
in their current condition.

¢ Alternative 2 — Reduced Density Alternative. This alternative would re-

2-2

duce the intensity of proposed land uses in order to reduce impacts to air qual-
ity, cultural resources, noise, and traffic. This alternative would also prohibit
demolition of the existing structures, which contribute to the eligibility of a

historic district, to avoid impacts to cultural resources.
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¢ Alternative 3 — Reconfigured Site Plan Alternative. This alternative would
reconfigure the site in order to reduce impacts to biological resources and cul-
tural resources. Specifically, the existing structures would not be demolished,
and new buildings would have smaller footprints and heights compared to the
proposed project.

D. Summazry of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Under CEQA, a significant impact on the environment is defined as a substantial,
or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within
the area affected by a project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, am-

bient noise, and objects of historic and aesthetic significance.

The proposed Plan has the potential to generate environmental impacts in a num-
ber of areas that could be significant:
¢ Air Quality
4 Biological Resources
¢ Cultural Resources
¢ Greenhouse Gas Emissions
¢ Noise
¢ Public Services
.

Transportation and Traffic

In Sections 4.1 through 4.17, significant impacts that have been identified for the
Plan are numbered. Each numbered impact is considered significant prior to miti-
gation, unless it is specifically identified as less than significant. Mitigation
measures have been suggested to reduce the effects of significant impacts. As
shown in Table 2-1, most of the significant impacts would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level if the mitigation measures recommended in this report were
implemented. However, in some instances the mitigation measure that is recom-
mended would not be sufficient to reduce a significant impact to a less-than-
significant level (for example, Impact AIR-1); these impacts are identified as signifi-

cant and unavoidable after mitigation.

CEQA allows environmental issues for which there is no likelihood of a significant
impact to be “scoped out” during the EIR scoping process, and not analyzed fur-
ther in the EIR. However, all issues have been analyzed in this Draft EIR.
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Table 2-1 presents a summary of impacts and mitigation measures identified in this
report. It is organized to correspond with the environmental issues discussed in
Chapter 4.

The table is arranged in four columns: 1) environmental impacts, 2) significance
prior to mitigation, 3) mitigation measures, and 4) significance after mitigation. A
series of mitigation measures is noted where more than one measure may be re-
quired to achieve a less-than-significant impact. For a complete description of po-
tential impacts and suggested mitigation measures, please refer to the specific dis-
cussions in Chapter 4. Additionally, this summary does not detail the timing of
mitigation measures. Timing will be further detailed in the mitigation monitoring
and reporting program.

2-4
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TABLE 2-1  SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Significance
Before With
Significant Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Aesthetics
Since there are no significant impacts related to aesthetics as a result of the RAAP Site Specific Plan, no mitigation measures are required.
Agriculture and Forestry Resources
Since there are no significant impacts related to agricultural and forest resources as a result of the Plan, no mitigation measures are required.
Air Quality
AQ-1: Construction of the Specific Plan could emit S AQ-1a: Each individual project component of the Specific Plan, including those pro- SU

significant levels of criteria pollutants, potentially con-
tributing to an existing or projected air quality violation.
Because of the project size and the uncertainty of the
construction schedule, construction period emissions
would be considered to remain significant with mitiga-
tion.

jects allowed by right, shall be analyzed for significant construction period air quality
impacts. For each project-level analysis, a construction emissions estimate will be
made by S[VAPCD using the latest SJVAPCD accepted methodology and will be
compared to accepted thresholds of significance. Means of mitigating construction
petiod impacts to a less-than-significant level include, but are not limited to, Mitigation
Measures AQ-1a through AQ-1d.

Since approval of the RAAP Specific Plan may constitute the final discretionary ap-
proval by the City of Riverbank, each individual project component, including those
projects allowed by right, shall be required to demonstrate to the SJVAPCD compli-

an ith construction period requirements of Rul 10 prior to issuan f the first
uilding and /or gradin, rmits as a condition of project approval. The applicant shall

document, to the City’s reasonable satisfaction, its compliance with this mitigation
measure.

AQ-1b: SJVAPCD Regulation VIII Control Measures. Prior to initiation of construc-
tion activities, the applicant for an individual, site-specifi lopment under th

RAAP Specific PlanFhefellowing-eeontrols shall be required to be-implemented-atalt
eenstraeton-sites the following controls:

¢ All disturbed areas, including storage piles, which are not being actively utilized for
construction purposes, shall be effectively stabilized of dust emissions using water,
chemical stabilizer/supptessant, covered with a tarp or other suitable cover ot
vegetative ground cover;

¢ All on-site unpaved roads and off-site unpaved access roads shall be effectively
stabilized of dust emissions using water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant;

LTS = Less Than Significant S = Significant SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact

2-5
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TABLE 2-1  SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Significance
Before
Significant Impact Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance
With
Mitigation

AQ-1 continued

¢

Allland clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, grading, cut and fill,
and demolition activities shall be effectively controlled of fugitive dust emissions
utilizing application of water or by presoaking;

With the demolition of buildings up to six stories in height, all exterior surfaces of
the building shall be wetted during demolition;

When materials are transported off-site, all material shall be covered, or effectively
wetted to limit visible dust emissions, and at least six inched of freeboard space
from the top of the container shall be maintained;

All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud or dirt

from adjacent public streets at the end of each workday. (The use of dry rotary brushes
is expressly probibited except where preceded or accompanied by sufficient wetting to limit the visi-
ble dust emissions. Use of blower devices is excpressly forbidden);

Following the addition of materials to, ot the removal of materials from, the surface
of outdoor storage piles, said piles shall be effectively stabilized of fugitive dust
emissions utilizing sufficient water ot chemical stabilizer/suppressant;

Within urban areas, trackout shall be immediately removed when it extends 50 or
mote feet from the site and at the end of each workday; and

Any site with 150 or more vehicle trips per day shall prevent carryout and trackout.

AQ-1c: Enhanced Control Measures. Prior to initiation of construction activities, the
applicant for an individual, site-specific development under the Specific Plan, Fthe
following measures shallsheutd be implemented at construction sites when required to
mitigate significant PMjo impacts (note, these measures are to be implemented in addi-
tion to Regulation VIII requirements):

L4
L4

Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph; and

Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public
roadways from sites with a slope greater than one percent.

LTS = Less Than Significant S = Significant SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact
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TABLE2-1  SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Significance Significance
Before With
Significant Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation

AQ-1 continned

AQ-1d: Additional Control Measures. The following control measures are strongly

encouraged by the SJVAPCD at construction sites that are large in area, located near
sensitive receptors, or which for any other reason warrant additional emissions reduc-
tions:

L4

L4
L4

L4

Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off all trucks and equipment
leaving the site;

Install wind breaks at windward side(s) of construction areas;

Suspend excavation and grading activity when wind exceeds 20 mph (Regardless of
wind speed, and owner/ operator must comply with Regulation VIIT's 20 percent opacity limita-
tion.); and

Limit area subject to excavation, grading, and other construction activity at any one
time.

AQ-1e: The following measures may be implemented to mitigate emissions from con-
struction equipment exhaust:

L4
L4
L4

Use of alternative-fueled or catalyst-equipped diesel construction equipment;
Minimize idling time (e.g. 5-minute maximum);

Limit the hours of operation of heavy duty equipment and/or the amount of
equipment in use;
Replace fossil-fueled equipment with electrically-driven equivalents (provided they

are not run via a portable generator set);

Curtail construction during periods of high ambient pollutant concentrations; this
may include ceasing of construction activity during the peak-hour of vehicular traf-
fic on adjacent roadways; and

Implement activity management (e.g. rescheduling activities to reduce short-term
impacts).

LTS = Less Than Significant S = Significant SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact
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TABLE 2-1  SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Significance
Before With
Significant Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
AQ-2: Operation of the Specific Plan could emit signif- S AQ-2: Each individual project component of the Specific Plan, including those pro- SU
icant levels of criteria pollutants, potentially contributing jects allowed by right, shall be analyzed for significant construction period air quality
to existing or projected air quality violations. impacts. For each project-level analysis, an operational emissions estimate will be

made by S[VAPCD using the latest SJVAPCD accepted methodology and will be
compated to accepted thresholds of significance. Means of mitigating operational
petiod impacts to a less-than-significant level include, but are not limited to, improving
transportation and transit design (e.g., improved bikeways, transit infrastructure, and
pedestrian enhancements); contributing a project’s fair share to the Air Quality Mitiga-
tion Fee Fund; and contributing a project’s fair share towards Transportation Control

Measures implementation programs. For each individual project, the applicant shall

document, to the City’s reasonable satisfaction, its compliance with this mitigation
measure.

ince approval of the RAAP ific Plan ma nstitute the final discretionary ap-

proval by the City of Riverbank, each individual project component, including those
projects allowed by right, shall be required to demonstrate to the SJVAPCD compli-
ance with operational period requirements of Rule 9510 prior to issuance of the first

uilding and/or gradin, rmits as a condition of project approval. For each individual
roject, the applicant shall ument, to the City’s reasonable satisfaction, it mpli-

ance with this mitigation measure.

Each individual project, including those projects allowed by right, that introduce sig-
nificant sources of air pollutant emissions or stationary sources of TACs shall complete

arate ambient air quality analysis and health risks a ments to ensure that viola-
tions of ambient air quality standar: not ur, including an analysis of cumulati
missions from the RAAP ific Plan. For each individual project, the applicant shall

document, to the City’s reasonable satisfaction, its compliance with this mitigation

measute,

Biological Resources

BIO-1: Buildout of the Plan would involve the demoli- S BIO-1: Implementation of the Plan shall avoid disturbance to the maternity roosts of LTS
tion or redevelopment of buildings on the RAAP site special-status bats during the breeding season in accordance with the following proce-

wherte the maternity roosts of Townsend's big-eared dures for Pre-Construction Special-Status Bat Surveys and Subsequent Actions. No

bats are potentially present. This could result in the more than two weeks in advance of any demolition or construction activity involving

destruction, disturbance, or interference with the ma- concrete breaking or similatly noisy or intrusive activities, that would commence during

ternity roots of a special-species bat. the pup-rearing season (April 15 through August 31), or winter hibernacula season

LTS = Less Than Significant S = Significant SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact

2-8



RIVERBANK LOCAL REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
RAAP SPECIFIC PLAN EIR
REPORT SUMMARY

TABLE 2-1  SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Significance
Before
Significant Impact Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance
With
Mitigation

BIO-1 continued

(October 15 through March 1, depending on weather conditions) a qualified bat biolo-

gist, acceptable to the CDFG, shall conduct pre-demolition surveys of all potential
special-status bat breeding habitat in the vicinity of the planned activity. Depending on
the survey findings, the following actions shall be taken to avoid potential adverse
effects on breeding special-status bats:

1.

If active roosts are identified during pre-construction sutveys, a no disturbance
buffer will be created by the qualified bat biologist, in consultation with the
CDFG, around active roosts duting the breeding season. The size of the buffer
will take into account factors such as the following:

¢ Noise and human disturbance levels at the project site and the roost site at the
time of the survey and the noise and disturbance expected during the con-
struction activity;

¢ Distance and amount of vegetation or other screening between the project site
and the roost; and

¢ Sensitivity of individual nesting species and the behaviors of the bats.

If pre-construction surveys indicate that no roosts of special-status bats are pre-
sent, or that roosts are inactive or potential habitat is unoccupied, no further miti-
gation is required.

Pre-construction surveys are not required for demolition or construction activities
scheduled to occur during the non-breeding and winter hibernacula season (Sep-
tember 1 through October 15, and March 1 through April 15).

Noisy demolition or construction activities as described above (or activities pro-
ducing similar substantial increases in noise and activity levels in the vicinity)
commencing during the non-breeding season and continuing into the breeding
season do not require surveys (as it is assumed that any bats taking up roosts
would be acclimated to project-related activities already under way). However, if
trees are to be removed during the breeding season, the trees would be surveyed
for roosts prior to their removal, according to the survey and protective action
guidelines 1a through 1c, above.

Bat roosts initiated during demolition or construction activities are presumed to
be unaffected by the activity, and a buffer is not necessary.

LTS = Less Than Significant S = Significant SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact
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TABLE 2-1  SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Significance
Before With
Significant Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
BIO-1 continued 6. Destruction of roosts of special-status bats and overt interference with roosting
activities of special-status bats shall be prohibited.
7. The noise control procedures for maximum noise, equipment, and operations
identified in Chapter 4.12, Noise, of this EIR shall be implemented.

Implementation of the above mitigation measure would reduce potential impacts to the

maximum extent practicable.
Cultural Resources
CUL-1: Implementation of the RAAP Specific Plan S CUL-1: Prior to the demolition of buildings and structures comprising the eligible SU
would alter the significance of an historic resource. By district, an Histotic American Building Survey/Historic American Engineering Record
removing individual structures that contribute to the (HABS/HAER) recordation shall be conducted for the affected structures.
eligibility of an historic district, the RAAP’s ability to HABS/HAER recordation could include archiving of original plans, undertaking ar-
convey its importance to local and national history is chival research for preparation of a report, making measured drawings, and completing
significantly altered, the resource may not be eligible for a photographic study of the structures.
inclusion on the CRHR.
Geology and Soils
Since there are no significant impacts related to land nse as a result of the Plan, no mitigation measures are required.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
GHG-1: Development and operation of the Specific S GHG-1: Each individual project component of the Specific Plan shall be analyzed for LTS

Plan could generate GHG emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment.

significant GHG impacts. For each project-level analysis, appropriate BPS will be
implemented or a 29 percent GHG emission reduction compared to BAU will be
demonstrated. Means of mitigating GHG impacts to a less-than-significant level in-
clude, but are not limited to, technological controls for stationary sources (such as for
boilers, generators, and process heaters) and the GHG emission reduction measures
(such as energy efficiency, transportation, and site design measures) for development

projects listed in the SfVAPCD CCAP._For each individual project, the applicant shall
document, to the City’s reasonable satisfaction, its compliance with this mitigation

measure.

LTS = Less Than Significant S = Significant SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact
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TABLE 2-1  SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Significance
Before With
Significant Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Mineral Resources
There are no significant impacts related to agricultural resources as a result of the proposed Plan. "Therefore no mitigation measures are required.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Since there are no significant impacts related to hazardons materials as a result of the Plan, no mitigation measures are required.
Hydrology and Water Quality
There are no significant impacts related to hydrology and water quality as a result of the proposed Plan. Therefore no mitigation measures are required.
Land Use and Planning
Since there are no significant impacts related to land use as a result of the Plan, no mitigation measures are required.
Noise
NOISE-1: The nearest residential land uses are 110 S NOISE-1: In order to reduce noise generated by activities occurring within the RAAP LTS
feet west of the plan area, across Claus Road. Noise site, the following mitigation measures shall be implemented:

levels resulting from on-site activities may exceed City
standards for stationary noise sources, as described in
General Plan Tables NOISE-2 and NOISE-3 (Tables
4.12-6 and 4.12-7 in this EIR), at nearby residential
receivers if the noise generated by such uses are not
regulated or adequately mitigated.

¢ Project level acoustical analyses shall be constructed for noise-generating land uses
proposed as part of the Specific Plan. Exterior noise levels at residential land uses
interfacing active parks, commercial land uses, or industrial land uses shall be main-
tained in accordance with the standards presented in the General Plan and Munici-
pal Code.

¢ Parking lot cleaning activities in commercial and industrial areas shall be limited to
daytime and evening hours (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.).

¢ Trash compactors in commercial and industrial areas shall be located away from
adjacent residential receivers or shielded with noise barriers.

¢ Loading dock hours of operation shall be limited to daytime and evening hours (7
a.m. to 10 p.m.).

LTS = Less Than Significant S = Significant SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact
2-11
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TABLE2-1  SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Significance Significance
Before With
Significant Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
NOISE-2: Existing noise environments at outdoor S NOISE-2: Noise reduction methods shall be implemented to reduce generated by SU
activity areas of residences along Claus Road are greater activities resulting from the Specific Plan. These measures shall include, but are not
than 65 dBA Lg,, and would increase by more than 1.5 limited to the following:
dBA asa %esult of transp(?rtation noise following im- ¢ Paving streets with "quicetet" pavement types such as Open-Grade Rubbetized As-
plementation of the Specific Plan. phaltic Concrete would reduce noise levels by 2 to 3 dBA depending on the exist-
ing pavement type, traffic speed, traffic volumes, and other factors.
¢ New or larger noise barriers could reduce noise levels by 5 dBA Ldn. Final design
of such barriers, including an assessment of their feasibility and reasonableness,
should be completed during project level review.
¢ Sound insulation treatments to affected buildings, such as sound rated windows
and doors, could reduce noise levels in interior spaces.
¢ Installing traffic calming measures to slow traffic along Claus Road could provide
qualitative improvement by smoothing out the rise and fall in noise levels caused by
speeding vehicles.
NOISE-3: While the duration and phasing of con- S NOISE-3: To reduce noise levels generated by construction, the following standard LTS

struction activities for the Specific Plan is unknown at
this time, it is conceivable that a particular receiver or
group of receivers would be subject to construction .
noise levels in excess of 60 dBA Leq and the ambient by
5 dBA for durations exceeding one construction season.

construction noise control measures shall be included in all construction projects with-
in the plan area:

Limit construction to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:30 p.m. on weekdays, and 9:00
a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays, with no noise-generating construction on Sundays
ot holidays.

Equip all internal combustion engine-driven equipment with mufflers which are in
good condition and appropriate for the equipment.

Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines should be strictly prohibited.

Locate stationary noise generating equipment such as air compressors or portable
power generators as far as possible from sensitive receptors. Construct temporary
noise barriers to screen stationary noise generating equipment when located near
adjoining sensitive land uses. Temporary noise barriers could reduce construction
noise levels by 5 dBA.

Utilize "quiet" air compressors and other stationary noise sources where technology
exists.

Route all construction traffic to and from the project site via designated truck
routes where possible. Prohibit construction related heavy truck traffic in residen-
tial areas where feasible.

LTS = Less Than Significant S = Significant SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact
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TABLE 2-1  SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Significance
Before With
Significant Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation

NOISE-3 continned ¢ Control noise from construction workers’ radios to a point that they are not audible

at existing residences bordering the project site.

¢ The contractor shall prepare and submit to the City for approval a detailed con-
struction plan identifying the schedule for major noise-generating construction ac-
tivities.
¢ Designate a "disturbance coordinator" who would be responsible for responding to

any local complaints about construction noise. The disturbance coordinator will

determine the cause of the noise complaint (e.g. starting too eatly, bad muffler, etc.)

and will require that reasonable measures warranted to correct the problem be im-

plemented. Conspicuously post a telephone number for the disturbance coordina-

tor at the construction site and include it in the notice sent to neighbors regarding

the construction schedule.
NOISE-4: Traffic volume increases in the vicinity of S NOISE-4: Implement Mitigation Measure NOISE-2. SU
the Specific Plan vicinity will result with the develop-
ment of the plan area and other planned developments
in the southeast portion of the City of Riverbank.
Population and Housing
Since there are no significant impacts related to cultnral resonrces as a result of the Plan, no mitigation measures are required.
Public Services
PUB-1: In order to improve response times and ISO S PUB-1: The City shall coordinate with Stanislau. nsolidated Fire Protection District LTS

ratings, a new fire station is required either in the Bruin-
ville planning area or in the RAAP Plan Area. The
addition of a new Fire Station on the east side of the
City near the RAAP would be necessary as the pro-
posed Plan builds out. The new station would need at
least nine personnel hired for staffing purposes (3 per
shift), and the station would need a new Type 1 Engine,
Type 3 Engine, and a Water Tender for apparatus. This
would be a significant impact.

to ensure fair shar lopment fees for futur lopment resulting from the im-
lementation of the RAAP ific Plan to ensure equipment, staffing, and facilities

for emergency medical services, urban search and rescue, hazardous materials emer-
gency response, and other relevant needs, as appropriate

>
AP Sxeet RPlan—an havza

Recreation

Since there are no significant impacts related to parks and recreational facilities as a result of the Plan, no mitigation measures are required.

LTS = Less Than Significant S = Significant SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact
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RAAP SPECIFIC PLAN EIR
REPORT SUMMARY

TABLE2-1  SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Significance Significance
Before With
Significant Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation

Transportation and Traffic
TRANS-1: The Claribel Road/Coffee Road intersec- S TRANS-1: Future developers within the RAAP area shall contribute their fair share, LTS
tion operates at LOS F during both the AM and PM through the payment of local and regional fees, towards the construction of left-turn
peak hours and signal warrants are met during both pockets on all approaches to the Claribel Road/Coffee Road intersection with appro-
peak hours in the Existing Condition. The addition of priate storage and deceleration length, and signalization of the intersection. This im-
project traffic would worsen operations and increase provement would improve the service level at the Claribel Road/Coffee Road intersec-
delay. tion to LOS C or better (the level of service standard for this intersection) in both peak

hours, as shown on Table 4.16-9. Stanislaus County plans to signalize this intersection

as part of the Claribel Road widening project. Funding for signalization is provided

from Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) Federal funding. Construction

is scheduled to begin in 2013.
TRANS-2: The Claribel Road/Roselle Avenue inter- S TRANS-2: Future developers within the RAAP area shall contribute their fair share, LTS
section operates at LOS F during both the AM and PM through the payment of local and regional fees, towards the construction of left-turn
peak hours and signal warrants are met during both pockets on all approaches to the Claribel Road/Roselle Avenue intersection with ap-
peak hours in the Existing Condition. The addition of propriate storage and deceleration length, and signalization of the intersection. This
project traffic would worsen operations and increase improvement would improve the service level at the Claribel Road/Roselle Avenue
delay. intersection to LLOS D or better (the level of service standard for this intersection) in

both peak hours, as shown on Table 4.16-9. Signalization of this intersection is pro-

grammed in the Stanislaus County 2011-2012 budget using CMAQ funding and is

scheduled for construction in 2015/2016.
TRANS-3: Future development within the RAAP area S SU

would add truck traffic to intersections on State Route
108, specifically at the intersections of Atchison Street
(State Route 108)/1st Street, State Route 108/ Claus
Road and State Route 108/

Patterson Road. As these intersections do not currently
accommodate the turning movements of large trucks,
this is considered a potentially significant impact based
on the significance criteria.

TRANS-3: Future developers within the RAAP area shall contribute their fair share
towards improvements-at-theinterseetonsidentified-above,though-the paymentof
4 egional-tra ee At-HA Ve i i arge-traeksto provide
adequate turning radii in conformance with STAA requirements at intersections on
State Route 108, specifically at the intersections of Atchison Street (State Route
108)/1st Street, State Route 108/Claus Road and State Route 108/Patterson Road,

though the payment of local and regional traffic fees. No other improvements hase
beenridentifiedforarc n to mitigat t impacts at these intersections.

LTS = Less Than Significant S = Significant SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact
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RIVERBANK LOCAL REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

RAAP SPECIFIC PLAN EIR
REPORT SUMMARY

TABLE2-1  SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Significance Significance
Before With
Significant Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
TRANS-4: Future Development in the RAAP Specific S TRANS-4: Although construction impacts are expected to be temporary and less- LTS
Plan area could substantially increase hazards due to a than-significant, for all future development in the plan area, the following is recom-
design feature or incompatible uses. mended to minimize the effects of construction related activity:
¢ Prepare a construction management plan, including:
* Project staging plan to maximize on-site storage of materials and equipment.
* A set of comprehensive traffic control measures, including scheduling of major
truck trips and deliveries to avoid peak hours; lane closure proceedings; signs,
cones, and other warning devices for drivers; and designation of construction
access routes.
* Permitted construction houts.
* Location of construction staging.
* Provision of on-site parking for all construction employees, site visitors, and
inspectors.
* Provisions for street sweeping to remove construction related debris on
public streets.
TRANS-5: The Claribel Road/Coffee Road intetsec- S TRANS-5: Construction of Phase 2 of the North County Corridor Project, which SU
tion is projected to operate at LOS F during the AM would connect the Phase 1 project, which is planned to terminate at McHenry Avenue,
and LOS E during the PM peak hours. The addition of to State Route 99, is expected to shift sufficient traffic from this intersection that LOS
project traffic would worsen deficient operations in C would be achieved. Alternatively, intersection improvements beyond the cross-
both peak hours. This is considered significant based section identified in the General Plan could be provided to improve peak hour opera-
on the significance criteria, as LOS C is the standard for tions, such as dual left-turn lanes and right-turn only lanes on all approaches. This
this intersection. improvement would improve the service level to LOS E during the AM peak hour and
LOS D during the PM peak hour, as shown on Table 4.16-10. These service levels are
considered deficient for this intersection. Given the uncertainly of constructing parallel
capacity or the feasibility of additional improvements beyond the planned General Plan
cross section, this impact is expected to remain significant and unavoidable.
TRANS-6: The Claribel Road/Oakdale Road intersec- S TRANS-6: Construction of Phase 2 of the North County Corridor Project, which SU

tion is projected to operate at LOS F during the AM
and PM peak hours. The addition of project traffic
would worsen LOS F operations. This is considered
significant based on the significance criteria, as LOS D
is the standard for this intersection.

would connect the Phase 1 project, which is planned to terminate at McHenry Avenue,
to State Route 99, is expected to shift sufficient traffic from this intersection that LOS
D would be achieved. Alternatively, construction of additional improvements at this
intersection that would result in acceptable service levels, including dual left-turn pock-
ets on the northbound, westbound, and eastbound approaches could be constructed.
This improvement would improve the setvice level to LOS D or better (the level of
service standard for this intersection) in both peak hours, as shown in Table 10 of the
TIA, reducing this impact to a less-than-significant level. However, given the uncer-

LTS = Less Than Significant S = Significant SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact
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REPORT SUMMARY

TABLE 2-1  SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Significance
Before With
Significant Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation

tainly of constructing parallel capacity or the feasibility of additional improvements
beyond the planned General Plan cross section, this impact is expected to remain sig-
nificant and unavoidable.

Utilities and Service Systems

Since there are no significant impacts related to utilities and service systems as a result of the Plan, no mitisation measures are required,
BFH - Buildoutof the Planworddrequire tmprove- S 8 The ater-Master Pla

LTS = Less Than Significant S = Significant SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact
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TABLE 2-1  SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Significance
Before With
Significant Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation

LTS = Less Than Significant S = Significant SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact
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TABLE 2-1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Significance
Before With
Significant Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation

LTS = Less Than Significant S = Significant SU = Significant Unavoidable Impact
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REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

This chapter presents specific changes to the Draft EIR that are being made in
response to comments made by the public. In each case, the revised page and loca-
tion on the page is presented, followed by the textual or tabular, revision. Double-
underline text represents language that has been added to the EIR; text with
strikethrough has been deleted from the EIR.

The revisions contained herein merely clarify and amplify the information in the
Draft EIR, and none of the revisions constitutes significant changes to the analysis
contained in the Draft EIR.

All changes to Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR, including changes to Table 2-1, Sum-
mary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, are included in Chapter 2 of this Final
EIR.

Chapter 4.3 Air Quality

Section E.1.d. beginning on page 4.3-32 of the Draft EIR is hereby added as
included below. As a part of the text edits below, Figure 4.3-2 and Figure
4.3-3, have been added to the Draft EIR and are also include below. In ad-
dition, Appendix B (attached to this Final EIR) has been modified to in-
clude additional information pertaining to the Health Risk Assessment.

a. Expose Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations (LTS)

The health risk evaluation for the Specific Plan involved the calculation of future
diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions and associated health risks for on-site
vehicle traffic at the project sitefor—traffie-on-Claus Road;~whichisthe-mainroad
adjaeentto-theprojeetsite._lt was assumed that the primaty contributor to Eoten—
tial health risks from on-site traffi ul from DPM emissions from 1-
fueled trucks. Emissions were calculated using the latest version of the CARB
EMFAC2011 emissions model. Potential cancer risks for residents in the vicinity
of the project site aleng-ClansRead-were calculated using health risk assessment
methods recommended by the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment! (OEHHA) and the SJVAPCD.!. The health risk assessment method

includes calculation of ambient DPM concentrations at residential receptor loca-

10 OEHHA 2003. _Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines, The Air Tox-
ics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. Office of Envi-
ronmental Health Hazard Assessment._August 2003.

11 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control Disttict, Guidance for Air Dispersion Model-
ing, Draft 01/07 Rev 2.0.
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tions using an air quality dispersion model, and then calculating cancer risks using

the modeled concentrations along with appropriate DPM-specific risk factors.

Roadway and receptor coordinates, meteorological data, traffic volumes, and the
emission factors were used with the AERMOD air quality dispersion model to
predict annual DPM concentrations from roadway traffic which were then used to
calculate lifetime cancer risks at the residential receptor locations.

. Traffic Emissions

The project would include areas for research and development (R&D) and indus-
trial uses at the northern and southern portions of the site, retail development
adjacent to Claus road near the central and southern portions of the site, and rea-
lignment of existing parking areas in the central portion of the site near Claus

road. These areas are identified in Figures 4.3-2 and 4.3-3. Also shown on the
figures ar tential truck rout ithin each area that were u for modelin,

DPM emissions for traffie-en-ClausReadon-site truck travel and idling were cal-
culated using emission factors from the CARB EMFAC2011 emissions model
with default information for Stanislaus County along with future traffic volumes
and vehicle mixes on Claus Road. EMFAC2011 is the most recent version of the

CARB motor vehicle emission factor model. Emission factors were developed for

the year 2020 assuming that all trucks are heavy-duty diesel-fueled trucks and
would be traveling at 15 miles per hout. For truck idle emissions, each truck was
assumed to idle for 10 minutes while at the project site (5 minutes per truck trip).
Based on traffic data for the project, as described in Section 4.16, Transportation

nd Traffic, ther ul ut truck; ing the sit ily, or ily
truck tri h truck tri re distribut mong the different lopment
f f the project an iated truck rout S n the project ize an
f new land u Figur -1 inclu the estimated number of daily truck
traveling in each project ar Emissions from these truck re then u in th

air quality dispersion modeling of on-site truck travel to predict DPM concentra-
tions at residences in the vicinity of the project and along the Claus Roadusing—the
1 1 1 », PN = PN L Lha
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Source: lllingworth_& Rodkin, 2013.
FIGURE 4.3-2

PROJECT SITE, DEVELOPMENT AREAS, ON-SITE TRUCK ROUTES, AND
DAILY TRUCK TRAFFIC
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Source: lllingworth_& Rodkin, 2012.

FIGURE 4.3-3

PROJECT SITE, ON-SITE TRUCK ROUTES FOR DISPERSION MODELING, AND
NEARBY RECEPTOR LOCATIONS
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DP—M—eeﬂeeﬁer&ﬁeﬁs—&t—reﬁéeﬁees—a}eﬂg—ehe—readway The DPM emission factor

calculations are shown in Appendix B.

. Roadway Dispersion Modeling

Dispersion modeling of roadway DPM emissions was conducted using the EPA’s
AERMOD dispersion model. This model is recommended by the SJVAPCD for
this type of analysis. The AERMOD model predicts pollutant concentrations at
receptors located in areas of flat or complex terrain from a variety of emission
source types including point, area, volume, and line sources. Emissions from these
source types can be continuous or vary by hour, day of the week, month, or season.
For this analysis the model was run using regulatory default dispersion options and
rural dispersion coefficients due to the rural nature of the project area. Alt-
houghSinee there is little variation in terrain elevations in the project area, the mod-

el was run in-Hatterrainmedeusing USGS digital terrain data for the project area.

A 5-year set of hourly meteorological data (2005 - 2009)_from the Modesto Airport,

located about 6.25 miles south-southwest of the project site, was used in the mod-
eling.; These meteorological data were prepared by the SJVAPCD; 12—&eﬂa—ehe

used—m—dae—meéehﬁg— Other inputs to the model included road geometry, receptor
locations, and hourly emission rates. The truckVehiele emissions were modeled as

line sources (a series of volume sources along a path) along ClausReadthe on-site

rug_;k trgggl routes shown in Frg; e ﬁ_tzé I—ﬁ—dae*letﬂ&y—ef—t—he—pre)eet—sﬁe—@l&us

pfejee&sﬁe—se&fh—fe—y&s&bq%eﬂé%%w&ew%e&d— Emission source parameters used

in modeling these line sources were consistent with SJVAPCD Air Quality Model-
ing Guidance.!>_The trucks were model traveling at 15 mph with an emission

12 http:/ /www.valleyair.org/busind /pto/Tox_Resources/AirQualityMonitoring.htm.
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release height of 6 feet and the road widths were model at 12 feet. Since the actual
locations where trucks may be idling at the site are unknown, the truck idle emis-
sions were included in the emissions for modeling truck travel.

Locations of residential receptors in the project area and along Claus Road were
identified from aerial images and included in the modeling as locations for the
model to calculate annual average DPM concentrations. Sixty—fHveSeventy-two
residential receptors were identified and included in the modeling. A _receptor
height of 1.5 meters (4.9 feet) was used for all receptors modeled. An aerial view
showing the project site, roadway segments modeled, and the locations of the resi-
dential receptors is provided in Figure 4.3-1. The maximum-modeled DPM con-

centration eeeurred—along—thetroad segmen outh—of—the—proje e—forth—o
Plainview Road;of 0.0103
ject site along Claus Road at UTM coordinates 683,228.5 meters east, 4,175260.6

meters north and is shown in Figure 4.3-1. This is the maximum exposed individu-
al (MET) location. Inputs used for the modeling are included in Appendix B.

m?3 occurred west of the northern portion of the pro-

ii.  Cancer Risk Prediction

Cancer risk to—residents—nearClausRoadfrom—roadwayto off-site residents from

on-site truck DPM emissions were assessed following the SJVAPCD recommend-
ed methods and their significance evaluated based on the SJVAPCD threshold of

an incremental cancer risk of ten excess cases per million at the Maximally Exposed

Individual (MEI). Exceeding this threshold would result in a significant impact.

13 i3

Potential cancer risks from inhalation of toxic air contaminants are calculated based
on the annual average concentration, an inhalation dose, and the cancer potency of
the toxic air contaminant. The inhalation dose depends on a person’s breathing rate,
exposure time and frequency of exposure, and the exposure duration over a 70-year
lifetime period. These parameters vary depending on whether the exposure is con-
sidered to occur for a residential location, at a workplace, or at a school. For this
analysis, potential exposures to DPM concentrations from on-site truck traffic en
ClausRead to residents along—theroadway were evaluated. For residential expo-
sures, the SJVAPCD recommends using a breathing rate of 393 liters per day per

13 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control Disttict, Guidance for Air Dispersion Model-
ing, Draft 01/07 Rev 2.0.
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kilogtam of body weight (I./kg-day). Residential receptors are assumed to be ex-
posed for 24 hours per day for 350 days per year over a 70-year lifetime.

Potential health risks to nearby residents from on-site truckresidents—alonsClaus
Read-fromreadway DPM emissions were evaluated assuming constant exposure to

DPM concentrations based-en-emisstons-during2020-for an entire 70-year lifetime

exposure period (SJVAPCD recommended method)_based on emissions during
2020. The maximum increased MEI cancer risk for a 70-year exposure was 4.36-5

in onea million. Details on the cancer risk calculations are included in Appendix B.

Under the SJVAPCD CEQA GuidelinesGAMAQL, an incremental risk of greater

than ten cases per million at the MEI would be considered a significant impact.
The increased cancer risk associated with on-site truck traffic alengClausRead-is
less than 10 in a million, and therefore would be a less-than-significant impact.

Section E.2. beginning on page 4.3-37 of the Draft EIR is hereby added as
follows:

2. Cumulative Impacts

The proposed Plan would not contribute to a regional impact by increasing the rate
of vehicle use at a greater rate than population growth. However, build out of the
Specific Plan with mitigation may have NOx emissions that could exceed the GA-
MAQI thresholds. That would mean the project could have a cumulatively consid-
erable increase in air pollutant emissions that may contribute to future violations of
ozone ambient air quality standards. As a result, this cumulative impact would be
considered significant.

In ition t in. tential health risks from the project’s on-site DPM emis-
sions from truck travel, potential risks from project trucks traveling off-site were

Juat nd th mbin ncer risk from on-site and off-site truck DPM emis-
sions identified.

As discussed in the DEIR, cancer risks from project truck travel along Claus Road

was evaluated. The maximum cancer risk from truck travel on Claus Road oc-

curred south of the project site at a residence on the east side of Claus Road, north

of Plainview Road. The maximum cancer risk at this location was 6.5 in one mil-
lion,

In order t th mbin ncer risks from both on-site and off-site project
truck traffic, the on-site emission sour iscu nd the off-site emis-
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sion sources, discussed in the DEIR, were modeled with the AERMOD model to

identify the location and magnitude of the maximum DPM concentration and as-
sociated maximum cancer risk at a residential receptor. The modeling was con-

ucted using the same meth logy 11 he maximum combin
impact from on-site and off-site truck traffi urt t th me location
u here the maximum impact from the on-site truck travel urt

httl ncer risk from on-sit ff—1t trukDPM mission. in on

Mitigation Measure AQ-1a on page 4.3-38 of the Draft EIR, is hereby
amended as follows:

Mitigation Measure AQ-1a: Each individual project component of the Specific
Plan, including those projects allowed by right, shall be analyzed for significant
construction period air quality impacts. For each project-level analysis, a construc-
tion emissions estimate will be made by SJVAPCD using the latest SJVAPCD ac-
cepted methodology and will be compared to accepted thresholds of significance.
Means of mitigating construction period impacts to a less-than-significant level
include, but are not limited to, Mitigation Measures AQ-1a through AQ-1d.

Since approval of the RAAP Specific Plan may constitute the final discretionary
approval by the City of Riverbank, each individual project component, including
those projects allowed by right, shall be required to demonstrate to the SJVAPCD
compliance with construction period requitements of Rule 9510 prior to issuance

of the first building and/or grading permits as a condition of project approval. The
licant shall ument, to the City’s r nabl tisfaction, it mplian ith

this mitigation measure.

Mitigation Measure AQ-1b on page 4.3-38 of the Draft EIR, is hereby
amended as follows:

Mmgamon Measure AQ- lb SJVAPCD Regulanon VIII Control Measures Prior

gggg opment under the RAAP Specific Plgnflihe—feﬂewg—eeﬁ&e}s shall be re-
quired to be-implemented-at-all-eonstruetionsites_the foll ntrols:

¢ All disturbed areas, including storage piles, which are not being actively utilized
for construction purposes, shall be effectively stabilized of dust emissions us-
ing water, chemical stabilizer/suppressant, covered with a tarp or other suita-

ble cover or vegetative ground cover;
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¢ All on-site unpaved roads and off-site unpaved access roads shall be effectively
stabilized of dust emissions using water or chemical stabilizet/suppressant;

¢ All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, grading, cut and
fill, and demolition activities shall be effectively controlled of fugitive dust
emissions utilizing application of water or by presoaking;

¢ With the demolition of buildings up to six stories in height, all exterior surfac-
es of the building shall be wetted during demolition;

¢ When materials are transported off-site, all material shall be covered, or effec-
tively wetted to limit visible dust emissions, and at least six inched of freeboard
space from the top of the container shall be maintained,;

¢ All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud or
dirt from adjacent public streets at the end of each workday. (The use of dry rota-
1y brushes is expressly probibited except where preceded or accompanied by sufficient wetting
to limit the visible dust emissions. Use of blower devices is excpressly forbidden)

¢ Pollowing the addition of materials to, or the removal of materials from, the
surface of outdoor storage piles, said piles shall be effectively stabilized of fugi-
tive dust emissions utilizing sufficient watet or chemical stabilizet/suppressant;

¢ Within urban areas, trackout shall be immediately removed when it extends 50
or more feet from the site and at the end of each workday; and

¢ Any site with 150 or more vehicle trips per day shall prevent carryout and
trackout.

Mitigation Measure AQ-1c on page 4.3-39 of the Draft EIR, is hereby
amended as follows:

Mitigation Measure AQ-1c: Enhanced Control Measures. Priot to initiation of

construction activities, the applicant for an individual, site-specific development
under the Specific Plan, Fthe following measures shallshewld be implemented at

construction sites when required to mitigate significant PMjo impacts (note, these
measures are to be implemented in addition to Regulation VIII requirements):
¢ Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph; and
¢ Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to
public roadways from sites with a slope greater than one percent.

Mitigation Measure AQ-2 on page 4.3-41 of the Draft EIR, is hereby amend-
ed as follows:

Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Fach individual project component of the Specific Plan,

including those projects allowed by right, shall be analyzed for significant construc-

tion period air quality impacts. For each project-level analysis, an operational emis-

sions estimate will be made by SJ[VAPCD using the latest SJVAPCD accepted
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methodology and will be compared to accepted thresholds of significance. Means
of mitigating operational petiod impacts to a less-than-significant level include, but
are not limited to, improving transportation and transit design (e.g., improved
bikeways, transit infrastructure, and pedestrian enhancements); contributing a pro-
ject’s fair share to the Air Quality Mitigation Fee Fund; and contributing a project’s
fair share towards Transportation Control Measures implementation programs. For

h individual project, th licant shall document, to the City’s reasonable satis-

faction, its compliance with this mitigation measure.

Since approval of the RAAP Specific Plan may constitute the final discretionary
approval by the City of Riverbank, each individual project component, including
those projects allowed by right, shall be required to demonstrate to the SJVAPCD
compliance with operational period requirements of Rule 9510 prior to issuance of

the first building and/or grading permits as a condition of project approval. For
h individual project, th licant shall ument, to the City’s r nable satis-

faction, its compliance with this mitigation measure.

Each individual project, including th rojects all s richt, that introdu
ionificant sour f air pollutant emissions or stationary sout f TA hall

complete separate ambient air quality analysis and health risks assessments to en-
sure that violations of ambient air quality standards do not occur, including an
analysis of cumulative emissions from the RAAP Specific Plan. For each individual
project, the applicant shall document, to the City’s reasonable satisfaction, its com-
pliance with this mitigation measure.

Section B.3.a.iii. on page 4.3-12 of the Draft EIR is hereby added as follows:
2t. Rule 9410 — Employer Based Trip Reduction

The purpose of this rule is reduce vehicle miles traveled from private vehicles used
by emplovees to commute to and from their worksites to reduce emissions of
NOx, ROG and particulate matter (PMjo and PMys). The rule applies to employ-

rs with at least 1 mploy: Employets are required to implement an Employ-
t Trip Reduction Implementation Plan (ETRIP) for h rksite with 1 t
more FEligible Employees to meet licable target ified in the rule. Employ-
rs are required to facilitate th rticipation of in th lopment of ETRIP.

roviding information to its employ xplaining the requirements an licabil-
ity of this rule. Emplovers are required to prepate and submit an ETRIP for each
worksite to the District. The ETRIP must be updated annually. Under this rule,
emplovers shall collect information on the modes of transportation used for each
Eligible Emplovee’s commutes both to and from work for every day of the Com-
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mute Verification Period, as defined in using either the Mandatory Commute Veri-
fication Method or a Representative Survey Method. Annual reporting includes the

results of the Commute Verification for the previous calendar year along with the
measures implement utlined in the ETRIP and, if n 7, any updates t

the ETRIP.

Table 4.3-2 on page 4.3-13 of the Draft EIR is hereby amended as follows:

California Standards National Standards
Averaging
Pollutant Time Concentration Method Primary | Secondary | Method
Fine 24 Hour - - 35 pg/m Inertial
N Same as Separation
Particulate - .
M Annual Gravimettic 5 Primary and
P;It;esr Arithmetic 12 pg/m? or Beta 12 ua/ms | Standard | Gravimetric
( 5) Mean Attenuation Analysis

Section Cb.i. beginning on page 4.3-20 of the Draft EIR is hereby amended
as follows:

o a o0 RPN o A o Lhea

2006-PMas i i “The District approved
the 2012 PM2.5 Plan on December 20, 2012, The plan then 1 7 th

lifornia Air Resour Board (ARB) on January 24, 201 his plan assures thi
n uin Valley Air Basin will comply with the Environmental Protection Agen-

cv (EPA) 2006 PM2.5 standard by the 2019 deadline.
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Chapter 4.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Mitigation Measure GHG-1 on page 4.7-17 of the Draft EIR is hereby

amended as follows:

Mitigation Measure GHG-1: Each individual project component of the Specific
Plan shall be analyzed for significant GHG impacts. For each project-level analy-
sis, appropriate Best Performance Standards will be implemented or a 29 percent
GHG emission reduction compared to BAU will be demonstrated. Means of miti-
gating GHG impacts to a less-than-significant level include, but are not limited to,
technological controls for stationary sources (such as for boilers, generators, and
process heaters) and the GHG emission reduction measures (such as energy effi-
ciency, transportation, and site design measures) for development projects listed in

the SJVAPCD CCAP. For each individual project, the applicant shall document, to
the City’s reasonable satisfaction, its compliance with this mitigation measure.

Chapter 4.14 Public Services

Mitigation Measure PUB-1 on page 4.16-14 of the Draft EIR is hereby
amended as follows:

Mitigation Measure PUB-1: The City shall rdinate with Stanislau n

Fire Protection District to ensure fair shar lopment fees for futur it

ment resulting from the implementation of the RAAP ific Plan to ensur
uipment, staffing, and facilities for emergency medical i urban search an

rescue, hazardous materials emergency response, and other relevant needs, as ap-

Qrogriate ne-aaatttonarpersonne attofanaapparata AarbeHecorporatean

Chapter 4.16 Transportation and Traffic

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 beginning on page 4.16-38 of the Draft EIR is
hereby amended as follows:

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1: Future developers within the RAAP area shall con-
tribute their fair share, through the payment of local and regional fees, towards the
construction of left-turn pockets on all approaches to the Claribel Road/Coffee

Road intersection with appropriate storage and deceleration length, and signaliza-

tion of the intersection. This improvement would improve the service level at the

Claribel Road/Coffee Road intetsection to LOS C or better (the level of service

standard for this intersection) in both peak hours, as shown on Table 4.16-9. Stan-
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islaus County plans to signalize this intersection as part of the Claribel Road widen-
ing project. Funding for signalization is provided from Congestion Mitigation and
Air Quality (CMAQ) Federal funding. Construction is scheduled to begin in 2013.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 on page 4.16-39 of the Draft EIR is hereby
amended as follows:

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2: Future developers within the RAAP area shall con-
tribute their fair share, through the payment of local and regional fees, towards the
construction of left-turn pockets on all approaches to the Claribel Road/Roselle
Avenue intersection with appropriate storage and deceleration length, and signaliza-
tion of the intersection. This improvement would improve the service level at the
laribel R Roselle Avenue intersection to LOS D or better (the level of service
standard for this intersection) in both peak hours, as shown on Table 4.16-9. Sig-
nalization of this intersection is programmed in the Stanislaus County 2011-2012
budget using CMAQ funding and is scheduled for construction in 2015/2016.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 on page 4.16-40 of the Draft EIR is hereby
amended as follows:

Mitigation Measure TRANS-3: Future developers within the RAAP area shall con-
tribute their fair share towards improvements-at-theinterseetions—identified-above;

g 3 k4 stonal-tra —tha et o £a
large—traeksto provide adequate turning radii in conformance with STAA require-
ments at intersections on State Route 108, specifically at the intersections of
Atchison Street (State Route 108)/1st Street, State Route 108/Claus Road and State

Route 108/Patterson Road, though the pavment of local and regional traffic fees.
No other improvements have-been—identifiedfor-are n to_mitigate project
impacts at these intersections.

Chapter 4.17 Utilities and Service Systems

Section C.2. beginning on page 4.17-28 of the Draft EIR is hereby amended
as follows:

In general, under existing conditions, stormwater runoff is collected in numerous
inlets located around the site that connect to a main storm drain line. The main
storm drain line carries flows towards the north, opposite the surface grade. At
Gate 10, flow is directed through a diversion structure. A valve located at the dis-

charge of the diversion structure remains open allowing stormwater runoff to travel
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through the diversion structure and down a 36-inch pipe towards a lift station, lo-
cated adjacent to the north stormwater reservoir. Pumps 1 and 2 of the lift station
convey flow into the north reservoir. This reservoir is designed as a detention ba-
sin that allows for temporary stormwater runoff to facilitate settling of suspended

sediment.—TFwo-outlets,—with-approximatel—onefoor-of elevation-difference,are

Between rain events, some water remains in the reservoir, below the outlets, and
either evaporates, infiltrates into the ground, or is used by the vegetation that grows

iﬂ the basin. e aof—rocateafica E—TESErvo aasS—a—trfa fhanetr—pamp

The discussion of cumulative stormwater impacts on pages 4.17-31 and 4.17-

32 of the Draft EIR is hereby amended as follows: 5. Cumulative Impacts
This section analyzes potential impacts to stormwater systems that could occur
from the proposed Plan in combination with other reasonably foreseeable projects
in the surrounding area. The geographic scope of this analysis is taken as the City
of Riverbank SOI, as defined in the Riverbank General Plan.

As described above, all the stormwater from the Plan Area would be treated on-
site. Development under the proposed Plan would comply with draft Specific Plan
Goal PUB-2 and Policy PUB-3 and includes low impact development and sustain-
able design approaches for stormwater management. Any new development occur-

ring within the RAAP site would be required to comply with the RAAP Specific

Plan 1l as the Stormwater Plan prepared for the site. Futur nditions within
the RAAP sit ul luat n a project-by-project n n lop-
ment lications are submitted to the City in order t f ny project- ifi
impacts. Becau tormwater ul treat n-site_and future stormwater

ul mitigat roject me fq rd, cumulative impacts on stormwater

facilities would be considered Jess than significantH

pra t trattv Pa O > Wa

=)
d +h AH—$5H
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The discussion of stormwater impacts and mitigation measures beginning
on page 4.17-32 of the Draft EIR is hereby amended as follows:
6. Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The Specific Plan would not result in any significant impacts to stormwater; there-
fore, no mitigation measures are necessaryFhe—followingimpaects—and—mitigaton
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LIST oF COMMENTORS

A. Written Comments

Written comments were received from the following agencies, organizations, and

individuals. Letters are arranged by category, and then by date received. Letters

received after the close of the comment period are listed at the end of their respec-

tive categories, in the order received. Each letter listed below has been reproduced

and is included in Appendix H.

State Agencies

SAT. Dave Singleton, Program Analyst, State of California, Native Ameri-
can Heritage Commission. March 29, 2013.

SA2. Trevor Cleak, Environmental Scientist, Central Valley Regional Water
Quality Control Board. May 6, 2013.

SA3. Tom Dumas, Chief, Office of Metropolitan Planning, State of Cali-
fornia, Department of Transportation. May 10, 2013.

SA4. Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse, State of California,
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. May 13, 2013.

Regional Agencies

RAT. Celia Aceves, Risk & Property Analyst, Modesto Irrigation District.
May 2, 2013.

RA2. John B. Davids, District Engineer, Oakdale Irrigation District. May
9, 2013.

RA3. Irena Torrey, Bureau Manager, Bureau of Environmental Manage-
ment, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. May 13, 2013.

RA4. Shirley Koelmas, Fire Inspector, Stanislaus Consolidated Fire Protec-
tion District. May 17, 2013.

RAS5. Mark Loeser, Management Consultant, Environmental Review
Committee, Stanislaus County. May 20, 2013.

RAG. Dave Warner, Director of Permit Services, San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District. May 20, 2013.

Local Agencies

LAT. Brad Wall, Principal Planner, City of Modesto. May 17, 2013.
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

This chapter includes a reproduction of, and responses to, comments received dur-
ing the Draft EIR public review period. Comments are presented in their original
format in Appendix H, along with annotations that identify each comment letter.

Responses to those individual comments are provided in this chapter alongside the
text of each corresponding comments. Comment letters in this chapter follow the
same order as listed in Chapter 4 of this Final EIR and are categorized by:
¢ Written Comments:
¢ State Agencies
* Regional Agencies
¢ Local Agencies

Where the same comment has been made more than once, a response may direct
the reader to another numbered comment and response. Where a response re-
quites revisions to the Draft EIR, the revisions are explained and shown in Chapter
3 of this Final EIR.
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TABLE 5-1 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES MATRIX
Comment
Number Comment Response

Native American Heritage Commission

SA1-1 The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has reviewed the This comment provides an introduction to the comment letter, and does not state a specific
CEQA Notice regarding the above referenced project. In the 1985 concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained
Appellate Court decision (170 Cal App 3rd 604), the court held that the in the EIR.
NAHC has jurisdiction and special expertise, as a state agency, over
affected Native American resources impacted by proposed projects,
including archaeological places of religious significance to Native
Ametricans, and to Native American burial sites.

SA1-2 The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) states that any This comment outlines the steps required to mitigate potential impacts to historical resources.

project that causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an historical resources, which includes archeological resources, is a
significant effect requiring the preparation of an EIR (CEQA guide-
lines 15064 (b)). To adequately comply with this provision and mitigate
project-related impacts on archaeological resources, the Commission
recommends the following actions be required:

Contact the appropriate Information Center for a record search to
determine :If a part or all of the area of project effect (APE) has been
previously surveyed for cultural resources, which we know that it has.
The NAHC recommends that known cultural resources recorded on or
adjacent to the APE be listed in the draft Environmental Impact Re-
port.

If an additional archaeological inventory survey is required, the final
stage is the preparation of a professional report detailing the findings
and recommendations of the records search and field survey. We sug-
gest that this be coordinated with the NAHC, if possible. The final
report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measures
should be submitted immediately to the planning department. All in-
formation regarding site locations, Native American human remains,
and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential
addendum, and not be made available for public disclosure pursuant to
California Government Code Section 6254.10. Contact has been made
to the Native American Heritage Commission for a Sacred Lands File
Check, and cultural resources have not been identified to your agency.
A list of appropriate Native American Contacts for consultation con-
cerning the project site has been provided and is attached to this letter

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR.
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TABLE 5-1 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES MATRIX
Comment
Number Comment Response
to determine if the proposed active might impinge on any cultural
resources. Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not
preclude their subsurface existence.
SA1-3 Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the As discussed on page 4.5-21 of the Draft EIR, although there have been previous ground-

identification and evaluation of accidentally discovered archeological
resources, pet California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
§15064.5(f). In areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a certified
archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American, with
knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor all ground-disturbing
activities. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provi-
sions for the disposition of recovered artifacts, in consultation with
culturally affiliated Native Americans. Lead agencies should include
provisions for discovery of Native American human remains in their
mitigation plan. Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA §15064.5(c),
and Public Resources Code §5097.98 mandates the process to be fol-
lowed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in
a location other than a dedicated cemetery.

disturbing activities within the RAAP Plan Area, and it is unlikely that undiscovered archeo-
logical resources are located within the site, it is possible that undiscovered archeological re-
sources are present in the RAAP Plan Area. General Plan Policies CONS 2.1, CONS-2.2,
CONS-2.4, and CONS-2.5 address this issue. In addition, Section 5097 of the Public Re-
sources Code specifies the procedures to be followed in the event of the unexpected discovery
of human remains on nonfederal land, and Section 7050.5 requires that construction or exca-
vation be stopped in the vicinity of discovered human remains until the coroner can deter-
mine whether the remains are those of a Native Ametican. If determined to be Native Amet-
ican, the coroner must contact the NAHC.

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board

SA2-1

Pursuant to the State Clearinghouse's 27 March 2013 request, the Cen-
tral Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Water
Board) has reviewed the Request for Review for the Draft Environ-
mental Impact Report for the Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant
Specific Plan Project, located in Stanislaus County.

Our agency is delegated with the responsibility of protecting the quality
of surface and groundwaters of the state; therefore our comments will
address concerns surrounding those issues.

This comment provides an introduction to the comment letter. No further response is re-
quired.

SA2-2

Construction Storm Water General Permit

Dischargers whose project disturb one or more acres of soil or where
projects disturb less than one acre but are part of a larger common
plan of development that in total disturbs one or more acres, are re-
quired to obtain coverage under the General Permit for Storm Water
Discharges Associated with Construction Activities (Construction
General Permit), Construction General Permit Order No. 2009-009-
DWQ. Construction activity subject to this permit includes clearing,
grading, grubbing, disturbances to the ground, such as stockpiling, or
excavation, but does not include regular maintenance activities per-

This comments provides a summary of the requirements of the Construction Storm Water
General Permit. Construction-related impacts to hydrology are discussed on pages 4.10-8
through 4.10-10 of the Draft EIR. This comment does not state a specific concern or ques-
tion regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR.
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES MATRIX

Comment
Number

Comment

Response

formed to restore the original line, grade, or capacity of the facility.
The Construction General Permit requires the development and im-
plementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).

For more information on the Construction General Permit, visit the
State Water Resources Control Board website at:

http:/ /www.watetboatds.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/
constpermits.shtml.

SA2-3

Phase I and II Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permits
The Phase I and II MS4 permits require the Permittees reduce pollu-
tants and runoff flows from new development and redevelopment
using Best Management Practices (BMPs) to the maximum extent
practicable (MEP). MS4 Permittees have their own development
standards, also known as Low Impact Development (LID)/post-
construction standards that include a hydromodification component.
The MS4 permits also require specific design concepts for LID/post-
construction BMPs in the early stages of a project during the entitle-
ment and CEQA process and the development plan review process.

For more information on which Phase I MS4 Permit this project ap-
plies to, visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:

http:/ /www.watetboatds.ca.gov/ centralvalley/watet_issues/storm_wa
ter/municipal_permits/.

(1) Municipal Permits = The Phase I Municipal Separate Storm Water
System (MS4) Permit covers medium sized Municipalities (serving
between 100,000 and 250,000 people) and large sized municipalities
(serving over 250,000 people). The Phase I1 MS4 provides coverage for
small municipalities, including non-traditional Small MS4s, which in-
clude military bases, public campuses, prisons and hospitals.

This comments provides a summary of the requirements of the Phase I and II Municipal
Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permits. This comment does not state a specific concern
or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measutes contained in the
EIR.

SA2-4

Industrial Storm Water General Permit

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.

For more information on the Industrial Storm Water General Permit,
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:

http:/ /www.watetboatds.ca.gov/centralvalley/watet_issues/storm_wa
ter/industrial_general_perm

This comments provides a summary of the requirements of the Industrial Storm Water Gen-
eral Permit. This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the suffi-
ciency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR.
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itslindex.shtml.

SA2-5

Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit

If the project will involve the discharge of dredged or fill material in
navigable waters or wetlands, a permit pursuant to Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act may be needed from the United States Army Corps of
Engineers (USACOE). If a Section 404 permit is required by the
USACOE, the Central Valley Water Board will review the permit ap-
plication to ensure that discharge will not violate water quality stand-
ards. If the project requires surface water drainage realignhment, the
applicant is advised to contact the Department of Fish and Game for
information on Streambed Alteration Permit requirements.

If you have any questions regarding the Clean Water Act Section 404
permits, please contact the Regulatory Division of the Sacramento
District of USACOE at (916) 557-5250.

This comments provides a summary of the requirements of the Clean Water Act Section 404
Permit. This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency
of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR.

SA2-6

Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit - Water Quality Certification

If an USACOE permit, or any other federal permit, is required for this
project due to the disturbance of waters of the United States (such as
streams and wetlands), then a Water Quality Certification must be
obtained from the Central Valley Water Board prior to initiation of
project activities. There are no waivers for 401 Water Quality Certifica-
tions.

This comments provides a summary of the requirements of the Clean Water Act Section 401
Permit. This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency
of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR.

SA2-7

Waste Discharge Requirements

If USACOE determines that only non-jurisdictional waters of the State
(i.e., "non-federal" waters of the State) are present in the proposed
project area, the proposed project will require a Waste Discharge Re-
quirement (WDR) permit to be issued by Central Valley Water Board.
Under the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, dis-
charges to all waters of the State, including all wetlands and other wa-
ters of the State including, but not limited to, isolated wetlands, are
subject to State regulation.

For more information on the Water Quality Certification and WDR
processes, visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:

http:/ /www.watetboards.ca.gov/ centralvalley/help/business_help/per
mit2.shtml.

This comments provides a summary of waste discharge requirements. This comment does
not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation
measures contained in the EIR.
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Department of Transportation

SA3-1 The California Department of Transportation (Department) appreci-  This comment acknowledges that the Department of Transportation has reviewed the EIR
ates the opportunity to review and comment on the DEIR for the for  and introduces ensuing comments, but does not state a specific concern or question regarding
the RAAP Specific Plan which includes 173 acres. This includes 146 the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR.
acre primary site of which portions are currently underdeveloped and a
27 acre evaporation pond. The Department has the following com-
ments:

SA3-2 1. The existing plus approved/pending projects scenatio should be The Draft EIR considered the impacts of the Project on the existing transportation system as
included as part of the scenarios being analyzed. well as the future transportation system considering approved, pending and planned develop-

ments over the next 20 to 30 years, consistent with CEQA guidelines. As the project is a
Specific Plan to guide future development on the site and no specific projects have been pro-
posed, the level of analysis provided in the Draft EIR appropriately identifies the range of
impacts that could occur as the site is developed. As Projects are proposed for the site, addi-
tional review may be required, but no Existing Plus Approved scenario will be evaluated at
this time.

SA3-3 2. Please provide the electronic files that will be used to analyze the The TIA was included as Appendix E of the Draft EIR. The Synchro files used in the analy-
traffic study when the traffic study is submitted. sis have been forwarded to the commenter.

SA3-4 3. Various intersections along SR-108 do not meet STAA off-tracking ~ The Draft EIR acknowledged that the Project could increase truck traffic through intersec-
requirements for turning movements. The project needs to consider tions on State Route 108 that do not currently meet STAA requirements and a significant
the impact of any potentially generated STAA truck traffic turning impact was identified, as stated on page 4.16-31. The project is required to pay local and re-
movements at intersections due to its development since this would gional fees that would fund improvements to the state highway system and the local street
create a safety issue at these intersections. network. Potential improvements to these intersections include minor re-striping, intersection

modification and/or pavement widening. The StanCOG 2011 RTP identifies some im-
provements to the SR 108/First Street intersection and available funding is identified for oth-
er various intersection improvements, including development fees that each development
would be required to pay. However, as the timing of improving SR-108 intersections is un-
known, this impact is considered significant and unavoidable. It is also noted that from the
Project site, trucks can access the STAA network via Claribel Road (which becomes State
Route 219 at McHenry Avenue) with a full interchange to SR 99. Both SR 219 and SR 99 are
designated STAA Routes. Additionally, the noted intersections are approximately 2 miles
from the Project site and it is beyond the scope of a single project to modify state highways to
meet STAA requirements.

SA3-5 Please refer to the letter to the City of Riverbank dated July 19, 2010 The letter dated July 19, 2010 identified the intersections of Patterson Road, Santa Fe Street,

regarding related intersections along SR 108 that do not meet STAA. If
a copy is needed for reference, please contact the Joshua Swearingen
(contact information below).

First Street and Claus Road with SR 108 as intersections that do not meet STAA requirements
for one or more turning movements. The intersections of Patterson Road, First Street and
Claus Road with SR 108 were included in the impact analysis. Level of service impacts were
not identified at these intersections with the addition of traffic from the Project. The intersec-
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tion of Santa Fe Street with SR 108 was not included as the assessment as the project would
not add traffic to movements where off-tracking requirements are not met. As noted in the
response to comment SA3-4, a significant and unavoidable impact was identified for these
intersections for truck movements.

State Clear-
inghouse

SA4-1

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to
selected state agencies for review. On the enclosed Document Details
Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies
that reviewed your document. The review period closed on May 10,
2013, and the comments from the responding agency (ies) is (are) en-
closed. If this content package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project's ten-digit State
Clearinghouse number in future correspondence so that we may re-
spond promptly.

Please note that Section 211 04( ¢) of the California Public Resources
Code states that:

"A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive.
comments regarding those activities involved in a project which are
within an area of expertise of the agency or which are required to be
carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be sup-
ported by specific documentation."

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final envi-
ronmental document. Should you need more information or clarifica-
tion of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency directly.

This letter acknowledges that yon have complied with the State Clear-
inghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents,
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact
the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions
regarding the environmental review process.

This comment acknowledges that the Draft EIR was circulated to various State agencies for
comment.

Modesto Irrigation District

RA1-1

Thank you for allowing the District to comment on this referral. Fol-
lowing are the recommendations from our Electrical, Irrigation and

This comment acknowledges that the Modesto Irrigation District has reviewed the Draft EIR
and introduces ensuing comments, but the comments does not state a specific concern or
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Domestic Water Divisions: question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR.

RA1-2 Irrigation - Section 4.17 C of the draft EIR discusses increasing storm  The City acknowledges that any increased storm water discharge into the OID lateral is sub-
water discharge flows into the Oakdale Irrigation District (OID) ject to the 1942 agreement. In order to address a potentially significant impact resulting from
Riverbank Lateral. The Riverbank Lateral discharges into the Modesto  increased storm water originating on the RAAP site, any new development occurring within
Irrigation District (MID) Main Canal and is subject to a 1942 agree- the RAAP site would be required to comply with the RAAP Specific Plan as well as the
ment limiting "irrigation spill, drainage pump discharges and storm and Stormwater Plan prepared for the site. .
surface water discharges" to maximum total amounts. Any increased
discharge from the Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant redevelopment
project to OID's Riverbank Lateral would be subject to the constraints
imposed in the 1942 agreement.

RA1-3 Domestic Water - No comments at this time. This comments does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the

analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR.

RA1-4 Electrical - The Electric Division has no objections at this time. This comments does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the

analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR.

RA1-5 MID currently has an existing electric facility adjacent to the subject This comments does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
area. analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR.

RA1-6 If MID electric service is desired into the area, the customers should The City acknowledges MID's recommendation to potential electrical customers, however this
contact the District's Electric Engineering Department to determine comments does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analy-
the availability of electric service and coordinate service requirements  sis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR.
to the proposed project.

RA1-7 The Modesto Irrigation District reserves its future rights to utilize its ~ The City acknowledges MID's reservation of future rights to utilize property owned by MID,

property, including its canal and electrical easements and rights-of-way,
in a manner it deems necessary for the installation and maintenance of
electric, irrigation, agricultural and urban drainage, domestic water and
telecommunication facilities. These needs, which have not yet been
determined, may consist of poles, crossarms, wites, cables, braces,
insulators, transformers, service lines, open channels, pipelines, control
structures and any necessary appurtenances, as may, in District's opin-
ion, be necessary or desirable.

however this comments does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency
of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR.

Oakdale Irrigation District

RA2-1

The Oakdale Irrigation District (OID) has reviewed the Riverbank
Local Redevelopment Authority (RLRA) Riverbank Army Ammuni-
tion Plant (RAAP) Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and has the
following comments and recommendations regarding the RAAP Spe-
cific Plan (project or EIR).

This comment acknowledges that the Oakdale Irrigation District has reviewed the Draft EIR
and introduces ensuing comments, but does not state a specific concern or question regarding
the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR.
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RA2-2 A letter was sent on March 8, 2011 in response to the February 2, 2011 Page 3-14 of the Draft EIR states that the Specific Plan calls for the City to work with the

Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR in which a request was made that OID to explore the relocation of the OID canal (Riverbank Lateral) in order to create more
the Riverbank Lateral be fenced. Both the Land Use Concept Figure  viable development parcels on the RAAP site. It is also stated that, while the Specific Plan
3-4) and the Roadway Plan (figure 3-5) of the EIR do not provide does not commit the City to implementation of this concept, it does set aside land where the
alternatives for the Riverbank Lateral as show on Figure 3-7, Potential ~ Canal could be relocated in the future. As individual development applications are submitted
OID Realignment. OID restates the request to fence the Riverbank under the RAAP Specific Plan, the relocation of the OID canal will be discussed, however,

Lateral. the City does not anticipate the installation of fencing adjacent to the Canal location.

RA2-3 The project calls for the City of Riverbank to work with OID to ex- This comment is correct, and as stated in response to Comment RA2-2, as individual devel-
plore relocating the Riverbank Lateral. Relocation is possible per OID  opment applications are submitted under the RAAP Specific Plan, the relocation of the OID
Policy although no approval has occurred to date. Pre-consultation canal will be discussed. The City acknowledges that pre-construction consultation with the

with OID is strongly recommended during the planning phase of any ~ OID is strongly recommended during the planning phases of in individual projects.
specific project.

RA2-4 The OID Langstroth Drain is located on the southern edge of parcel It is acknowledged that potential expansion of Claribel Road may require the OID Langstroth
062-031-005. The EIR recommends that the western and southern Drain to be piped, and it will become the maintenance responsibility of the City of Riverbank.
project frontages along Claribel and Claus Road be widened to their This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
ultimate widths with appropriate turn pockets, bicycle facilities and analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR.

pedestrian amenities. Expansion of Claribel Road may require the facil-
ity be piped. If located underneath Claribel Road, it will become the
maintenance responsibility of the City of Riverbank or Stanislaus
County.

RA2-5 The EIR also discusses 2 existing outlets from the from the north Text on page 4.17-28 has been amended as follows:
storm drain reservoir that discharge into the Riverbank Lateral and a
smaller pump that conveys storm water from the lift station directly to  In general, under existing conditions, stormwater runoff is collected in numerous inlets locat-

the OID Riverbank Lateral. You may wish to revise the EIR as these ed around the site that connect to a main storm drain line. The main storm drain line carries
connections were plugged and removed on February 28, 2013 and the  flows towards the north, opposite the surface grade. At Gate 10, flow is directed through a
capability of RAAP to discharge storm water into the Riverbank Lat-  diversion structure. A valve located at the discharge of the diversion structure remains open
eral no longer exists. allowing stormwater runoff to travel through the diversion structure and down a 36-inch pipe

towards a lift station, located adjacent to the north stormwater reservoir. Pumps 1 and 2 of
the lift station convey flow into the north reservoir. This reservoir is designed as a detention
basin that allows for temporary stormwater runoff to facilitate settling of suspended sediment.

APPrOXHAY et S S-are-provid

o-discharee-waterinto-the- Oakdale Trrieatio tserict {OH)) - chametertinethattu
parallel-to-the-north-side-of thereserveir—Between rain events, some water remains in the
reservoirs-belewthe-eutlets; and either evaporates, infiltrates into the ground, or is used by the
vegetation that grows in the basin.—FheliftstationJoeatednearthereservoir hasathird-small-

attofra O
J

5-9



RIVERBANK LOCAL REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
RAAP SPECIFIC PLAN FINAL EIR
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

TABLE 5-1 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES MATRIX
Comment
Number Comment Response

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

RA3-1 The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission offers the following This comment acknowledges that the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission has reviewed
comments on the Riverbank Army Ammunition Deport Draft EIR the EIR and introduces ensuing comments, but does not state a specific concern or question
(SCH #2011022015): regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR.

RA3-2 1. The City and County of San Francisco (CCSF), San Francisco Public As stated on page 3- 14, the Specific Plan does not propose any changes to the Hetch Hetchy
Utilities Commission (SFPUC) owns a 100-foot-wide right of way Aqueduct, and new development will be outside of the 100-foot-wide parcel. It is acknowl-
(ROW) for the Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct and the San Joaquin Trans- edged that any use or development within the Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct, including landscaped
mission Line, which bisects the Specific Plan area. The Draft EIR open space, pedestrian or bicycle trails, parking, emergency access routes or road crossings,
acknowledges this ROW and the Specific Plan does not propose de- must be reviewed and approved by the SFPUC.
velopment in this area. However, Figure 3-8 in the DEIR identifies the
SFPUC ROW as “Buffer/ Greenway/ Open Space”. Please note that
any use or development of the ROW, such as for landscaped open
space, a pedestrian or bicycle trail, parking, emergency access routes or
road crossings, must be reviewed and approved by the SFPUC. Fur-
ther, CCSF owns the ROW in fee, and SFPUC charges fair market
value for its use. In addition, SFPUC places restrictions on use of the
ROW in order to protect utility infrastructure and insure that it is ac-
cessible for maintenance. SFPUC ROW use requirements are attached
(Attachment 1).

RA3-3 2. In addition, please note that the land use rights associated with the It is believed that this comment is referring to the existing rail line that traverses the SFPUC
Army’s entry road, which crosses the SFPUC ROW, should be investi- ROW within the RAAP site. The RAAP Specific Plan does not propose construction of any
gated to determine whether this use is covered by an easement. If not, new crossings over the SFPUC property. The existing rail line is within an existing easement,
use of this crossing would require review by the SFPUC and, if ap- and will remain as a component of the Specific Plan.
proved, would be subject to a revocable license from the SFPUC.

RA3-4 3.1n 2011 URS, a consultant to SFPUC, reviewed existing environ- This comment provides a summary of the URS report that is attached to the comment letter

mental documents that addressed the RAAP Superfund site to evaluate
any potential impacts to SFPUC's right of way property from activities
at the RAAP. As detailed in the attached letter report, "Request for
Additional Characterization of the San Francisco Hetch Hetchy Water
and Power Division Property Associated with the Riverbank Army
Ammunition Plant Superfund Site", which we submit as an element of
this comment (Attachment 2), soils in the SFPUC right of way may be
contaminated due to the presence of a Transite (asbestos cement) pipe,
a past leak in the Transite waste sewer line, leaks in a stormwater line,
and overflows from stormwater retention ponds adjacent to the right
of way. Additional sampling of soils in the right of way was recom-
mended, and it also was recommended that the Transite pipeline be

and responded to in the responses to Comments RA3-12 through RA3-23. Please see the
response to RA3-14 with regard to the mitigation of potential impacts related to hazardous
materials.
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removed rather than abandoned in place. SFPUC is not aware if these
actions were ever carried out. If contaminated soils or other hazardous
materials are present, this could pose risks to utility workers in the right
of way.

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Pipeline Right of
Way Requirements

This comment is the title for the list of requirements that follows.

Utilities

o No utility may be installed along, rather than across, the Right of
Way. Only perpendicular crossings are permitted.

o No aerial utility crossing over the Right of Way is permitted except
in city streets.

This comment provides the requirements for the installation of utilities in SFPUC pipeline
rights of way. The RAAP Specific Plan does not propose the installation of utilities in the

SFPUC right of way, and this comment does not question the sufficiency of the analysis or
mitigation measures contained in the EIR.

Land Use, Structures, and Accessibility

o Structures on the Right of Way are strictly prohibited. No one shall
construct or place any temporary or permanent structure or improve-
ment in, on, under or about the Right of Way. For the SFPUC’s pur-
poses, asphalt, concrete and cementitious concrete driveways, side-
walks and parking areas, and fences are deemed “improvements,” and
are subject to SFPUC review and approval.

o No use is permitted that would restrict access to Right of Way at any
time by SFPUC staff, construction equipment or vehicles. This means
that structures on adjacent property must be setback at least 10 feet
from the Right of Way.

o An adjacent property owner or tenant may not use the Right of Way
fulfill its open space, setback, emergency access or other development
requirements.

o No use that would cause ponding on the Right of Way is permitted.
o Any use that cannot effectively be displaced in a timely manner
upon the SFPUC's request is disfavored.

o Any use that may contaminate with hazardous materials the soils,
water or natural habitat of SFPUC property is prohibited.

o Any use where the Right of Way would provide an adjacent owner,
tenant or licensee with its sole emergency access to the tenant or licen-
see’s property is prohibited.

o Any use that would increase the SFPUC’s potential liability or di-
minish its security is disfavored.

o Any use inconsistent with any existing or future policies adopted by
the SFPUC, as they may be amended or modified from time to time, is
disfavored.

This comment provides the requirements for land use, structures, and accessibility in SFPUC
pipeline rights of way. This comments does not question the sufficiency of the analysis or
mitigation measures contained in the EIR.
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RA3-8

Restoration

The SFPUC is not responsible for restoring or replacing any vegetation
or improvement on the Right of Way damaged or demolished so that
the SFPUC may access, maintain or repair its pipelines. The SFPUC
will restore the ground with soil compacted to SFPUC standards. The
vegetation or improvement owner is responsible any additional work
or the restoration.

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR.

RA3-9

Vegetation

No trees or large shrubs may be planted within the Right of Way. Oth-
er vegetation may only be installed with the SFPUC’s prior written
consent. For a list of plants that may be permitted in the Right of Way,
please refer to SFPUC Integrated Vegetation Management Policy Sec-
tion 13.005 at http://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=431. The
tenant or licensee is responsible for vegetation maintenance and re-
moval.

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR.

RA3-10

Right of Way Loading Restrictions

The maximum loading on the Right of Way should not exceed traffic
loading HS-20 on the paved surfaces when the pipeline has a minimum
four-foot cover. Overburdened or additional live or dead loads such as
load-bearing footings, pole foundations, or large boulders within the
influence line of the pipe trench is prohibited.

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR.

RA3-11

Right of Way Cover Requirements

To prevent damage to the PUC's underground pipelines, an adjacent
owner of tenant’s use of vehicles and equipment within twenty feet
(20" of each side of the centetline of the PUC's pipelines (measured on
the surface) are subject to the restrictions stated in Exhibit B.

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR.

RA3-12

URS was tasked with reviewing existing environmental documents to
assess potential impacts to the San Francisco Public Utilities Commis-
sion (SFPUC) Hetch Hetchy Water and Power Division (HHWP)
property, located on the Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant (RBAAP)
Superfund Site. The HHWP utility currently bisects the northern por-
tion the RBAAP site. In 1952, the City and County of San Francisco
issued a permit to the U.S. Army to occupy and use the HHWP prop-
erty crossing the RBAAP property.

This comment provides an introduction to a characterization of the SFPUC property located
on the RAAP site. This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR.

RA3-13

To evaluate any potential impacts to the HHWP property from activi-
ties at the RBAAP site, URS reviewed the following documents pro-
vided by the SFPUC:

* Site Investigation Report Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant

This comment lists the documents that were reviewed in order to evaluate any potential im-

y
pacts to the SFPUC-owned property. This comment does not state a specific concern or
question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR.
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Riverbank, California, March 2008 (CH2MHLill, 2008);

* Environmental Condition of Property Phase I Report Riverbank
Army Ammunition Plant, Riverbank, California, November 17, 2006
(CH2MHILL, 2006); and

* Second Five Year Review Report Final Riverbank Army Ammunition
Plant, City of Riverbank Stanislaus County California, September 2006
(U.S. Army, 2006).

Based on a review of these documents, three areas of concern were
identified associated with the HHWP property where it bisects the
RBAAP property:

1. Site RBAAP-04/SWMU-12: A process waste sewer line made of
Transite (asbestos cement) material crosses the HHWP property. His-
torically, there was a break in this line that released untreated process
wastewater onto the HHWP property. Additionally, the

Transite pipe material itself is hazardous if disturbed.

2. Site RBAAP-09/SWMU 20: A stormwater line servicing the RBAAP
stormwater system crosses HHWP property to connect to the storm-
water retention ponds. Leaks in the stormwater line where it crosses
HHWP property may have resulted in contamination of soil on
HHWP property.

3. Site RBAAP-09/SWMU 20: The stormwater retention ponds locat-
ed directly adjacent to the HHWP property have historically over-
flowed. These overflows may have resulted in contamination of soil on

the HHWP property.

RA3-14

Site RBAAP-04: Process Waste Sewer Line This comment suggests the completion of additional studies to evaluate whether or not con-
In 1972, a break occurred in the effluent sewer line that transported taminants of concern associated with the RAAP site are located within SFPUC-owned land.
wastewater from the wastewater treatment plant to the facility evapora- As discussed in Chapter 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, on page 4.9-14, as future de-
tion percolation ponds, located off site adjacent to the Stanislaus River. velopment applications for project within the RAAP site are received, the City will require that
The break was at the intersection of the HHWP property. According  any hazardous materials issues be fully disclosed, analyzed, and mitigated to ensure against any
to available information, this break was not discovered for 7 days, and  risk relative to any nearby planned or existing land uses and their users. The recommended
an estimated 1 million gallons per day of wastewater were being dis- remediation activities identified in this comment and further discussed in Comments RA3-15
charged through the pipe at this time. An unknown volume of through RA3-23 would be addressed on a project-by-project basis, in site-specific hazardous
wastewater was released, sufficient to cause pooling at the ground sur-  waste analyses, and through remedial action plans, where necessary.

face (CH2ZMHILL 2006). Additionally, SFPUC understands that the

sewer line was video surveyed, and that additional breaks in the line

were observed as reported in the Nor Cal Pipeline Services Sewer Re-

port, Project Name: Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant October 2009

(Nor Cal, 2009).
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According to the 2006 Phase I Report, an investigation was completed
in the vicinity of the pipe leak during the Confirmatory Phase of the
Contamination Survey. This investigation included collection of four
soil sample cores in the vicinity of the pipe break, and one background
sample. Samples were only analyzed for California Title 22 Metals, and
results indicated only chromium, copper, and fluoride were present at
concentrations close to or greater than three times background
(CH2MHILL 2006). Therefore, the Feasibility Study recommended no
further action in this area.

Because multiple contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the
RBAAP facility could have been present in the water in the effluent
sewer line, it would be appropriate to collect samples for analysis be-
yond Title 22 Metals. Other contaminants associated with the site in-
clude: hexavalent chromium, volatile organic compounds (VOCs), total
petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), cyanide, and polychlorinated biphen-
yls (PCBs). VOCs would be less likely to persist in shallow soils, be-
cause the spill occurred in the 1970s. However, PCBs, TPH, hexava-
lent chromium, and cyanide could have been present in wastewater,
and would be reasonably expected to be present in shallow soil in the
vicinity of the break. Some of these COCs were sampled during the
Remedial Investigation (RI) at other sewer-related sites at the RBAAP,
but not at the sewer line break location.

URS recommends that additional samples be collected at the location
of any breaks in the line, and sampled for these COCs. A review of the
line video survey should be conducted to identify any breaks on or
near the HHWP property. If new breaks on or adjacent to the HHWP
property are observed in the video surveys, then additional sampling
should be conducted in these areas as well. Additionally, because the
Transite pipe represents a hazard to future water utility workers if left
in place, the pipe should be removed when it is no longer in use, rather
than abandoned in place.

RA3-15

Site RBAAP-09/SWMU 20: Storm Discharge Lines

Although no specific release from a break in the stormwater discharge
lines has been documented in the reports reviewed, the discharge line
crosses the HHWP to connect to the stormwater retention ponds.
Based on the Nor Cal Pipeline Services Sewer Report, SFPUC under-
stands that this line was video surveyed and that breaks may have been

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR. Please refer to the response to Com-
ment RA3-14 with regard to the mitigation of potential impacts related to hazardous materials.
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observed (Nor Cal, 2009). A review of the line video survey should be
conducted to identify any breaks on the HHWP property. If any breaks
in this line are present on or adjacent to the HHWP property, soil
samples should be collected at and below the depth of the line and
analyzed for Title 22 Metals, PCBs, TPH, hexavalent chromium, and
cyanide. These contaminants are all COCs at the site, and could be
present in any stormwater runoff transferred through this line.

RA3-16 Site RBAAP-09/SWMU 20: Stormwater Retention Ponds This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
The Northwest Storm Reservoir is located adjacent to the Hetch analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR. Please refer to the response to Com-

Hetchy aqueduct on the HHWP property. Historically, this reservoir ment RA3-14 with regard to the mitigation of potential impacts related to hazardous materials.
has overflowed in heavy rains. In 1974, the Army Environmental Hy-

giene Agency reported a sample collected from water in the Storm

Reservoir had results showing elevated concentrations of selected

heavy metals (CH2MHILL 2006).

During Phase I of the RI at the site, two sediment samples were col-
lected from the reservoir and analyzed for total and hexavalent chro-
mium, total and free cyanide, 1 ,1-dichloroethylene, and the organic
persistent and bioaccumulative toxic substances -listed in California
Title 22 California Code of Regulations. The analytical results docu-
mented total chromium at levels greater than three times background.
Although it was determined that the reservoir was not a significant
source of groundwater contamination, the potential shallow soil con-
tamination was not considered (CH2ZMHILL 2000).

Because elevated concentrations of heavy metals have been detected in
both water and sediment present in the stormwater reservoir, contami-
nants could potentially have migrated to the HHWP soils during an
overflow. Although potential soil contamination from stormwater
overflow is not likely to be a source of groundwater contamination, it
would result in contaminated soil on the HHWP property. Therefore,
samples should be collected on the HHWP property in the vicinity of
the stormwater reservoir to confirm that contamination is not present.
Sample analysis should include Title 22 Metals, hexavalent chromium,
PCBs, and cyanide.

RA3-17 Regulatory and Guidance Information This comment provides an introduction to Comments RA3-18 through RA3-22. This com-
The RBAAP site investigation was performed under Comprehensive ~ ment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) mitigation measures contained in the EIR.
Public Law (PL) 96-510 as amended by Superfund Amendment and
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Reauthorization Act (SARA) (PL 99-499) and the Community Envi-
ronmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) PL 102-42. Title 40
environmental regulations and U.S. EPA guidance documents guided
the environmental investigation, remedy selection, and Record of De-
cision (ROD). In addition, the 2006 Phase I ESA was a component of
the Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) performed under Depart-
ment of Defense policy to support a future Finding of Suitability of
Transfer (FOST). It appears that the data gaps identified in this letter
are covered by the following regulations and guidance:

RA3-18

1) CERCLA Site Investigation: The site investigation generally fol-
lowed the 1988 U.S. EPA Remedial Investigation I Feasibility Study
(RifFS) Guidance (EPA/540/G-89/004); howevert, it appears that the
selection of COCs for sites RBAAP-04 and RBAAP-09 did not include
all the known wastes stored and released in those areas as required in
the guidance. The liquid wastes released in these areas should have
been investigated for all applicable COCs including hexavalent chro-
mium, VOCs, TPH, cyanide, and PCBs. The incomplete COC selec-
tion created a data gap that propagated into the risk assessment and
remedy selection stages of the CERCLA process.

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR. Please refer to the response to Com-
ment RA3-14 with regard to the mitigation of potential impacts related to hazardous materials.

RA3-19

2) Remedy Selection: The remedy selection and ROD for this site
generally followed the 1999 U.S. EPA Guide to Preparing Superfund
Proposed Plans, Records Of Decision, And Other Remedy Selection
Decision Documents Guidance (EPA 540-R-98-031); however, it ap-
pears that the data gap from the missing COCs for sites RBAAP-04
and RBAAP-09 carried through from the site investigation phase to the
risk assessment and remedy selection phase. The evaluation of the nine
criteria could not take into account the potential COCs at sites
RBAAP-04 and RBAAP-09 because no information was available re-
garding the presence of all the potential COCs. Following U.S. EPA
guidance any minor changes to the remedy required by new infor-
mation could be documented in the Administrative Record and/or a
future ROD Amendment.

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR. Please refer to the response to Com-
ment RA3-14 with regard to the mitigation of potential impacts related to hazardous materials.

RA3-20

3) Five-Year Review: The 2006 Second Five Year Review Report
Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant prepared by AHTNA generally
followed the U.S. EPA 2001 Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guid-
ance (EPA 540-R-01-007); however, the COC data gaps for sites
RBAAP-04 and RBAAP-09 were not identified in the review. The U.S.
EPA concurred with the U.S. Army that the remedy was protective of
human health and the environment; however, the Five-Year Review

This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR. Please refer to the response to Com-
ment RA3-14 with regard to the mitigation of potential impacts related to hazardous materials.
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discussed future implementation of Institutional Controls at the site
and continuing RCRA closure for the Industrial Wastewater Collection
System. It appears that the COC data gaps for sites RBAAP-04 and
RBAAP-09, and the potential presence of utility worker risk from
COCs and from the buried Transite pipe should be addressed in the
Institutional Controls and RCRA closure that are currently in progress.
If additional data are collected as requested in this letter the results
could be appended to the Administrative Record and/or included in a
future ROD amendment depending on whether the findings are signif-
icant. In addition, the management in place of the buried Transite pipe
addressed through Institutional Controls or RCRA closure should be
documented in the administrative record and/or in a future ROD
amendment, as required.

RA3-21

4) Property Transfer: The potential presence of COCs that were not  This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
sampled for at the three locations identified above and the presence of analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR. Please refer to the response to Com-
the Transite pipe are covered under CERCLA 120(h) (as amended) ment RA3-14 with regard to the mitigation of potential impacts related to hazardous materials.
which requires that the government certify that "all remedial action

necessary to protect human health and the environment with respect to

any such substance remaining on the property has been taken before

the date of such transfer."

RA3-22

5) Environmental Baseline Survey: The general requirement in This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the
CERCLA 120(h) is defined in more detail in DOD policy, in 40 CFR  analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR. Please refer to the response to Com-
373, and in ASTM Method DG6008-96(2005) "Standard Practice for ment RA3-14 with regard to the mitigation of potential impacts related to hazardous materials.
Conducting Environmental Baseline Surveys." The 2006 Phase I ESA

prepared by CH2M Hill generally followed ASTM D6008-96 (2005);

however, although this standard explicitly calls for a detailed review of

records associated with spills (Section 7.3.1) and contamination from

runoff (7.3.19) the COC data gaps for sites RBAAP-04 and RBAAP-09

were not identified. Under the ASTM D6008-96 (2005) standard "if

current records are incomplete regarding the nature and extent of con-

taminant sources, the user or environmental professional will note the

strategy for completing relevant records." Since the COC data gaps in

RBAAP-04 and RBAAP-09 were not identified or addressed it appears

that the 2006 Phase I ESA overlooked the potential COCs in these

areas.

RA3-23

Recommendations This comment provides recommendations with respect to remediating the RAAP site. Please
In summary, URS recommends that additional sampling be conducted  refer to the response to Comment RA3-14 with regard to the mitigation of potential impacts
in the three areas of concern described above to determine if soil on related to hazardous materials.

the HHWP property has been impacted. Additionally, URS recom-
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mends that the video survey of the wastewater and stormwater lines be
reviewed to target sampling around any breaks on-or in the vicinity of-
the HHWP property. Samples should be analyzed for COCs, including
Title 22 Metals, hexavalent chromium, PCBs, and cyanide. Lastly, the
disposition of the Transite wastewater line after it is no longer in use
should be addressed to mitigate risks to future utility workers. The
responsibility for addressing the risks from the pipe should be with the
U.S. Army, rather than the HHWP.

Stanislaus Consolidated Fire Protection District

RA4-1 Stanislaus Consolidated Fire Protection District (SCFPD} has re- This comment acknowledges that the Stainslaus Consolidated Fire Protection District has
viewed the "Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR} Riverbank reviewed the EIR and introduces ensuing comments, but does not state a specific concern or
Local Redevelopment Authority Specific Plan for Riverbank Army question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR.
Ammunition Plant" and wishes to have the following comments in-
cluded:

RA4-2 1. The formation of Community Services Districts and an improve- The EIR includes Mitigation Measure PUB-1 which requires the City to negotiate with Stani-
ment to SCFPD Development Fees needed to fund the anticipated slaus Consolidated Fire Protection District to establish a financing structure that requires
staffing and capital assets is referenced in the Draft EIR but should be  development fees from future development resulting from implementation of the RAAP
included as a mitigation measure with identifiable benchmarks. Specific Plan to contribute to the construction of new fire protection facilities. The bench-

marks requested in this comment will be agreed upon prior to construction of future devel-
opment under the RAAP Specific Plan.

RA4-3 2. For ALL mitigation measures, benchmarks shall be identified prior ~ This comment requests that benchmarks be included in mitigation measures prior to the certi-

to the adoption of the EIR, which will trigger the implementation of
said measures.

fication of the EIR. With respect to benchmarks and safety-related mitigation measures,
please see response to Comment RA4-2.

Stanislaus County

RA5-1

The Stanislaus County Environmental Review Committee (ERC) has
reviewed the subject project and has determined that it may have a
significant effect on the environment.

The following comments/conditions are submitted by the Department
of Public Works, Senior Land Development Coordinator:

This comment acknowledges that the Stanislaus County Environmental Review Committee
has reviewed the EIR and introduces ensuing comments, but this comment does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures
contained in the EIR.

RA5-2

* The County's Public Works Transit Division currently operates trans-
it service in the City of Riverbank and plans to implement Dial-A-Ride
(DAR) service in the City of Riverbank beginning August 5, 2013. As a
result of the service improvements planned for 2013, the service
boundary for the DAR service in the City has been extended from
Claus Road to Eleanor Avenue and to Montgomery Rd. The Transit

The Specific Plan identifies potential transit stop locations along Claus and Claribel Road.
The final location transit stops along the Project frontage will be coordinated with the Transit
Division when final design plans are prepared.
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Division is recommending that any future and potential transit stops to
be located along both Claus and Claribel Roads should be coordinated
with the Transit Division to ensure it may provide input on the loca-
tion of these amenities.

RA5-3 * Mitigation measures state that each development shall pay its fair The intersections of Coffee Road and Roselle Avenue at Claribel Road were identified in the
share for both the Claribel at Coffee and Claribel at Roselle intersec- Draft EIR as operating at a deficient level of service in the existing condition, prior to addi-
tions for left turn pockets. Developments may require direct mitigation tion of traffic from the Project (LOS F during both peak hours). The addition of traffic from
prior to any future widening project, therefore, each development shall  the Project would worsen LOS F conditions at both intersections during the morning and
be responsible for direct mitigation including, but not limited to, the evening peak hours. The recommended mitigation measure is to signalize the Coffee Road
construction of right turn lanes, additional through lanes, and increased and Roselle Avenue at Claribel Road intersections and construct left-turn pocket (Mitigation
corner radiuses for larger vehicles. These mitigations and fair share Measures TRANS-1 and TRANS-2). These improvements are included in the StanCOG RTP
contributions should not be limited to the intersections of Claribel at  in conjunction with other improvements, further described below. Stanislaus County Plans to
Coffee and Claribel at Roselle intersections. start construction on the widening on Claribel Road between McHenry Avenue and Oakdale

Road to provide two travel lanes in each direction and improvements at the Claribel
Road/Coffee Road intersection, including signalization and turn pockets. The planned im-
provements would result in acceptable operations of the intersection with the addition of
Project traffic. Construction is scheduled for 2014. Improvements at the Claribel
Road/Roselle Avenue intersection, including signalization, are scheduled for construction in
2015/2016. The Project would be required to pay local and regional fees that would conttib-
ute to construction of planned improvements along the corridor.

RA5-4 * The EIR should not consider the North County Corridor in its base- The North County Corridor (NCC) alignment considered in the Draft EIR is consistent with
line condition as a route has not yet been adopted. Upon adoption, the the alignment identified in the State Route 108 East Route Adoption project as of the time
Specific Plan should be revised with the updated traffic model. this analysis was conducted. The Draft EIR does recognize that the ultimate alignment of the

NCC is still under evaluation and a preferred route has not yet been adopted. One alighment
currently under consideration would construct the NCC along Claribel Avenue, which could
have Project site access and circulation implications from Claus and Claribel Roads, as it
would eliminate the potential for access to be provided from Claribel Road and would restrict
the numnber and location of access points from Claus Road. Once the preferred alignment is
selected, the Specific Plan and associated technical documents may need to be modified to
reflect site access and circulation changes necessary to accommodate the roadway construc-
tion.

RA5-5 * Road widening of Claribel Road and Claus Road are mentioned in the As described in Section 4.16 of the Draft EIR, the Project contributes traffic to the Claribel

summary but not considered in the mitigation measures. Please include
this as part of the mitigation measures.

Road corridor. Two intersection impacts were identified in the Existing Plus Project condi-
tion as Project traffic would worsen already deficient conditions at two intersections. Mitiga-
tion measures were identified (see response to RA5-3). The Project would also add traffic to
the Claus Road corridor. No Project impacts were identified in the Existing Plus Project
Scenario. The StanCOG RTP identifies widening of Claribel and Claus Road as Tier I im-
provements that are expected to be in place by 2025 and there are no Project specific mitiga-
tion measures other than to pay applicable fees.
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RA5-6 * Measure Trans-3 states "Future developers within the RAAP area Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 has been amended as follows:
shall contribute their fair share towards improvements at the intersec- ~ Mitigation Measure TRANS-3: Future developers within the RAAP area shall contribute their
tions identified above." Table 4.16-9 shows Claribel at Coffee and fair share towards improvements-at-theinterseetonsidentified-above,though-the paymentof
Claribel at Roselle intersections while the intent of Trans-3 is for the oeatandrestonalta ees;-thatimprove turning radii-fordarge-traeksto provide adequate
intersections of Atchison Street (State Route 108) at 1st Street, State turning radii in conformance with STAA requirements at intersections on State Route 108
Route 108 at Claus Road and State Route 1 08 at Patterson Road. This ifically at the intersections of Atchison Street (State Route 1 1st Street, State Rout
should be clearly identified in the mitigation measures. 1 laus Road and State Route 108/Patterson Road, though the payment of local and re-
gional traffic fees. No other improvements have-beenidentifiedfor-are needed to mitigate
project impacts at these intersections.
RA5-7 * In addition, Measure TRANS-5 and Measure TRANS-1 are conflict- TRANS-1 identifies improvements that would need to be constructed in the near-term at the

ing measures for the intersection at Claribel and Coffee. Please provide
clarifying information to Angie Halverson, Senior Land Development
Coordinator with the Department of Public Works.

Clatibel Road/Coffee Road intersection to provide acceptable operations, including signaliza-
tion and provision of left-turn pockets on all approaches. TRANS-5 identifies long-term
improvements, beyond those already planned for, that would need to be constructed at this
intersection to accommodate planned development in the area over the next 20 to 30 years.
The cumulative impact at this intersection was identified as significant and unavoidable due to
the uncertainty in the timing of constructing the long-term improvements.

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

RAG-1

The San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (Dis-
trict) has reviewed the Specific Plan and Draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for the Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant (RAAP)
project. The project includes the development of a 146-actre project site
with up to 119,058 sf new commercial/retail space, 1,411,542 sf of
industrial space (673,625 sf existing, 737,917 sf new), and 116,637 sf of
new office/research and development space.

As discussed in the EIR, the Specific Plan is a program level project
and should include a discussion of policies, which when implemented,
will reduce or mitigate impacts on air quality at the individual project
level. To aid the City of Riverbank in addressing project specific issues
at the program level and review the feasibility of all potential mitigation
measures, the District offers the following comments and recommen-
dations.

This comment acknowledges that the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District has
reviewed the EIR and introduces ensuing comments, but this comment does not state a spe-
cific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures con-
tained in the EIR. No response is required.

RAG-2

Criteria Pollutant Emissions

1. Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-2 have been incorporated into
the project to reduce potential impacts from construction and opera-
tional activities associated with the buildout of the Specific Plan. The
discussions in the EIR and the mitigation measures indicate that all

Mitigation Measure AQ-1a has been amended as follows:
Mitigation Measure AQ-1a: Each individual project component of the Specific Plan, includ-

ing th rojects all right, shall be analyzed for significant construction period air
quality impacts. For each project-level analysis, a construction emissions estimate will be
made by SJVAPCD using the latest SJVAPCD accepted methodology and will be compared
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future projects within the RAAP will require additional emissions anal-
ysis and will be mitigated in accordance with District Rule 9510 (Indi-
rect Source Review). However, the mitigation measures as written are
unclear as to whether they are meant to: (1) ensure that future devel-
opment project will be compliant with CEQA requirements, (2) ensure
that all future development projects would comply with District Rule
9510 (Indirect Source Review) requirements, or (3) ensure compliance
with both CEQA and District Rule 9510. The District recommends
that discussions in the EIR and Mitigation Measure AQ-1a and AQ-2
be amended, or new measures added, to clarify the intent of each
measure and to identify how the measures will be made enforceable by
the City of Riverbank. The District offers the following recommenda-
tions:

to accepted thresholds of significance. Means of mitigating construction period impacts to a
less-than-significant level include, but are not limited to, Mitigation Measures AQ-1a through
AQ-1d.

ince approval of the RAAP
the City of Riverbank, each individual project component, including those projects allowed by

ific Plan may constitute the final discretionary approval by

right, shall be requitred t monstrate to thi APCD complian ith construction peri
requitements of Rule 9510 prior to issuance of the first building and/or grading permits as a
ndition of project approval. The applicant shall ument, to the City’s reasonable satisfac-

tion, its compliance with this mitigation measure.

Mitigation Measure AQ-2 has been amended as follows:

Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Each individual project component of the Specific Plan, including
those projects allowed by right, shall be analyzed for significant construction period air quality
impacts. For each project-level analysis, an operational emissions estimate will be made by
SJVAPCD using the latest SJVAPCD accepted methodology and will be compared to accept-
ed thresholds of significance. Means of mitigating operational period impacts to a less-than-
significant level include, but are not limited to, improving transportation and transit design
(e.g., improved bikeways, transit infrastructure, and pedestrian enhancements); contributing a
project’s fair share to the Air Quality Mitigation Fee Fund; and contributing a project’s fair
share towards Transportation Control Measures implementation programs. For each individu-
al project, the applicant shall document, to the City’s reasonable satisfaction, its complian

with this mitigation measure.

Since approval of the RAAP Specific Plan may constitute the final discretionary approval by
the City of Riverbank, each individual project component, including th rojects all /

right, shall be requitred t monstrate to th APCD complian ith rational peri

requirements of Rule 9510 prior to issuance of the first building and/or grading permits as a
condition of project approval. For each individual project, the applicant shall document, to
the City’s reasonable satisfaction, its compliance with this mitigation measure.

sources of air pollutant emissions or stationary sources of TACs shall complete separate am-
bient air quality analysis and health risks assessments to ensure that violations of ambient air

quality standards do not occur, including an analysis of cumulative emissions from the RAAP
ific Plan. For each individual project, the applicant shall ument, to the City’s reasona-

ble satisfaction, its compliance with this mitigation measure
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RAG-3 1 a) If the intent of the mitigation measure is to ensure compliance Please refer to response RAG-2 above.

with CEQA requirements: Table 5-1 of the Specific Plan identifies
allowed uses within the various development districts within the RAAP
plan area. Some of these uses appear to be allowed by right (ministerial
approvals only), while others would require additional conditions or
the issuance of a use permit (discretionary approvals). As CCR§ 15268
exempts ministerial projects from CEQA requirements, it is unclear
whether the City will require additional analysis of construction and
operational emissions for all projects within the RAAP plan area, or
whether these requirement will be only for projects requiring additional
conditions or use permits. It is also unclear whether the City will re-
quire project-level developments to mitigate impacts on air quality to
less than significant. The District recommends that the discussions on
construction and operational related impacts and Mitigation Measure
AQ-1 a and AQ-2 be amended to clarify: which projects, if any, would
be considered ministerial approvals and which would require additional
review; whether projects must mitigate to less-than-significant; and the
actions the City will take to enforce the required mitigation.

RAG-4 1 b) If the intent of the mitigation measure is to ensure compliance
with District Rule 9510: As previously discussed, Table 5-1 identifies
allowed uses within the various development districts within the RAAP
plan area, some of which appear to be allowed uses by right with no
further CEQA analysis required. As such, approval of the RAAP Spe-
cific Plan may constitute the final discretionary approval by the City of
Riverbank for some uses identified in Table 5-1. The District recom-
mends that the mitigation measures be amended to include a require-
ment for all applicants within the RAAP plan area, including those
projects allowed by right, to demonstrate to the City compliance with
Rule 9510 prior to issuance of the first building and/or grading permits
as a condition of project approval.

Please refer to response RAG6-2 above.

RAG-5 1 ¢) If the intent of the mitigation measures are to ensure compliance
with both CEQA and District Rule 9510 requirements: The District
recommends that the measures be amended to include all District rec-
ommendations discussed above.

Please refer to response RAG-2 above.

RAG6-6 For project emissions that would be significant and unavoidable, the
District recommends the environmental document be revised to in-

The emissions from the RAAP Specific Plan are considered significant, because they are com-
pared to the District’s recommended significance thresholds that apply to projects. As a re-
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clude a discussion of the feasibility of implementing a voluntary emis-  sult, emissions from the plan are higher than those that would occur from any one project.
sion reduction agreement (VERA) to mitigate project specific impacts ~ Land use developments constructed as part of this project would be subject to the require-
to less than significant levels. A VERA is a mitigation measure by ments of the District’s Indirect Source Review Rule (ISR), SJVAPCD Rule 9510. As dis-
which the project propoent provides pound-for-pound mitigation of ~ cussed on pages 4.3-11 of the Draft EIR, ISR would require substantial reductions of con-
emissions increases through a process that develops, funds, and im- struction and operational period emissions from the land use activities. This is in addition to
plements emission reduction projects, with the District serving a role SJVAPCD requirements to control emissions from construction activities (Rule 8021 which
of administrator of the em1sslons reduction projects and verifier of enforces Regulation VIII described on page 4.3-12 of the Draft EIR), requirements to reduce
the successful mitigation effort. To implement a VERA, the project worker commute emissions (Rule 9410, described on page 4.3-12 of the Draft EIR),
proponent and the District enter into a contractual agreement in which SJVAPCD rules and regulations regarding new sources of air pollutants emissions (i.e., those
the project proponent agrees to mitigate project specific emissions by that apply to SJVAPCD regulated sources), and CARB requirements that apply to construc-
providing funds for the District's Emission Reduction Incentive Pro-  tion equipment fleets, truck fleets and portable equipment. As a result, projects developed
gram (ERIP). The funds are disbursed by ERIP in the form of grants ~ under the RAAP would be required to reduce emissions at a level probably greater than other
for projects that achieve emission reductions. Thus, project specific similar projects in the State or perhaps the country. The large quantity of the emissions pre-
impacts on air quality can be fully mitigated. Types of emission reduc-  dicted in the Draft EIR is related to the type and size of the plan that would consist of nu-
tion projects that have been funded in the past include electrification =~ merous projects. The RAAP is actually an accumulation of projects that have been envisioned
of stationary internal combustion engines (such as agricultural irriga- in the planning process conducted by the City (i.e., beginning with the General Plan Update).
tion pumps), replacing old heavy-duty trucks with new, cleaner, more ~ Smaller land use projects that, together, make up the entire project could be proposed. This
efficient heavy-duty trucks, and replacement of old farm tractors. would certainly result in much lower, and perhaps, insignificant emissions at a project-level

analysis. However, the Draft EIR provided emissions estimates for the entire RAAP so that

The District has been developing and implementing VERA contracts ~ mitigation measures to reduce all environmental impacts can be consistently applied to fairly
with project developers to mitigate project specific emissions since and effectively reduce significant impacts. The City would anticipate that SJVAPCD and
2005. It is the District's experience that implementation of a VERA is a  CARB requirements would effectively reduce project air pollutant emissions to the extent
feasible mitigation measure, and effectively achieves the emission re- feasible.
ductions required by a lead agency, by mitigating project related im-
pacts on air quality to a net zero level by supplying real and contempo-
raneous emissions reductions. To assist the Lead Agency and project
proponent in ensuring that the environmental document is compliant
with CEQA, the District recommends the environmental document be
amended to include an assessment of the feasibility of implementing a
VERA.
Additional information on implementing a VERA can be obtained by
contacting District CEQA staff at (559) 230-6000.

RAG-7 Health Risks Violations of ambient air quality standards were assessed by modeling the emissions from

3. The DEIR includes a health risk assessment (HRA); however, it
does not include an ambient air quality analysis (AAQA). The District
offers the following comments and recommendations regarding the
health risk discussion and analysis presented in the EIR:

anticipated land uses constructed as part of the entire RAAP Specific Plan and comparing
those to District emission thresholds. Emissions exceeding the thresholds were assumed to
cause or contribute to violations of ambient air quality standards and were identified as signif-
icant. Because this is a Specific Plan, there is not enough detail to model on-site emissions
from individual land uses that could be built out as part of the RAAP Specific Plan. Individu-
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al projects and their emissions are required to be analyzed and compared to appropriate
threshold per SJVAPCD significance thresholds.

RAG-8 3a) The discussion on exposute of sensitive receptors to substantial The HRA was updated to include the health risks associated with onsite activity associated

pollutant concentrations did not provide adequate information regard-
ing the details of the HRA, nor were the details provided in the appen-
dices to the EIR. Furthermore, the actual modeling files were not
submitted to the District for review. As such, the District cannot make
a determination as to the level of compliance with District policies and
methodologies for performing HRA analyses.

with the RAAP Specific Plan build-out in accordance with District modeling guidance. The
Draft EIR now addresses health risks from both on-site and off-site sources. On-site sources
would be diesel particulate matter emitted by truck travel at slow speeds within the Specific
Plan. Stationaty sources of contaminant emissions (e.g., diesel generators, fueling stations or
dry cleaners) have not been identified. These types of sources could be included as part of
projects proposed under the RAAP Specific Plan. These types of sources would be subject to
State and District rules and regulations to minimize the emissions and associated health risks.
Maximum excess lifetime cancer risk from on-site sources would be 4.3 per million. An anal-
ysis of off-site sources, although not recommended by the District, is included in the analysis.
Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR has been tevised to include both Clause Road traffic
and emissions from the Specific Plan area, where the cumulative excess lifetime cancer risk
would be 9.0 per million. Appendix B of the Draft EIR has been updated to include the addi-
tional modeling information. AERMOD modeling input and output files are available from
the City.

RAG-9 3b) The only emissions modeled in the HRA were diesel particulate
emission (DPM) increases on Claus Road. The District's methodology
for completing an HRA for development projects is to predict risk
only for emissions of toxics within the boundaries of the project site
excluding emissions from public highways. Because Claus Road is a
public highway outside of the project area boundaries, any increase in
DPM from traffic generated by the Specific Plan would not be consid-
ered as producing a risk associated with the project.

Please refer to response RAG6-8 above.

RA6-10 3c¢) Buildout of the Specific Plan will result in emissions generated by
diesel truck traffic from retail and industrial land uses, stationary
sources used in manufacturing, and from commercial uses such as
restaurants, fuel dispensing operations, and dry cleaning. (It should be
noted that most future dry cleaning operations will not emit perchloro-
ethylene; however, some perchloroethylene replacements may be or
may contain toxic air contaminants.) Stationary source emissions from
individual developments within the Northern and Southern Caps may
be subject to District permitting regulations, in which case the District
would perform a Risk Management Review (RMR) and AAQA as
appropriate. However, please note that the District's analyses include
only those emissions that the District has statutory authority and will
not include emissions generated by mobile sources. As such, more

Please refer to response RA6-8 above.
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detailed analyses is needed to comply with CEQA requirements.

RAG-11

3d) An AAQA should be performed to ensure that Federal and State
ambient air quality standards for all criteria pollutants, including nitro-
gen dioxide, will not be violated. Concentration predictions need to be
made for receptors surrounding the project that are in ambient air and
not just residential or worker sites.

At the plan stage, there is not enough detail to model individual air pollutant sources. Emis-
sions from the plan build-out, which could occur over many years was modeled and those
levels were compared to emission thresholds contained in the District's Guide for Assessing
and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts, adopted 1998 and revised in 2002 and 2004. Project de-
tails necessary to model ambient air quality concentrat5ions from the project site are not avail-
able. Appropriate analysis of ambient air quality standards would require sufficient detail of
anticipated on-site activities that cause emissions and the corresponding project-specific traffic
activity and type. That project information is not available at this time. The outcome of such
a study may find that project contributions to localized concentrations of ozone and particu-
late matter (i.e., PM10 and PM2.5), like carbon monoxide, would be less than significant.
Given the lack of specific project information, the Draft EIR is not able to provide a reasona-
ble prediction of localized nitrogen dioxide, PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations. Unlike the
health risk assessment that addresses impacts at existing or locations of future sensitive recep-
tors, these predictions are made at locations where any member of the public may be exposed.
Therefore, these types of analysis require inputs that reasonably reflect on-site and off-site
activities with respect to potential receptors so that relatively accurate predictions of air pollu-
tant levels can be made. Because traffic is the primary source of project carbon monoxide
concentrations and the Draft EIR provides a reasonable worst-case forecast of traffic, carbon
monoxide concentrations were predicted at receptors along roadways. This cannot be con-
ducted for receptors on site and adjacent to different land uses within the project site or adja-
cent to the project boundaries.

RAG-12

3e) The HRA presented in the EIR is not adequate to make a determi-
nation of the significance of potential health impacts resulting from
implementation of the Specific Plan and should not be considered to
be a programmatic HRA. The District recommends that a program
level HRA and AAQA be prepared. The District strongly recommends
that the City or its consultants contact the District for more infor-
mation regarding the appropriate modeling approach. More infor-
mation on HRAs can be obtained by:

* Contacting District Technical Services staff by phone at 9559) 230-
6000;

* E-mailing inquities to: hramodeler@pvalleyair.org; or

* Visiting the District's website at:

http:/ /www.valleyair.org/busind/pto/Tox_Resources/ AirQualityMon

itoring.htm.

The Draft EIR HRA analyzes the primary source of contaminant emissions that would be
emitted from the RAAP Specific Plan, which is traffic. The HRA was modified to include
estimates of on-site traffic activity, including the use of plan-specific truck traffic forecasts.
Because this analysis is conducted at the plan level, it does not include stationary sources of
emissions that are not currently envisioned. As indicated under Response to Comment RA6-3
through RAG-5, project-level air quality analysis would be required as part of Mitigation Meas-
ure AQ-2.
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RAG-13

3f) Accurate quantification of health risks and operational em1sslons
requires detailed site specific information, e.g. type of emission soutce,
proximity of the source to sensitive receptors, and trip generation in-
formation. The required level of detail is typically not available until
project specific approvals are being granted. As discussed above, it
appears that allowed uses that do not require additional conditions or
use permits may be exempt from additional CEQA analysis. However,
some of these allowed uses may lead to increased health risks resulting
from increases in diesel particulate matter and other emissions from
mobile and stationary sources. Therefore, the District recommends the
inclusion of a mitigation measure requiting a separate HRA and
AAQA be completed for each new development project within the
RAAP area, including those that would otherwise appear to be exempt
from CEQA (such as those uses allowed by right as). These future
analyses should include all mobile and stationary source emissions
from each development. As new projects are constructed, the District
recommends a cumulative analysis should be prepared to determine
the total risk from the sources within the Specific Plan.

See Response to Comment RAG-3 through RAG6-5, project-level air quality analysis would be
required as part of Mitigation Measure AQ-2.

RAG6-14

District Rules and Regulations
4. As discussed in the EIR, individual development projects within the

scope of the RAAP Specific Plan would be subject to District Rule
9510 (Indirect Source Review) if upon full build-out of new develop-
ments, or the expansion of any existing building, the project would
include or exceed any one of the following:

* 50 dwelling units

* 2,000 square feet of commercial space;

* 25,000 square feet of light industrial space;

* 100,000 square feet of heavy industrial space;

* 20,000 square feet of medical office space;

* 39,000 square feet of general office space; or

* 9,000 square feet of educational space; or

* 10,000 square feet of government space; or

* 20,000 square feet of recreational space; or

* 9,000 square feet of space not identified above; or

It is important to note that all projects within the scope of the EIR
exceeding the thresholds identified above will be subject to Rule 9510.
As previously discussed, the adoption of the Specific Plan may consti-
tute the final discretionary approval by the City for those allowed uses
identified in Table 5-1. As such, the District strongly recommends the

SJVAPCD requests that demonstration of compliance with SJVAPCD Rule 9510, Indirect
Source Review, be made a condition of Project approval. Mitigation Measure AQ-2 requires
applicants for individual, site-specific developments under the Specific Plan to comply with
SJVAPCD’s Rule. Furthermore, mitigation measures identified in this EIR are included in the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan and are identified as Conditions of Approval.
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City contact the District's ISR staff to discuss the application process
and how to adequately complete an Air Impact Assessment (AIA) Ap-
plication. District ISR staff is available to meet with the City and/or its
consultants to further discuss the requirements of Rule 9510. More
information on District Rule 9510 can be obtained by:

* Calling the District's ISR staff at (559) 230-6000;

* E-mailing inquiries to: ISR@pvalleyair.org; or

* Visiting the District's website at: http

:/ /www.valleyair.org/ISRIISRHome.htm.

RAG6-15 5. Individual development projects within the scope of the RAAP This comment has been noted. Future developments may be subject to SJVAPCD rules and
Specific Plan may also be subject to the following District rules and regulations.

regulations: Regulation VIII, (Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions), Rule 2010
(Permits Required), Rule 2201 (New and Modified Stationary Source
Review), Rule 4002 (National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants), Rule 4102 (Nuisance), Rule 4601 (Architectural Coatings),
and Rule 4641 (Cutback, Slow Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt, Paving
and Maintenance Operations).

The above list of rules is neither exhaustive nor exclusive. To identify
other District rules or regulations that apply to individual projects or to
obtain information about District permit requirements, project propo-
nents are strongly encouraged to contact the District's Small Business
Assistance Office at (209) 557-6446 prior to the start of construction
activities. A complete list of current District rules can be found on the
District's website at: www.valleyair.org/rules/ 1ruleslist.htm.

RA6-16 General Comments This comment provides an introduction to Comments RA6-17 and RA6-18.
6. The District recommends the discussions regarding the State and
Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) and the District's
current attainment plans be updated to reflect the most current infor-
mation as follows:

RAG-17 6a) The 2013 Federal Ambient Air Quality Standard for fine particulate This comment has been noted. As shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, Table 4.3-2 of the
matter (PM2.5) has been reduced from 15 pg/m? to 12 ug/m?3. The Draft EIR has been amended to reflect this new standatd.
District recommends that Table 4.3-2 on page 4.3-15 in the EIR be
amended to reflect the current PM2.5 AAQS. Current attainment sta-
tus and AAQS can be found on the District's website at:
http:/ /www.valleyair.org/aqinfo/attainment.htm.

RAG-18 6b) The District recommends that Table 4.3-2 on page 4.3-15 in the This comment has been noted. As shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, page 4.3-21 of the
EIR be amended to reflect the current PM2.5 AAQS. Cutrent attain-  Draft EIR has been amended to reflect this new standatd.
ment status and AAQS can be found on the District's website at:
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TABLES-I ~ COMMENTS AND RESPONSES MATRIX

Comment

Number Comment Response
http:/ /www.valleyair.org/aqinfo/attainment.htm. The District ap-
proved the 2012 PM2.5 Plan on December 20, 2012. The plan was
then approved by the California Air Resources Board (ARB) on Janu-
ary 24, 2013. This plan assures the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin will
comply with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 2006 PM2.5
standard by the 2019 deadline. The District recommends that the dis-
cussion on page 4.3-21 in the EIR be amended to reflect the current
status of the District's PM2.5 attainment plan. A copy of the District's
2012 PM2.5 Plan can be found on the District's website at:
http:/ /www.valleyair.org/ Air_Quality_Pians/PM25Pians2012.htm.

RAG6-19 7. Referral documents for future development projects with the scope  Future development applications under the RAAP Specific Plan would be required to adhere
of the RAAP Specific Plan should include a project summary detailing, to the Mitigation Measures within the RAAP Specific Plan EIR. Subsequent environmental
at a minimum, the land use designation, project size, and proximity to  review would be required for future discretionary approvals. As part of the future environ-
sensitive receptors and existing emission sources, and should identify =~ mental review, subsequent projects would be required to evaluate air quality and GHG emis-
the project as being with the scope of the RAAP Specific Plan. sions impacts and be required to consider proximity to sensitive receptors

City of Modesto

LA1-1 Thank you for providing the City of Modesto the opportunity to re- This comment acknowledges that the City of Modesto has reviewed the EIR and introduces
view the Army Ammunition Plant Specific Plan and Draft EIR. The ensuing comments, but this comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding
City of Modesto offers the following comments: the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the EIR. No response is

required.

LA1-2 1. The intersections of Claus / Sylvan and Claus / Plainview should be ‘The intersection of Claus Road and Plainview Road was not selected for inclusion in the study

added to the set of traffic study intersections. Significant project-
related traffic volumes can be expected to occur south of the project,
along Claus Road; and,

due to the local nature of Plainview Road. Plainview Road is approximately 1-mile in length,
connecting Roselle Avenue in the west to Claus Road in the east, providing access to active
agricultural uses. The project is not expected to increase traffic volumes on Plainview Road,
although it would add through trips to the intersection. Based on changes in traffic volumes
along the Claus Road corridor between Terminal Avenue and Claribel Road, very few vehicles
turn to/from Plainview Road and the addition of Project traffic through the corridor is not
expected to appreciably increase delay for vehicles turning from Plainview Road to Claus
Road. The intersection of Claus Road and Sylvan Avenue was recently signalized and addi-
tional capacity provided with the construction of turn-pockets. Recent studies indicate that
this intersection operates at acceptable service levels with the improvements and the addition
of Project traffic is not expected to degrade intersection operations in the near-term, including
studies for Village One and Marketplace. The StanCOG RTP identifies widening of Claus
Road from Briggsmore Avenue to Claribel Road from two lanes to six lanes, including inter-
section improvements at the Sylvan Avenue/Claus Road intersection. The improvement is
identified as a Tier I Project fully funded project that is planned to be constructed by 2025.
Widening of Sylvan Avenue from two lanes to four lanes from Claus Road to Roselle Avenue
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Comment
Number Comment Response
is also identified as a Tier I RTP project. With these planned improvements in place, project
traffic is expected to represent less than 2 percent of the overall intersection capacity and
would not appreciably change the overall planned intersection design. Therefore, the inter-
sections of Claus Road at Plainview and Sylvan Roads were not added to the analysis.
LA1-3 2. The trip distribution of 13% of AM trips from the east on Claribel ~ Project trip distribution percentages were developed based on a review if existing travel pat-
seems high, relative to the 19% of AM trips from the south on Claus.  terns in the area, the location of existing and planned land uses within the region, and a select
This data should be confirmed. zone analysis using the Stanislaus Council of Governments (StanCOG) travel demand model.

Project trip distribution percentages as presented in the Draft EIR were reviewed and no
changes were made to the analysis.
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 3/27/2012

RAAP Specific Plan - 2030 Buildout
Stanislaus County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric
Office Park 116 7000sqft
Industrial Park 1412 1000sqft
Strip Mall 119 1000sqft

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Rural Wind Speed (m/s) Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

Climate Zone 3 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

1.3 User Entered Comments 46

Project Characteristics - CO2 Intensity updated based on California Public Utilities Commission GHG Calculator, version 3c.

Land Use - *

Trips and VMT -

Demolition -

Vehicle Trips - Trip rates based on traffic report (Fehr & Peers, 2011).

Energy Use - *
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Land Use Change -

Sequestration -

Energy Mitigation -

Area Coating - *

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
. o — e
2011 1.92 12.70 11.32 0.02 1.33 0.63 1.96 0.32 0.63 0.95 0.00 1,671.04 | 1,671.04 0.15 0.00 1,674.14
2012 227 11.88 16.20 0.03 1.76 0.57 2.33 0.09 0.57 0.66 0.00 2,466.49 i 2,466.49 0.17 0.00 2,469.96
2013 2.07 10.89 14.89 0.03 1.76 0.51 2.28 0.09 0.51 0.60 0.00 2,438.78 i 2,438.78 0.15 0.00 2,441.94
2014 12.45 5.30 6.93 0.01 0.84 0.28 1.12 0.04 0.28 0.33 0.00 1,176.15 §{ 1,176.15 0.08 0.00 1,177.73
- I I I I I
Total 18.71 40.77 49.34 0.09 5.69 1.99 7.69 0.54 1.99 2.54 0.00 7,752.46 | 7,752.46 0.55 0.00 7,763.77
Mitigated Construction
— . - e . __
ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Total Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2jf Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
ey s e
2011 1.92 12.70 11.32 0.02 0.63 0.63 1.26 0.32 0.63 0.95 0.00 1,671.04 { 1,671.04 0.15 0.00 1,674.14
2012 2.27 11.88 16.20 0.03 0.09 0.57 0.66 0.09 0.57 0.66 0.00 2,466.49 : 2,466.49 0.17 0.00 2,469.96
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2013 2.07 10.89 14.89 0.03 0.09 0.51 0.60 0.09 0.51 0.60 0.00 2,438.78 | 2,438.78 0.15 0.00 2,441.94
2014 12.45 5.30 6.93 0.01 0.04 0.28 0.33 0.04 0.28 0.33 0.00 1,176.15 §{ 1,176.15 0.08 0.00 1,177.73
o e . E—— —
Total 18.71 40.77 49.34 0.09 0.85 1.99 2.85 0.54 1.99 2.54 0.00 7,752.46 Q| 7,752.46 0.55 0.00 7,763.77
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2j Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area 8.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Energy 0.13 1.15 0.97 0.01 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.09 0.00 3,446.88 | 3,446.88 0.25 0.11 3,485.27
Mobile 5.84 20.04 42.31 0.15 13.63 0.67 14.30 0.24 0.61 0.85 0.00 12,183.35 § 12,183.35 0.32 0.00 12,190.16
Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3,574.93 0.00 3,574.93 211.27 0.00 8,011.(?
I
Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,990.81 § 4,990.81 213.32 5.47 11,165.10
?otal 14.31 21.19 43.28 0.16 13.63 0.67 14.39 0.24 0.61 0.94 3,5-74.93 20,621.04 § 24,195.97 425.16 5.58 34,852.18
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area 8.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Energy 0.13 1.15 0.97 0.01 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.09 0.00 3,446.88 ; 3,446.88 0.25 0.11 3,485.27
Mobile 5.84 20.04 42.31 0.15 13.63 0.67 14.30 0.24 0.61 0.85 0.00 12,183.35 { 12,183.35 0.32 0.00 12,190.16
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\Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 357493 T 0.00 1 357403 F 211.57 6.00 JeoLLes |
Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,990.81 i 4,990.81 213.32 5.47 11,165.10
?otal 14.31 21.19 43.28 0.16 13.63 0.67 14.39 0.24 0.61 0.94 3,54.93 20,621.04 § 24,195.97 425.16 5.58 34,852.18
3.0 Construction Detail
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 Demolition - 2011
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
- . _ e . __
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 gNBio- CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
— I
Off-Road 0.25 2.00 1.15 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.00 170.30 170.30 0.02 0.00 170.72
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-
Total

0.25 2.00 1.15 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.00 170.30 170.30 0.02 0.00 170.72
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N?iio— CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N-ZO CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.19 5.19 0.00 0.00 5.20
¥otal 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.19 5.19 0.00 0.00 5.20
Mitigated Construction On-Site
- . - e . _
ROG NOx [e]0) SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2j Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
— I
Off-Road 0.25 2.00 1.15 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.00 170.30 170.30 0.02 0.00 170.72
?otal 0.25 2.00 1.15 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.00 170.30 170.30 0.02 0.00 170.72
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.60 6.0 6.00 0.60 6.00 6.00 6,00 6.00 6.00 .60 6.00 6.00 6.60 6.00 6.60 0.00
Worker 0.60 6.6 .05 0.60 6.60 6.0 6.00 .00 6.0 .60 6,60 519 516 6.0 6.0 5.20
Total 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.19 5.19 0.00 0.00 5.20
3.3 Site Preparation - 2011
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX CO S0z | Fugtve T Exnaust Imom Fugive T Exnaust B PM25 ] Blo- CO2 INBI0o- COTotal cozl Cha N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 pM25 | PM25 Total

Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 0.27 0.00 0.27 0.15 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Road 0.16 135 676 0.60 6.07 0.07 6.07 6.67 6.00 168,801 108.80 0.01 6.60 109.08
Total 0.16 1.35 0.76 0.00 0.27 0.07 0.34 0.15 0.07 0.22 0.00 108.80 J 108.80 0.01 0.00 109.08

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX CO S0z | Fugtve T Exnaust IMI Fugiive | Exnaust | PM2.5 [ Blo. CO2 JNBIO- COTotal cozl Ch N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 pM25 | PM25 Total

Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.60 6.0 6.00 0.60 6.00 6.0 6.00 .00 6.0 .60 6.00 6.00 6.0 6.00 6.00 0.00
Worker 0.60 6.0 0,03 0.60 6.60 6.0 6.00 0,00 6.0 6.0 6.60 374 374 0.60 6.00 3.4
Total 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.74 3.74 0.00 0.00 3.74

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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ROG NOX CO S0z T Fugtve T Exnaust IMI Fugiive T Exnaust B PM25 ] Bio- CO2 INBIo- COTotal cozl Ch N20 CO2e
pPM10 [ PM10 pv25 | Pm25s | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugrtve Dust 0.27 0.00 0.27 0.15 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Ot Road 0.16 135 0.76 6.00 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.00 108.80 1 108.80 0.01 0.00 109.08
Total 0.16 135 0.76 0.00 0.27 0.07 0.34 0.15 0.07 0.22 0.00 108.80 J 108.80 0.01 0.00 109.08
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX CO S0z T Fugtve T Exnaust IMI Fugiive T Exnaust | PM2.5 T Blo- CO2 JNBIO- COTotal cozl Ch N2O CO2e
PM10 [ PM10 pv25 | pm25 | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Haunng 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Nendor 6.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 6.00 0.00 0.03 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 374 374 0.00 0.00 3.74
Total 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.74 .74 0.00 0.00 374
3.4 Grading - 2011
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX CO S0z | Fugtve T Exnaust Imota Fugive T Exnaust B PM25 ] Bio- CO2 INBIO- COTotal cozl Cha N2O Coze
PM10 [ PM10 pv25 | pm25 | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 0.33 0.00 0.33 0.13 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Road 0.49 415 516 6.00 0.20 020 0.20 620 0.00 360.24 1 369,24 0.04 0.00 370.08
Total 0.49 715 2.16 0.00 0.33 0.20 0.53 0.13 0.20 0.33 0.00 360.24 § 369.24 0.04 0.00 370.08
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Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOX 9] S0z ] rugtve T Exnavst IMI Fagtve T Exnaust T Pvz5 | B Co2 JNBO- COZTotaI cozl CHa N2O Coze
PM10 [ PM10 pv25 | pm25s | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Haunng 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 6.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
WorKer 001 0.01 0.00 600 0.01 6.00 0.01 6.00 600 0.00 0.00 1638 1638 6.00 0.00 T0.40
Total 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.38 1038 0.00 0.00 10.40
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX Co S0z ] rugtve T Exnavst Imota Fagtve T Exnaust T PMz5 | Bo. Co2 JNBO- COZTotaI cozj CHA NZO Coze
PM10 [ PM10 pv25 | pm2s | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 0.33 0.00 0.33 0.13 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Ot Road 045 715 516 6.00 630 630 036 636 0.00 36034 1 36054 | 0.04 0.00 370.08
Total 0.49 .15 2.16 0.00 0.33 0.20 0.53 0.13 0.20 0.33 0.00 360.24 | 36924 | 004 0.00 370.08
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX co So2 ] rugtve T Exnaust IMI Fugiive ] Exnaust T PM2.5 ] Blo- CO2 INBio- COTotal cozl CHa N2O Coze
PM10 [ PM10 pv25 | pm2s | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Haunng 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 1 000 T 000 0.00 0.00

000 { 0.00
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.38 10.38 0.00 0.00 10.40

?Otal 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.38 10.38 0.00 0.00 10.40

3.5 Building Construction - 2011

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOX CO S0z | Fugtve T Exnaust Imota Fugiive T Exnaust 1 PM25 ] Bio- CO2 INBIo- COTotal cozl Ch N20 CoZe
pPM10 [ PM10 pv25 | Pm25 | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off Road 0.32 2.11 .26 0.00 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.00 T02.30 | 102.30 0.03 0.00 102.04
Total 0.32 2.11 1.26 0.00 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.00 10230 J 19239 0.03 0.00 192.94
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX Co S0z ] rugtve T Exnavst IMI Fagtve T Exnaust T Pvz5 | Bo. Co2 JNBO- COZTotaI cozl CHA NZO Coze
PM10 [ PM10 pv25 | Pm2s | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.24 265 148 6.00 010 0.08 0.18 0.01 0.08 0.0 0.00 35547 132547 0.01 0.00 32568
WorKer 0.44 0.43 432 0.01 061 0.02 0.63 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.00 48553148553 0.04 0.00 786,30
Total 0.68 3.08 5.81 0.01 0.71 0.10 0.81 0.0 0.10 0.14 0.00 811,00 | BLL00 0.05 0.00 81198

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N?;io— CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N-ZO CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.32 2.11 1.26 0.00 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.00 192.39 192.39 0.03 0.00 192.94
?olal 0.32 2.11 1.26 0.00 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.00 192.39 192.39 0.03 0.00 192.94
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.24 2.65 1.49 0.00 0.01 0.08 0.09 0.01 0.08 0.09 0.00 325.47 325.47 0.01 0.00 325.68
Worker 0.44 0.43 4.32 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.00 485.53 485.53 0.04 0.00 486.30
?olal 0.68 3.08 5.81 0.01 0.04 0.10 0.14 0.04 0.10 0.14 0.00 811.00 811.00 0.05 0.00 811.98
3.5 Building Construction - 2012
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
I o I I e ——
Off-Road 0.73 4.87 3.10 0.01 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.00 478.23 478.23 0.06 0.00 479.48
Total 0.73 4.87 3.10 0.01 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.00 478.23 478.23 0.06 0.00 479.48
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Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N?iio— CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N-20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.54 6.05 3.39 0.01 0.25 0.18 0.44 0.02 0.18 0.21 0.00 808.87 808.87 0.02 0.00 809.35
Worker 0.99 0.96 9.72 0.01 1.51 0.05 1.56 0.07 0.05 0.12 0.00 1,179.39 §{ 1,179.39 0.08 0.00 1,181.12
-
Total 1.53 7.01 13.11 0.02 1.76 0.23 2.00 0.09 0.23 0.33 0.00 1,988.26 § 1,988.26 0.10 0.00 1,990.47
Mitigated Construction On-Site
. . - e . __
ROG NOx [e]0) SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2j Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
I e — — e ———
Off-Road 0.73 4.87 3.10 0.01 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.00 478.23 478.23 0.06 0.00 479.48
=otal 0.73 4.87 3.10 0.01 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.00 478.23 478.23 0.06 0.00 479.48
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.54 6.05 3.39 0.01 0.02 0.18 0.21 0.02 0.18 0.21 0.00 808.87 808.87 0.02 0.00 809.35
Worker 0.99 0.96 9.72 0.01 0.07 0.05 0.12 0.07 0.05 0.12 0.00 1,179.39 { 1,179.39 0.08 0.00 1,181.12
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?otal 1.53 7.01 13.11 0.02 0.09 0.23 0.33 0.09 0.23 0.33 0.00 1,988.26 § 1,988.26 0.10 0.00 1,990.47
3.5 Building Construction - 2013
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
e ————
ROG NOx [e]0) SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalj Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N?&io— COZ_TotaI CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr } - MT/yr
I — e ———
Off-Road 0.67 4.52 3.06 0.01 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.00 478.23 478.23 0.05 0.00 479.38
=otal 0.67 4.52 3.06 0.01 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.00 478.23 478.23 0.05 0.00 479.38
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.49 5.51 3.07 0.01 0.25 0.16 0.42 0.02 0.16 0.19 0.00 808.85 808.85 0.02 0.00 809.28
Worker 0.90 0.86 8.76 0.01 1.51 0.05 1.56 0.07 0.05 0.12 0.00 1,151.71 §{ 1,151.71 0.08 0.00 1,153.28
?otal 1.39 6.37 11.83 0.02 1.76 0.21 1.98 0.09 0.21 0.31 0.00 1,960.56 § 1,960.56 0.10 0.00 1,962.56
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N?;io— CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N-ZO CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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Off-Road 0.67 4.52 3.06 0.01 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.00 478.23 478.23 0.05 0.00 479.38
Total 0.67 4.52 3.06 0.01 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.00 478.23 478.23 0.05 0.00 479.38
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
I — I
ROG NOx [e]0) SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalj Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2fj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr - MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.49 5.51 3.07 0.01 0.02 0.16 0.19 0.02 0.16 0.19 0.00 808.85 808.85 0.02 0.00 809.28
Worker 0.90 0.86 8.76 0.01 0.07 0.05 0.12 0.07 0.05 0.12 0.00 1,151.71 § 1,151.71 0.08 0.00 1,153.28
?mal 1.39 6.37 11.83 0.02 0.09 0.21 0.31 0.09 0.21 0.31 0.00 1,960.56 § 1,960.56 0.10 0.00 1,962.56
3.5 Building Construction - 2014
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
— — I
Off-Road 0.27 1.81 1.31 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.00 207.05 207.05 0.02 0.00 207.50
=otal 0.27 1.81 1.31 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.00 207.05 207.05 0.02 0.00 207.50
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N?;io— CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N-ZO CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
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Category tons/yr M?/yr

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.19 2.17 1.22 0.00 0.11 0.06 0.17 0.01 0.06 0.07 0.00 349.97 349.97 0.01 0.00 350.14
Worker 0.36 0.33 3.40 0.01 0.65 0.02 0.68 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.00 486.53 486.53 0.03 0.00 487.15
=Otal 0.55 2.50 4.62 0.01 0.76 0.08 0.85 0.04 0.08 0.12 0.00 836.50 836.50 0.04 0.00 837.29

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOX co S0z ] rugtve T Exnaust IMI Fugiive T Exnaust | PM2.5 | Bio- CO2 INBIO- COTotal cozl CHa NZO Coze
PM10 [ PM10 pv25 | pm2s | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.27 181 T31 0.00 O.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.00 207.05 ] 207.05 0.02 0.00 207.50
Total 0.27 161 T.31 0.00 O.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.00 207.05 J 207.05 0.02 0.00 207.50

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOX CO S0z T Fugtve T Exnaust IMI Fugiive T Exnaust 1 PM25 ] Bio- CO2 INBIo- COTotal cozl Ch N20 COZe
pM10 [ PM10 pv25 | Pm25 | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Haunng 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.19 517 123 6.00 0.01 0.06 0.07 0.01 0.06 0.07 0.00 349.97 1 349.97 0.01 0.00 350.14
Worker 0.36 0.33 340 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.00 486.53 1 486.53 0.03 0.00 48715
Total 0.55 2.50 462 0.01 0.04 0.08 0.12 0.0 0.08 0.12 0.00 836.50 § 836.50 0.04 0.00 837.29

3.6 Paving - 2014
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Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N?iio— CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N-20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
— o . I
Off-Road 0.14 0.88 0.57 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.00 72.77 72.77 0.01 0.00 73.01
Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
- — — —
Total 0.14 0.88 0.57 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.00 72.77 72.77 0.01 0.00 73.01
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N?iio— CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N-20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.32 5.32 0.00 0.00 5.32
?otal 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.32 5.32 0.00 0.00 5.32
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx [e]0) SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N?Bio— CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N-20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
— — e ——
Off-Road 0.14 0.88 0.57 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.00 72.77 72.77 0.01 0.00 73.01
Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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- — I I
Total 0.14 0.88 0.57 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.00 72.77 72.77 0.01 0.00 73.01
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
e ————
ROG NOx [e]0) SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalj Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N?&io- COZ_TotaI CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr } - MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.32 5.32 0.00 0.00 5.32
?mal 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.32 5.32 0.00 0.00 5.32
3.7 Architectural Coating - 2014
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating 11.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Road 0.01 0.08 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 7.01 7.01 0.00 0.00 7.03
?mal 11.45 0.08 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 7.01 7.01 0.00 0.00 7.03
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- CO2ff Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr

16 of 50



Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 6.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.03 0.03 0.33 6.00 0.06 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 478014750 0.00 0.00 4756
Total 0.03 0.03 0.33 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4750 T 47.50 0.00 0.00 47.56
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX CO S0z | Fugtve T Exnaust Imom Fugive T Exnaust B PM25 ] Bio- CO2 INBI0o- COTotal cozl Cha N2O Coze
pPM10 [ PM10 pv25 | Pm25 | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Archit, Coating 1144 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Road 0.01 0.08 0.05 6.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 701 701 0.00 0.00 7.03
Total 1145 0.08 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 7.01 7.01 0.00 0.00 7.03
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX CO S0z | Fugtve T Exnaust IMI Fugive T Exnaust 1 PM25 ] Blo- CO2 INBIo- COTotal cozl Ch N2O Coze
PM10 [ PM10 pv25 | pm25s | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Haunng 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 6.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.03 0.03 0.33 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4750 AT 50 0.00 0.00 4756
Total 0.03 0.03 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2750 | 47.50 0.00 0.00 47,56
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4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOX CO S02 Fugitve ]| Exhaust JPMI0 Totaf§f Fugitve | Exhaust § PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 JNBio- CO2J Total CO2] . CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated 5.84 20.04 42.31 0.15 13.63 0.67 14.30 0.24 0.61 0.85 0.00 12,183.35}12,183.35] 0.32 0.00 12,190.16
Unmitigated 5.84 20.04 42.31 0.15 13.63 0.67 14.30 0.24 0.61 0.85 0.00 :12,183.35i12,183.35{ 0.32 0.00 12,190.16
Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily 7rip Rate Unmitigateg Mitigated_
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Industrial Park 4,829.04 4,829.04 4829.04 16,7-54,915 16,7-54,915
-
Office Park 939.60 939.60 939.60 2,720,587 2,720,587
Strip Mall 4,339.93 4,339.93 4339.93 6,926,393 6,926,393
o — — —
Total 10,108.57 10,108.57 10,108.57 26,401,895 26,401,895
4.3 Trip Type Information
- —
Miles Trip %
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Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW
Industrial Park 14.70 6.60 6.60 59.00 28.00 13.00

Office Park 14.70 6.60 6.60 33.00 48.00 19.00

Strip Mall 14.70 6.60 6.60 16.60 64.40 19.00

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NEO- CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N-ZO CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Eectricity Mitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,194.15 § 2,194.15 0.22 0.08 2,224.92
PE—
Electricity 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,194.15 § 2,194.15 0.22 0.08 2,224.92
NaturalGas 0.13 1.15 0.97 0.01 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.09 0.00 1,252.74 § 1,252.74 0.02 0.02 1,260.36
" d
NaturalGas 0.13 1.15 0.97 0.01 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.09 0.00 1,252.74 i 1,252.74 0.02 0.02 1,260.36
Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated
NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- COZ2J Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
I
Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr
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Industrial Park 1.93726e+007 0.10 0.95 0.80 0.01 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.00 1,033.80 { 1,033.80 0.02 0.02 1,040.0
P
Office Park 2.77588e+006 0.01 0.14 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 148.13 148.13 0.00 0.00 149.0¢
Strip Mall 1.32685e+006 0.01 0.07 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 70.81 70.81 0.00 0.00 71.24
=otal 0.12 1.16 0.96 0.01 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 1,252.74 § 1,252.74 0.02 0.02 1,260.3
Mitigated
. __ - __ I _ I _
NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Total} Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 INBio- CO2J Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
I
Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr
e ——y—— o o -
Industrial Park 1.93726e+007 0.10 0.95 0.80 0.01 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.00 1,033.80 { 1,033.80 0.02 0.02 1,040.0
P
Office Park 2.77588e+006 0.01 0.14 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 148.13 148.13 0.00 0.00 149.0¢
Strip Mall 1.32685e+006 0.01 0.07 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 70.81 70.81 0.00 0.00 71.24
-
Total 0.12 1.16 0.96 0.01 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 1,252.74 § 1,252.74 0.02 0.02 1,260.3
5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity
Unmitigated
— — __ -
Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr
I I
Industrial Park 1.42894e+007 1,857.62 0.19 0.07 1,883.67
P
Office Park 1.5022e+006 195.29 0.02 0.01 198.02
Strip Mall 1.08647e+006 141.24 0.01 0.01 143.22
?mal 2,194.15 0.22 0.09 2,224.91
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Mitigated

Electricity Use T ROG NOX co S0z J ot coOZ] . CHA NZ2O Coze
-
Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr
o s o e
Industrial Park 1.42894e+007 1,857.62 0.19 0.07 1,883.67
P
Office Park 1.5022e+006 195.29 0.02 0.01 198.02
Strip Mall 1.08647e+006 141.24 0.01 0.01 143.22
-
Total 2,194.15 0.22 0.09 2,224.91
6.0 Area Detail
6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated 8.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Unmitigated 8.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Unmitigated
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ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural 1.91 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
mﬁ
Consumer Products 6.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
=0tal 8.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Mitigated
ROG NOX o) S0z ] Fugive ] Exnaust JPMIO Totaf Fugtive | Exnaust B PM25 [ Blo- COZ2 JNB0- COZ) Total COZ] CHAa NZO CozZe
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural 1.91 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
mn
Consumer Products 6.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
-
Total 8.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
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__
Total CO2

-
CH4 N20

ROG NOXx [¢]e] S0O2 CO2e
___
Category tons/yr MT/yr
e
Mitigated 4,990.81 213.32 5.47 11,165.10
I
Unmitigated 4,990.81 213.32 5.47 11,165.10
?otal NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated
Indoor/outaoor | ROG NOX co S0z Jrowl coz2l . CHA N2O Coze
Use
I
Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr
. —
Industrial Park 6942.72 /0 4,961.57 212.42 5.44 11,109.68
PE—
Office Park 20.6171/ 20.48 0.63 0.02 38.82
12.6363
Strip Mall 8.81463/ 8.76 0.27 0.01 16.60
- 20252
Total 4,990.81 213.32 5.47 11,165.10
Mitigated
_— __ _
Indoor/Outdoor ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
I
Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr
Industrial Park 6942.72 /0 4,961.5 212.42 5.44 11,109.68
P
Office Park 20.6171/ 20.48 0.63 0.02 38.82
12.6363
Strip Mall 8.81463/ 8.76 0.27 0.01 16.60
5.40252
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?otal 4,990.81 213.32 5.4-7 11,165.10
8.0 Waste Detall
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
Category/Year
ROG NOx CO SO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
-
tons/yr MT/yr
- I e
Mitigated 3,574.93 211.27 0.00 8,011.65
I
Unmitigated 3,574.93 211.27 0.00 8,011.65
?mal NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated
Waste Disposed ROG NOx CcO SO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
I
Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr
e — —
Industrial Park 17378.5 3,5627.67 208.48 0.00 7,905.74
P
Office Park 107.88 21.90 1.29 0.00 49.08
Strip Mall 124.95 25.36 1.50 0.00 56.84
o e
Total 3,574.93 211.27 0.00 8,011.66
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Mitigated

__ _
Waste Disposed ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr
— e
Industrial Park 17378.5 3,527.67 208.48 0.00 7,905.74
P
Office Park 107.88 21.90 1.29 0.00 49.08
Strip Mall 124.95 25.36 1.50 0.00 56.84
- -
Total 3,574.93 211.27 0.00 8,011.66

9.0 Vegetation
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 3/26/2012

RAAP Existing
Stanislaus County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

Industrial Park 674 1000sqft

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Rural Wind Speed (m/s) Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

Climate Zone 3 2.2
Precipitation Freq (Days)

1.3 User Entered Comments 46

Project Characteristics - CO2 Intensity based on California Public Utilities Commission GHG Calculator version 3c.

Land Use - *

Vehicle Trips - Trip rates based on traffic report (Fehr & Peers, 2011).
Energy Use - *

Area Coating -

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction
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Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio— CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N-ZO CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
I I v
2011 1.51 9.34 8.69 0.01 0.80 0.51 1.31 0.13 0.51 0.64 0.00 1,270.39 { 1,270.39 0.12 0.00 1,272.82
2012 5.28 3.36 3.60 0.01 0.30 0.20 0.50 0.01 0.20 0.21 0.00 539.68 539.68 0.05 0.00 540.64
?otal 6.79 12.70 12.29 0.02 1.10 0.71 1.81 0.14 0.71 0.85 0.00 1,810.07 § 1,810.07 0.17 0.00 1,813.46
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N?iio— CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N-ZO CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
I E— v
2011 1.51 9.34 8.69 0.01 0.25 0.51 0.76 0.13 0.51 0.64 0.00 1,270.39 §{ 1,270.39 0.12 0.00 1,272.82
2012 5.28 3.36 3.60 0.01 0.01 0.20 0.21 0.01 0.20 0.21 0.00 539.68 539.68 0.05 0.00 540.64
?otal 6.79 12.70 12.29 0.02 0.26 0.71 0.97 0.14 0.71 0.85 0.00 1,810.07 § 1,810.07 0.17 0.00 1,813.46
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
- . - . . _
ROG NOx [e]0) SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2j Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area 3.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Energy 0.05 0.45 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 2,130.45 § 2,130.45 0.10 0.04 2,145.89
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Mobile 1.52 5.50 13.12 0.01 1.29 0.17 1.47 0.06 0.17 0.23 0.00 1,477.17 1,477.17 0.09 0.00 1,478.99
Waste X)) 606 X)) 506 T80 1600 683,80 1 96,51 600K 3.7735.70
Water 600 6.00 600 666 000 T 434081 | 434081 | 101.39 580§ 7.275.53
Total .08 5.05 13.50 0.01 .29 0.17 T.50 0.06 0.17 0.26 | 168389 ] 704843 | 0,632.32 ] 20L.00 264 § 1467411
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOX 9] S0z ] rugtve T Exnaust IMI Fagtve T Exnaust T Pvz5 | Bo. Co2 JNBO- COZTotaI cozl CHa NZO Coze
pvMi0 | PM10 pv25 | PM25 | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
ATea S AT 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Energy 608 645 038 600 600 0.03 600 063 0001513045 | 3.130.45 1 0.10 604 [ 2.145.89
Niobile 185 50 1315 001 138 017 147 006 017 033 000 T TATT AT | 1477 A7 | 0.00 000 f L478.99
Waste 6.06 5.60 600 506 168386 1600 T 168386 16851 XN WEREERD)
Water X)) 606 X)) 656 600 T A A0 BT T A 34081 T 101,30 580 R 72055
Total .08 5.05 13.50 0.01 129 0.17 .50 0.06 0.7 0.26 | L168389 ] 704843 | 0.632.32 ] 20L.09 264 | 14.674.11
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3.0 Construction Detalil

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

3.2 Demolition - 2011

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOX co S0z ] rugtve T Exnaust Imota Fugiive T Exnaust | PM25 | Bio- CO2 JNBIO- COTotal cozl CHa N2O Coze
PM10 [ PM10 pv25 | Pm2s | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Of-Road 0.10 0.80 0.46 0.00 0.0 0.04 0.0 0.04 0.00 68.12 68.12 0.01 0.00 68.29
Total 0.10 0.80 0.46 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.00 68.12 68.12 0.01 0.00 68.29
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX CO S0z T Fugtve T Exnaust IMI Fugiive T Exnaust | PM2.5 [ Blo- CO2 JNBIO- COTotal cozl Ch N20 COZe
PM10 [ PM10 pv25 | pm25 | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Haunng 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 6.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 6.00 0.00 0.02 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 .08 208 0.00 0.00 2.08
Total 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.08 2.08 0.00 0.00 2.08
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Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N?iio— CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N-ZO CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.10 0.80 0.46 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.00 68.12 68.12 0.01 0.00 68.29
?olal 0.10 0.80 0.46 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.00 68.12 68.12 0.01 0.00 68.29
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- CO2jf Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.08 2.08 0.00 0.00 2.08
?olal 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.08 2.08 0.00 0.00 2.08
3.3 Site Preparation - 2011
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 0.09 0.00 0.09 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Road 0.05 0.45 0.25 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 36.27 36.27 0.00 0.00 36.36
?olal 0.05 0.45 0.25 0.00 0.09 0.02 0.11 0.05 0.02 0.07 0.00 36.27 36.27 0.00 0.00 36.36
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Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOX 9] S0z ] rugtve T Exnaust IMI Fagve T Exnaust T Pvz5 | Bo. Co2 JNBO- COZTotal cozl CHa N2O Coze
PM10 [ PM10 pv25 | pm25s | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Haunng 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 6.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 600 0.00 0.01 600 0.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 155 155 6.00 0.00 T25
Total 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 T.25 T.25 0.00 0.00 T.25
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX Co S0z ] rugtve T Exnavst IMI Fagtve T Exnaust T PMz5 | Bo. Co2 JNBO- COZTotaI cozj CHa N2O Coze
PM10 [ PM10 pv25 | pPm2s | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
OM-Road 008 0.45 035 600 0.02 0.02 002 0.03 0.00 36.57 36,57 6.00 0.00 36.36
Total 0.05 0.45 0.25 0.00 0.0 0.02 0.11 0.05 0.02 0.07 0.00 36.27 36.27 0.00 0.00 36.36
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX co S0z ] rugtve T Exnaust IMI Fugiive T Exnaust | PM25 | Bio- CO2 INBIO- COTotal cozl CHa N2O Coze
PM10 [ PM10 pv25 | pm2s | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Haunng 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.25 1.25 0.00 0.00 1.25

?Otal 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.25 1.25 0.00 0.00 1.25

3.4 Grading - 2011

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOX CO S0z T Fugtve T Exnaust IMI Fugiive T Exnaust 1 PM25 ] Bio- CO2 INBIo- COTotal cozl Cha N2O COZe
pPM10 [ PM10 pv25 | pPm25 | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugrtve Dust 0.13 0.00 0.13 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Ot Road 0.20 166 0.87 6.00 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.00 147,60 ] 147.69 0.02 0.00 148.03
Total 0.20 1.66 0.87 0.00 0.13 0.08 0.21 0.05 0.08 0.13 0.00 14760 § 147.69 0.02 0.00 148.03

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOX CO S0z T Fugtve T Exnaust IMI Fugiive T Exnaust | PM2.5 [ Blo- CO2 JNBIO- COTotal cozl Ch N20 COZe
PM10 [ PM10 pv25 | Pm25 | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Haunng 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 6.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 6.00 0.00 0.04 6.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 415 415 0.00 0.00 7.16
Total 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 415 415 0.00 0.00 4.16

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N?iio— CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N-20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 0.13 0.00 0.13 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Road 0.20 1.66 0.87 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.00 147.69 147.69 0.02 0.00 148.03
=otal 0.20 1.66 0.87 0.00 0.13 0.08 0.21 0.05 0.08 0.13 0.00 14-7.69 147.69 0.02 0.00 148.03
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N?iio— CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N-ZO CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.15 4.15 0.00 0.00 4.16
?mal 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.15 4.15 0.00 0.00 4.16
3.5 Building Construction - 2011
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
. . - . . _
ROG NOx [e]0) SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2j Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
——
Off-Road 0.61 4.02 2.40 0.00 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.00 366.46 366.46 0.05 0.00 367.50
?otal 0.61 4.02 2.40 0.00 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.00 366.46 366.46 0.05 0.00 367.50
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Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N?iio— CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N-ZO CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.19 2.06 1.16 0.00 0.08 0.06 0.14 0.01 0.06 0.07 0.00 252.57 252.57 0.01 0.00 252.73
Worker 0.35 0.35 3.49 0.00 0.49 0.02 0.51 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.00 391.81 391.81 0.03 0.00 392.42
- I
Total 0.54 241 4.65 0.00 0.57 0.08 0.65 0.03 0.08 0.11 0.00 644.38 644.38 0.04 0.00 645.15
Mitigated Construction On-Site
. . - . . _
ROG NOx [e]0) SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2j Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
——
Off-Road 0.61 4.02 2.40 0.00 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.00 366.46 366.46 0.05 0.00 367.50
?otal 0.61 4.02 2.40 0.00 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.00 366.46 366.46 0.05 0.00 367.50
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.19 2.06 1.16 0.00 0.01 0.06 0.07 0.01 0.06 0.07 0.00 252.57 252.57 0.01 0.00 252.73
Worker 0.35 0.35 3.49 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.00 391.81 391.81 0.03 0.00 392.42
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?otal 0.54 241 4.65 0.00 0.03 0.08 0.11 0.03 0.08 0.11 0.00 644.38 644.38 0.04 0.00 645.15
3.5 Building Construction - 2012
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
e ———
ROG NOx [e]0) SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalj Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N?&io— COZ_TotaI CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr } MT/yr
Off-Road 0.28 1.5 1.19 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.00 183.23 183.23 0.02 0.00 183.71
?otal 0.28 1.87 1.19 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.00 183.23 183.23 0.02 0.00 183.71
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.08 0.94 0.53 0.00 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 126.26 126.26 0.00 0.00 126.34
Worker 0.16 0.16 1.58 0.00 0.25 0.01 0.25 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 191.44 191.44 0.01 0.00 191.72
?otal 0.24 1.10 2.11 0.00 0.29 0.04 0.32 0.01 0.04 0.05 0.00 317.70 317.70 0.01 0.00 318.06
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N?;io— CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N-ZO CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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Off-Road 0.28 1.87 1.19 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.00 183.23 183.23 0.02 0.00 183.71
Total 0.28 1.87 1.19 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.00 183.23 183.23 0.02 0.00 183.71
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
e ———
ROG NOx [e]0) SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalj Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio— COZ_TotaI CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr } - MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.08 0.94 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 126.26 126.26 0.00 0.00 126.34
Worker 0.16 0.16 1.58 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 191.44 191.44 0.01 0.00 191.72
?mal 0.24 1.10 2.11 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.05 0.01 0.04 0.05 0.00 317.70 317.70 0.01 0.00 318.06
3.6 Paving - 2012
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.06 0.36 0.21 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.00 26.46 26.46 0.00 0.00 26.56
Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
?mal 0.06 0.36 0.21 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.00 26.46 26.46 0.00 0.00 26.56

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOX Co S0z ] rugtve T Exnaust IMI Fagtve T Exnaust T Pvzo | Bo. Co2 JNBO- COZTotal cozl CHa N2O Coze
pM10 [ PM10 pv25 | Pm25s | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Haunng 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 6.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 600 0.00 0.02 600 0.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 503 503 6.00 0.00 2.03
Total 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.03 2.03 0.00 0.00 2.03
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX Co S0z ] rugtve T Exnavst IMI Fagtve T Exnaust T Pvz5 | Bo. Co2 JNBO- COZTotaI cozj CHa N2O Coze
PM10 [ PM10 pv25 | pm2s | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Of-Road 0.06 0.36 0.21 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.00 26.06 26.46 0.00 0.00 26.56
Paving 600 6.00 0.00 600 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 0.06 0.36 0.21 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.00 26.46 26.46 0.00 0.00 26.56
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX Co S0z ] rugtve T Exnavst IMI Fugve T Exnaust T P25 J Blo-Co2 INBo- COZTotaI cozj CHA NZO Coze
PM10 [ PM10 pv25 | pm2s | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Faulng 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 600 0.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
WorKer 6.00 0.00 0.02 6.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 503 303 6.00 6.00 2.03
Total 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.03 2.03 0.00 0.00 2.03
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2012

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOX 9] S0z ] rugtve T Exnaust IMI Fagtve T Exnaust T Pvz5 | B Co2 JNBO- COZTotal cozl CHa NZO Coze
pvMi0 | PM10 pv25 | Pm25 | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
ATChIt. Coating .68 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
OM-Road 601 603 605 600 600 600 600 660 6.00 585 355 600 6.00 2.56
Total .60 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.55 2.55 0.00 0.00 2.56
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX 9] S0z ] rugtve T Exnaust IMI Fagve T Exnaust T Pvz5 | B0 Co2 JNBO: COZTotal cozl CHa N2O Coze
pvMi0 | PM10 pv25 | Pm25 | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Haung 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 600 606 600 600 606 600 600 600 600 660 6.00 600 600 600 6.00 0.00
Worker 001 0.01 0.06 600 0.01 6.00 0.01 6.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 771 771 6.00 0.00 AR
?otal 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.71 7.71 0.00 0.00 7.72
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX co S0z ] rugtve T Exnaust IMI Fugiive T Exnaust | PM2.5 | Bio- CO2 JNBIO- COTotal cozl CHa N2O Coze
pvMi0 | PM10 pv25 | Pm25 | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
ArChIt. Coating .68 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 000 T 000 0.00 0.00
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Off-Road 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.55 2.55 0.00 0.00 2.56
Total 4.69 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.55 2.55 0.00 0.00 2.56
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.71 7.71 0.00 0.00 7.72
?olal 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.71 7.71 0.00 0.00 7.72
4.0 Mobile Detail
4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust [PM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- CO2ff Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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Mitigated 1.52 5.50 13.12 0.01 1.29 0.17 1.47 0.06 0.17 0.23 0.00 1,477.17 | 1,477.17 0.09 0.00 1,478.99
Unmitigated 1.52 5.50 13.12 0.01 1.29 0.17 1.47 0.06 0.17 0.23 0.00 1,477.17 | 1,477.17 0.09 0.00 1,478.99
Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily ?rip Rate Unmitigateg Mitigated_
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Industrial Park 721.18 721.18 721.18 2,502,218 2,502,218
o
Total 721.18 721.18 721.18 2,502,218 2,502,218
4.3 Trip Type Information
-
Miles Trip %
Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW
Industrial Park 14.70 6.60 6.60 59.00 28.00 13.00
5.0 Energy Detalil
5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- CO2jf Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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Eectricity Mitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,636.98 | 1,636.98 0.09 0.03 1,649.42
P—
Electricity 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,636.98 i 1,636.98 0.09 0.03 1,649.42
NaturalGas 0.05 0.45 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 493.47 493.47 0.01 0.01 496.47
NaturalGas 0.05 0.45 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 493.47 493.47 0.01 0.01 496.47_
il
Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CcoO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
I
Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr
Industrial Park 9.24728e+006 0.05 0.45 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 493.4-7 493.47 0.01 0.01 496.47
=otal 0.05 0.45 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 493.47 493.47 0.01 0.01 496.47
Mitigated
__ __ - I _
NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Total} Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 INBio- CO2J Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
o
Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr
Industrial Park 9.247-28e+006 0.05 0.45 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 493.4-7 493.47 0.01 0.01 496.41
?mal 0.05 0.45 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 493.4-7 493.47 0.01 0.01 496.47

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated
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Electioty Use || ROG NOX co S0z Jrow cozl | CHa NZO Coze
Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr
Industrial Park || 6.820886+006 1,636.98 0.09 0.03 1,649.42
Total 1,636.98 0.09 0.03 1,649.42
Mitigated
Electricity Use . ROG NOX co S0z JTota Coz] CHA NZ2O Coze
I
Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr
Industrial Park | 6.82088e+006 1,636.98 0.09 0.03 1,649.42
Total 1,636.98 0.09 0.03 1,649.42
6.0 Area Detalil
6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
ROG NOX CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust JPM10 Total Fugitve § Exhaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2]f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
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Mitigated 3.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Unmitigated 3.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
?otal NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio- CO2f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural 0.7-8 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
ing
Consumer Products 2.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
=otal 3.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Mitigated
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totall Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N?iio— CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N-ZO CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural O.% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
ing
Consumer Products 2.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
-
Total 3.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

7.0 Water Detail
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

ROG NOX TO S0z Jiow@ coz]  CHa N2O Coze
___
Category tons/yr MT/yr
.
Mitigated 4,340.81 101.39 2.60 7,275.53
Unmitigated 4,340.81 101.39 2.60 7,275.53
?otal NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated
_— __ _
Indoor/Outdoor ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
I
Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr
e

Industrial Park 3314.02/0 4,340.81 101.39 2.60 7,275.53

?olal 4,340.81 101.39 2.60 7,275.53
Mitigated

Indoor/Outdoor ROG NOx CcoO SO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
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Land Use Mgal tons/yr M?/yr
I
Industrial Park 3314.02/0 4,340.81 101.39 2.60 7,275.53
?olal 4,340.81 101.39 2.60 7,275.53
8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
Category/Year
__ -
ROG NOXx [¢]e] SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
___
tons/yr MT/yr
.-
Mitigated 1,683.89 99.51 0.00 3,773.70
Unmitigated 1,683.89 99.51 0.00 3,773.70
?olal NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated
Waste Disposed ROG NOx CcO SO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr
—
Industrial Park 8295.38 1,683.89 99.51 0.00 3,773.70
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_ E—
Total 1,683.89 99.51 0.00 3,773.70

Mitigated
Waste Disposed] . ROG NOX co S0z J ot coZ] . CHA N2O Coze
__
Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr
——————
Industrial Park 829538 168380 1 0051 0.00 B 3.773.70
__ N
Total 1683.80 §  99.51 0.00 | 3.773.70

9.0 Vegetation
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Riverbank Project - Modesto, Ca
Claus Road Traffic Data and PM2.5 - 45 mph
North of Project Site

Analysis Year = 2020

Emission Factors
2020 Caltrans 2020 Number Diesel |All Vehicles
Number Number 2020 Diesel Vehicle Vehicles Exhaust
Vehicle Vehicles Vehicles | Percent Vehicles Speed DPM PM2.5
Type (veh/day) (veh/day) Diesel (veh/day) (mph) (g/VMT) (g/VMT)
LDA 3,259 3,259 0.33% 11 45 0.0086 0.0012
LDT 1,698 1,698 0.08% 1 45 0.0128 0.0015
MDT 0 0 12.61% 0 45 0.0205 0.0028
HDT 502 502 92.55% 465 45 0.0625 0.0592
Total 5,459 5,459 - 477 45 - -
Mix Avg Emission Factor 0.06113 0.00664
Increase From 2020 1.00
Vehicles/Direction 2,730 238
Avg Vehicles/Hour/Direction 114 9.9
Traffic Data Year = 2020
Total Truck by Axle
Total Truck 2 3 4 5
Claus Rd - North of Project Site 5,459 502 0 167 167 167
Riverbank Project - Modesto, Ca
Claus Road Traffic Data and PM2.5 - 45 mph
South of Project Site
Analysis Year = 2020
Emission Factors
2020 Caltrans 2020 Number Diesel |All Vehicles
Number Number 2020 Diesel Vehicle Vehicles Exhaust
Vehicle Vehicles Vehicles Percent Vehicles Speed DPM PM2.5
Type (veh/day) (veh/day) Diesel (veh/day) (mph) (g/VMT) (g/VMT)
LDA 2,777 2,777 0.33% 9 45 0.0086 0.0012
LDT 1,446 1,446 0.08% 1 45 0.0128 0.0015
MDT 0 0 12.61% 0 45 0.0205 0.0028
HDT 428 428 92.55% 396 45 0.0625 0.0592
Total 4,651 4,651 - 406 45 - -
Mix Avg Emission Factor 0.06113 0.00664
Increase From 2020 1.00
Vehicles/Direction 2,326 203
Avg Vehicles/Hour/Direction 97 8.5
Traffic Data Year = 2020
Total Truck by Axle
Total Truck 2 3 4 5
Claus Rd - South of Project Site 4,651 428 0 143 143 143




Riverbank Project - Modesto, Ca

Claus Road
DPM Modeling - Roadway Links, Traffic Volumes, and DPM Emissions
Year = 2020
Average VVPH Diesel Vehicles Composite
Link Link Link | Release Average | Average LDA Average
No. | Length| Width | Width | Height | Diesel Speed | Vehicles & Emissions
Group Link |Description Direction | Lanes | (m) (ft) (m) (m) ADT (mph) |perHour| LDA | LDT LDT |MDT| HDT (g9/mi)
NB_N_Claus |Northbound Claus Rd North of Site N 1 1161 12 3.7 1.8 238 45 9.9 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.0 9.7 0.06113
SB_N_Claus |Southbound Claus Rd North of Site S 1 1159 12 3.7 1.8 238 45 9.9 0.2 0.0 0 0.0 9.7 0.06113
NB S Claus |Northbound Claus Rd South of Site N 1 1555 12 3.7 1.8 203 45 8.5 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 8.3 0.06113
SB_S Claus [Southbound Claus Rd South of Site S 1 1555 12 3.7 1.8 203 45 8.5 0.2 0.0 0 0.0 8.3 0.06113




Riverbank Project, Modesto, CA

AERMOD DPM Risk Modeling Parameters and Maximum Cancer Risk From Claus Rd, Modesto

DPM Cancer Risks from DPM Emissions in 2020 for 70 Years

Receptor Information

Number of Receptors 65
Receptor Height = ground level
Receptor distances = variable

Meteorological Conditions
Modesto Airport - Hourly Met Data 2005 - 2009
Land Use Classification Rural

Cancer Risk Calculation Method
Inhalation Dose = C,, x DBR X A X EF X ED x 10° / AT
Where: C,;, = concentration in air (ug/m®)
DBR = daily breathing rate (L/kg body weight-day)
A = Inhalation absorption factor
EF = Exposure frequency (days/year)
ED = Exposure duration (years)
AT = Averaging time period over which exposure is averaged.
10 = Conversion factor

Inhalation Dose Factors

Value'
DBR A Exposure EF ED AT
Exposure Type (L/kg BW-day) (-) (hr/day) (days/yr) | (Years) (days)
Residential (70-Year) 393 1 24 350 70 25,550
! Default values recommended by OEHHA& Bay Area Air Quality Management District
Cancer Risk (per million) = CPF x Inhalation Dose x 1.0E6
= URF x Cair

Where: CPF = Cancer potency factor (mg/kg-day)™
URF =Unit risk factor (cancer risk per pg/m®)

Diesel Particulate Matter Unit Risk Factors

CPF URF
Exposure Type (mg/kg-day)™ (Risk/million/ug/m %)
Residential (70-Yr Exposure) 1.10E+00 414.5

MEI Cancer Risk Calculation from Claus Rd DPM emissions

Maximum Modeled Annual
Meteorological DPM Concentration (ug/m°)
Data Years 2020
T
2005 - 2009 0.0158
|
70-yr Maximum Risk® 6.5

Notes:
Maximum concentrations occur at UTM 683,228.5 m east, 4,175,260.6 m north.

a Maximum cancer risk (per million) calculated assuming constant exposure over a 70-year period to 2020 DPM Concentration




Figure 1. Project Site, Roadway Links for Dispersion Modeling, and Receptor Locations



Riverbank - On-Site Truck Distribution Methods and Assumptions

The distribution of truck travel within the project area was based on trip data from the traffic
report and initial information on the location, size, and types of land uses for the project
development areas. The project would include areas for research and development (R&D) and
industrial uses at the northern and southern portions of the site, retail development adjacent to
Claus road near the central and southern portions of the site, and realignment of existing
parking areas in the central portion of the site near Claus road. These areas are identified in
Figures 1. Also shown on the figures are potential truck routes within each area that were used
for modeling.

Based on the traffic report the total daily trips for all vehicles will be 10,110, with 930 daily
truck trips (see trip generation table below), or 9.2% trucks. The truck trips were calculated for
industrial land use only. There were no truck trips calculated for the other land uses (e.g., R&D
and retail). The 10,110/ 930 vehicle/truck trips include trips from existing uses at the site. That
is they include both existing and proposed trips. Presumably, some of the existing trips were
for trucks, although the breakdown of vehicle type for the existing trips was not provided. New
project trips were reported as 9,390 daily trips for all vehicles. Assuming 9.2% trucks, the
number of existing truck trips was estimated as 67.

In order to distribute the truck trips to the different development areas, it was assumed that 863
trips (930-67) were distributed between the new R&D/industrial areas bases on the estimated
sizes of the areas. The remaining 67 trips were distributed between the two retail areas and to
the main road into the existing industrial area (which would include some new industrial uses).
50 trips were assigned to the main road, 11 trips to the central retail area, and 6 trips to the
southern retail area. The truck trip distribution calculations are shown in the table below.
Figure 1 shows the number of daily trucks assigned to each development area. There would be 2
trips per daily truck.



TABLE 6
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES

Trip Distribution Ceé

Area/Roads

North R & D and Indust
North Road A
North Road B

Central R & D and Indu:
Central Road

South R & D and Indust
South Road A
South Road B

Central Retail Area

South Retail Area

Main Road
Total

2

3

4,

5

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Land Use ITE Code Units Daily
In Out Total In Out Total
Industrial Passenger | 1411342 127 57 184 70 170 240 3,900
Wehicle Trips square feet
Industrial Truck Trips™ 1"{_11'5.42 28 42 70 42 28 70 930
square feet
Total Industrial 155 g9 254 112 198 310 4,830
R&D 760° MG"EE?D 118 24 142 19 106 125 940
sqguare feet
) 3 119,058 . . . ;
Retail 8207 . 73 46 119 218 226 444 5110
sqguare feet
Pass-By Trips= 0 0 0 -34 -34 -68 =770
Total Trips 346 170 169 315 496 811 10110
Less Existing Uses® -27 -8 -35 -8 -36 -44 =720
Potential Net New Trip Generation 319 161 480 307 460 767 9,390
MNaotes:
1 Trip generation based on documented trip generation rates for similar industrial facilities :

AW T =019 (%) Enter = 61%, Exit=39% (25% Trucks)

PM: T = 0.22(%); Enter = 36%, Exit = 64% (22% Trucks)

Daily: 3.42 (%) {19 % Trucks)

Where: T = trips generated, X = 1,000 square feef, Ln = natural log
Trip generation based on Institute of Transportation Engineers {ITE), Trip Generation, (8th Edition) regression equations for Research and
Development Center (Land Use Code 760)

AM: 1.2 Enter = 83%, Exit=17%

PM: 107 () Enter = 15%, Exit = 85%

Daily: 211 )

Where: T = frips generated, X = 1,000 sguare feet, Ln = natural log
Trip generation based on Institute of Transporiation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation, (8th Edition) regression equations for Shopping Center {Land
Use Code 820) ¢

AR Ln(T) = 059 Ln(X) + 2.32: Enter = 61%, Exit=39%

PM: Ln(T) = 0.67 Ln{X) = 3.37: Enter = 49%, Byt = 51%

Daily: Ln(T) = 0.685 Ln{X} + 5.83

Where: T = trips generated, ¥ = 1,000 square feet, Ln = natural log
Trip pass-by rate based on Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation Handbook average pass-by for Shopping Cenfer (Land Use
Code 820). Average Weekday pass-by rater 15% during the PM peak hour, Mo pass-by rate assumed during the AM peak hour, a 15% pass-by rate
assumed for daily tnp total,
Based on driveway counts conducted at the existing RAAP driveways.

Source: Trip Generation [81r Edition), ITE, 2008: Trip Generation Manual ITE, 2004, and Fehr & Peers, 2011,




Figure 1. Project Site, Development Areas, On-Site Truck Routes, and Daily Truck Traffic






Attachment



Riverbank On-Site Operation Truck DPM Emissions 2020

Idle PM2.5 Annual DPM Average
Line Daily Total | Travel | Emission | Emission Operation4 Emissions Hourly
Source Vehicle | Number | Annual | Speed Factor® Factor® Schedule | Travel Distance (Ib/year) Emissions
Truck Route Name Type' | Trucks | Trucks® | (mph) | (g/hr) (g/mi) (hrs/day) | (feet) | (miles) | Travel | Idle® (Ib/hr)
On-Site Truck Travel
North R & D and Industrial Area
North Road A A_N_RDI HHDT 96 35,040 15 0.1227 0.0675 24 2,383 0.45 2.35 1.58 4.49E-04
North Road B B_N_RDI HHDT 96 35,040 15 0.1227 0.0675 24 3,161 0.60 3.12 1.58 5.37E-04
Central R & D and Industrial Area
Central Road R_C_RDI HHDT 155 56,575 15 0.1227 0.0675 24 3,409 0.65 5.44 2.55 9.12E-04
South R & D and Industrial Area
South Road A A_S_RDI HHDT 42 15,330 15 0.1227 0.0675 24 1,211 0.23 0.52 0.69 1.39E-04
South Road B B_S_RDI HHDT 42 15,330 15 0.1227 0.0675 24 1,171 0.22 0.51 0.69 1.37E-04
Central Retail Area R_C_RTL | HHDT 6 2,190 15 0.1227 0.0675 24 1,208 0.23 0.07 0.10 1.98E-05
South Retail Area R_S_RTL | HHDT 3 1,095 15 0.1227 0.0675 24 77 0.15 0.02 0.05 8.38E-06
Main Road R-MAIN HHDT 25 9,125 15 0.1227 0.0675 24 2,679 0.51 0.69 0.41 1.26E-04

! HHDT = heavy heavy duty truck

2 Annual trips - Based on 365 days of operation

3 Emission factors from EMFAC2011 for San Joaquin Valley for operation in 2020 and assumes all trucks are diesel.
* Operation hours assumed to be 24 hours per day, 365 days per year

® Assumes 5 minutes idle per trip (10 minutes total per truck)



Riverbank Project, Modesto, CA
AERMOD DPM Risk Modeling Parameters and Maximum Cancer Risk From On-Site Truck Travel
DPM Cancer Risks from DPM Emissions in 2020 for 70 Years

Receptor Information

Number of Receptors 72
Receptor Height = 1.5 meters
Receptor distances = variable

Meteorological Conditions
Modesto Airport - Hourly Met Data 2005 - 2009
Land Use Classification Rural

Cancer Risk Calculation Method
Inhalation Dose = C,;; X DBR x A X EF x ED x 10°/ AT
Where: C,, = concentration in air (ug/m3)
DBR = daily breathing rate (L/kg body weight-day)
A = Inhalation absorption factor
EF = Exposure frequency (days/year)

ED = Exposure duration (years)
AT = Averaging time period over which exposure is averaged.

10°® = Conversion factor
Inhalation Dose Factors

Value'
DBR A Exposure EF ED AT
Exposure Type (L/kg BW-day) () (hr/day) (days/yr) | (Years) (days)
Residential (70-Year) 393 1 24 350 70 25,550
! Default values recommended by OEHHA& Bay Area Air Quality Management District
Cancer Risk (per million) = CPF x Inhalation Dose x 1.0E6
= URF x Cair

Where: CPF = Cancer potency factor (mg/kg-day)‘1
URF =Unit risk factor (cancer risk per ug/ms)

Diesel Particulate Matter Unit Risk Factors

CPF URF
Exposure Type (mg/kg-day)™ (Risk/million/ug/m*)
Residential (70-Yr Exposure) 1.10E+00 414.5

MEI Cancer Risk Calculation from Claus Rd DPM emissions

Maximum Modeled Annual
Meteorological DPM Concentration (ug/m3)
Data Years 2020
1
2005 - 2009 0.0103
70-yr Maximum Risk® 4.3

Notes:
Maximum concentrations occur at UTM 683,107.9 m east, 4,176,965.0 m north.
a Maximum cancer risk (per million) calculated assuming constant exposure over a 70-year period to 2020 DPM Concentration




Riverbank Project, Modesto, CA

AERMOD DPM Risk Modeling Parameters and Maximum Cancer Risk
Cumulative Cancer Risk from On-Site & Off-Site Truck Travel

DPM Cancer Risks from DPM Emissions in 2020 for 70 Years

Receptor Information

Number of Receptors 72
Receptor Height = 1.5 meters
Receptor distances = variable

Meteorological Conditions

Modesto Airport - Hourly Met Data 2005 - 2009
Land Use Classification Rural
Cancer Risk Calculation Method

Inhalation Dose = C,;, x DBR X A X EF x ED x 10° / AT

Where: C,;; = concentration in air (ug/m3)

DBR = daily breathing rate (L/kg body weight-day)

A = Inhalation absorption factor
EF = Exposure frequency (days/year)
ED = Exposure duration (years)

AT = Averaging time period over which exposure is averaged.

10°® = Conversion factor
Inhalation Dose Factors

Value
DBR A Exposure EF ED AT
Exposure Type (L/kg BW-day) (-) (hr/day) (daysl/yr) | (Years) (days)
Residential (70-Year) 393 1 24 350 70 25,550
! Default values recommended by OEHHA& Bay Area Air Quality Management District
Cancer Risk (per million) = CPF x Inhalation Dose x 1.0E6
= URF x Cair

Where: CPF = Cancer potency factor (mg/kg-day)™
URF =Unit risk factor (cancer risk per ug/ms)

Diesel Particulate Matter Unit Risk Factors

CPF URF
Exposure Type (mg/kg-day)™ (Risk/million/ug/m*)
Residential (70-Yr Exposure) 1.10E+00 414.5

MEI Cancer Risk Calculation from Claus Rd DPM emissions

Maximum Modeled Annual
Meteorological DPM Concentration (ug/m3)
Data Years 2020
1
2005 - 2009 0.0217
70-yr Maximum Risk® 9.0

Notes:
Maximum concentrations occur at UTM 683,107.9 m east, 4,176,965.0 m north.

a Maximum cancer risk (per million) calculated assuming constant exposure over a 70-year period to 2020 DPM Concentration
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COMMENT LETTER # SA1
SECEIVED APE 0 1 2013

STATE QF CALIFORNIA ' Edmund G. Brown, Jr.,, Govemor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

(916) 653-6251

(916) 657-5390 - FAX

March 29, 2013
Ms. Debbie Olson, Planner

City of Riverbank

Riverbank Local Development Authority

5300 Klaus Road, Suite 1
Modesto, CA 95357

RE: SCH# 2011022015 CEQA Notice of Completion; draft Environmental -_
Impact Report (DEIR) — “Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant Specific

Plan Project;;” located on 143-acres in the City of Riverbank; Stanislaus
County, California

Dear Ms. Olson:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has reviewed the CEQA
Notice regarding the above referenced project. In the 1985 Appellate Court decision
(170 Cal App 3 604), the court held that the NAHC has jurisdiction and special SA1-1
expertise, as a state agency, over affected Native American resources impacted by
proposed projects, including archaeological places of religious significance to Native

Americans, and to Native American burial sites.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) states that any project that
causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resources, which
includes archeoclogical resources, is a significant effect requiring the preparation of an
EIR (CEQA guidelines 15064(b)). To adequately comply with this provision and mitigate
project-related impacts on archaeological resources, the Commission recommends the
following actions be required:

Contact the appropriate Information Center for a record search to determine :If a part or
all of the area of project effect (APE) has been previously surveyed for cultural
resources, which we know that it has. The NAHC recommends that known cuitural

resources recorded on or adjacent to the APE be listed in the draft Environmental Impact
Report. SA1-2

If an additional archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the
preparation of a professional report detailing the findings and recommendations of the
records search and field survey. We suggest that this be coordinated with the NAHC, if
possible. The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation
measurers should be submitted immediately to the planning department. All information
regarding site locations, Native American human remains, and associated funerary
objects should be in a separate confidential addendum, and not be made available for
pubic disclosure pursuant to California Government Code Section 6254.10.

Contact has been made to the Native American Heritage Commission for :a Sacred




Lands File Check, and cultural resources have not been identified to your agency. A list
of appropriate Native American Contacts for consultation concerning the project site has
been provided and is attached to this letter to determine if the proposed active might
impinge on any cultural resources. Lack of surface evidence of archeoclogical resources
does not preclude their subsurface existence.

Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the identification and
evaluation of accidentally discovered archeological resources, per California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15064.5(f). In areas of identified archaeological
sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American, with
knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.

Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of
recovered artifacts, in consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans.

Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human
remains in their mitigation plan. Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA §15064.5(e),
and Public Resources Code §5097.98 mandates the process to be followed in the event
of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other than a dedicated
cemetery.

incefely,
e Sinfgl
Program Analy
(916) 653-625
CC: . State Clearinghouse

Attachment: Native American Contacts list
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Native American Contacls

Tule River Indian Tribe
Neil Peyron, Chairperson

P.O. Box 589

Portervile . CA 93258
chairman@tulerivertribe-nsn.
(559) 781-4271

(559) 781-4610 FAX

Yokuts

Buena Vi'sta Rancheria
Rhonda Morningstar Pope, Chairperson

1418 20th Street, Suite 200 Me-Wuk / Miwok
Sacramento » CA 95811
rhonda@buenavistatribe.

916 491-0011
916 491-0012 - fax

California Valley Miwok Tribe
Silvia Burley, Chairperson

10601 N Escondido PL
Stockion » CA 95212
office@cvmt.net
209-931-4567
209-931-4333

Miwok

North Valley Yokuts Tribe
Katherine Erolinda Perez

PO Box 717
Linden )
(209) 887-3415
canutes @verizon.net

Ohlone/Costanoan
Northern Valley Yokuts
Bay Miwok

CA 95236

This liet Is current only as of the date of this document.

Stanislaus County
March 29, 2013

Southern Sierra Miwuk Nation
Anthony Brochini, Chairperson

P.O. Box 1200 Miwok
Mariposa » CA 95338 Pauite
tony_brochini@nps.gov Northern Valley Yokut

209-628-0085 cell

Tuolumne Band of Me-Wuk
Kevin Day, Chairperson

P.O. Box 699

Tuolumne - CA 95379
receptionist@mlode.com
(209) 928-3475 - Tribal
Office

(209) 928-1677 - Fax

Me-Wuk - Miwok

Tuolumne Band of Me-Wuk
Mary Camp, Tribal Administrator

P.O. Box 699 Me-Wuk - Miwok
Tuolumne . CA 95379
receptionist@mlode.com

(209) 928-3475 - Tribal

Office

(209) 928-1677 - Fax

Calaveras Band of Mi-Wuk Indians
Gloria Grimes, Chairperson

PO Box 899
West Point , CA 95255
CBmiwukindians@aol.com

(209-470-8688

Mi-Wuk

Distribution of this list does not relleve any person of the statutory responsibliity as defined In Sectlon 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code,
Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section §097.98 of the Public Reaources Code.

This IIst Is only applicable for contacting local Natlve Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed
SCH#2011022015; CEQA Notice of Completion; draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Riverbank Army Ammunition Plan Speclfic

Plan; located In the City of Riverbank; Stanlslaus County, Gallfornla.



Native American Contacts
Stanislaus County
March 29, 2013

Southern Sierra Miwuk Nation Calaveras Band of Mi-Wuk Indians

Les James, Spiritual Leader Adam Lewis, Tribal Preservation Assistant
PO Box 1200 Miwok PO Box 899 Mi-Wuk
Mariposa , CA 95338 Pauite West Point » CA 95255

209-966-3690 Northern Valley Yokut -

Tuolumne Band of Me-Wuk
Stanley Cox, Cultural Resources Dr

- P.O. Box 699 Me-Wuk - Miwok
Tuolumne , CA 95379
receptionist@mlode.com
(209) 928-3475 - Tribal
Office
(209) 928-1677 - Fax

Tuolumne Band of Me-Wuk
Reba Fuller-

P.O. Box 699 Me-Wuk - Miwok
Tuolumne  CA 95379

rfuller@mlode.com

(209) 928-3475 - Tribal

Office

(209) 928-1677 - Fax

Calaveras Band of Mi-Wuk Indians
Debra Grimes, Cultural Res. Specialist

PO Box 1015 Mi-Wuk
West Point . CA 95255
Dmiwuk@aol.com

209-770-4137
209-470-8688

This list [s current only as of the date of this document.

Distribufion of this llst does not relleve any person of the statutory responslbllity as defined In Sactlon T050.5 of the Health and Safety Code,
Section 5097.84 of the Publlc Resources Code and Section 5087.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This ilst Is only applicable for contacting local Natlive Amerlcans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed
SCH#2011022015; CEQA Notice of Completion; draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Riverbank Army Ammunition Plan Specific
Plan; located In the Clty of Riverbank; Stanlsiaus County, California.



COMMENT LETTER # SA2

Eomunp G. Broww JA.
CQOVEAROR

MaTTHEW RopRigUEZ
SECRETARY FORA
FRNYIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

CALIFORMNIA

Water Boards

=

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board

6 May 2013
Debbie Olson CERTIFIED MAIL
City of Riverbank 7012 2210 0002 1419 9937

5300 Claus Road, Suite 1
Modesto, CA 95357

COMMENTS TO REQUEST FOR REVIEW FOR THE DRAFT I.ENV.IRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT, RIVERBANK ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT,
SCH NO. 2011022015, STANISLAUS COUNTY

Pursuant to the State Clearinghouse’s 27 March 2013 request, the Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Water Board) has reviewed the Request for Review
for the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant Specific
Plan Project, located in Stanislaus County. ' SA2-1

Our agency is delegated with the responsibility of protecting the quality of surface and
groundwaters of the state; therefore our comments will address concerns surrounding those
issues.

Consfruction Storm Water General Permit

Dischargers whose project disturb one or more acres of soil or where projects disturb less than
ohe acre but are part of a larger common plan of development that in total disturbs one or more
acres, are required to obtain coverage under the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges
Associated with Construction Activities (Construction General Permit), Construction General
Permit Order No. 2009-009-DWQ. Construction activity subject to this permit includes clearing,
grading, grubbing, disturbances to the ground, such as stockpiling, or excavation, but does not
include regular maintenance activities performed to restore the criginal line, grade, or capacity SA2-2
of the facility. The Construction General Permit requires the development and implementation
of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP}).

For more information on the Construction General Permit, visit the State Water Resources
Control Board website at:
http:/lwww.waterboards.ca.goviwater_issuesfprograms/stormwater/constpermits.shtml.

KapL E. LonaLey ScD, P.E., chaim | Pamers C. CREEDON P.E., BCEE, EXEGUTIVE OFFIGER

11020 Sun Cenler Driva #200, Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 | www.waterboards.ca.gov/centraivalley

{9 neovoLco rarca



Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant -2- 6 May 2013
Specific Plan Project
Stanislaus County

Phase | and Il Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permits’

The Phase | and Il MS4 permits require the Permittees reduce pollutants and runoff flows from
new development and redevelopment using Best Management Practices (BMPs) to the
maximum extent practicable (MEP). MS4 Permiftees have their own development standards,
also known as Low Impact Development (LID)/post-construction standards that include a

hydromodification component. The MS4 permits also require specific design concepts for

LID/post-construction BMPs in the early stages of a project during the entltlement and CEQA
process and the development plan review process.

For more information on which Phase | MS4 Permit this project applies to, visit the Central
Valley Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/storm_water/municipal_permits/.

Industrial Storm Water General Permit
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.

For more information on the Industrial Storm Water General Permit, visit the Central Valley
Water Board website at:
http:/fwww.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/storm_water/industrial_general_perm
its/index.shtml. : -

Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit

If the project will involve the discharge of dredged or fill material in navigable waters or
wetlands, a permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act may be needed from the
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE). If a Section 404 permit is required by the
USACOE, the Central VValley Water Board will review the permit application to ensure that
discharge will not violate water quality standards. If the project requires surface water drainage
realignment, the applicant is advised to contact the Department of Fish and (Game for
information on Streambed Alieration Permit requirements.

If you have any questions regarding the Clean Water Act Section 404 permits, please contact
the Regulatory Division of the Sacramento District of USACOE at (916) 557-5250.

! Municipal Permits = The Phase | Municipal Separate Storm Water System (MS4) Permit covers medium sized
Municipalities (serving between 100,000 and 250,000 people)} and large sized municipalities {(serving over
250,000 people). The Phase 11 MS4 provides coverage for small municipalities, including non-traditional Small
MS4s, which include military bases, public campuses, prisons and hospitals.

SA2-3

SA2-4

SA2-5



For

project activities. There are no waivers for 401 Water Quality Certifications.

Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant -3- 6 May 2013
Specific Plan Project
Stanislaus County

Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit — Water Quality Certification

If an USACOE permit, or any other federal permit, is required for this project due to the
disturbance of waters of the United States (such as streams and wetlands), then a Water
Quality Certification must be obtained from the Central Valley Water Board prior to initiation of

Waste Discharge Requirements :
If USACOE determines that only non-jurisdictional waters of the State (i.e., “non-federal” waters

of the State) are present in the proposed project area, the proposed project will require a Waste
Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit to be issued by Central Valley Water Board. Under the
California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, discharges to all waters of the State,
including all wetlands and other waters of the State including, but not limited to, isolated
wetlands, are subject to State regulation.

For more information on the Water Quality Certification and WDR processes, visit the Central
Valley Water Board website at:
http:/fiwww.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/help/business_help/permit2.shtml.

If you have questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (916) 464-4684 or
tcleak@waterboards.ca.gov.

QLyUULY) d\w

Trevor Cleak
Environmental Scientist

ce: State Clearinghouse Unit, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Sacramento

SA2-6

SA2-7






COMMENT LETTER # SA3

STATE OF CALIFORNIA--BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY. EDMUND G, DROWN Jr, Giovernor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 10

P.0. BOX 2048, STOCKTON, CA 95201

(1976 E. DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. BLVD. 95205)

PHONE (209) 948-7943 Flex your power!
FAX (209) 948-3670 Be energy efficlent!
TTY 711

May 10, 2013
10-STA-108-PM 33.38
RAAP Specific Plan

Debbie Olson

City of Riverbank

5300 Claus Road, Suite 1
Riverbank, CA 95357

Dear Ms, Qlson;

The California Department of Transportation (Department) appreciates the opportunity to review
and comment on the DEIR for the for the RAAP Specific Plan which includes 173 acres. This
includes 146 acre primary site of which portions are currently underdeveloped and a 27 acre
evaporation pond. The Department has the following comments:

1. The existing plus approved/pending projects scenario shoutd be included as pait of the
scenarios being analyzed.

2. Please provide the electronic files that will be used to analyze the traffic study when the
traffic study is submitted.

3. Various intersections along SR-108 do not meet STAA off-tracking requirements for turning
movements. The project needs to consider the impact of any potentially generated STAA truck
traffic turning movemnents at intersections due to its development since this would create a safety
issue at these intersections.

Please irefer to the letter to the City of Riverbank dated July 19, 2010 regarding related
intersections along SR 108 that do not meet STAA. H a copy is needed for reference, please
contact the Joshua Swearingen (contact information below).

If you have any questions or would like to discuss our comments in more detail, please contact
Joshua Swearingen at (209) 948-7142 (e-mail: joshua_swearingen@dot.ca.gov) or me at (209)
941-1921.

Sincerely,
. J M&wj/w
qw%%{

Tom Dumas, Chief

Office of Metropolitan Planning

“Calirans finproves mebility across California”

SA3-1

[sas-2

:[ SA3-3
SA3-4

SA3-5







COMMENT LETTER # SA4

< OF Pldny,
é\" — i

STATE OF CALIFORNIA "

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit g

Ken Alex
Director

RECEIVED pay 14 2013

GOVERND,,
. .fo
" Hppasae

~Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

Edmund G. Brown Jr.
Governor

May 13, 2013

Debbie Olson

City of Riverbank

5300 Claus Road, Suite 1
Modesto, CA 95357

Subject: Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant Specific Plan
SCH#: 2011022015

D_ear Debbie Olson:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On
the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that
reviewed your document. The review period closed on May 10, 2013, and the comments from the
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s fen-digit State Clearinghouse number in future
correspondence so that we may respond promptly.

Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are SA4-1
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation.”

These cormnents are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document, Should you need
more inforiation or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency directly.

This tetter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environimental Quality Act. Please contact the
State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review

process., B

Sincerely,

Scoft Morgan
Director, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures

ce: Resources Agency
1400 TENTH STREET P.0.BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA $5812-3044

TEL (916) 445-0613 TFAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov



-Doc_ufmen,t Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2011022015
Project Title  Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant-Specific Plan
Lead Agency Riverbank, Cily of :
Type EIR DraftEIR
Description  The project consists of adoption of a Specific Plan to guide the reuse of Riverbank Army Ammunition
Plant. This is a 143 acre site that will be used for commercial development (7.62 acres) and industrial
development. A portion of the site is already developed with more than 760,000 sf of industrial
buildings. The Specific Plan addresses the permitted land uses and development standards.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Debbie Olson
Agency City of Riverbank
Phone 209/863-8352 Fax
email
Address 5300 Claus Road, Suite 1
City Modesto State CA  Zip 95357
Project Location
County Stanislaus
City
Region
Lat/Long 37°42'53"N/120°55' 18"W
Cross Streets ' Claus Road and Claribel Road
Parcel No.
Range " Section Base

Township

Proximity to:

Highways
Alrports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use.

Hwy 108

No

BNSF
Stanislaus River
Riverbank HS
Industrial

Project Issues

Agriculiural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources; DrainagefAbsorption; Flood
Plain/Flooding; Forest Land/Fire Hazard; Geologic/Seismic; Minerals; Noise; Population/Housing
Balance; Public Services; Recreation/Parks: Schools/Universities; Sewer Capaclly; Soil
Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water
Quality; Wetland/Riparian; Water Supply; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects; Olher
Issues; Aesthetic/Visual

Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 4; Office of Historic Preservation:
Department of Parks and Recreation; Central Valley Flood Protection Board; Department of Water
Resources; Office of Emergency Management Agency, California; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans,
District 10; Air Resources Board, Major Industrial Projects; Regional Water Quality Control Bd., Region
5 (Sacramento); Department of FToxic Substances Centrol; Native American Heritage Commission;
Public Utilities Commission; State Lands Commission ’

Date Received

Start of Review ' 03/27/2013

03/27/2013 End of Review 05/10/2013



COMMENT LETTER # RA1

’ Modesto
I"'l |°n 123;5Ieg§;ﬂ:0§:)
D“tﬂ(t Modesto, CA 95352

Water and Power (209) 526-7373
May 2, 2013

City Of Riverbank Community Development Department
Attention: Pam Carder, Project Management Specialist RE
5300 Claus Rd Ste 1 CCEIVED
 Modesto, CA 95357-1665_ | HAY 0 6 2013

RE: EIR Riverbank for Army Ammunition Plant
Location: Riverbank (143 Acres)

Dear Ms, Carder:

Thank you for allowing the District to comment on this referral. Following are the recommendations from RA1-1
our Electrical, Irrigation and Domestic Water Divisions: -

Irrigation
e Section 4.17 C of the draft EIR discusses increasing storm water discharge flows intc the Oakdale

Irrigation District (OID) Riverbank Lateral. The Riverbank Lateral discharges into the Modesto
Irrigation District (MID) Main Canal and is subject to a 1942 agreement limiting “irrigation spill, RA1-2
drainage pump discharges and storm and surface water discharges” to maximum total amounts.
- Any increased discharge from the Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant redevelopment project to OID S
Riverbank Lateral would be subject to the constraints imposed in the 1942 agreement.

Domestic Water
¢ No comments at this time. :[ RA1-3
Electrical :
¢ The Electric Division has no objections at this time. RA1-4
+ MID currently has an existing electric facility adjacent to the subject area. I RA1-5

¢ |If MID electric service is desired into the area, the customers should contact the District's Electric
Engineering Department to determine the availability of electric service and coordinate service RA1-6
requirements to the proposed project.

The Modesto Irrigation District reserves its future rights to utilize its property, including its canal and electrical
easements and rights-of-way, in a manner it deems necessary for the installation and maintenance of electric,
irrigation, agricultural and urban drainage, domestic water and telecommunication facilities. These needs, which
have not yet been determined, may consist of poles, crossarms, wires, cables, braces, insulators, transformers, RA1-7
service lines, open channels, pipelines, control structures and any necessary appurtenances, as may, in District’s
opinion, be necessary or desirable.

If you have any questions, please contact me at 526-7433.
A | I PO

satea;r a0 ey oy o

Celia Aceves . :
Risk & Propearty Analyst ‘

Copy: File

ORGANIZED 1887 « IRRIGATION WATER 1904 » POWER 1523 « DOMESTIC WATER 1994






COMMENT LETTER # RA2

OAKDALE IRRIGATION DISTRICT i RECEIVED MAY ]_ O 2013

Y Ve

May 9, 2013

Ms. Pam Carder

Project Management Specialist
Riverbank Local Redevelopment Authority
5300 Claus Road, Suite 1

Modesto, CA 95357

Re: Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant Environmental Impact Report
State Clearinghouse #2011022015

Dear Ms. Carder:

The Oakdale Irrigation District (OID) has reviewed the Riverbank Local Redevelopment
Authority (RLRA) Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant (RAAP) Environmental Impact Report RA2-1
(EIR) and has the following comments and recommendations regarding the RAAP Specific
Plan (project or EIR).

A letter was sent on March 8, 2011 in response to the February 2, 2011 Notice of
Preparation of a Draft EIR in which a request was made that the Riverbank Lateral be
fenced. Both the Land Use Concept (Figure 3-4) and the Roadway Plan (figure 3-5) of the RA2-2
EIR do not provide alternatives for the Riverbank Lateral as show on Figure 3-7, Potential
OID Realignment. OID restates the request to fence the Riverbank Lateral.

The project calls for the City of Riverbank to work with OID to explore relocating the
Riverbank Lateral. Relocation is possible per OID Policy although no approvai has occurred RA2-3
to date. Pre-consultation with OID is strongly recommended during the planning phase of
any specific project.

The OID Langstroth Drain is located on the southern edge of parcel 062-031-005. The EIR
recommends that the western and southern project frontages along Claribel and Claus
Road be widened to their ultimate widths with appropriate turn pockets, bicycle facilities and RA2-4
pedestrian amenities. Expansion of Claribel Road may require the facility be piped. If
located underneath Claribel Road, it will become the maintenance responsibility of the City
of Riverbank or Stanislaus County.

1205 East F Street / Oakdale, CA 95361 / (209) 847-0341 / Fax (209} 847-3468
www.oakdaleirrigation.com



Ms. Carder
Page Two
May 9, 2013

The EIR also discusses 2 existing outlets from the from the north storm drain reservoir that
discharge into the Riverbank Lateral and a smailer pump that conveys storm water from the
lift station directly to the OID Riverbank Lateral. You may wish to revise the EIR as these
connections were plugged and removed on February 28, 2013 and the capability of RAAP
to discharge storm water into the Riverbank Lateral no longer exists.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. If you have any further questions
or need any specific information, please don’t hesitate to contact me at (209) 840-5537.

OAKDALE IRRIGATION DISTRICT

Sincerel

John B. Davids, P.E.
District Engineer

CC: Administration Files

K\Engineering\SalviF ILES\Letters Engineering 2013YRLRA Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant EIR 5-1-2013.doc

RA2-5



COMMENT LETTER # RAS3

Bureau of Environmental Management
525 Golden Gate Avenue, 6th Floor

May 13, 2013

Debbie Olson, Executive Director
Riverbank Local Redevelopment Authority
5300 Claus Road

Riverbank, CA 95367

Re: SFPUC Comments on Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant Draft EIR
(SCH #2011022015)

Dear Ms. Olsen:

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission offers the following
comments on the Riverbank Army Ammunition Deport Draft EIR (SCH
#2011022015):

1. The City and County of San Francisco (CCSF), San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission (SFPUC) owns a 100-foot-wide right of way
(ROW) for the Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct and the San Joaquin
Transmission Line, which bisects the Specific Plan area. The Draft
EIR acknowledges this ROW and the Specific Plan does not propose
development in this area. However, Figure 3-8 in the DEIR identifies
the SFPUC ROW as “Buffer/ Greenway/ Open Space”. Please note
that any use or development of the ROW, such as for landscaped open
space, a pedestrian or bicycle trail, parking, emergency access routes
or road crossings, must be reviewed and approved by the SFPUC.
Further, CCSF owns the ROW in fee, and SFPUC charges fair market
value for its use. In addition, SFPUC places restrictions on use of the
ROW in order to protect utility infrastructure and insure that it is
accessible for maintenance. SFPUC ROW use requirements are
attached (Attachment 1).

2. In addition, please note that the land use rights associated with the
Army’s entry road, which crosses the SFPUC ROW, should be
investigated to determine whether this use is covered by an easement.
If not, use of this crossing would require review by the SFPUC and, if
approved, would be subject to a revocable license from the SFPUC.

Services of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

San Francisco, CA 94102

T (415) 934-5700
F (415) 934-5750

RA3-1
RA3-2

Edwin M. Lee

Mayor

Art Torres

President

Vince Courtney

Vice President

Ann Moller Caen

Commissioner

Francesca Vietor

RA3_3 Anson Moran

Commissioner

Harlan L. Kelly, Jr.

General Manager




Debbie Olson, Executive Director

Riverbank Local Redevelopment Authority

SFPUC Comments on Riverbank Army Ammunition Deport Draft EIR
Page 2 of 2

3.

In URS, aconsultant to SFPUC, reviewed existing
environmental documents that addressed the RAAP Superfund site to
evaluate any potential impacts to SFPUC's right of way property from
activities at the RAAP. As detailed in the attached letter report,
"Request for Additional Characterization of the San Francisco Hetch
Hetchy Water and Power Division Property Associated with the
Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant Superfund Site", which we submit
as an element of this comment (Attachment 2), soils inthe SFPUC
right of way may be contaminated due to the presence of a Transite
(asbestos cement) pipe, a past leak in the Transite waste sewer line,
leaks in a stormwater line, and overflows from retention
ponds to the right of way. Additional sampling of soils in the
right of way was recommended, and it also was recommended that the
Transite pipeline be removed rather than abandoned in place. SFPUC
is not aware if these actions were ever carried out. If contaminated
soils or other hazardous materials are present, this could pose risks to
utility workers in the right of way.

Thank you for providing SFPUC with the opportunity to comment.

Attachments:

2)

SFPUC Pipeline Right of Way Requirements

Request for Additional Characterization the San Francisco Hetch
Hetchy Water and Power Division Property Associated with the
Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant Superfund Site. Prepared by
URS Corporation for SFPUC. October 5, 2011.

Rosanna Russell, Real Estate, SFPUC
Tim Ramirez, Natural Resources Land Management Division, SFPUC
Sarah Jones, CCSF Planning Dept., Environmental Planning Division

RA3-4



e Utilities

(0]

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
Pipeline Right of Way Requirements

No utility may be installed along, rather than across, the Right of
Way. Only perpendicular crossings are permitted.

No aerial utility crossing over the Right of Way is permitted
except in city streets.

e Land Use, Structures, and Accessibility

(o}

Structures on the Right of Way are strictly prohibited. No one
shall construct or place any temporary or permanent structure or
improvement in, on, under or about the Right of Way. For the
SFPUC's purposes, asphalt, concrete and cementitious
concrete driveways, sidewalks and parking areas, and fences
are deemed “improvements,” and are subject to SFPUC review
and approval.

No use is permitted that would restrict access to Right of Way at
any time by SFPUC staff, construction equipment or vehicles.
This means that structures on adjacent property must be
setback at least 10 feet from the Right of Way.

An adjacent property owner or tenant may not use the Right of
Way fulfill its open space, setback, emergency access or other
development requirements.

Any use where the Right of Way would provide an adjacent
owner, tenant or licensee with its sole emergency access to the
tenant or licensee’s property is prohibited.

No use that would cause ponding on the Right of Way is
permitted.

Any use that cannot effectively be displaced in a timely manner
upon the SFPUC's request is disfavored.

Any use that may contaminate with hazardous materials the
soils, water or natural habitat of SFPUC property is prohibited.

RAS-5

RAS3-6

RA3-7

Edwin M. Lee
Mavor

Art Torres
President

Vince Courtney
Vice President
Ann Moller Caen
Commissioner
Francesca Vietor
Commissioner
Anson Moran

Commissioner

Harlan L. Kelly, Jr.

General Manager




0 Any use that would increase the SFPUC's potential liability or
diminish its security is disfavored.

0 Any use inconsistent with any existing or future policies adopted
by the SFPUC, as they may be amended or modified from time
to time, is disfavored.

Restoration

The SFPUC is not responsible for restoring or replacing any vegetation
or improvement on the Right of Way damaged or demolished so that
the SFPUC may access, maintain or repair its pipelines. The SFPUC
will restore the ground with soil compacted to SFPUC standards. The
vegetation or improvement owner is responsible any additional work or
the restoration.

Vegetation

No trees or large shrubs may be planted within the Right of Way. Other
vegetation may only be installed with the SFPUC's prior written
consent. For a list of plants that may be permitted in the Right of Way,
please refer to SFPUC Integrated Vegetation Management Policy
Section 13.005 at http://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=431. The
tenant or licensee is responsible for vegetation maintenance and
removal.

Right of Way Loading Restrictions

The maximum loading on the Right of Way should not exceed traffic
loading HS-20 on the paved surfaces when the pipeline has a minimum
four-foot cover. Overburdened or additional live or dead loads such as
load-bearing footings, pole foundations, or large boulders within the
influence line of the pipe trench is prohibited.

Right of Way Cover Requirements

To prevent damage to the PUC's underground pipelines, an adjacent
owner or tenant’s use of vehicles and equipment within twenty feet (20"
of each side of the centerline of the PUC's pipelines (measured on the
surface) are subject to the restrictions stated in Exhibit B.

RA3-7
cont.

RAS-8

RA3-9

RA3-10

RA3-11
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COMMENT LETTER # RA4

Stanislaus Consolidated

CQ‘E’S@N@LA@\%} Fire Protection
CONSOLDAAT=ED .
e District

FI'RE L _— nakilale m:uu,t 3324 Topeka Street

Riverbank, CA 95367
(209)869-7470
(209)869-7475 Fax

May 17, 2013 RECEIVED MAY 2 g 2013

Pam Carder

Project Management Specialist

Riverbank Local Redevelopment Authority
5300 Claus Road, Suite 1

Modesto, CA 95357

Dear Ms. Carder:

Stanislaus Consolidated Fire Protection District (SCFPD) has reviewed the “Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Riverbank Local Redevelopment Authority Specific RA4-1
Plan for Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant” and wishes to have the following comments
included:

1. The formation of Community Services Districts and an improvement to SCFPD
Development Fees needed to fund the anticipated staffing and capital assets is RAZ-2
referenced in the Draft EIR but should be included as a mitigation measure with
identifiable benchmarks.

2. For ALL mitigation measures, benchmarks shall be identified prior to the adoption
of the EIR, which will trigger the implementation of said measures.

RA4-3

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (209) 869-7470.

Sincerely,

or. WOl MS
Shirley Koelmans
Fire Inspector

B M Ke
Brian M. Kelll‘y" :

Fire Chief, Interim
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CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICE

Monica Nino
Chief Executive Officer

Patricia Hill Thomas
Chief Operations Officer/
Asslstant Executive Officer

Stan Risen
Asslstant Executive Officer

Keith D, Boggs
Asslistant Executlve Officer

1010 10" Sireel, Sulte 6800, Modesto, CA 95354
Post Office Box 3404, Modesto, CA 95353-3404

STANISL.AUS COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE

May 20, 2013

Pam Carder

Riverbank Local Redevelopment Authority
5300 Claus Road, Suite 1

Modesto, CA 95357

SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL REFERRAL - RIVERBANK LOCAL REDEVELOPMENT
AUTHORITY — SPECIFIC PLAN FOR RIVERBANK ARMY AMMUNITION
PLANT

Ms. Carder:; T

The Stanislaus County Environmental Review Commitiee (ERC) has reviewed the subject
project and has determined that it may have a significant effect on the environment, RA5-1

The'foilowing comments/conditions are submitted by the Department of Public Works, Senior
lLand Development Coordinator:

+ The County's Public Works Transit Division currently operates transit service
in the City of Riverbank and plans to implement Dial-A-Ride (DAR) service in
the City of Riverbank beginning August 5, 2013. As a result of the service
improvements planned for 2013, the service boundary for the DAR service in
the City has been extended from Claus Road to Eleanor Avenue and to RAS5-2
Montgomery Rd. The Transit Division is recommending that any future and
potential transit stops to be tocated along both Claus and Claribel Roads
should be coordinated with the Transit Division to ensure it may provide input
on the location of these amenities.

¢ Mitigation measures sfate thal each development shall pay is fair share for
both the Claribel at Coffee and Claribel at Roselle intersections for left turn
pockets. Developments may require direct mitigation prior to any future
widening project, therefore, each development shall be responsible for direct RAS-3
mitigation including, but not limited to, the construction of right turn lanes, :
additional through lanes, and increased corner radiuses for larger vehicles.




ENVIRONMENTAL REFERRAL — RIVERBANK LOCAL REDEVELOPNMENT
AUTHORITY - SPECIFIC PLAN FOR RIVERBANK ARMY AMMUNITION
Page 2

These mitigations and fair share contributions should not be limited to the
intersections of Claribel at Coffee and Claribel at Roselle intersections.

‘¢ The EIR should not consider the North County Corridor in its baseline
condition as a route has not yet been adopted. Upon adoption, the Specific
Plan should be revised with the updated traffic model.

+ Road widening of Claribel Road and Claus Road are mentioned in the
summary but not considered In the mitigation measures. Please include this
as part of the mitigation measures.

¢ Measure Trans-3 states “Future developers within the RAAP area shall
contribute their fair share towards improvements at the intersections identified
above." Table 4.16-9 shows Claribel at Coffee and Claribel at Roselle
intersections while the intent of Trans-3 is for the intersections of Atchison
Street (State Route 108) at 1st Street, State Route 108 at Claus Road and
State Route 108 at Patterson Road. This should be clearly identified in the
mitigation measures.

¢ In addition, Measure TRANS-5 and Measure TRANS-1 are conflicting
measures for the intersection at Claribel and Coffee. Please provide
clarifying information to Angie Halverson, Senior Land Development
Coordinator with the Department of Public Works.

The ERC appreciates the opportunity to comment on this project.

Mark E. Loeser

Management Consuitant
Environmental Review Committee
MEL:ss

cG: ERC Members

RA5-6

RAS-7
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RAG-3

RA6-4

RAG-5
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RAG-7

RAG6-8

RA6-9
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. City of Modesto
Community and Economic

i Development Department/Planning Division
' 1010 Tenth Strect, Third Floor
Modesto, CA 95354

o3,

IR

cnY Qr

MODEST:

CALIFORNIA

May 17, 2013

Pam Carder, Project Management Specialist
Riverbank 1 ocal Redevelopment Authority
5300 Claus Road, Suite 1

Modestn, CA 95357

RE: Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant Specific Plan & EIR (PRR-11-001)
Dear Ms. Carder;

Thank you for providing the City of Modesto the opportunity to review the Army Ammunition Plant LA1-1
Specific Plan and Draft EIR. The City of Modesto offers the following comments:

1. The intersections of Claus / Sylvan and Claus / Plainview should be added to the set of traffic

study intersections, Significant profect-related traffic volumes can be expected to oceur south LA1-2

of the project, along Claus Road; and,

2. The trip distribution of 13% of AM trips from the east on Claribel seems high, relative to the LA1-3
19% of AM trips from the south on Claus. This data should be confirmed. B

We look forward to opportunities to review additional project-related documentation as it becomes
available. Should you have any questions, feel free to call me at (209) 577-5267.

Regards,

/=

" Brad Wall, ATCP
Principal Planner

P.0. Brx 642, Modesto, CAd 95333 www, niodestogov.com Phone: (209) 577.3267 = Fax: (209) 491-5798
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