4
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

This chapter of the Initial Study includes a distas of the existing environmental
conditions at the site, the potential environmemglacts from the project, and applicable
mitigation measures. Each topic (e.g., Geologpd dse, etc.) has the following four
sections: (1) Setting; (2) Significant Impactsritiéed in the 1994 MEIR (3) Mitigation
Measures of the 1994 MEIR Relevant to the Progaatl; (4) Discussion Regarding the
Proposed Project. The Initial Study Checklist gjoas are shown with solid boxes to denote
the potential level of impact. Under the Discussibnew impacts are identified, they are
followed by mitigation measures that are labeled mmmbered. Mitigation measures that
were adopted by the MEIR are identified along waitty additional required mitigations
based on the current analysis in this Initial Studiyae criteria for significance are also
identified when applicable.

Specifically, the purpose of this chapter is tced®ine whether: (1) there are any additional
significant environmental effects not previoushamined in the MEIR; (2) any new
mitigation measures are required; (3) any substiacttianges have occurred with respect to
the circumstances under which the MEIR was cedtjfee (4) whether there is new available
information which was not known and could not hbeen known at the time the MEIR was
certified so that major revisions of the previouEIR would be required (CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15176 and 15179). A “substantial changest involve new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increagberseverity of previously identified
significant effects (CEQA Guidelines Section 15185204). New information includes
significant effects that are substantially moreesevthan shown in the 1994 MEIR, or
mitigation measures that are considerably diffecergreviously found infeasible that are
now feasible, but which the applicant declineddo@. The MEIR findings of this Initial
Study are presented in Appendix B.

The Environmental Checklist covers specific isduesopic (i.e., Aesthetics, Agricultural
Resources, etc.). Because this Initial Study sedrethe 1994 MEIR, the standard checklist
has been somewhat modified to address the consysbetween the environmental
evaluation prepared for the Master Plan/Speci@mPland the environmental evaluation for
the proposed Business Park. The five Checkliggmates include: 1) Less Than Significant
or No Impact, 2) Potentially Significant Impact Apmtely Addressed in MEIR; 3) Less
Than Significant Impact Due to Mitigation Measunme$’roject Description; 4) New
Additional Significant Impact Not Addressed in MEI&d 5) New Additional Mitigation
Measures Required.

! This section identifies significant impacts frone 1994 MEIR for each environmental topic. The

impacts preceded by “M” refer to impacts associatéd the Master Plan, while those preceded by “S”
refer to impacts associated with Specific Plarf lybich the Business Park site is a part. The 1d&#4R
addressed both the entire Master Plan and Spé&tdit|.
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MOUNTAIN HOUSEBUSINESSPARK 4. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
4.1 AESTHETICS

The “Discussion” follows the checked boxes so thatreader is fully informed as to why a
specific box of the checklist was marked. The amptions identify earlier analyses, the
source of the information for the conclusion reak;l@d mitigation measures either already
required for the project or suggested as part@tthrent analysis to reduce impacts to a
less-than-significant level.

Less Than
Potential Significant
Significant Impact Due to New Additional
Impact Mitigation Significant ~ New Additional
Less Than Adequately Measures in Impact Not Mitigation
Significant or ~ Addressed in Project Addressed in Measures
Issue No Impact MEIR Description MEIR Required

1. AESTHETICS. Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on
a scenic vista?

b. Substantially damage scenic
resources?

c. Substantially degrade the existing
visual character of the surrounding
area?

d. Create a new source of light and
glare that would affect day- or night-
time views?

SETTING
Introduction

This section of the Initial Study addresses thempixdl| visual and aesthetic issues associated
with the development of the Mountain House Busirigamk. The Aesthetics section assesses
if there are any additional visual resource anitigjare conflicts on the project site or
adjacent parcels that may require further mitigatiot previously addressed in the 1994
MEIR.

Existing Conditions

The project site is currently undeveloped, butleen used for agricultural activities until

the end of 2003. Existing structures on the sitduide a barn that was previously used for a
produce market, two small trailers to house farbotars, a larger trailer, and a couple of
small sheds. All of the structures/trailers wil iEmoved as development occurs on the site.
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The site is relatively flat, sloping gently to thertheast with an elevation difference of
approximately 45 feet. The site is visible frontehstate 205 (I-205) to the south, Mountain
House Parkway to the east and Von Sosten Roae toatttheast. The Mountain House
Parkway/I-205 interchange abuts the project sithénsoutheast corner as well as extending
across the southern boundary of the site. Moutdaimse Parkway ramps up to where it
intersects with the westbound on-ramp to 1-205 thiedvestbound off-ramp from [-205.
From this intersection, approximately 20 feet abibveproject site, the site and much of the
Mountain House community, is prominently visibleniotorists traveling in either direction
as shown in Figure 4.1-1. The site is also visidhen traveling along Mountain House
Parkway and at the intersection of Von Sosten RoaddMountain House Parkway as
illustrated in Figure 4.1-2.

The Mountain House Community Services District (MBL) has adopted thdountain
House Community Services District Design Man(itHCSD, 1999) which addresses the
design standards for public facilities that wouédumder the jurisdiction of the MHCSD.
Elements addressed by the MHCSD Design Manualdecibe following: streetscapes;
walls and fences; paths; street furniture; lightsignage; entries; community edges; parks;
schools; civic facilities; and public works faddis. The MHCSD will review subdivision
plans, building designs and improvement plans fareav MHCSD facilities within the
community for conformance with the MHCSD Design Mahand with all applicable Master
Plan programs, policies, and standards.

The design review process will also include reviBnthe Mountain House Design
Consistency Review Committee (DCRC) which will ewiTentative Maps and Special
Purpose Plans, all subsequent development pemoltgding improvement plans for
community facilities and buildings, design guidebrfor private development and all
development applications and building permits. pagose of the DCRC is to determine
that proposed projects are consistent with theesliand design requirements of the Master
Plan, applicable specific plan, Development Tiled all other community approvals.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTSIDENTIFIED IN 1994MEIR

M4.8-1 The proposed project would significanthyealthe existing rural visual quality
of the site as seen from local roads, regionalfess, and proposed public
pathways.

M4.8-2 Views from public roads toward Mt. Diablochtine Mt. Diablo foothills to

the west of the site would be screened by new imgjtd

M4.8-4 Project development could result in the reah@f mature trees currently
visible from public roads; the trees frame viewangl the public roads.

M4.8-5 The project could generate light and glaeg tvould be visible from major
roads, residences within the project, and resideoatside the project.
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MITIGATION MEASURES OF THEL994MEIR RELEVANT TO THE PROJECT

Mitigation Measure M4.8-1 has four components, bfch the first two are relevant to the
proposed project. M4.8-1(a) calls for policiebwadded to the Master Plan Appendix C,
(Landscape Concept and Policies in DevelopmentdDgs$o require certain landscaping
features and treatments; e.g., fencing, bikewagss tconceptual plant and tree palette, and
edge treatments. The applicant has submitted gtahsnclude these elements.

M4.8-1(b) requires language to be added to the éd&dan Implementation Program
requiring a comprehensive sign program for the WegeService Commercial district that
would limit pole signs identifying the freeway s area to no more than two locations.
The height limits of the pole signs cannot excéedheights specified in the Development
Title for the C-FS areas. The applicant is propgsi monument sign to be located adjacent
to the freeway which will identify the communitydifreeway service commercial uses. A
comprehensive sign program will be submitted agragf the Design Review process.

M4.8-2 addresses the protection of views towardsivitblo and the foothills to the west of
the project site, and requires that east/west ragg\@nd pedestrian corridors must be
landscaped with trees to frame views to the westrevfeasible. The proposed project street
tree plan is consistent with this requirement andhst/west-trending streets.

M4.8-4 is directed to the potential loss of trelesig Grant Line and Patterson Pass roads.
Mature trees along Mountain House Parkway betwesm Sbsten Road and 1-205 will be
removed to accommodate a four-lane roadway.

M4.8-5 addresses potential lighting impacts andireg new language be added to the
Master Plan Section 4.2.6, Policy (b) and Impleragom (a) to minimize glare and impacts
to adjacent land uses, especially residences. @oomhand industrial structures must
include specific designs to ensure light and gleown the project will be minimized. The
proposed application includes a lighting plan.adidition, the building designs must meet the
Design Guidelines established by the MHCSD thateskés exterior lighting.

DISCUSSIONREGARDING PROPOSEDPROJECT

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scesta¥i

The nearest designated scenic route identifiedarCounty’s General Plan is the [-580 link
to I-5, approximately one and one-half miles saftthe project site. However, the site is
visible when viewed from the Mountain House Parkwagrpass, the westbound on/off
ramps at Mountain House Parkway/I-205, westbou2d3; Mountain House Parkway and
from the Von Sosten Road/Mountain House Parkwagrseiction. (Refer to the Site
Location Map in Figure 1-1 and Figure 4.1-1.) Depenent of the Business Park will
replace the existing rural landscape with urbam-typvelopment. Buildings will range in
height from 24 to 80 feet.



MOUNTAIN HOUSEBUSINESSPARK 4. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
4.1 AESTHETICS

Figure 4.1-1 COLOR
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Proposed parcel plans call for one- to three-dtoilgdings and the park-and-ride lot backing
up to 1-205. When entering the [-205 westboundamsp, the view will be directed over the
park-and-ride-lot to the central portion of thejpob site. Continuing westbound on [-205,
the landscape screen proposed along the |-205 pydpeundary would screen the motorists’
view of the buildings and parking lots. (RefelFigure 2-9, Special Purpose Plan and Figure
2-17, Fencing and Edge Treatment Plan.) Distawsiof the foothills to the northwest will
be temporarily blocked along the length of the priyis frontage; however, this is not
considered to be a significant impact on a scezsource, due to the short distance traveled
and the short amount of time that the view is lost.

The Special Purpose Plan in Figure 2-9 and thewagdreatment plans reflected in Figures
2-18 and 2-19 depict the extent of landscapingithlaeing proposed as a part of the
Tentative Map. The tree screen along the eastavesials (Central Parkway and Spatafore
Parkway) allow for views to the west of Mt. Dialelad the Diablo foothills. Installation of
landscaping within the public-right-of-way is thesponsibility of the applicant, but must
meet the MHCSD landscaping standards. Once thisdaping is installed within the public
right-of-way, it becomes the property of the MHC®Bo will be responsible for its
maintenance and upkeep. Landscaping along staedts public areas would be required as
part of the MHCSD design review and approval preces

The major entry way into the Business Park is Géfitarkway at Mountain House Parkway.
As shown in Figure 2-18, the applicant is proposirigndscaped plaza with a pedestrian
portal on each side of Central Parkway. This evdsyaffords partially screened views into
the development and to the foothills beyond. Bwhintertime, the views will be more
evident when deciduous trees have lost their leaves

The buildings are spaced within the Business Patkat views open up to the west.
However, as development occurs in Specific Plagrallitl because the terrain is relatively
flat, the views to the west/northwest at grouncklewill be restricted. The west/
northwesterly views will be seen from the secondifland above in the office/commercial
buildings.

Mitigation Measures

See MEIR Mitigation Measures M4.8-1 and M4.8-2 tlvate subsequently partially
incorporated into the Master Plan. No additiondigation measures are required.

b.  Substantially damage scenic resources?

The proposed project would not damage a scenicireso The site is essentially vacant with
the exception of the farm structures and domeatiddcaping that surrounds the structures.
This landscaping will be removed and a signifiaantinber of new trees and landscaping will
be planted to offset any loss of existing tred®efér to Figure 2-9, Special Purpose Plan.)
There are no identifiable scenic resources on toeq site.
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Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
c.  Substantially degrade the existing visual chternof the surrounding area?

Refer to the discussion under item a), above. TV character of the site is one of fallow
land and empty farm structures with weeds growimgnuthe driveway and around the
buildings. Development of the site will convergtturrent conditions into one of a
landscaped business park with tree-lined streetsarenities such as the two water features,
bike trails, and landscaped entries. This is a®rsid a less-than-significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
d. Create a new source of light and glare that wiaaffect day- or night-time views?

The Business Park will create a substantial amotnighttime light and glare because of the
types of proposed uses. Landscaping along th&/p2iperty boundary edge will greatly
reduce the potential glare on freeway motoristise fiypes of uses permitted within the
commercial freeway services, such as gas statimh$aat food restaurants, will generate a
great deal of nighttime lighting and glare. Theuvitain House Parkway elevated portion of
the roadway will help to block the lighting to rdsits living east of this roadway. Other
structures within the Business Park, the use ofnconmity walls, and tree screens throughout
the Business Park and along roadways will helddoKkithe exterior lighting associated with
the commercial freeway services. In addition,iibavily landscaped Central Parkway and
DeAnza Boulevard will also help to screen the rtigh lighting for residents of
Neighborhoods A and B in Specific Plan III.

The Mountain House Business Park Commercial, O#iog Industrial Design Manual
(Maple Dell + McClelland, 2004) identifies specitigteria for exterior lighting within the
Business Park. This criteria includes:

» Lighting shall be designed to minimize light levéds any given application and to
emphasize high use areas. Low-level, pedestriae §igtures shall be utilized to the
degree possible.

» All commercial uses shall utilize the designateghtifixtures for private streets, parking
lots and pedestrian areas.

» The fixtures designated for public streets maytilezed for parking areas or private
streets subject to the Design Consistency Reviemr@ittee (DCRC) approval.

» Other lighting standards related to the buildinchéecture may be utilized for areas
adjacent to buildings or pedestrian areas, subpddCRC approval.

» Lighting design shall minimize glare and exceséiylet spillage through the use of cut-
off shields or fixtures.
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The Design Manual prohibits exposed lamps, blinkinflashing lights, lights of unusually
high intensity, low pressure sodium lamps and Wana from standard fixtures and lamps
with DCRC approval. The implementation of the abaoriteria is consistent with Mitigation
M4.8-5 that was incorporated into the Master Plaerefore, this is considered a less-than-
significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Conclusions

There are no significant aesthetic impacts notiptesly examined in the MEIR. The project
site does not border a designated scenic route.laFfdscape guidelines established for the
proposed development will help to screen the dgwetnt from I-205 and Mountain House
roadways as well as adjoining residential usesqseg in Specific Plan Ill. The
architectural design of the development will bé&éeping with the design guidelines
established by the MHCSD. There are no substasfiehges with respect to the
circumstances under which the 1994 MEIR was cedifiThere is no new available
information that was not known and could not hagerbknown at the time the 1994 MEIR
was certified so that major revisions of the prasidMEIR would be required.

SOURCES OFINFORMATION

BASELINE Environmental Consulting. 1994lountain House Master Plan and Specific
Plan | Final Environmental Impact RepdfMEIR”], September.

Maple Dell & McClelland. 2004. Mountain House Bhess Park Commercial, Office &
Industrial Design Manual, June 8.

Mountain House Community Services District. 2000ountain House Community Services
District Design ManualJanuary 11.

San Joaquin County. 199#8/ountain House New Community Master Rladopted
November 10, 1994, as amended.
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Less Than
Potential Significant
Significant Impact Due to New Additional
Impact Mitigation Significant ~ New Additional
Less Than Adequately Measures in Impact Not Mitigation
Significant or ~ Addressed in Project Addressed in Measures
Issue No Impact MEIR Description MEIR Required

2. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES.

In determining whether impacts to
agricultural resources are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to the California Agricultural Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model
(1997) prepared by the California Dept
Conservation as an optional model to use
in assessing impacts on agriculture and
farmland. Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique 1
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on
the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources
Agency, to a non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?

c) Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland to non-
agricultural use?

SETTING
Introduction

This section of the Initial Study addresses themidl agricultural resource issues associated
with the development of the Mountain House Busirigak. The Agricultural Resources
section assesses: (1) if the proposed projectdvesiult in additional conversion of
agricultural lands; (2) any new Williamson Act caut conflicts; and (3) if there are any

new or more severe significant impacts to agricaltlands that require mitigation that were
not previously addressed in the MEIR.

Existing Agricultural Resources

The existing 171-acre parcel consisted primarilymgated farmland upon which 15

different varieties of beans were grown as wetbasatoes and okra (Siegfried Engineering,
2004, Clevenger, 2004). The owners of the propgpgrated a produce stand, selling a wide
range of produce. The agricultural operation ce@atehe end of the 2003 growing season

! Remains significant and unavoidable as stat¢deri994 MEIR.

4-10
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and the land is presently fallow. The Californiedartment of Conservation, Office of Land
Conservation and San Joaquin County have desigtfaexbil as Prime Farmland. The land
was irrigated with water from the Byron Bethanydation District’'s (BBID) Canal 155, an
earthen irrigation canal that presently existshangroject site. Since farming operations
have ceased, BBID is no longer delivering irrigatwater to the project site.

The proposed Business Park will occupy approximdtéP acres of the 171-acre farm. The
remaining 29 acres is included as a part of SmeRifin Ill that is expected to develop
concurrently with the Business Park project. Tdrelhas not been under a Williamson Act
contract.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTSIDENTIFIED IN 1994MEIR

M4.1-1 Development of the proposed project woukliliein the loss of
approximately 3,600 acres of Prime Farmland.

S4.1-1 The proposed phasing of growth during Sypeleitin | may not be possible if
Williamson Act contracts have not expired. Thisildodecrease the number
of jobs projected for the initial years and coufigeet the land use balance.

S4.1-2 Inclusion of lands within the Mountain Ho@@mmunity Services District
that are not proposed for development in Speciio Pcould result in
premature curtailment of agricultural operations.

MITIGATION MEASURES OF THEL994MEIR RELEVANT TO THE PROJECT

Mitigation M4.1-1 calls for adding text to the MasPlan to establish an agricultural fee
based on each agricultural acre converted to urbanor considering set aside land that can
be used for agriculture or habitat. The Countyr@sadopted an Agriculture Mitigation Fee
as of September 2004.

Mitigation S4.1-1 states that Specific Plan | skido¢é amended to ensure that an adequate
amount of industrial land is available, not subjectVilliamson Act contracts or conflicting
non-renewal schedules, for development in the gedys of Specific Plan I. The project site
is not subject to the Williamson Act. WilliamsorttAcontracts have expired on much of the
other industrial properties within Mountain House.

Mitigation S4.1-2 pertains to properties outside 8pecific Plan | boundaries. This
mitigation measure does not apply to the projdet because the Master Plan designated this
land for development within the Specific Plan | ¢iperiod.

DISCUSSIONREGARDING PROPOSEDPROJECT

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Fdamd of Statewide Importance

(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared purstatite Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Aggrio a non-agricultural use?

4-11
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Development of the project site would result in libes of approximately 142 acres of Prime
Farmland as defined by the California Departmer@afservation, Office of Land
Conservation. This loss is consistent with thectasions of the 1994 MEIR, which showed
that all of the Business Park would be convertethffarmland to urban use. The adopted
Master Plan includes an Implementation Statemedhteading agricultural mitigation fees.
This statement says that if a countywide agricaltoritigation fee were established, based
upon each agricultural acre converted to urbanthsefge shall be paid by the developer to
the County at the time of the approval of each sigidn map or other discretionary permit.
The fee would be implemented through an ordinadepi@d by the Board of Supervisors.
At the time of preparation of this Initial Studyelbruary 2005), the County had not adopted
such a fee.

The impact would remain significant and unavoidasdestated in the 1994 MEIR.

Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measure M4.1-1, which wabsequently incorporated into the
Master Plan. No additional mitigation measuresrageiired.

b)  Conflict with existing zoning for agriculturate, or a Williamson Act contract?

There are no Williamson Act Contract lands withie project site or adjacent to the project
site and no conflicts with agricultural zoning wdulccur. The site is zoned for industrial,
public and office/commercial uses. The nearest@eigricultural operation is located east
of Mountain House Parkway. The four-lane roadwéh vis raised elevation effectively
provides a “barrier” or separation between the pseg project and the nearby agricultural
operations.

The agricultural land located to the east of Moimkiouse Parkway also received BBID
irrigation water, which passed through the progatet in an irrigation canal system. The
BBID canal will be eliminated; however, the proyex the east of Mountain House
Parkway will continue to receive irrigation watbut through a transfer from BBID to the
Westside Irrigation District (WSID). This irrigam district primarily serves agricultural land
located east of Mountain House Parkway and soutloé&%n Sosten Road. A proposed
pump station will be installed at the WSID irrigaticanal southeast of where the canal
crosses Von Sosten Road.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

c) Involve other changes in the existing environmdrich, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland tmragricultural use?

The Master Plan is specific in its objectives toyie an infrastructure that will maintain the

community’s boundaries by serving only the MastanRarea. Any rezoning requests from
property owners outside the Mountain House commiwnituld depend upon the availability

4-12



MOUNTAIN HOUSEBUSINESSPARK 4. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
4.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

of water and wastewater services. Such requesiklwequire environmental review at the
time applications are filed. As discussed latehis Initial Study, the water and wastewater
treatment plants have been sized to accommodatelr@Mountain House community.

The Master Plan includes a policy (3.2.4(Q)) thalscfor phasing of development to allow
continuation of adjacent agricultural operatiofifie proposed project site is located adjacent
to existing farmland that is currently being pladrer development as part of Specific Plan
lll. It is anticipated that development of thedain Specific Plan Il will occur concurrently
with the proposed project (Siegfried Engineerir@)4#). If the development does not occur
concurrently, the applicant will be required to ntain a 100-foot buffer between
development and adjoining agricultural operatianseguired in the Master Plan. Thus, no
additional mitigation measures are required togumtoadjacent agricultural operations.

Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measure M4.1-1, which wabsequently incorporated into the
Master Plan. No additional mitigation measuresrageiired.

Conclusions

The loss of prime agricultural land remains agjaificant and unavoidable impact as
identified in the 1994 MEIR. Development of th@ject site is consistent with the zoning
designations of Specific Plan I, and the develogrsecontained within the boundaries of
the Master Plan area. There are no substantiabelsavith respect to the circumstances
under which the 1994 MEIR was certified. Theraosnew available information that was
not known and could not have been known at the tiree1t 994 MEIR was certified so that
major revisions of the previous MEIR would be regdi

SOURCES OFINFORMATION

Clevenger, Michael, Pegasus—M.H. Ventures I, LI2004. Personal communication with
Mills Associates, September 9.

Siegfried Engineering, Inc. 2004arm Irrigation Drainage and Canal Report for Mo
House Business Park, San Joaquin County, Califotdaauary.
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Less Than
Potential Significant
Significant Impact Due to New Additional
Impact Mitigation Significant ~ New Additional
Less Than Adequately Measures in Impact Not Mitigation
Significant or ~ Addressed in Project Addressed in Measures
Issue No Impact MEIR Description MEIR Required

3. AIR QUALITY. Where available,

the significance criteria established by the
applicable air quality management or air
pollution control district may be relied
upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality
violation?

c) Resultin a cumulatively 1
considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment
under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions whi
exceed quantitative thresholds for
0zone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting
a substantial number of people?

SETTING
Introduction

This section of the Initial Study addresses thempidl air quality issues associated with the
development of the Mountain House Business Pahe Air Quality section assesses if there
are any additional air quality conflicts on thejpot site or adjacent parcels that may require
further mitigation not previously addressed in MigIR.

Ambient Air Quality Standards

Both the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (UBE&nd the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) have established ambient air quatiydards for common pollutants. These
ambient air quality standards are levels of contamis that represent safe levels that avoid
specific adverse health effects associated with pattutant. The ambient air quality

! Remains significant and unavoidable as stat¢deri994 MEIR.
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4.3 AIR QUALITY

standards cover what are called “criteria” polltsdmecause the health and other effects of
each pollutant are described in criteria documents.

The federal and State of California ambient aifitpatandards are summarized in Table
4.3-1 for important pollutants. The federal arateseambient standards were developed
independently with differing purposes and methadtbough both processes attempted to
avoid health-related effects. As a result, thefaband state standards differ in some cases.
In general, the state standards are more stringéns is particularly true for ozone and
particulate matter (Pt and PMy).

Table 4.3-1
Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards
Federal
Averaging Primary State
Pollutant Time Standard Standard
Ozone 1-Hour 0.12 ppm 0.09 ppm
8-Hour 0.08 ppm --
Carbon Monoxide 8-Hour 9.0 ppm 9.0 ppm
1-Hour 35.0 ppm 20.0 ppm
Nitrogen Dioxide Annual 0.05 ppm --
1-Hour -- 0.25 ppm
Sulfur Dioxide Annual 0.03 ppm --
24-Hour 0.14 ppm 0.04 ppm
1-Hour -- 0.25 ppm
PMy Annual 50 ug/nt 20 ug/nt
24-Hour 150 ug/m 50 ug/m
PM, .5 Annual 15 ug/n 12 ug/ni
24-Hour 65 ug/nt --
Lead 30-Day Average -- 1.5 ug/m
3-Month Average 1.5 ug/n -

Notes ppm = parts per million; ugfw micrograms per cubic meter.

The State of California regularly reviews scieutifterature regarding the health effects and
exposure to particulate matter and other polluta@s May 3, 2002, CARB staff
recommended lowering the level of the annual stahfita PM,pand establishing a new
annual standard for P (particulate matter 2.5 micrometers in diametet smaller). The
new standards became effective on July 5, 2003.

4-15



MOUNTAIN HOUSEBUSINESSPARK 4. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
4.3 AIR QUALITY

Attainment Status and Regional Air Quality Plans

Federal and state air quality laws require idesdtion of areas not meeting the ambient air
quality standards. These areas must develop r@gimquality plans to eventually attain the
standards. Under both the federal and state Gleakcts, the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin
is a non-attainment area (standards have not liteneal) for ozone and PM The air basin
is either attainment or unclassified for other eanbistandards.

Designations for the new federal 8-hour ozone stehdnd PMs standards were delayed by
lawsuits. San Joaquin County has been designated-attainment area for the 8-hour
ozone standard. CARB and USEPA are both recommgrdat San Joaquin County be
designated non-attainment for the federabBbtandard, but designations for the 2M
standard are not expected before December 15, 2004.

To meet federal Clean Air Act requirements, the $aamuin Valley Air Pollution Control
District (SJVAPCD) has adopted &zone Attainment Demonstration Pland in June 2003
adopted th003 PMg Plan. The most recent federal ozone plaménded 2002 and 2005
Rate of Progress Plan for San Joaquin Valley Oz&ezember 2002) determined that it
could not be demonstrated that the federal oz@relatds could be met by the required date
of November 15, 2005. In December 2003, the SIVAPR&uested that USEPA downgrade
the Valley's ozone status from “severe” to “extrémen-attainment and, in April 2004,
USEPA approved the downgrade. The downgrade aanitisnatic sanctions and would
extend the deadline for meeting attainment untvéober 15, 2010, but requires
implementation of stricter controls on existing datlire air pollutant sources.

On April 28, 2004, USEPA finalized its approvalgsbvisions of the San Joaquin Valley's
2003 PMg Planand Plan Amendments as meeting the Clean Air équirements for

serious PMp non-attainment areas. TB803 PM, Planand Plan Amendments address the
Clean Air Act requirements for serious RPMion-attainment areas such as the San Joaquin
Valley, including but not limited to a demonstratithat best available control measures
(BACM) are implemented for all significant sour@esl a demonstration that attainment is to
be achieved as expeditiously as practicable.

To meet California Clean Air Act requirements, 88&/APCD is currently drafting th2003
Triennial Planfor updating the Air Quality Attainment Plan (AQAR)d addressing the
California ozone standard. The California Legislat when it passed the California Clean
Air Act in 1988, excluded PM from the basic planning requirements of the Athe act did
require the CARB to prepare a report to the Letiséaregarding the prospect of achieving
the state ambient air quality standard for,Mrhis report did not recommend imposing a
planning process similar to that for ozone or off@lutants for achievement of the standard
within a certain period of time.

CEQA Guidance Document

In 1998, the SIVAPCD adopted a formal guidance ohaeu containing the District’s
recommendations for preparing CEQA documents. SWAPCD has established the
following standards of significance (SJVAPCD, 1998)
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» A project results in estimated carbon monoxide eatrations exceeding the California
Ambient Air Quality Standard of 9 parts per milliqmpm) averaged over 8 hours and 20
ppm for 1 hour;

* A project results in new direct or indirect emiss®f ozone precursors (ROG or N
excess of 10 tons per year;

* A project has the potential to frequently exposenioers of the public to objectionable
odors; and

» A project has the potential to expose sensitiveptrs (including residential areas) or
the general public to substantial levels of toxiacantaminants.

The SJVAPCD CEQA guidance does not recommend gatiws analysis of construction
emissions. The SJVAPCD significance thresholdctorstruction dust impacts is based on
the appropriateness of construction dust contrélee SJVAPCD guidelines provide feasible
control measures for construction emission of,Pbéyond that required by SIVAPCD
regulations. If the appropriate construction colstare to be implemented, air pollutant
emissions for construction activities would be ¢desed less than significant.

Recent Air Quality Programs and Regulations

The following are recent or current programs amil&ions that may affect land use
planning within the Specific Plan | area.

Indirect Source Controls

The SJVAPCD is in the process of developing Ruleg03Indirect Source Mitigation Fee)
and 9510 (Indirect Source Review). The term “iadirsource” refers to development that
does not directly emit air pollutants, but attramtgenerates motor vehicle trips. Under an
indirect source rule, the SIVAPCD may require dgwets to submit plans for review before
construction can begin. The SJVAPCD review wolilohathe SJVAPCD to determine the
emissions caused by the project and require thelojeer to adopt measures to reduce air
pollution during and after construction. The iedirsource review program may also require
developers to pay fees to fund other air qualibjgmts in order to offset emissions from
development. Adoption of Rules 3180 and 9510 peeted to occur during calendar year
2005.

Wood Smoke Controls

The SJVAPCD recently adopted Regulation 4901 tarobwood-burning emissions from
new residential development. Regulation 4901 fmithivood-burning fireplaces within new
residential development, and limits the number obd+burning heaters or stoves that can be
constructed. The limit on wood-burning devicepastially based on the density of
development. Only one wood-burning device is aldwer home, but where density
exceeds three homes per acre only two wood-budenies are allowed per acre.

However, these rules would not apply to the propggseject because no residential units are
proposed.
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SIGNIFICANT IMPACTSIDENTIFIED IN 1994MEIR

The 1994 MEIR identified the following impacts witkspect to air quality:

M4.13-1 The project would increase regional emissiof criteria pollutants through
new vehicle travel and new area-source emissiongdA@ave a significant
and unavoidable adverse impact on air quality withe San Joaquin Valley
Air Basin and adjacent San Francisco Bay Air Basin.

M4.13-2 The project would cause a potentially digant increase in the potential for
nuisance complaints due to adjacent agricultutalities.

M4.13-3 The project would cause a less-than-sigguifi increase in the potential for
odor-related land use conflicts.

M4.13-4 The project would cause a less-than-siggifi increase in carbon monoxide
along streets and intersections providing accetetproject site.

M4.13-5 The project would cause significant emissiof PM during construction.

MITIGATION MEASURES OF THEL994MEIR RELEVANT TO THE PROJECT

Impacts M4.13-1, M4.13-2, and M4.13-5 are addrebstalw. Impacts M4.13-3 and
M4.13-4 were less than significant and mitigatiosasures were not required.

The 1994 MEIR identified the following mitigationaasure(s) for Impact M4.13-1. The
first part was:

€) The County should incorporate a countywide neqaent for an air quality
mitigation fee as part of the Development TitlectBa fee should be imposed when
new projects generating more than 200 trips per a@ynot able to reduce trip
generation by at least 25 percent. This fee cbeldsed for air quality mitigation
improvements, such as park-and-ride facilitiesnsig vehicle inspection, or old car
buy-back programs.

No air quality mitigation fee has been adoptedh®y@ounty. However, the SJVAPCD is
currently developing Rule 3180 (Indirect Sourceidition Fee) and Rule 9510 (Indirect
Source Review), which may require developers tarsuplans for review before

construction can begin. The indirect source repesgram may also require developers to
pay fees to fund other air quality projects in ordeoffset emissions from development. The
rules are scheduled for adoption in the fourth tpuanf 2004.

The second part was advisory in nature:

(b) Industrial or commercial operations at the proj site with equipment that
causes or has a potential for air pollution or tlwantrols such air pollution may need
to apply for an Authority to Construct and Permait@perate according to regulations
of the San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Gah District.
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The primary mitigation measure for this impact \magquirement for Transportation
Demand Management Program and Transit Plan. Té&sure is implemented in Chapter 10
of the Mountain House Master Plan and Specific Plan

The third part, c), identifies certain requiremeistbecome standard Conditions of Approval
of tentative subdivision maps for residential depehent. Item c) does not apply to the
proposed Business Park since no residential dewelopis proposed.

For Impact M4.13-2, Specific Plan | deals with taeommended changes from the 1994
MEIR addressing measures to reduce the potentialuisance complaints due to adjacent
agricultural activities. Deed notices addresshig@ounty’s Right-to-Farm Ordinance are
required for all homes within Mountain House.

For Impact M4.13-5, the 1994 MEIR identified asigation two construction practices in
addition to the requirements of SJIVAPCD Regulatfdih Since the 1994 MEIR, the
SJVAPCD has greatly expanded the requirements géilegon VIII and the SIVAPCD rule
goes well beyond the requirements of the mitigatm@asures identified in the 1994 MEIR.
The provisions of Regulation VIII pertaining to @bruction activities require:

» Effective dust suppression for land clearing, gragbscraping, excavation, land
leveling, grading, cut and fill and demolition adies.

» Effective stabilization of all disturbed areas afanstruction site, including storage piles,
not used for seven or more days.

» Control of fugitive dust from on-site unpaved roaasl off-site unpaved access roads.

* Removal of accumulations of mud or dirt at the ehthe work day or once every 24
hours from public paved roads, shoulders, and acgags adjacent to the site.

Regulation VIl requires that a dust control plangrepared, and violations of the
requirements of Regulation VIII are subject to eoément action. Violations are indicated
by the generation of visible dust clouds and/oregetion of complaints.

DiSCUSSIONREGARDING PROPOSEDPROJECT
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of tugplicable air quality plan?

The San Joaquin Valley Air Basin is currently agied and state non-attainment area for
PMyo and ozone. The SIVAPCDPM,, Attainment Demonstration Plgi®M;o ADP) was
recently withdrawn and work is proceeding on agediattainment plan. (There is no state
PMyo plan.) The federal regional ozone plan is1B84 Ozone Attainment Demonstration
Plan (OADP) andAmended 2002 and 2005 Rate of Progress .PHre state-mandated
ozone attainment plan is tizalifornia Clean Air Act Triennial Progress Repaitd Plan
Revision 1997-1999
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In formulating these and other compliance strategssociated with the Air Quality
Attainment Plan, the SJVAPCD relies on mobile-seunventories based on traffic forecasts
provided by regional transportation planning agescivhich are in turn based on population
and employment projections forecasted in local gdrans. A project would be judged to
conflict with implementation of the regional airajily plan if it would result in population or
employment projections substantially greater therse used in the preparation of a regional
air plan.

The project would result in a minor increase in Eyment compared to the assumptions
used for the area in the Mountain House Master &@hSpecific Plan I. These changes do
not result in population or employment projectisabstantially greater than those used in
the preparation of the regional air plan. Projeggacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measures M4.13-1(b) and\dich were subsequently
incorporated into the Master Plan. No additiondigation measures are required.

b)  Violate any air quality standard or contributebstantially to an existing or projected
air quality violation?

Project traffic would increase concentrations aboa monoxide along streets providing
access to the project. Carbon monoxide is a logiiitant (i.e., high concentrations are
normally only found very near sources). The mapurce of carbon monoxide, a colorless,
odorless, poisonous gas, is automobile traffievaied concentrations, therefore, are usually
only found near areas of high traffic volume andgsstion.

Both theGuidefor Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impa¢&IVAPCD 1998) and
statewidelransportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxiffearza et al.199ecommend that
carbon monoxide impacts be quantified for signdlizgersections at Level of Service E or
worse, as these locations represent “hot spotfddson monoxide and are the locations
where violations of an ambient air quality standame most likely.

The traffic impact analysis examined Level of SeeiLOS) for intersections affected by the
project (TJKM, 2004). No existing or future sigaal intersection is forecast to operate at
LOS E or worse through the year 2025 with the psepaoroject. Since the project is within
an attainment area for carbon monoxide (ambierguafity standards are currently attained)
and in an area with low background concentrationanges in carbon monoxide levels
resulting from the project would not result in \tbns of the ambient air quality standards,
and would represent a less-than-significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measures M4.13-1(b) and\ihich were subsequently
incorporated into the Master Plan. No additionaigation measures are required.
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c) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net insesaf any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is non-attainment under an aggdble federal or state ambient air
quality standard (including releasing emissionsabhéxceed quantitative thresholds
for ozone precursors)?

Project traffic emissions would have an effect mrgaality outside the project vicinity.

Trips to and from the project area would resuliimpollutant emissions within the San
Joaquin Valley and San Francisco Bay air basirseviluate emissions associated with the
project, the URBEMIS-2002 computer program was @ygd. This same program was
utilized to calculate emissions for developmentearritie adopted Master Plan and zoning
designations.

The annual increase in regional emissions from @iat@| and area sources are shown in
Table 4.3-2 for reactive organic gases (hydrocashaxides of nitrogen (the two precursors
of ozone), and PM. The SIVAPCD has established a threshold offsignice for ozone
precursors of 10 tons per year, and 15 tons perhgsabeen assumed to represent a
significant impact for PNh.* Project buildout emissions are well above thegholds of
significance for ozone precursors andgMrhus, project impacts on regional air quality
would be significant. However, the emissions aisded with the proposed project are less
than those associated with the adopted MasterdPldizoning designations as shown in
Table 4.3-2 because the project land use mix ssitgsernal than was previously evaluated in
the MEIR.

Table 4.3-2
Project Regional Emissions
(In Tons Per Year)

Reactive Nitrogen
Organic Gases Oxides
(ROG) (NOXx) PM o
Adopted MP/Zoning Designations | Vehicles 40.31 48.25 33.39
Area Sources 0.09 0.95 0.00
Total 40.40 49.20 33.39
Proposed Project Vehicles 33.31 40.26 28.14
Area Sources 0.10 0.95 0.00
Total 3341 41.21 28.14
SJVAPCD Significance Threshold 10.0 10.0 15.0

2 This emission is the SIVAPCD threshold level hiclv new stationary sources requiring permits from
the SJVAPCD must provide emissions “offsets.” Tthigshold of significance for Pilis consistent with
the SIVAPCD'’s reactive organic gases (ROG) andgetn oxides (N¢) thresholds of 10 tons per year,
which are also the offset thresholds establisheaUMAPCD Rule 2201, New and Modified Stationary
Source Review Rule.
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Mitigation measures identified in the 1994 MEIR eanprovide the 76 percent reduction in
emissions that would be required to reduce impadi&low the SIVAPCD thresholds of
significance, so this impact would remain signifitand unavoidable as it was identified in
the 1994 MEIR.

Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measures M4.13-1(b) and\dich were subsequently
incorporated into the Master Plan. No additiondigation measures are required.

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pafiutoncentrations?

Construction would result in numerous activitiesttiwould generate dust. The fine, silty
soils in the project area and often strong aftenmnemds exacerbate the potential for dust,
particularly in the summer months. Clearing, gngdieveling, earthmoving, and excavation
are the activities that generate the mostfR¥hissions. Impacts would be localized and
variable. Construction impacts would last for aiqgukof several months.

Construction equipment and vehicles would also gaaexhaust emissions during active
construction. Although operated temporarily at ¢ardion sites, construction equipment is a
substantial source category within the San Joadalley Air Basin, generating ozone
precursors as well as RMSince construction equipment is normally congdgyart of the
existing inventory of sources, quantification astemission is not recommended by the
SJVAPCD.

The SJVAPCD significance threshold for constructioist impacts is based on the
appropriateness of construction dust controls. SFWAPCD guidelines provide feasible
control measures for construction emission of;Pbéyond those required by SIVAPCD
regulations. If the appropriate construction colstare to be implemented, air pollutant
emissions for construction activities would be ¢de=ed less than significant. A standard
condition of approval for Mountain House subdivisaequires the applicant to implement
Regulation VIII control measures of the SJVAPCD apglicable measures in Table 6-3 of
the SJVAPCDGuide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Incpa

With implementation of Regulation VIII controls pire standard condition of approval,
construction impacts would be reduced to a less-fignificant level.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substhmiimber of people?

New development within the project site would netriear any potential source of odors and

would not contain any sensitive receptors for oddnise land use types do not appear to have
a high potential for odor generation. This isssi#han-significant impact.
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Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Conclusions

The cumulative increase in pollutants remains sigrificant and unavoidable impact as
identified in the 1994 MEIR. Mitigation MeasuresiM3-1(b) and (c) of the Master EIR
apply to the proposed project and no further messare required. There are no substantial
changes with respect to the circumstances undatwhe 1994 MEIR was certified. There
is no new available information that was not knamad could not have been known at the
time the 1994 MEIR was certified so that major semis of the previous MEIR would be
required.
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Less Than
Potential Significant
Significant Impact Due to New Additional
Impact Mitigation Significant ~ New Additional
Less Than Adequately Measures in Impact Not Mitigation
Significant or ~ Addressed in Project Addressed in Measures
Issue No Impact MEIR Description MEIR Required

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.
Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, 1
either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive,
or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on
any riparian hbitat or other sensiti\
natural community identified in loc
or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act (including, but not limite
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other
means?

d) Interfere substantially with the
movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation
Plan or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

Remains significant and unavoidable as stat¢deri994 MEIR.
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SETTING
Introduction

This section of the Initial Study addresses thempidl biological resource issues associated
with the development of the Mountain House Busiigam%. The 1994 MEIR described
biological resources on the proposed Mountain H&wuseness Park project site and within
the larger planning area of the Mountain House camity. Updated field studies provide
information on general resources in the area, poesef sensitive natural communities, and
the distribution and habitat requirements of sgesta@tus species either recorded from or
suspected to occur in the project vicinity. Tm&rmation forms the basis of this Initial
Study.

A detailed description of vegetation and wildli&sources within the Mountain House
community is provided in the 1994 MEIR, includimgfdrmation on crop and vegetation cover
types, associated wildlife species, occurrencgetial-status species, and presence of wetland
resources.

Vegetation

Three updated survey reports for spring-floweritagn{s, special-status species, and sensitive
habitat (EIP Associates, 2003, 2004a, 2004b) peosit-specific information on the plant
cover and vegetation habitat on the site of thegsed Business Park. The Mountain House
Master Plan requires this information for all patgeprior to development.

The project site is primarily agricultural land\frearops — tomatoes and legumes), surrounded
on the north and west by adjacent agriculturatifielBecause of decades of agricultural use on
the site and surrounding areas, native plant contimsimo longer exist. Other than

agricultural crops, the vegetation cover on soreasof the site consists of ruderal (weedy)
plants dominated by introduced annual and peregraalses and herbaceous species growing
along the boundaries of the agricultural fields.

The 2004 Mountain House Business Park Tree SureppiR (EIP Associates, 2004d)
identified 358 mature trees on the project siteegally distributed along the boundary margins
of the agricultural fields. The tree species idelbblue gumEucalyptus globulyswhite

poplar Populus alby, Italian cypress (Cupssus sempervirensvhite mulberry forus albg,
Peruvian peppeSchinus mollg California black walnutJuglans californic California fan
palm Washingtonia filifery ash Fraxinussp.), cherryRrunus sp.) and yucca’(uccasp.).

These trees are common ornamental landscape specdiaturalized species established by
previous landowners. The poplar trees serve dadbveak along the western border of the
site. The mulberry trees line the northern hathefeastern border of the site. Cherry,
eucalyptus, cypress, Peruvian pepper, and the #esr occur adjacent to the abandoned fruit
stand, parking lot, residences, and an abandotiédiarfishing pond.

The Tree Report evaluated and rated the condifitimedrees on the site (Table 4.4-1).
Although most of the trees are in excellent to gomadition, because of the patterned
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distribution of the trees, they provide limited diffe habitat suitable for nesting, foraging, or
migration.

Table 4.4-1
Tree Survey Results
Proposed Mountain House Business Park Project Site

Diameter Average
Number Range Diameter
Tree Species Condition of Trees (Inches) (Inches)
White poplar Good - Fair 187 1-10 5
(Populus alba
White mulberry Excellent - Good 98 8-38 18
(Morus albg
Italian cypress Good 28 5-7 6
(Cupressus sempervirens
Peruvian pepper tree Fair 14 4-41 19
(Schinus mollg
Blue gum Fair 10 3-24 15
(Eucalyptus globulgs
California black walnut Fair 5 6-19 13
(Juglans californica
California fan palm Fair 4 9-11 11
(Washingtonia filfera
Cherry Fair 2 Not Not
(Prunussp.) Measured| Measured
Ash Good 1 NA 3
(Fraxinussp.)
Yucca Good 1 NA 48
(Yuccasp.)

Wildlife

The wildlife observed by EIP Associates (2004 &48, 2004c) during their updated field
reconnaissance studies in November 2002 indicategw information or change in
circumstances related to wildlife since the cexdifion of the 1994 MEIR that would result in
new significant environmental effects.

Wildlife observed during the 2002 site surveys (BH3ociates, 2004a, 2004b, 2004c)
includes:

* Northern harrierCircus cyaneus
» Kestrel Falco sparveriug

* Red-tailed hawkButeo jamaicenyi
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» Common crow Corvus brachyrhynchds

* Great egretArdea albg,

» Pacific gopher snakd’{tuophis melanoleuus catenifer
* Western fence lizardS¢eloporus occidenta)isand

* Louisiana red crayfisiRrocambarus clarki.

Although not observed directly during the 2002 sys; the agricultural vegetation
communities within the project site provide habftata variety of common wildlife species.
These include black-tailed jackrabhitefus californicuf California ground squirrel
(Spermophilus beechgyBotta’s pocket gophembomomys bottaestriped skunkNlephitis
mephitig, scrub jay Aphelocomaoerulescens house finchCarpodacus mexicanys
western meadowlariSfurnella neglecta and yellow-billed magpieRica nuttall). The
mulberry trees within and adjacent to the projéetgrovide suitable perching and nesting
habitat for smaller raptors, such as kestrel andksshouldered kiteHlanus leucurugs and
migratory birds. The project site’s agriculturigldis support healthy populations of small
rodents that provide a food base for common rapsoich as red-tailed hawk, kestrel, barn
owl (Tyto albg, and northern harrier.

Special-Status Species

Special-status specfesre plants and animals that are legally protestetér the state and/or
federal Endangered Species Aaisother regulations. Special-status speciesiatfode other
species that the scientific community and trustgmaeies consider rare enough to warrant
special consideration, particularly with regargbtotection of isolated populations, nesting or
denning locations, communal roosts and other @aséabitat. The presence of species with
legal protection under the Endangered Species féarn cepresents a major constraint to
development, particularly when they are wide-ragginhighly sensitive to habitat disturbance
and where proposed development would result iake®t of these species.

2 Special-status species include: designatedtraestened, or endangered and candidate specisifay by the

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG); glesied threatened or endangered and candidatesaclisting
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS); speconsidered rare or endangered under the comslidf Section
15380 of theCalifornia Environmental Quality Act Guidelinesuch as those plant species identified on liatslB and 2
in thelnventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular PlantSalffornia by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS);
and possibly other species which are consideresitsenor of special concern due to limited disitibn or lack of
adequate information to permit listing or rejectfonstate or federal status, such as those indloddist 3 in the CNPS
Inventory or identified as animal “Species of Spk€oncern” by the CDFG.

3 The federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) of H&t8ares that all federal departments and ageskabutilize

their authority to conserve endangered and thredtplant and animal species. The California EneiethSpecies Act
(CESA) of 1984 parallels the policies of FESA aedains to native California species.

4 “Take” as defined by the FESA means “to haraasnhpursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capturcollect” a

threatened or endangered species. “Harm” is fudéfined by the USFWS to include the killing orming of wildlife
due to significant obstruction of essential behapaiterns (i.e., breeding, feeding, or shelterthg)ugh significant
habitat modification or degradation. The CDFG aispsiders the loss of listed species habitatkas &dthough this
policy lacks statutory authority and case law suppieder the CESA.
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Special status species reported to occur nearthecpsite include 22 species of plants and 19
species of animals (Tables 4.4-2 and 4.4-3). Se¥#me special-status plant species
identified in Table 4.4-2 have the potential towcwithin the project site based on the
presence of suitable habitat associations (i.eyargrassland and irrigation canal). These
are large-flowered fiddleneclksinckiagrandiflora), big-scale balasamroddélsamorhiza
macrolepisvar. macrolepi, big tarplant Blepharizonia plumosasp.plumosa, Mt. Diablo
buckwheat Eriogonum truncatumm round-leaved filaree5fodium macrophyllui rose-
mallow Hibiscus lasiocarpus and showy madidadiaradiata). The California Natural
Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) and the California NatPlant Society (CNPS) do not have
recorded occurrences of these species in the pranjea. In addition, EIP Associates
observed no special-status plants on the site gitineir June 13, 2003 site surveys (EIP
Associates, 2003). Due to past agricultural aotision the project site and the small amount
of marginal habitat along the edges of the crolp$iethe irrigation canal that crosses the site
is of extremely poor quality; therefore, it is Waly that special-status plant species occur on
the project site.

Detailed discussions of the potential for occuresoicspecial-status animals species and the
results of detailed surveys are provided in theA1€IR, including information on
Swainson’s hawkRButeo swanisohi San Joaquin kit foXMulpes macrotis mutigaburrowing
owl (Athene cunicularig and western pond turtl€gmmys marmorata pallijaamong
others.

Additional surveys of the Business Park site (E#3dciates, 2004a, 2004b, 200gm)vides an
update on the potential occurrence of essentialadidbr the Swainson’s hawk, kit fox, and
burrowing owl, and other special-status species.

The project site is located within the San Joaditifox range. EIP Associates’ biologists
observed and examined fifteen burrow complexestémton the south and southeast border
of the site, for evidence of kit fox, or other spdstatus species. The biologists considered a
few of the burrows as “potential kit fox burrows den of appropriate sized and shape in
suitable habitat but without kit fox sign), but moof the burrows showed evidence of use.
The entrances to the burrow were full of leavesaheér debris, and there were no mammal
tracks or their sign near the burrows.

In addition to the San Joaquin kit fox, two othpe&al-status mammals have recorded
occurrences within the project vicinity — the Caiifia mastiff bat and the San Joaquin
pocket mouse. The project site does not suppentabst habitat (crevices in cliff faces, high
buildings, or tunnels) required for the bat. Teearded occurrence of the San Joaquin
pocket mouse is approximately one mile southwegteproject site. However, due to
agricultural practices such as spraying of herleigidnd pesticides, plowing and discing, and
harvesting, it is unlikely that the project sitewebsupport this species.
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Table 4.4-2
Special-Status Plant Species with Recorded
Occurrence Near the Proposed Project Site

ral

lley

=

W

Species Status* Blooming Habitat/Potential for Occurrence on Project Site
Period

Amsinckia grandiflora SE, FE, 1B | April-May Grassland, woodland. Known from only three nat

Large-flowered fiddleneck occurrences. Reduced by agriculture. The scao€i
natural, undeveloped, non-agricultural grasslands
limits the potential occurrence of this specieghan
project site.

Amsinckia lunaris 1B March-June Coastal bluff scrub, woodland, valley and foothill

Bent-flowered fiddleneck woodland. Species occurs in Alameda County an
areas west and north of the project site.

Astragalus tenevar. ferrisiae 1B April-May Grasslands and meadows; seeps and subalkaline

Ferris’ milk-vetch flats/very low to no probability of occurrence;esit
does not provide suitable habitat. Presumed exting
except in Butte and Glenn Counties.

Astragalus tenevar. tener 1B March-June Playas, grasslands on adobe soils, and vernal pod

Alkali milk vetch with alkaline soils; very low to no probability of
occurrence, sitdoes not provide suitable habitat.

Atriplex cordulata 1B April-October | Chenopod scrub, grasslands, meadows and seep

Heartscale saline or alkaline soils; very low to no probalyilitf
occurrence, sitdoes not provide suitable habitat.
Presumed extinct in San Joaquin County.

Atriplex depressa 1B May-October | Chenopod scrub, meadows and seeps, playas, va

Brittlescale and foothill grassland, vernal pools on alkalind an
clay soils. Very low to no probability of occuri@n
on the Business Park site, sil@es not provide
suitable habitat.

Atriplex joaquiniana FSC, 1B | April-October | Chenopod scrub, grasslands, meadows and seeps

San Joaquin saltbush saline or alkaline soils, very low to no probalyilitf
occurrence, sitdoes not provide suitable habitat.

Balsamorhiza macrolepigr, 1B March-June Chaparral, cismontane woodland, valley and footh

macrolepis grassland/sometime on serpentine. The scarcity ¢

Big-scale balsamroot natural, undeveloped, non-agricultural grasslands
limits the potential occurrence of this specieghan
project site. Very low to no probability of occunce
on the Business Park site.

Blepharizonia plumosa 1B July-October Valley and foothill grassland. Presumed extinct in

Big tarplant San Joaquin County. The scarcity of natural,
undeveloped, non-agricultural grasslands limits th
potential occurrence of this species on the prajitet
Very low to no probability of occurrence on the
Business Park site.

Caulanthus coultervar. 1B March-May Pinyon and juniper woodland, valley and foothill

lemmonii
Lemmon’s jewelflower

grassland. Scarcity of natural, undeveloped, non-
agricultural grasslands limits the potential ocenoe
of this species on the project site. Very low to no

probability of occurrence on the Business Park sit
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Species Status* Blooming Habitat/Potential for Occurrence on Project Site
Period

Cordylanthus mollis ssp. 1B June-Septembel Meadows and seeps, playas, valley and foothill

hispidus grassland on alkaline soils. Species extirpateoh fr

Hispid bird’s-beak the San Joaquin valley. Very low to no probabitify|
occurrence on the Business Park site,dsigs not
provide suitable habitat.

Cordylanthus palmatus SE, FE, 1B | May-October Chenopod scrub, valley and foothill grassland

Palmate-bracted bird’s-beak (alkaline). Species extirpated from the San Joaqui
County. Very low to no probability of occurrence ¢
the Business Park site, sitees not provide suitable
habitat.

Deinandra bacigalupii 1B June-October | Meadows and seeps (alkaline). Species extirpate

Livermore tarplant from the San Joaquin valley. Very low to no
probability of occurrence on the Business Park sit
sitedoes not provide suitable habitat

Delphinium recurvatum 1B March-May Chenopod scrub, grasslands, and woodlands; ven

Recurved larkspur low to no probability of occurrence; sitdees not
provide suitable habitat.

Eriogonum truncatum 1A April-November | Chaparral, coastal scrub, valley and foothill giearss

Mt. Diablo buckwheat on sandy soils. Presumed extinct in San Joaquin
County. The scarcity of natural, undeveloped, nor
agricultural grasslands limits the potential ocenae
of this species on the project site.

Erodium macrophyllum 2 March-May Woodland, valley and foothill grassland on clayso

Round-leaved filaree The scarcity of natural, undeveloped, non-agricalt
grasslands limits the potential occurrence of this
species on the project site.

Eschscholzia rhombipetala 1B March-April Grasslands on alkaline, clay soils; very low to no

Diamond-petaled California probability of occurrence; sidoes not provide

poppy suitable habitat. Presumed extinct in San Joaquin
County.

Hibiscus lasiocarpus 2 June-September Marshes and swamps (freshwater); Sacramento a

Rose mallow San Joaquin River System, and Delta; very low to
probability of occurrence. The irrigation canalsite
is maintained with little vegetation cover remamin
The sitedoes not provide suitable habitat. The
species occurs on the banks of Old River.

Madia radiata 1B March-May Woodland, valley and foothill grassland. Species

Showy madia extirpated from the San Joaquin County. Very lo
no probability of occurrence on the Business Park
site, sitedoes not provide suitable habitat.

Senecio aphanactis 2 January-April | Chaparral, woodland, coastal scrub on alkalinesso

Rayless ragwort Very low to no probability of occurrence on the
Business Park site, siti®es not provide suitable
habitat.

Trifolium depauperatunaar. 1B April-June Marshes and swamps, valley and foothill grasslan

hydrohilum (mesic, alkaline), and vernal pools. Very low o n

Saline clover probability of occurrence on the Business Park sit
sitedoes not provide suitable habitat

Tropidocarpum capparideum FSC, 1A | March-April Grasslands on alkaline soils; very low to no

Caper-fruited tropidocarpum

probability of occurrence; sioes not provide
suitable habitat. Last seen in California in 1957.
Presumed extinct.
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*Key to status codes

FSC: Federal Species of Concern.

FE Federal Endangered

FR Federal Rare

SE State Endangered

SR: State Rare.

1A: CNPS List 1A of plants presumed extinct ififoenia.

1B: CNPS List 1B of plants rare, threatened atagigered in California and elsewhere.

2: CNPS List 2 of plants rare, threatened, omegéred in California but more common elsewhere.

Source: California Native Plant Society (2004).

Table 4.4-3

Special-Status Animal Species with Recorded

Occurrence Near the Proposed Project Site

Species Status* Habitat/Potential for Occurrence on Project Site

Agelarius tricolored (nesting) FSC, SSC | Forages in agricultural fields and grasslands;sgsmarily in freshwater

Tri-colored blackbird marshes with tall emergent vegetation, and legoft riparian thickets;
very low to no probability of occurrence due to thek of tall, dense
cattails or tules nesting habitat located neakhfiesater.

Ambystoma californiense FE, SSC | Seasonal water bodies, vernal pools, and stockafdent of fish, in

California tiger salamander grassland or woodland habitats; very low to no phility of occurrence.
The project site does not contain suitable breehdatujtat.

Aquila chrysaetosolden CsC Foothills, grassland, oak woodland, cliff-wallslarge trees in open areas

eagle (nesting and wintering) provide nesting habitat. The project site doescnatain suitable breeding
habitat

Athene cunicularia FSC, SSC | Grasslands, deserts and scrublands; dependentramaidurrows;

Burrowing owl moderate probability of occurrence, suitable halistaresent as noted by
presence of ground squirrels.

Branchiecta lynchi FT Vernal pools in grasslands or sandstone depresammhgrassy swales.

Vernal pool fairy shrimp The project site does not contain suitable breebatijtat

Buteo swainsoni ST Breeds in tall trees in open areas. Requires edfdoraging habitat such

Swainson’s hawk as grasslands or alfalfa fields; moderate to logbpbility of occurrence;
the project site contains suitable foraging habitat

Circus cyaneous SSC Forages in agricultural and seasonal marsh arg¢hdaw grassland

Northern harrier vegetation; uses shrub cover for nesting; modécdi@v probability of
nesting on the Business Park site, but the spheiebeen observed along
Old River.

Clemmys marmorata SSC Associated with permanent water — marshes, rigérsams and irrigation

Western pond turtle

ditches with aquatic vegetation; very low probapitif occurrence.
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Species Status* Habitat/Potential for Occurrence on Project Site

Elanus leucurus FP Forages in agricultural areas, grasslands, andisabsarshes; nests in

Black-shouldered kite trees with dense foliage; moderate to low probghiif nesting on the
Business Park site, but the species has been eldsalong Old River.

Eremophila alpetris actica SSC Nests in short grass prairie, mountain meadowstabplains, fallow

California horned lark fields, and alkali flats; low probability of occemce. The site does not
contain suitable nesting habitat.

Eumops perotis californicus| FSC, CSC | Crevices in cliff faces, high buildings, trees aadnels. Very low to no

Greater western mastiff-bat probability of occurrence. The project site doesagontain suitable
breeding habitat.

Lanius ludovicanus FSC, SSC | Open grasslands and brush lands; builds nestsgetiefoliaged shrub or

Loggerhead shrike tree; moderate to low probability of nesting on gites.

Masticophis flagellum FSC, SSc | Open, dry habitat with little or no tree cover ialley grassland and

ruddocki saltbush scrub. Need mammal burrows for refugecarpbsition sites.

San Joaquin whipsnake The project site does not contain suitable breehdatujtat.

Masticophis lateralis FT,CT | Valley-foothill hardwood habitat on south-facingés and ravines, and

euryxanthus rock outcrops, where chaparral shrubs (sage stou)a vegetative

Alameda whipsnake mosaic with oak trees and grasses. The intensiwdfivated land use of
the site does not provide suitable habitat.

Perognathus inornatus FSC Grasslands and blue oak savannas; very low pratyatiiloccurrence.

inornatus The intensively cultivated land use of the sitesdoet provide suitable

San Joaquin pocket mouse habitat.

Phrynsoma coronatum FSC, CSC [ Open country, sandy areas, washes, floodplainswardiblown debris.

frontale Very low to no probability of occurrence. The prci site does not contal

California horned lizard suitable breeding habitat.

Rana aurora draytonii FT, SSC | Lowlands and foothills in or near permanent soucfasater with dense,

California red-legged frog shrubby or emergent riparian vegetation; very loobability of
occurrence.

Scaphiopug= Spea FSC, ssc | Vernal pools in grasslands and grassy swales. fidjeg site does not

hammondii contain suitable breeding habitat.

Western spadefoot

Vulpes macrotis mutica FE, ST | Grasslands and shrub lands on loose textured|dr&ils; very low

San Joaquin kit fox

probability of occurrence although documented aMountain House
New Community in the past. The Business Parkisisaitable for dens
but none found during field surveys. Foxes magpderor wander througT

the area.

*Key to status codes

FE: Federal Endangered
FT: Federal Threatened
FSC:

SE: State Endangered
ST: State Threatened
SSC:

FP:

Federal Species of Special Concern

State Species of Special Concern
State Fully Protected Species

Source: California Natural Diversity Data Base0(2).
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No recorded occurrences exist for any special-staitals on the project site. However,
within one mile of the project site to the southl @outheast, there are several occurrences
of burrowing owl. The burrows were examined tcedeiine if any were occupied by
burrowing owls. No burrows appeared to be occupiedwls (no molted feathers, cast
pellets, prey remains, eggshell fragments, or emerg at or near a burrow entrance) (EIP
Associates, 2004a).

Other documented special-status bird species hegrboposed Business Park site include
California horned lark, Swainson's hawk and bldosegdered kite. Field biologists
surveyed the trees on the project site for theseisp (EIP Associates, 2004c). The
biologists surveyed all 358 mature trees. Theenkesl no characteristic raptor nests; raptor
feathers, whitewash, pellets or prey remains amear any of the trees on the project site. A
few of the larger trees located along the westetmbary of the project site, however, are of
sufficient size and structure to support nestimars and such raptors were seen by
biologists flying over the area. There is alsahondance of nearby foraging habitat for
such raptors.

No recorded occurrences exist for any special-stagptiles, amphibians, or invertebrates on
the project site. Seven such special-status spéCaifornia red-legged frog, California
tiger salamander, Alameda whipsnake, San Joagupswake, California horned lizard,
vernal pool shrimp, and western spadefoot) haverded occurrences within the project
vicinity. However, the project site does not supploe habitats required for these species to
complete their lifecycle. This would include verpaols for vernal pool fairy shrimp and
spadefoot, or other seasonal wetlands, or permaoentes of water for the red-legged frog,
tiger salamander, and pond turtle. Furthermoeeptioject site is subject to intensive
agricultural activities, which would eliminate aother potential habitat for reptiles,
amphibians and invertebrates.

Wetlands

Although definitions vary to some degree, wetlaadsgenerally considered to be areas that
are periodically or permanently inundated by swfacground water, and support vegetation
adapted to life in saturated soil. Wetlands acegrized as important features on a regional
and national level due to their high inherent vatuésh and wildlife, use as storage areas for
storm and floodwaters, and water recharge, fitiratind purification functions. The California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and U.S. Armip€of Engineers (Corps) have
jurisdicgison over modifications to riverbanks, lakstream channels and other wetland
features.

5 Jurisdiction of the Corps is established throughpfovisions of Section 404 of the Clean Water #ttich prohibits
the discharge of dredged or fill material into “est’ of the United States without a permit, inchglivetlands and
unvegetated “other waters of the U.S.” The Cogesuhree mandatory technical criteria (hydrophgigetation, hydric
soils, and wetland hydrology) to determine whetrearea is a jurisdictional wetland. Jurisdictlanghority of the
CDFG over wetland areas is established under $scti601-1606 of the Fish and Game Code, whichipédactivities
that would disrupt the natural flow or alter thewchel, bed, or bank of any lake, river, or stredime Fish and Game
Code stipulates that it is “unlawful to substayidivert or obstruct the natural flow or substatyi change the bed,
channel or bank of any river, stream or lake” withiotifying the Department, incorporating necegsaitigation, and
obtaining a Streambed Alteration Agreement.
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The history of wetlands determination and mappirtgiw the Mountain House community,
as documented in the 1994 MEIR, began in 1990uri&dictional delineation of the entire
Mountain House site was originally conducted in &aber 1990. The Corps verified this
delineation in January 1991. The delineation veassed in June 1992; the Corps verified
these revisions in October 1992. The Corps raedrthe delineation again in October 1995
without revisions. That reverification expired@ttober 2000 pursuant to Corps regulations
establishing a five-year life of a verified wetladelineation.

An irrigation canal (Canal 155) runs generally iscautheast to northwest alignment through
the Mountain House Business Park project sites Tanal is indicated as a “blue dot-dash
line” on the Midway USGS 7.5-minute topographic di@angle map, indicating a “canal.”

This canal crosses Mountain House Creek about 23 fnom the Business Park project

site, connecting ultimately to the California Aquet It terminates near the southeast corner
of the project site and provides water to a farst eaMountain House Parkway.

The Corps may often include within their regulatagthority irrigation canals that connect
to “waters of the U.S.” However, the canal onphaect site terminates at the site, and the
sole purpose of the canal is for the conveyan@gotultural irrigation water. In addition,
floodgates control the flow of water in the canadl @perators can turn water either “on” or
“off” based on the need for irrigation. The caisainaintained and clear of vegetation. EIP
Associates (2004b) determined that the canal ikelglto fall under the regulatory authority
of the Corps.

In addition to the irrigation canal, a small irtiga ditch runs along the eastern border of the
project site. This ditch appears to collect irtigga water from the adjacent crop fields. This
waterway is maintained and clear of vegetationdoets provide habitat for crayfish. As the
ditch does not connect to “waters of the U.S.,”@oeps probably would not consider the ditch
under their regulatory authority.

In summary, there have been no substantial changestlands location, type or acreage as
evaluated in the Mountain House Master Plan EIR.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTSIDENTIFIED IN 1994MEIR

The 1994 MEIR identified the following significamhpacts of the Mountain House New
Community Project that would be relevant to theppsed Mountain House Business Park:

M4.11-1 Project implementation would result in glienination of over 4,000 acres of
agricultural land and associated wildlife habitat.

M4.11-2 Project implementation would result in ehation of suitable on-site
foraging and dispersal habitat for San Joaquifokit

M4.11-3 Project implementation would result in ehation of all existing and
potential on-site foraging habitat for Swainsoresvk.
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M4.11-4 In addition to San Joaquin kit fox and Svgain’s hawk, proposed
development would affect a number of other spestitids taxa (e.g., northern
harrier, black-shouldered kite, burrowing owl, leggead shrike, and
California horned lark).

M4.11-5 The project would block the movement of trtegrestrial species between the
eastern base of the Altamont Hills and the Deltazfand region to the east.

M4.11-8 Off-site improvements, such as the raw wed@veyance pipeline and
pumping facilities, wastewater storage ponds, @pdication of wastewater
irrigation could adversely affect sensitive biokajiresources.

Other impacts identified in the 1994 MEIR (spedfig M4.11-6, M4.11-7 and M4.11-8)
relate to the loss of biological resources in otireas of the Mountain House community and
do not affect this analysis of the Business Park.

MITIGATION MEASURES OF THEL994MEIR RELEVANT TO THE PROJECT

For all of the above potential biological resouropacts, the Master Plan was amended as
recommended in the 1994 MEIR mitigation measu&en Joaquin County adopted San
Joaquin Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Ofeace PlaiSIJIMSCP) and associated
“take avoidance” is required for each Tentative Mape proposed Mountain House
Business Park is located within the Central/Sougitweansition Zone designated by the
SIMSCP (San Joaquin COG, 2001). The SIMSCP watealda 2001 and is intended to
provide a strategy for balancing the needs to ecuassgricultural lands and wildlife habitat,
while accommodating a growing population and priypeghts of individual land owners. The
SJIMSCEP is designed to establish an assessmensgifoceonversion of land to non-open
space uses when such conversion might affect #m @hd animal species covered by the
SIMSCP. The species of concern potentially ocugion the Business Park site and covered
by the SIMSCP include: San Joaquin kit fox, Swaitsshawk, California tiger salamander,
California red-legged frog, western pond turtled darrowing owl, among others. All species
that have even a remote potential for occurrenadb@sites are addressed under the SIMSCP.

The Mountain House Business Park land is withiretfea covered by the SIMS@Rd will be
subject to the adopted fee. Participation in thSCPincludes payment of a fee for each acre
of land converted to urban use (currently $1,724Jaand compliance with incidental Take
Minimization Measures defined in Section 5.2 of BWMSCP. The Incidental Take
Minimization Measures pertinent to the Busines& Bae include pre-construction surveys for
special-status species, as well as measures tenprand control ground squirrel occupation of
the site early in the planning process.

DISCUSSIONREGARDING PROPOSEDPROJECT
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either diyent through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate, sensitivepecial status species in local or

regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by tGalifornia Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
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No special-status species occur on the site ghthyeosed Mountain House Business Park.
Development of the site, however, would eliminatgeptial foraging or the limited potential
nest habitat for nesting raptors. Of particularaan is the loss of suitable foraging habitat for
Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl, and other raptacéps of concern. None of these species
currently occupies the project site but likelihaddhe Swainson’s hawk, loggerhead shrike
(observed flying over the area), and black-shoeldiéite nesting in the project site trees, or
burrowing owl using small mammal burrows on sit¢hi@ future cannot be precluded with
certainty. The impacts of habitat conversion aad temoval could have a significant effect on
such species.

Detailed mitigation measures addressing the paiantpacts of development on special-status
species are incorporated into the 1994 MEIR, adbasepart of the Findings for Master Plan
approval, and incorporated into the Master Plamer@ is no new information or change in
circumstances that would result in new significamtironmental effects.

As noted in the Master Plan and Master EIR, thgept@pplicant is eligible to participate in
the SIMSCP to mitigate potential impacts to spet#ls species and biological resources in
general, including wildlife habitat conversion. riR@pation requires payment of a fee currently
at $1,724 for each acre converted to urban useneeting specific Incidental Take Avoidance
Measures defined in Section 5.2 of the SIMSCFh®Central/Southwest transition zone.
Participation in the SIMSCP would mitigate potdritike of special-status species to a less
than significant level in compliance with the statel federal Endangered Species Acts,
assuming the Incidental Avoidance measures defindte SIMSCP are adhered to as
conditions of project approval.

Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measures M4.11-2, M4.14r8l M4.11-4(b), which were
subsequently incorporated into the Master Plan.adifitional mitigation measures are
required.

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any ripahabitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans,lipes, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fastd Wildlife Service?

No riparian habitat or sensitive natural commutypes occur within the Mountain House
Business Park site. The CNDDB records for the MighdSGS 7.5-minute topographic
guadrangle show no occurrence of sensitive hatbtamunities on the project site. The
nearest natural habitat is riparian strip along Riler and the valley sink shrub community
along a small creek in an area north of AltamorssHRoad, approximately 4.3 miles east of the
proposed Mountain House Business Park (CNDDB 2004).

Of the 358 trees located within the project sitdy the five California black walnut trees and
single specimens of the California fan palm anccguere native to California. All of these
trees are ornamentals and are not in a natural coityn The California black walnut is
cultivated in agricultural areas and is associatettive groupings along the slopes of canyons
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and valleys. The fan palm and yucca are Southalifo@ia trees used in landscaping in
Northern California. There would be no significaffect associated with the removal of these
trees.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federatbyguted wetlands as defined by Section
404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not tadito, marsh, vernal pool, coastal,
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrologiciterruption, or other means?

There are no Clean Water Act Section 404 Corpsdigtional wetland habitats on the
proposed Mountain House Business Park Sitee 1994 MEIR identified the location of
wetlands within the Mountain House New Communitypling area north of Grant Line
Road. Updated field studies on the proposed BsasiRark site, as verified in this Initial
Study, indicate no wetlands on the site. Themmisew information, or change in
circumstances since the certification of the MaBI& that would result in new significant
environmental effects to wetlands.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of aative resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native residenmigratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

The conversion of agricultural lands to office aathil uses, hotels, parking areas, paved
streets, and surface water landscaped featureslwedlice habitat for a wide range of
migratory wildlife species commonly associated vatinual grasslands, crops, and ruderal
vegetation. This impact would be cumulatively intpat in the context of development of
the entire Mountain House community. This cumukatmpact was addressed in the 1994
MEIR and would be mitigated with the provisions of tMSCP.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinancetecting biological resources, such as
a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

The proposed project would not conflict with ankevant policies or ordinances of the San
Joaquin County General Plan and Development TRiglicies related to protection of
sensitive biological resources would be addredsexligh the applicant's participation in the
SIMSCP. The project would generally comply wité talevant sections of the Mountain
House Master Plan and Specific Plan I. Althoughiggation in the SIMSCRould

mitigate the impacts of habitat conversion, impactsvildlife foraging habitat, and the
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habitat for special-status species, preconstrustioveys and compliance with the applicable
“Incidental Take Avoidance Measures” of the SIMS@HRiIld still be required.

The project would result in the removal of existtnges on the site; however, none of these
trees are particularly important specimens nor icemed “heritage trees” in the County’s
Development Title, none are used for nesting byorapor function as other important
biological resources, and all would be replacedulyre landscape improvements
incorporated into the design of the project. Pesgloremoval of trees would therefore not be
a significant impact and no additional mitigatiemiecessary.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted HabiConservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan or other approved lpoagiional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

The proposed project would not conflict with anpptikd Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan or other approved awasen plan. The SIMSCRas
approved and adopted by the County to provideleldang-term management of plant, fish
and wildlife species. The Mountain House Busirfeas is located within the land areas
covered by the SIMSCP. The project will particgpatthe SIMSCP and comply with the
Incidental Take Minimization Measures defined irct@m: 5.2 of the SIMSCP to assure
compliance with the applicable Habitat Conservaktam and the Master EIR. Therefore,
there would be no significant impacts related tchsplans.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Conclusions

The loss of habitat for any candidate, sensitivepercial-status species remains a significant
unavoidable impact as identified in the MEIR. Téhare no other significant effects on
biological resources not previously examined inNHER, therefore no new mitigation
measures are required. The applicant will be redqui participate in the SIMSCP and
comply with the Incidental Take Minimization Meassardefined in the SIMSCP. There are
no substantial changes with respect to the circamesis under which the 1994 MEIR was
certified. There is no new available informatibattwas not known and could not have been
known at the time the 1994 MEIR was certified sat tinajor revisions of the previous MEIR
would be required.
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Less Than
Potential Significant
Significant Impact Due to New Additional
Impact Mitigation Significant ~ New Additional
Less Than Adequately Measures in Impact Not Mitigation
Significant or ~ Addressed in Project Addressed in Measures
Issue No Impact MEIR Description MEIR Required

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would
the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in Section
15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to
Section 15064.5?

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a
unique paleontological resource or
site or unique geologic feature?

d) Disturb any human remains,
including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?

SETTING
Introduction

This section of the Initial Study addresses thepidl| cultural resource issues associated
with the development of the Mountain House Busirigamk. The Cultural Resources section
assesses if there are any additional cultural resatonflicts on the project site or adjacent
parcels not previously addressed in the MEIR they nequire further mitigation.

Existing Cultural Resources

The Business Park site is currently undevelopeémbdor the existing structures and mobile
homes at the vegetable farm at the southeast coftiee project site. Historically, this site
was used for growing beans. The site is locatéddsn the historic Miwok and Ohlone
Indian area to the north and west and the Nortiekut Indian area to the east and south.
The Spanish entered the Tracy/Stockton area antief the 1700s or early 1800s. After
Mexico’s secession from Spain in 1822 and the sylesat secularization of the missions in
1833, much of California was divided into privaéachos. Cattle ranching, orchards and
other agricultural uses were common in the regronrd the project site. Tracy was
established as a railroad town on the Central Ra&Rdilroad (William Self Associates, Inc.,
2004).

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTSIDENTIFIED IN 1994MEIR

The 1994 MEIR identified the following as signifidacultural resource impacts of the
Master Plan:
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M4.5-1 Development of the proposed project cousdstb unknown subsurface pre-
historic cultural deposits or artifacts dating frtme establishment of Euro-
American settlements.

M4.5-2 Development of the proposed project cousdiitb unknown pre-historic
burial sites.
M4.5-3 Development of the proposed project coulstrdy structures over 50 years

of age with historical value.

MITIGATION MEASURES OF THEL994MEIR RELEVANT TO THE PROJECT

For the potential cultural resource impacts citedve, the Master Plan was amended as
recommended in the 1994 MEIR mitigation measureeyiring: (1) cessation of
construction if any cultural deposits or artifagte uncovered and (2) consultation with an
archaeologist and a Native American Heritage Comsimis(NAHC) representative and the
San Joaquin County coroner (if necessary).

DISCUSSIONREGARDING PROPOSEDPROJECT

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the ggnife of a historical resource as
defined in Section 15064.5?

Ten previous archaeological investigations aneld frip on March 18, 2004, found no
historic resources on the project site. The exgstarm structures located in the southeast
corner of the project site (the only structureghansite) appear to be 25 to 30 years old and
have no historic value (William Self Associates;.|r2004). Since there are no known
historic resources on the project site, the prop@sesiness Park would have no impact on
historical resources.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the signife of an archaeological resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5?

The ten previous archaeological investigationstaedield trip on March 18, 2004, found no
pre-historic resources on the project site. Stheee are no known archaeological resources
on the project site, the proposed Business ParkdAtave no impact on archaeological
resources. In addition, the Master Plan and thenGts Development Title include specific
procedures to be followed should unknown resoupeasncovered during construction.

Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measure M4.5-1(e), whicasvsubsequently incorporated into
the Master Plan. No additional mitigation measaresrequired.
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c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleolugical resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

There are no known paleontological resources aquemgeologic features on the project site.
An existing 8-foot-deep trench and borrow pit rigr petroleum pipeline that crosses the
southwestern corner of the site in a northweswoigiseast direction was observed during the
March 18, 2004 field trip. No cultural or paleoleigical resources or unique geologic
features were observed in the trench or pit. ¢hsesources are uncovered during
construction, construction would halt as requirgdhe 1994 MEIR mitigation measure cited
above to evaluate what should be done. Since #rerao known paleontological resources
or unique geologic features on the project site ptoposed Business Park would have no
impact on these resources.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
d) Disturb any human remains, including those irgdroutside of formal cemeteries?

The NAHC was contacted regarding the proposed gojehe NAHC stated that a “search
of the sacred lands file has failed to indicateptesence of Native American cultural
resources in the immediate project area” (Williagtf Bssociates, Inc., 2004). If human
remains are found during construction, constructvonld immediately halt, and an
archaeologist, an NAHC representative, and theJ®aguin County coroner would be
consulted to determine the proper treatment armbdison of the human remains and any
associated artifacts. The treatment and dispaogitiay require archaeological excavation
and reburial of the human remains. Discovery oh@n remains is not anticipated during
construction of the Business Park. Thereforejrtipact of the Business Park on human
remains is expected to be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measure M4.5-2, which wsabsequently incorporated into the
Master Plan. No additional mitigation measuresrageliired.

Conclusions

There are no significant impacts on cultural resesmot previously identified in the MEIR.
There are no known pre-historic or historic researocated on the project site. Should
artifacts be uncovered during site preparationbenty’s Development Title includes
specific procedures to be followed. There areuistantial changes with respect to the
circumstances under which the 1994 MEIR was cedifiThere is no new available
information that was not known and could not hagerbknown at the time the 1994 MEIR
was certified so that major revisions of the pragidEIR would be required.
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Less Than
Potential Significant
Significant Impact Due to New Additional
Impact Mitigation Significant ~ New Additional
Less Than Adequately Measures in Impact Not Mitigation
Significant or ~ Addressed in Project Addressed in Measures
Issue No Impact MEIR Description MEIR Required

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would
the project:

a) Expose people or structures to
potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:

i)  Rupture of a known earthquake
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist
for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known
fault? Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

i)  Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii)y Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or
the loss of topsoil?

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil
that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on-
or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction
or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as
defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or
property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal
systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of
wastewater?

Remains significant and unavoidable as stat¢deri994 MEIR.
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SETTING
Introduction

This section of the Initial Study addresses thepidl geological issues associated with the
development of the Mountain House Business PaHe Geology and Soils section assesses:
(1) if there are any additional impacts on the gebgite or adjacent parcels that may require
further mitigation; and (2) geological and geotachhissues not previously addressed in the
MEIR.

Topography and Site Features

The Mountain House Business Park area is relatilatysloping gently at approximately
one percent to the northeast. Elevation ranges &pproximately 165 feet above mean sea
level (MSL) at the southwest corner to 120 feet Mbthe northeast corner of the site.

Several irrigation ditches that comprise the itigaand drainage infrastructure of the
existing farm traverse the project site. Canal 586e most prominent irrigation channel to
cross the project site. Canal 155 runs southedsiglen the 140 and 145 contours to the
southeastern corner of the project site.

Building pads will be created for the various pregd commercial and office structures at the
site. While grading plans were not available atttme of this Initial Study, cut and fill
guantities for vehicular access and building padsaticipated to be minimal due to the
relatively level topography at the site. Addititipathe proposed project includes
abandonment of all existing drainage and irrigatidrastructure, including backfill and
regrading of Canal 155, the abandoned fish ponaiiag in the southeastern portion of the
site, and the settling pond at the northeastemecmf the project site.

Regional Geology

The project site is located in the upper San JoeYalley of the Great Valley geomorphic
province of California. The Great Valley is a talaly flat alluvial plain that is infilled with

as much as 6 vertical miles of alluvial and masadiment. The Great Valley is bounded to
the west by the Coast Ranges, to the east by émne$evada and the foothills, to the north
by the Cascades and Klamath Ranges, and to the Isptite Transverse Ranges. The Great
Valley is drained by the Sacramento and San Jodjuirs through the Delta and ultimately
to San Francisco Bay and the Pacific Ocean.

Regional geologic maps indicate that the geologhévicinity of the project site is
dominated by alluvial sedimentary deposits of Qunetey age. These unconsolidated
sedimentary deposits are Holocene to Upper Plas®m age and include clay, silt, sand
and gravel alluvial fan deposits (Kleinfelder, 2Dp02

Seismicity
The San Joaquin Valley is a seismically-activeorgif California. The seismicity of the

region is primarily related to the boundary betwdenCoast Ranges and the Great Valley,
two diverse geographic and geologic provinces. S&e Andreas fault system, located
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approximately 45 miles southwest of the projed,sibminates the seismic activity of the
Coast Ranges. The San Andreas fault system irchadgonally active strike-slip faults such
as the San Andreas fault, the Hayward fault, tHav@aas fault, the Concord-Green Valley
fault, and, nearer to the site, the Greenville-Matseek fault. Small earthquakes occur
frequently on these active faults and periodic magrthquakes can cause significant surface
displacement and regionally significant seismiauge shaking.

The seismic activity within the western part of theeat Valley province is dominated by
earthquakes generated on normal and reverse {tfaults. The most significant of these
faults is the Great Valley fault, which consistgwiltiple segments of thrust faulting along
the boundary between the Coast Ranges and Grday\pabvinces. Earthquakes on these
faults rarely result in surface displacement, amdions are predominantly vertical in
direction. The nearest of these fault segmentsyasnarized in Table 4.6-1, is located
within 2 miles of the proposed development (Klelidés, 2002).

No known active nor potentially active faults hdneen mapped across the project site and
the site is not located in an Earthquake Fault Z&mendary as established by the Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act of 1972 (CDM®0R). The California State Mining
and Geology Board has defined active faults asddioat have had surface displacement
within Holocene time (within the last 11,000 yearBptentially active faults are faults that
show evidence of surface displacement during Qnatgitime (within the past 1.6 million
years). The active and potentially active faultghie vicinity of the project site are presented
in Table 4.6-1.

Table 4.6-1
Active and Potentially Active Faults in the Vicinity
of the Mountain House Business Park Site

Fault Distance to Magnitude of
Length [ Project Sites| Maximum Earthquake | Slip Rate

Fault Status (miles) (miles) (Moment Magnitude)® | (mm/yr)
Great Valley (Segment §) Active 28 2 6.7 1.5
Great Valley (Segment 7) Active 28 7 6.7 1.5
Greenville-Marsh Creek Active 35 8 6.9 2.0
Calaveras (Northern) Potentially Actiye 84 21 6.8 6.0
Great Valley (Segment 5) Active 17 22 6.5 1.5
Concord-Green Valley Active 44 23 6.9 6.0
Hayward Active 50 27 7.1 9.0
Calaveras (Southern) Active 62 28 6.2 15.0
Vaca Potentially Active 17 29 6.7 1.5
San Andreas Active 800 46 7.9 Varies

Note * The moment magnitude (mm) is related to the playsize of fault rupture, the movement
across the fault, and the strength of the matthélis faulted. Earthquakes with magnitudes
of 6 or greater are capable of causing widespreathde.

Source: Kleinfelder, 2002.
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Site Soils

Under the San Joaquin County Development TitleGimalpter 4, Article 7 of the California
Subdivision Act, the project applicant is requitegrepare preliminary soils reports (i.e.,
geotechnical studies) prior to the submittal ofre@entative Map area within the Mountain
House community. A Preliminary Geotechnical Sttmhthe proposed project was
conducted in November 2002 by Kleinfelder, Inc.

An investigation of the site was performed in Segier 2002 and included drilling and
sampling 18 boreholes to depths ranging from abdat21.5 feet below ground surface

(bgs) and completion of 8 cone penetration tesijCidles to depths of 20 to 40 feet bgs.
The boreholes indicate that the site soils in thygen 20 feet bgs consist of interbedded sandy
clay, clayey sand, silty sand, sand with silt, podrly graded sand. CPT interpreted soil
properties are generally consistent with the bdeelogs in that the upper 20 feet of soil
consist of interbedded clay, silt, and sand lay&RBT interpreted soil investigation results

for 20 to 40 feet bgs indicate soils are interbeldsknd, silty sand, sandy silt, clayey silt, and
silty clay (Kleinfelder, 2002).

Soil expansion is a phenomenon in which clayeyssaipand in volume because of an
increase in moisture content, and shrink in volupen drying. This is generally related to
increased moisture in the winter and spring moatitsdecreased moisture during the
summer and fall. Changes in soil volume as a re$uhanges in moisture content can cause
stress and result in cracking of foundations, pamnsidewalks and damage to other site
improvements. Expansive soils are identified usegeral laboratory techniques including
expansion index testing and Atterberg limits (Lajand Plastic Limits) testing. The
geotechnical study conducted by Kleinfelder inctidéterberg limits testing of the near
surface sandy clay soils. The results indicateodarate to high expansion potential for the
sandy clay soils found within approximately 1 ttebt bgs.

Liguefaction hazards may be present in loose taunedense, saturated soils, such as sands
or silty sands, in which the space between indfgharticles is completely filled with water.
Liquefaction can occur when a saturated soil Isbesr strength and deforms because of
increased pore water pressure induced by strorgm&ally-induced ground shaking.
Dissipation of the excess pore water pressuretseisuvolume changes (settlement) in the
liquefied soil layer. This can result in settlemehstructures at the ground surface, floating
of buried structures, and failure of retaining walFactors influencing liquefaction include
soil type, particle size, density, confining pressulepth to groundwater, and the intensity
and duration of seismic ground shaking. Liquegadiils that are not saturated with water
may also settle during seismic shaking due to agg®known as dynamic densification.
During seismic shaking, void spaces within coansergd sediments can collapse, causing
higher densities and lower volumes and resultingeitiement of overlying sediments.

The potential for an earthquake to generate thergtehaking characteristics capable of
causing liquefaction at the site is a possibilijowever, Kleinfelder (2002) indicated that
due to the relatively deep groundwater at theasittbecause the subsurface soils are
predominantly high in clay content and/or relatyveéénse, the potential for liquefaction is
considered remote. Kleinfelder reported that tetll to groundwater was 38 feet bgs at the
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time of the investigation, which was performed ep&mber of 2002, near the end of the dry
season.

Groundwater

Generally, groundwater flows as a subdued refleaticthe surface topography. Depth to
groundwater is expected to fluctuate in respongm®tb seasonal rainfall and irrigation of
surrounding farmland. Groundwater was not encoadta any of the 18 subsurface
investigations performed at the project site intSejoer 2002. However, laboratory soil
results performed at this time did indicate thespree of groundwater at a depth of about 38
feet bgs at one of the borings in the southerngodf the site (Kleinfelder, 2002).
Subsequent soil and groundwater investigations wer®rmed in May 2004 at the
southwestern portion of the site in response taupture of an 18-inch Chevron crude oil
pipeline (see “Crude Oil Pipeline Rupture” discossin Section 4.7: Hazards). During
subsequent investigations, groundwater was encachéd approximately 43 feet bgs
(Kleinfelder, 2004).

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTSIDENTIFIED IN 1994MEIR

The 1994 MEIR identified significant and potentyadignificant geology/soils impacts of the
Master Plan related to the following:

M4.6-1 Strong ground shaking during an earthquakgdccause structural damage to
improvements and injuries to workers and visitdrsha site of the proposed
project.

MITIGATION MEASURES OF THEL994MEIR RELEVANT TO THE PROJECT

The Master Plan required the preparation and Higion of a Community Earthquake
Preparedness Plan to reduce project impacts as=mbevith strong ground shaking during an
earthquake [Policy 6.8.3]. Structures will be dasd in accordance with recommendations
listed in the Geotechnical Engineering Study farthe@entative Map area. Despite
mitigation efforts, this remains a significant, uamlable impact and findings related to this
fact were adopted for the 1994 MEIR certification.

DISCUSSIONREGARDING PROPOSEDPROJECT

a) Expose people or structures to potential sulisthadverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death involving:

)] Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as deliedain the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by thet&Geologist for the area
or based on other substantial evidence of a knauh® Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

No Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones have beapped in San Joaquin County. No
active faults have been identified within the MaintHouse community project site.
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Therefore, surface fault rupture is not consideré@dzard at the project site. No impact
related to fault rupture would occur as a resuftroject development.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

San Joaquin Valley is a seismically active regib@alifornia. Strong, seismically-induced
ground shaking resulting from earthquakes alonghyear distant faults represents the
greatest seismic hazard at the Mountain House cantynuActive and potentially active
faults in the vicinity of the project site are &dtin Table 4.6-1.

The intensity of ground shaking at any particulte 5 a function of many factors including:
(1) earthquake magnitude; (2) distance from theesyier; (3) the duration of strong ground
motion; (4) local geologic conditions (soil chaextdtics and topography); and (5) depth to
bedrock. As indicated in Table 4.6-1, regionattyive faults are capable of producing
earthquakes with magnitudes of 6.7 or higher. myan earthquake, the subject site could
be subjected to peak ground accelerations of Gaatyg (g) with a 10 percent probability of
being exceeded in 50 years (CGS, 2004). Sitefspeeiak horizontal acceleration was
calculated in the 2002 Kleinfelder study to be @.%ith a probability of exceedance of 10
percent in 50 years. This indicates an annualglitiby of exceedance of 0.0021 and a
return period of 475 years (Kleinfelder, 2002).ridg an earthquake, structural damage at
the project site may include damage to buildingsiafrastructure (i.e., roads and utilities).

The project would be required to comply with alli@ania laws designed to minimize the
potential adverse effects of an earthquake. Tlegginclude the Hospital Seismic Safety
Act of 1972, the Essential Services Buildings Sasgafety Act of 1986, the Field Act of
1933, and the requirements of the California BaddCode (CBC) of 2002, the Uniform
Building Code (UBC) of 1997, and Mountain House @aunity Services District (MHCSD)
standards.

The 1994 MEIR identified Mitigation Measure M4.Ggreparation of a Community
Earthquake Preparedness Plan) to promote publiccaess and education on earthquake
hazards. This plan has been completed and isntlyrkeeing implemented by the MHCSD.

Existing mitigation measures and policies relatesgttong seismic ground shaking can be
found in the following documents: 1994 MEIR Mitigan Measure M4.6-1; Master Plan
Policies 6.5.1(b) (Emergency Preparedness), an8 6ils, Geologic, and Seismic
Hazards).

Despite project compliance with California lawsated to earthquake hazards and the
implementation of mitigation measures called fothia Master Plan and 1994 MEIR, project
impacts related to ground shaking are significauwt @navoidable and cannot be mitigated to
a less-than-significant level.
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Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measure M4.6-1, which wsabsequently incorporated into the
Master Plan. No additional mitigation measuresrageliired.

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including ligtaction?

The potential for liquefaction of soils at the sitas evaluated in the projeeteliminary
Geotechnical Services RepoBased on the depth to groundwater (38 to 43gs), the
high clay content of site soils and the relativédynse nature of coarse-grained soils, the
potential for liquefaction at the site was deteredino be remote (Kleinfelder, 2002).

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
iv) Landslides?

The Mountain House Business Park area is locataigngently sloping terrain. The 1994
MEIR indicated that the project site is locatedsalg areas of southwest San Joaquin County
identified as susceptible to landsliding. Evidentslope failures and/or landslides has not
been mapped within or immediately adjacent to thsifess Park site area.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the logsopsoil?

Excessive soil erosion is not expected to occuniwithe Mountain House Business Park site
because average slopes at the site are less thgement. However, project grading for
cuts and fills made for building pads, roadbedsd, surface drainage would require the
stripping of such areas of all vegetation, delmiganic topsoil, or any existing fill or other
unsuitable material or soil.

Project construction would be required to complthvihe National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) program requirementse Phase | NPDES storm water
program, administered by the State Water Reso@oesol Board's (SWRCB) Division of
Water Quality, regulates storm water discharges fneajor industrial facilities, large and
medium-sized municipal separate storm sewer sysf#rose serving more than 100,000
persons), and construction sites that disturbriare acres of land. Under the program, all
land disturbances of 5 acres or more are requir@dplement Best Management Practices
(BMPs) to prevent soil erosion and the off-site raigpn of sediment-laden runoff during
construction. The site-specific plan that includession control BMPs is called the Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Additindaster Plan Policy 6.8.3(b) and the
County Development Title require that adequatertsfoe implemented during construction
to control or eliminate soil erosion and sedimaataaissociated with construction activities.
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Once construction is completed and project togsmsl become stabilized with hardscape and
vegetation, soil erosion at the project site wdaddgreatly reduced. Additionally, all urban
runoff from the project site would flow to onlineater quality basins within the Mountain
House Creek corridor that would help to removersedi and soil particles from site runoff.
These basins would require periodic maintenancéyding desilting and vegetative clearing,
to ensure proper functionality. Sedimentation smitilerosion water quality issues are further
addressed in Section 4.8: Hydrology and Water @uafithis Initial Study.

Soil erosion and sedimentation are also addresst ifollowing Master Plan policies:
Master Plan Policy 4.2.2.P.a, 4.2.2.P.d, (Gradiag&ards) and 6.8.3.P.b (Soils, Geologic,
and Seismic Hazards).

Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measure M4.7-6, which wsabsequently incorporated into the
Master Plan. No additional mitigation measuresrageliired.

c) Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that istable, or that would become unstable as
a result of the project, and potentially resulton- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

See responses to Checklist items a-iii and a-ioyab

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined indaBlI1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or prope

The UBC classifies the expansive nature of soitetan the expansion index. Geotechnical
professionals commonly use Atterberg limits (liglirdit, plastic limit, plasticity index)

testing to determine the expansive nature of shiig1g geotechnical studies. Soil expansion
was also addressed in Master Plan Policy 6.8.3%ais, Geologic, and Seismic Hazards).

A standard condition of approval for Mountain Hogsdivisions requires the applicant to
follow the recommendations of geotechnical repfantshe site.

Laboratory testing indicates that soils in the MaimHouse Business Park area have a
medium to high expansion potential. Unless prgopeitigated, soil expansion has the
potential to damage foundations; cause large criacksterior walls, floors, and ceilings; and
cause wavy “roller coaster” surfaces along drivesyaydewalks, and streets. The
geotechnical report recommended several differexgsures for control of expansive soils.
These methods include moisture conditioning of Siiés prior to construction, replacement

of expansive clay soils with non-expansive fillddime treatment of expansive soils. All of
these methods may be appropriate for the variquestgnd sizes of structures, pavements,
and other site features that will be completedhatBusiness Park site. Each area and type of
development shall be evaluated during the desidrcanstruction process by the
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Geotechnical Engineer and Structural Engineer.s@fikesign professionals shall determine
the appropriate option for expansive soil mitigatior each type of structure to be
constructed. The various options are as follows:

» Site preparation and grading shall be completezpasified in the geotechnical
engineering report. Areas to support slabs, pamesnundations, and engineered fill
shall be stripped of all vegetation, debris, orgaapsoil, or any existing fill or
unsuitable material or soil.

» Option 1 for expansive soil mitigation consistswajisture conditioning soils in the
building areas. The upper 18 inches of subgrade isduilding areas shall be moisture
conditioned during earthwork to a moisture contdr8 to 5 percent above the optimum
moisture content. During or following moisture ddioning, the soils shall be
compacted to between 85 and 95 percent relativgaotion. Optimum moisture
content and maximum dry density shall be determingbe laboratory in accordance
with ASTM Test Method D-1557. The zone of moistaonditioned soils shall extend a
minimum of 5 feet outside the perimeter of struesurPrior to foundation construction,
soils shall be pre-soaked in accordance with recenaations of the Geotechnical
Engineer and field-tested to verify conformance.

* Option 2 for expansive soil stabilization shalltbemport non-expansive fill to replace
expansive soils. In this option, the proposeddig slabs shall be supported on at least
12 inches of imported non-expansive fill that iaqad and compacted as engineered fill
in accordance with recommendations of the Geoteah&ingineer. The zone of non-
expansive engineered fill shall extend a minimurb &éet outside the perimeter of
structures. Subgrade soils shall be prepareddordance with recommendations of the
Geotechnical Engineer prior to placement of the-expansive fill.

» Option 3 for expansive soil stabilization shalltbestabilize native clays by mixing them
with lime. Lime treatment shall be performed ic@clance with recommendations of
the Geotechnical Engineer and shall be performegt@ordance with requirements
outlined in Section 24 of the Caltrans StandardcBipations. The procedure consists of
mixing the upper 12 to 18 inches of subgrade sails dolomitic or high calcium quick
lime and compacting the soil as engineered filhe Ftabilized soils shall extend a
minimum of 5 feet outside the perimeter of struesur

» Allfill material used as engineered fill at theofact site shall meet the specifications of
the Geotechnical Engineer.

Per the standard conditions of approval, all sieparation and completion of structures will
be undertaken in accordance with Breliminary Geotechnical Services Repanid
recommendations of the Project Geotechnical Enginee

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
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e) Have soils incapable of adequately supportirggubke of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are agabhe for the disposal of
wastewater?

No septic tanks or alternative waste disposal syst@re proposed for the project site. All
wastewater would be collected in a piping systemmeated to the wastewater treatment
plant located at the north end of the Mountain at@mmunity and operated by the
MHCSD. The wastewater treatment plant is furthecussed in Section 4.16: Utilities and
Service Systems of this Initial Study. The projould have no impact on septic systems or
alternative wastewater disposal systems. Thumitigation is necessary.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Conclusions

The effect of strong ground shaking on new strasuemains as a significant, unavoidable
impact as identified in the MEIR. There are noeotsignificant geological or soils impacts
associated with the proposed development that didse®n analyzed in the MEIR. The site
is relatively flat and is not subject to liquefaxctior landslides. The applicant will be
required to comply with the NPDES program requireta@s they relate to soil erosion and
to the UBC code as it relates to expansive sdilgere are no substantial changes with
respect to the circumstances under which the 198fRMvas certified. There is no new
available information that was not known and cawtl have been known at the time the
1994 MEIR was certified so that major revisionsta previous MEIR would be required.
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4.7 HAZARDS
Less Than
Potential Significant
Significant Impact Due to New Additional
Impact Mitigation Significant ~ New Additional

Less Than Adequately Measures in Impact Not Mitigation

Significant or ~ Addressed in Project Addressed in Measures

Issue No Impact MEIR Description MEIR Required

7. HAZARDS. Would the project:

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

9)

h)

Create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through
the routine transport, use, or disposal
of hazardous materials?

Create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into
the environment?

Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an
existing or proposed school?

Be located on a site which is
included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5
and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or 1
environment?

For a project located within an
airport land use plan or, where such
a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project
area?

For a project located within the
vicinity of a private airstrip, would
the project result in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the
project area?

Impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or

death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are
adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with
wildlands?
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SETTING
Introduction

This section of the Initial Study addresses thempidl hazards issues associated with the
development of the Mountain House Business Pale Hazards section assesses: (1) if
there are any additional sites on the projectait&djacent parcels that may require
remediation or further site investigation; (2) tirebable magnitude, likely extent, and
severity of any encountered areas of concern; anid jroject development would expose
the future residential population to any hazardeaste or hazardous materials, including
potentially toxic chemicals used in the surroundinga, that were not previously addressed
in the MEIR.

Background

The Master Plan requires that an Environmental Atessment (ESA) be prepared and
submitted with each Tentative Map. A Phase | E§gort was prepared for the project site
by Kleinfelder, Inc., in November 2002. The pumpad the Phase | ESA report is to conduct
an appropriate inquiry into previous ownership asés of the property to help in partially
satisfying the innocent landowners defense to tha@ehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and to datent those environmental
conditions that could potentially impact developmen

Subsequent soil testing was conducted at the prsifecin response to relevant onsite
findings presented in the Phase | ESA. The purpbdge subsequent soil testing was to
evaluate potential site contamination from pasicagiural land uses at the site and possible
soil contamination in the vicinity of petroleum afeground storage tanks (ASTs). Topsoil
immediately beneath one of the three on-site, pudented electrical transformers was also
evaluated. The results of this subsequent sdihtpsere presented in themited Soll
Sampling and Analysigport prepared by Kleinfelder, Inc., in July 2G081 summarized in
this section.

Additional soil and groundwater testing was conddgcit the site in response to the
accidental rupture of a crude oil pipeline in tbethwestern corner of the project site. This
is summarized in the discussion entitled “CrudeRipeline Rupture,” below.

Site Topography and Features

The project site is located in the upper San JoeRBuier Valley of the Great Valley
Geomorphic Province of California. The Great Vialle an alluvial plain that is drained by
the San Joaquin and Sacramento Rivers throughathé&@&ncisco Bay.

The ground surface in and around the site is gépéeael and slopes gently (less than one
percent) northeast towards Old River. Ground serfevations at the project site range
from approximately 165 feet above mean sea lev&8lL(Vat the southwest corner of the site
to 120 feet MSL at the northeast corner of theaiteorner of Von Sosten Road and
Mountain House Parkway.
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Several irrigation ditches that comprise the itigaand drainage infrastructure of the
existing farm traverse the project site. Canal 535e most prominent irrigation channel to
cross the project site. Canal 155 runs southessiglen the 140- and 145-foot contours to
the southeastern corner of the project site.

Past and Present Land Use

Early aerial photographs of the project site inticgricultural land uses have dominated the
project site since the 1940s. The site has beeth fas the cultivation of legumes and other
agricultural row crops since the 1970s. The siteurrently fallow. Pesticides and

herbicides have been used on the site due to gastultural land uses and represent a source
of hazardous materials on the project site.

Existing structures at the site include a produaeds a residential trailer, an office trailer, a
storage shed, two domestic wells, two septic tagukd,agricultural irrigation and drainage
channels. Prior to project construction, all eérgtbuilding structures will be demolished
and cleared, and all existing irrigation and drgeafrastructure will be abandoned and
removed. The wells and septic tanks will be abaedan compliance with state and local
regulations. While the exact ages of all buildisgsictures to be torn down have not been
determined, it is possible that some of these &tres have asbestos-containing materials
within them and/or lead-based paint on the extsridihe project applicant is required to test
all existing structures for asbestos and lead daima demolition permit prior to all
proposed building demolition. EXxisting structuoesthe project site were tested for lead and
asbestos. No asbestos was encountered. Evidelsaon paint samples taken from the
shed was discovered, but laboratory tests concltidgdhe levels were below federal and
state standards (Kleinfelder, 2003).

On-Site Fuel Storage

A reconnaissance of the project site was condungdieinfelder, Inc., during the

preparation of the Phase | ESA. At that time,¢haboveground storage tanks (ASTs) were
observed alongside of each other at the northeslstark of the main irrigation channel
(Canal 155) in the eastern portion of the sitee Ohthe ASTs was a 500-gallon tank used to
contain gasoline, which was located on the grourtae other two ASTs were 2,000-gallon,
diesel-containing tanks that were elevated on stabdut 10 feet above the ground. Soil
staining was observed underneath the tanks anda@tbe fill nozzles (Kleinfelder, 2002).

Initial soil sampling in the vicinity of the threé&STs was conducted as part of thimited

Soil Sampling and Analysieport for the project site in July 2003 (Kleirdet, 2003). Two
deep soil samples collected at depths of approrimnatand 5% feet were analyzed for:

(1) petroleum hydrocarbons referenced as diesghgoleum hydrocarbons referenced as
gasoline and benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, talkytenes (BTEX); and (3) total lead by
EPA methods. Lead and petroleum hydrocarbons atedavith diesel and gasoline and
were detected in the two samples. Xylene wasddsected in one of the samples. Xylene is
a clear, colorless flammable liquid that is a cimeht of motor fuels. Based on the reported
sampling results, soils were excavated beneatA®ies and followed by confirmation
excavation and soil sampling (Kleinfelder, 2003).
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Diesel/gasoline-impacted soil beneath the threméorASTs was excavated in June 2003.
The excavation was approximately 22 by 15 by 14étdeep. A total of seven discrete
confirmation samples were collected from the footpand analyzed for petroleum
constituents. Petroleum hydrocarbons referencelitasl were detected in three of the
seven confirmation soil samples (Kleinfelder, 2003)

A third set of soil samples was collected in JWP2. While petroleum hydrocarbons
referenced as diesel and gasoline were still dadaottwo of the samples, according to
Kleinfelder, the concentration of petroleum consits detected in the confirmation soil
samples would not generally trigger additional rdragon activities (Kleinfelder, 2003)

Electrical Transformers

Between the 1930s and 1970s, polychlorinated byde€RCBSs) were commonly used as a
replacement for the oil bath in electrical transfers and capacitors. Studies have indicated
that PCBs may be carcinogenic to humans. In 1&3&ern over the toxicity and
persistence of PCBs in the environment led Congressact the Toxic Substances Control
Act (TSCA) that included among other things, praioim on the manufacture, processing,
and distribution in commerce of PCBs.

The Master Plan requires a letter from Pacific @a$ Electric Company (PG&E) stating
whether existing electrical transformers on the sdntain PCBs and whether there are any
records of spills from such equipment. The MaBlan also requires that all PCB-containing
equipment be replaced and that any identified apdés be evaluated for cleanup.

Three pole-mounted electrical transformers wereniesl during the site reconnaissance for
the project site. Two are located near the east@dge of the site, near the produce stand and
along the eastern edge of the former fishing paed.aThe third pole-mounted electrical
transformer is located in the western portion efshe, approximately 100 to 150 feet west
of the tree line. The transformer appears to laively old and discolored. Based on their
age, the three pole-mounted electrical transformmeng contain PCBs.

One discrete soil sample was collected from thgpold-mounted electrical transformer
located in the western portion of the site, at ptld@f approximately O to 6 inches directly
beneath the transformer. This transformer wastdor soil testing because it appears
relatively old and discolored. PCBs were not deigi the soil sample collected beneath
this transformer (Kleinfelder, 2003).

Electromagnetic Fields

Electromagnetic fields (EMFs) are invisible enefigyds composed of electric and magnetic
fields that are generated by electrical devicelglF&are emitted by everything that uses
and/or conducts electricity, including power linekectrical wiring, computers, television,
hair dryers, and household appliances. While etettfields are weakened by materials that
conduct electricity (including trees, buildingsilsand human skin), magnetic fields pass
through most materials and are therefore diffitukhield. Both electric and magnetic fields
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decrease as the distance from the source incré@akf®rnia Department of Health Services,
1999).

Different forms of EMFs are produced by a variegtgaurces and may be differentiated
based on their strength (frequency) and the alafity particular EMF to cause ionization, a
process that can produce molecular changes thaéadrio damage in biological tissue and
can potentially cause cancer. In the United Stafestric energy facilities generate EMFs at
a frequency of 60 hertz (Hz). Electromagneticatidh ranging from 1 Hz to 300 Hz is
considered to be extremely low frequency and noieiog (OSHA, 2004).

During the past 20 years, public concerns oveptiential effects of EMFs on human health
have resulted in several epidemiological, labosatand clinical studies. Some studies have
suggested that there may be an association bewileemomagnetic fields and childhood
leukemia. However, studies have not concludedtt®ae is such a connection. At present,
studies do not provide strong evidence for an aagoo between EMF exposure and adult
cancer or other forms of cancer in children (EMFHRB, 2002).

In 1989 and 1993, the California Department of Edion enacted requirements for setbacks
from electrical transmission lines between new sthand the edge of the transmission
easement (EHIB, 2004). These requirements werbas#d on specific health effects, but
on the rationale that EMF radiation is reduced wittteased distance from the source.
There are no state or federal regulations thabksitiasetbacks for other land uses. The
setbacks required by the Department of Educationda schools are as follows:

* 100 feet from 50 to 133 kV lines;
e 150 feet from 220 to 230 kV lines; and
» 350 feet from 500 to 550 kV lines.

Despite the lack of state and federal regulatiegsurding setbacks from other land uses, the
Master Plan (Section 6.3, page 194) and the Mouttause Development Title (Section
310.5m(f)) designate the following setbacks from ¢lalge of the Rio Oso-Tesla powerline
easement:

» 25 feet for residential dwelling units;
« 10 feet for non-residential structures; and

* no setback for parking and storage areas.

Fuel-Related Pipelines

Several underground gas and petroleum pipelingsrsa the site. Two PG&E natural gas
transmission lines currently cross the project sfieefer to Figure 2-1 in Chapter 2: Project
Description.) The first PG&E 6- and 8-inch-diamiggas transmission line trends
north/south and is located along the eastern bayradahe project site along Mountain
House Parkway. The second PG&E natural gas trasgmiline is a 26-inch-diameter line
that crosses the southwestern portion of the prejezand trends northwest/southeast.
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PG&E records indicate that there have been noipgeicidents in the vicinity of the project
site since the time of installation of the subjeatural gas pipelines (J. House Environmental,
2004).

A Chevron 18-inch-diameter crude oil pipeline isdted in the southwestern portion of the
site adjacent to the 26-inch-diameter PG&E gastieationed above. This pipeline conveys
crude oil from Bakersfield to refineries in the Basea. The pipeline was installed in 1945
and has been in continuous operation since. Histecords indicate that two incidents
previously occurred along the crude oil pipelineg @t approximately 13 miles from the
project site and the second at a location appraeiyn@8 miles from the project site. Both
incidents were pinhole leaks that resulted froneedl erosion. The pipeline was ruptured
again in December 2003 during agricultural operetiat the project site. See the “Crude Oil
Pipeline Rupture” discussion, below.

Under Specific Plan Il, the northern portion of Biteand 8-inch-diameter natural gas
transmission line located along Mountain House Waykwill be rerouted to follow future
MHCSD arterial roadway alignments. However, thgnsent of this pipeline located
adjacent to the project site will remain intactgésion Planning, 2004). The 26-inch-
diameter PG&E and 18-inch-diameter Chevron pipslineated in the southwestern portion
of the site will remain in their existing alignmentAll proposed development would
conform to state and local regulations for proxymd gas and petroleum lines.

Crude Oil Pipeline Rupture

In December 2003, the 18-inch-diameter Chevronenibpipeline located in the
southwestern portion of the project site was rugatuduring ripping of the soil for
agricultural purposes. An estimated 750 barrels5@0 gallons) of crude oil were released
to site soils.

Emergency response activities were conducted byr@Ghen an attempt to limit the
migration of crude oil. Emergency response aatisitonsisted of the creation of soil berms
to restrict the lateral migration of oil, the reeoy of free oil with a vacuum truck, and
removal of some oil-impacted soil. It is estimatieat approximately 350 barrels (14,700
gallons) of crude oil still remain in site soils.

Subsequent soil and groundwater investigations perrmed by Kleinfelder, Inc., in May
2004 for the purpose of assessing the limits ofaroimated soils and groundwater quality
beneath the location of the ruptured pipeline.otaltof 29 push probes were used to extract
22 composite soil samples, 26 discrete soil sampla$four groundwater samples. The
samples were submitted for chemical analyses faygable and extractable petroleum
hydrocarbons and benzene, toluene, ethylbenzedeydenes (BTEX) compounds.

Laboratory results indicate that petroleum-impas@itihas not migrated laterally a
significant distance beyond the footprint areae @hea of impacted soil has been estimated
at 2.2 acres, with the majority of the oil settlioghe east and northeast of the rupture.
According to the follow-up investigations, it istiesated that a final excavation volume of
approximately 47,000 cubic yards will need to bmaeed from the oil spill footprint during
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remediation activities. Remedial excavation depiitisrange from 12 to 20 feet below
ground surface (bgs) (Kleinfelder, 2004).

Relatively low concentrations of petroleum congitis were detected in two of the four
groundwater samples taken from the site. Condimmisaof petroleum constituents in
groundwater were found to be below state and fédeir&king water Maximum Contaminant
Levels (MCLs). No additional monitoring activitieslated to petroleum constituents
detected in groundwater were recommended (Kleiafe2004).

Additional Exterior Site Observations
Additional site conditions observed during the sgteonnaissance are listed below:

* Five-gallon buckets of waste oil were observed @live western wall of the produce
stand. Empty 5-gallon buckets were seen througtheuproduce stand and residential
trailer areas.

» Two domestic wells and two septic tanks exist nieareastern edge of the site, near the
produce stand and residential trailer.

» Several mobile fertilizer tanks were observed atdite. According to the previous
landowner, the fertilizers are not stored on-site the fertilizer tanks are rented on a
seasonal basis. The fertilizer tanks did not apfelbe leaking at the time of the site
reconnaissance.

» Several soil piles were noted along the southwedtank of Canal 155. According to
the previous landowner, the soil is silt and topgwit has been dredged out of the
irrigation canal. The dredged soil was previoyslgd along the irrigation canal to dry
out and later spread out over different areas.

» A settling pond was observed at the northeastamec®f the site. The settling pond is
used to settle out sediment and particulate matsr site runoff prior to discharge to
downstream waters. A large soil pile and wet aredocated along the northeastern
edge of the site. This is soil that has been reddrom the settling pond that is later
spread out throughout the site.

Environmental Database Search

An electronic file search of available electrorecards was conducted for the portion of the
study area subject the Tentative Map applicatiokfwironmental Data Resources (EDR) on
behalf of Kleinfelder, Inc. The search, encompassill mapped hazardous and potentially
hazardous sites in the vicinity of the project,sitas conducted using the search
requirements of the ASTM for Environmental Site dssments. Search distances for each of
the individual databases vary and are dependeASdiM standards.

The project site was not listed on any regulatggrey databases researched by EDR.

Furthermore, there are no off-site facilities witlihe appropriate search distances that
appeared on the ASTM regulatory agency databaseanehed by EDR. It should be noted
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that due to the timing of the crude oil pipelinptiwre (after preparation of the Phase | ESA),
the incident did not appear in any of the environtakdatabases.

Historical Use of Agricultural Chemicals

Agricultural chemicals (also referred to as agritiicals) are classified as “restricted” and
“non-restricted.” There are several local, staiteé federal laws regulating the use of
agricultural chemicals. In San Joaquin County, gitance with such laws is monitored
primarily by the San Joaquin County Agriculturalm@missioner’s Office (SJCACO). The
SJCACO requires that farmers using “restricted’neicals obtain Private Applicator
Certification and a Restricted Materials Permitivéte Applicator Certification is renewed
every three years upon completion of a safety @onspesticide use and hazards. The
Restricted Materials Permit gives farmers with &m@vApplicator Certification the right to
possess and use “restricted” chemicals. Farmeralso required to submit a Notice of
Intent (NOI) for both “restricted” and “non-restied” pesticide usage at least 24 hours
before the application of such agri-chemicals. rizweonth, farmers are required to submit a
Monthly Pesticide Use Report that provides speaificrmation on the date, time, pesticide
name, pesticide dilution, total area treated atel shapplication.

The SJCACO maintains Pesticide Use Reports andi&esdtMaterials Permits on file for a
period of five years. Table 4.7-1 lists agricudiluchemicals preciously used at the project
site. Due to past agricultural land uses at tiogept site, Kleinfelder, Inc., recommended
shallow soil sampling for persistent agri-chemiclshe project site. The results of this
subsequent analysis are described below.

Table 4.7-1
Agricultural Chemicals Used at the Project Site
2, 4-D Amine Guthion Sevin
Aluminum Phosphate MCPA, Dimethyla Strychnine
Amitrole Methomyl Supracide
Chloropicrin Methyl Bromide Thimet
Dicamba Paraquat Zinc Phosphide
Di-Syston

Source: Kleinfelder, Inc. 200Rhase | Environmental Site Assessment,
Mountain House Parkway, Mountain House, California

Site Contamination Analysis — Past Agricultural Lard Uses

Potential contamination issues and contaminant®xgdevels associated with historical
land use practices at the project site were eveduiatthel imited Soil Sampling and Analysis
report prepared by Kleinfelder in 2003.

Agricultural chemical contamination levels at thiejpct site were analyzed by soil sampling
and laboratory analysis. The soil samples werb/aed for organochlorine pesticides.
These substances are generally referred to asfeertsorganic pollutants (POPs), many of
which have been banned. POPs are absorbed ingo,wat and soil. They are taken in and
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stored in the tissues of fish and animals, evelytnaking their way to the top of the food
chain. A number of POPs have been linked to bietlects and cancer in animals.

A total of 24 discrete soil samples were colleatedr the subject site. The sampling was
conducted in an attempt to collect representativeptes of the subject site and in differing
crop areas. Soil samples were collected at deptiggng from 0 to 12 inches. The 24 soil
samples were composted into eight 3-point compsaiteples by the analytical laboratory.
No organochlorine pesticides were detected in igfiet 8-point samples submitted for
analysis at or above laboratory reporting limiBecause no organochlorine pesticides were
detected, there were no chemicals of potential @niclentified. For this reason, a human
health risk assessment was not conducted for thjecsite.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTSIDENTIFIED IN 1994MEIR

The 1994 MEIR identified significant and potentyadignificant public health and safety
impacts of the Master Plan related to the following

M4.10-1 Public and environmental health may becadfe by potential historic
pesticide and/or herbicide residues in the enviemtmas well as by future
pesticide and/or herbicide applications off-site.

M4.10-2 Potential health impacts may result frorbljmuexposure to PCBs associated
with transformers or electromagnetic fields asdediavith overhead
electrical lines.

M4.10-3 Asbestos, if present in existing farm stuues, could cause adverse health
impacts to workers during renovation and/or denaulit

M4.10-4 Materials disposed of at the small housgkaoidfill on the [Mountain House
community] site may have affected soil and grourtéwguality.

M4.10-5 Open water bodies within the project sdald provide active breeding sites
for mosquitoes, potentially causing an environmlemtigsance condition and
disease transmission.

M4.10-6 The development of the project may increhsepotential for public exposure
to explosives, fire, or the release of materialsrdurailway accidents on the
railway line crossing the northern portion of thejpct site.

M4.10-7 Increased development along the naturapgeeines traversing the site
could increase the risk of pipeline rupture ane fir explosion which could
result in death and injury or property damage.

M4.10-8 Improperly abandoned wells, wells withoppeopriate sanitary seals, and
agricultural canals may act as conduits for agrical chemical migration,
potentially affecting surface and groundwater guabr may represent a
safety hazard.
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MITIGATION MEASURES OF THEL994MEIR RELEVANT TO THE PROJECT

In response to potential hazards associated wsiual pesticides and/or herbicides, the
Master Plan was changed to require that an ESAapedpn accordance with ASTM
standards be submitted with the submittal of eaatitdtive Map to assess the presence of
any state or federal listed toxic materials (ifige], pesticide, herbicide, or chemical residue)
in the soil. If any residues are found in excddh® allowable amounts, a program of
corrective action must be implemented prior to rdation of a final map. Corrective actions
must be conducted in accordance with the requiresvathe County Environmental Health
Department and all applicable state agencies. pféject applicant has been in compliance
with this requirement.

It should be noted that the 1994 MEIR recommentlatiderial spraying be restricted within
500 feet of the nearest dwelling along the wesséenboundary [of the Mountain House
community]. This component of MEIR Mitigation Meae 4.10-1 was found unnecessary
due to the setbacks of residences from the wesiterboundary.

The following measures were adopted into the Md3l@n to address potential health
impacts associated with public exposure to PCRB3$:P(ior to each development permit
submittal, the developer is required to requedtRI@B-containing electrical transformers be
replaced with non-PCB-containing equipment and @imgtidentified spill areas be evaluated
for cleanup; and (2) The developer shall preparararual information packet that includes a
summary of major studies regarding Electric and hdig Field effects and a list of
reference studies. There are no overhead povwes #ihthe project site, thus no electrical
transformers containing PCBs exist. Power lingsrekng along Mountain House Parkway
in front of the site have become a part of the MBCS

The 1994 MEIR also recommended that any metaltstres or objects within and adjacent
to transmission line easements be grounded to anogénce induction effects such as
shocks. This component of MEIR Mitigation Measdrg0-2 was found to not be feasible in
the findings adopted for the 1994 MEIR.

The following implementation measures was adoptealthe Master Plan to address
potential impacts associated with asbestos-conginiiilding materials in existing
structures: (1) All existing structures must beted for asbestos-containing materials prior
to demolition. If asbestos is present, demoligball be performed by a licensed asbestos
abatement contractor; and (2) A demolition peringlisbe required prior to all proposed
building demolition. Existing structures on theject site were not tested for lead or
asbestos during preparation of the Phase | ESAhedrimited Soil Sampling and Analysis
report, but will need to be tested prior to dennartit

The 1994 MEIR recommended that general criteremdsards and maintenance schedules for

mosquito abatement be developed in consultatiom tivé Mosquito Abatement District and
be incorporated into maintenance requirements®iptoject. At the time of preparation of
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this Initial Study (February 2005), a project-sfieaperations and maintenance program
that describes mosquito abatement and other maimteractivities that would be necessary
for the continued effectiveness of WQB #1 had raitheen prepared.

In response to hazards associated with the rigpeline rupture or explosion during and
after project construction, the Master Plan adofitedollowing implementation measures:
(1) the requirement that a Pipeline Safety Plaa part of the Incident Action Plan, and

(2) the requirement that vapor barriers and/orvéstincluded in the utility trench design.
The design of the utility trenches shall be revidwad evaluated by the San Joaquin County
Department of Public Works (SJCDPW) prior to fingp approval. At the time of
preparation of this Initial Study (February 2004&), Incident Action Plan describing pipeline
safety had not yet been prepared. It should betgubiout that &ipeline Risk Analysifor

the Specific Plan 11l area (J. House Environmer#z@0Q4) has been completed, but this
document does not provide recommendations for eeneggresponse. Thus, a Pipeline
Safety Plan had also not been prepared. The Makteralso requires that the owners of
buried pipelines review development plans at thetdteve Map stage.

The 1994 MEIR recommended that potential contanunaif surface and ground water by
improperly abandoned wells, wells without saniteegls, and agricultural canals be
addressed by requiring that: (1) site assessmaitgle an investigation of the location and
condition of currently used and abandoned watelsywahd (2) on-site agricultural canals
and ditches be properly fenced and screened byabeloper as required by the Byron
Bethany Irrigation District (BBID) to eliminate sihazards. The location and condition of
existing water wells on the project site were disad in the Phase | ESA report. EXxisting
on-site agricultural ditches and Canal 155 wilrémoved and filled prior to development.
Thus, fencing of agricultural canals is not necgssa

DISCUSSIONREGARDING PROPOSEDPROJECT

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or #revironment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

During project construction, minor amounts of hdpais materials would be transported
through the project area. Construction activitigscally involve the use of potentially toxic
substances, such as paints, fuels, and solvemtssti@ction activities would be subject to
federal, state, and local laws and requirementigded to minimize and avoid the potential
health and safety risks associated with hazard@ierials. Furthermore, a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be requireithe applicant to obtain coverage
under the Phase | NPDES permit (see Section 4.8cdiygy and Water Quality) and would
outline methods to protect against the accideptabse of construction-related chemicals
into site runoff.

Commercial and industrial businesses that woulddtablished as part of the proposed
project could result in a change in the natureaalandous materials transported, stored and
used on-site. Each business would have specifioipand reporting requirements under
various federal, state, and local regulations aasetwith the proper transport, use, storage,
and disposal of hazardous materials and wasteaddition, the Master Plan requires that an
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Incident Action Plan shall be prepared for all abivhtain House that addresses emergency
responses in the event of a hazardous spill. Téyapation of this Plan will be the
responsibility and maintenance of the MHCSD. Ngm#icant impacts related to the
transport, use, or storage of hazardous materalardicipated.

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or #revironment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involthegelease of hazardous materials
into the environment?

The project site has been in agricultural producsimce the 1940s. Potential contamination
of site soils associated with the use of agri-clvamiat the project site was assessed in the
Limited Soil Sampling and Analysisport (Kleinfelder, 2003).

Several fuel-related pipelines cross the projeaet sThere is a potential for pipeline rupture
or explosion during and after construction. A buffone of 1,500 feet from natural gas
pipelines is required of K-8 schools. The MastanPequires that a Pipeline Safety Plan be
incorporated into the Incident Action Plan for tleuntain House community. The
responsibility for preparation, implementation, andintenance of the plan is the
responsibility of the MHCSD.

Three fuel-related ASTs were observed at the prgjée during the site reconnaissance
conducted during the preparation of the Phase |.EB#e ASTs were later removed and the
soil was tested for the presence of diesel/gasobnstituents. Diesel/gasoline impacted soll
beneath the three ASTs was removed, and confirmatd samples were taken from the
excavation footprint. According to Kleinfeldergtihoncentration of petroleum constituents
detected in the confirmation soil samples did nigger additional remediation activities. No
additional impacts associated with the fuel-relag&&d's were identified.

Lead-containing paint (LCP) and/or asbestos-contatad material (ACM) are typical
constituents found in older building. The site teams a barn, sheds, caretaker’s residence
and three house trailers. In August 2003, Kled#elconducted a pre-demolition asbestos
and lead paint survey of the permanent structeed{ding the three house trailers) at the
project site. A total of 14 samples suspected ©MAwere collected from five different

types of material, and six paint chip samples spsated LCP were collected. The
laboratory analysis did not detect asbestos contated materials in any of the 14 bulk
samples. Lead was detected at 100 parts per m{llipm) in a sample of white paint taken
from one of the sheds and less than 100 ppm irofirer samples analyzed. This is below
federal standards for defining lead-based pairgirf¢lder concluded that lead is present on
approximately 30 square feet of white paint ondkeerior of the well shed. This is not
considered to be a significant health hazard bectnesdetection numbers are below federal
standards and the paint was found to be intactspégial demolition procedures are required
for the removal of the painted surface.

During the site reconnaissance, Kleinfelder obskev&arge soil pile and wet area along the
northeastern edge of the project site. The wet isra settling pond; a water quality BMP
used to collect and hold silt and nutrient-lademoftifrom agricultural operations and
prevent such runoff from depositing in downstreaatess. Since Kleinfelder conducted the
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Phase | survey, the pond has been removed anddlwaded as a part of the overall
Mountain House community improvements. No furtiwealysis is required.

Several soil piles were observed along the soutterebank of Canal 155. The soil piles
consisted of silt and topsoil dredged out of Cdridl, and placed adjacent to the canal to dry
out prior to spreading out the soil over the laKdeinfelder conducted soil samples of the
soil piles to check for hazardous materials angétroleum products. Contaminant levels
were below federal and state standards.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardowotely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile oéxsting or proposed school?

The proposed project does not include the congbrucf a K-8 school. The closest K-8
school from the project site would be located apipnately 1,000 feet northwest in
Neighborhood B. It is likely that potentially hadaus materials would be handled during
project construction. However, these materialsld/be handled in accordance with local,
state, and federal laws and requirements.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

d) Be located on a site which is included on adighazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 ana rasult, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the environnient

The project site was not included on a list of hdaas materials sites during the
environmental database review in 2002.

Since then, the crude oil pipeline in the southesgstorner of the property was ruptured,
resulting in the accidental release of approxinyaf&0 barrels of crude oil to site soils in
December 2003. It is estimated that approxima88ly barrels of crude olil still remain on
the project site.

Emergency response activities were performed fatiguhe pipeline rupture by Chevron.
Emergency response activities involved the recowvéfyee oil (approximately 400 barrels)
and the construction of soil berms to restrictritenigration of oil. Subsequent soil and
groundwater investigations were performed by Klgohér in May 2004. The concentrations
of petroleum constituents in groundwater were detebelow state and federal drinking
water MCLs. No additional groundwater monitorirggiaties were recommended.
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Laboratory results indicate that the petroleum-iot@d soil has not migrated laterally a
significant distance from the oil spill footprinte. However, field indications and
analytical results indicate significant petroleumpacted soil exists north and east of the
Chevron crude oil pipeline rupture area at depdihging from 5 to 12 feet bgs. A portion of
significant petroleum impacted soil was also natedt and immediately south of the rupture
area. The total surface area of impacted sodstisnated at 2.2 acres. Kleinfelder
recommends that approximately 47,000 cubic yardeibbe removed from the oil spill
footprint area to remediate the site. Remediaheation depths are estimated at ranging
between 12 to 20 feet bgs. Petroleum contaminatidine project site represents a
potentially significant impact.

Kleinfelder submitted a revised remediation plake{Kfelder, 2004) to the San Joaquin
County Environmental Health Department (SJCEHD)chtwas approved (SJCEHD, 2004).
The plan details the scope of work for the soilasstion, observation, sampling and analysis
of the contaminated soil taken from the projed.sKleinfelder anticipates the entire process
to take approximately 9 weeks to when their regosubmitted to their client (the applicant).
As of April 2005, the applicant was moving forwavidh obtaining a conditional permit and

a contractor has been retained to off-haul theasnimated soils to a Class Il landfill to the
extent necessary for issuance of a No Further Adétier by the Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC).

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

e) For a project located within an airport land ugkan or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within two miles of a public airparpublic use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people rasgdor working in the project area?

The project site is not located within the bounelsaf an airport land use plan. The nearest
airport is the Byron Airport that is located appgroately 5 miles northwest of the project
site. The Byron Airport does not pose health riskiiture residents of the Specific Plan Il
area. However, th€ontra Costa County Airport Land Use Compatibiftan shows that
portions of the Mountain House Community are lodatghin Zone D. Structures in this
zone shall stand no taller than 100 feet to enaieno safety concerns exist. No structures
in the project site are proposed to exceed 10Grgstight (Contra Costa County Airport
Land Use Commission, 2000).

No impact to airport land use plans would occur.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

f) For a project located within the vicinity of aiyate airstrip, would the project result in
a safety hazard for people residing or workingha project area?
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No impact to private airstrips would occur.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfeséth an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan?

The proposed project would not interfere with aresgancy response plan or emergency
evacuation plan. An Incident Action Plan for thedwitain House community will be
prepared by the MHCSD.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

h)  Expose people or structures to a significark o§loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adgt to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

No impact from wildland fires would occur.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Conclusions

There are no significant hazardous effects notipusly examined in the MEIR with the
exception of the petroleum spill that occurred sipceparation of the MEIR. The applicant
filed a remediation plan to clean up the spill, ethhas been approved by the County
Environmental Health Department. Cleanup of thié sl begin in early Spring 2005. No
other hazardous materials were found on the siteetkceeded federal and state standards
(e.g. lead-based paint or asbestos, PCBs, agnialuttaemicals or concentrations of
petroleum constituents. There are no substartadges with respect to the circumstances
under which the 1994 MEIR was certified. Althougformation regarding the petroleum
spill is new since the MEIR was certified, the is$1as been identified and remediation is
proceeding. There is no other new available in&drom that was not known and could not
have been known at the time the 1994 MEIR wasfmsitso that major revisions of the
previous MEIR would be required.
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Potential
Significant
Impact
Less Than Adequately
Significant or ~ Addressed in

Issue No Impact MEIR

8. HYDROLOGY AND WATER
QUALITY . Would the project:

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

)

h)

Violate any water quality standards
or waste discharge requirements?

Substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that
there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table level (e.g.,
the production rate of pre-existing
nearby wells would drop to a level
which would not support existing
land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?

Substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, in a
manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site?

Substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a mani
which would result in flooding on-
or off-site?

Create or contribute runoff water
which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

Otherwise substantially degrade
water quality?

Place housing within a 100-year
flood hazard area as mapped on a
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?

Place within a 100-year flood hazard
area structures which would impede
or redirect flood flows?

Less Than
Significant

Impact Due to New Additional

Mitigation
Measures in
Project
Description

Significant
Impact Not
Addressed in
MEIR

New Additional
Mitigation
Measures
Required
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Less Than

Potential Significant
Significant Impact Due to New Additional
Impact Mitigation Significant  New Additional
Less Than Adequately Measures in Impact Not Mitigation
Significant or ~ Addressed in Project Addressed in Measures
Issue No Impact MEIR Description MEIR Required

i)  Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving flooding, including
flooding of as a result of the failure
of a levee or dam?

i) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow?

SETTING
Introduction

This section of the Initial Study addresses thepidl hydrologic and water quality issues
associated with the development of the Mountainddddusiness Park. The Hydrology and
Water Quality section assesses if there are angiau hydrology and water quality
impacts that may require further mitigation notyiwesly addressed in the MEIR.

Climate and Topography

The Mountain House Business Park is located omw#stern edge of the San Joaquin River
Valley, on the southeastern corner of the greatautin House Community. Average
annual rainfall in the vicinity of the project siteapproximately 12 inches. Average
temperatures generally range from 38 degrees Haditen winter months to 93 degrees
Fahrenheit in summer months (Western Regional Gér@anter, 2002).

The ground surface on and around the projectstemerally level and slopes gently
(approximately one percent) northeast towards ObeR Ground elevations at the project
site range from 120 feet above mean sea level (M&the northeast corner to 165 feet
above MSL in the southwest corner of the projdet si

Geology and Soils

The project site is located in the San Joaquin Ri#atley of the Great Valley geomorphic
province, just northeast of the Altamont Hills. eTGreat Valley is a large depression that has
been partially filled by alluvial and marine defgssionsisting of gravels, sands, silts, and
clays.

The permeability and texture of on-site soils iafiae drainage patterns at the project site.
Soil permeability is the rate at which water is@bged under saturated conditions and is
related to the hydraulic conductivity of the soliccording to the Soil Survey of San Joaquin
County, site soils are predominantly clay loam®bging to the Capay series (USDA, 1999).
Capay soils are moderately well drained soils fiahed in alluvium derived from mostly
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sandstone and shale. These soils are classifieavasy a high shrink-swell potential, slow
permeability, and a slight hazard of water erosion.

Surface Hydrology

Regionally, the project site is located within Be&n Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin
River Delta System. The Sacramento-San Joaquita Rethe largest estuary on the west
coast and drains more than 40 percent of the watéalifornia. The Delta system,
consisting of over 1,100 square miles, lies atcth@luence of the southward-flowing
Sacramento and northward-flowing San Joaquin riv&ise Delta is a flat, low-lying

network of 57 islands, interconnected by 700 milesaterways. The Delta and its
watershed are an important source of drinking waterirrigation water in California.

Locally, the project site is located in the Mountiiouse Creek watershed. Mountain House
Creek drains an area of approximately 6.5 squalesmilhe creek has its headwaters
approximately 6.5 miles southwest of the projetet i the Altamont Hills. The creek flows

in a general northeast direction to drain pipes paas over the California Aqueduct and the
Delta Mendota Canal. The creek continues north&rasersing the Neighborhood E site and
forming the easternmost boundary of the Neighball®aite. The creek is conveyed
beneath Byron Road, across Neighborhood L, andteatiydischarges into Old River.
Restoration improvements to Mountain House Creaskrileed later in this section are
expected for completion by December 2004 (Karim26f4).

Currently, drainage infrastructure at the projétet is limited to drainage ditches and
pipelines that convey runoff and excess irrigati@ter into larger collectors. The existing
project drainage system can be divided into twagorthe land to the north of Irrigation
Canal 155 (North Drainage Area) and the land tcstheh of Irrigation Canal 155 (South
Drainage Area).

Storm water runoff from the North Drainage Areaandled by a series of drainage ditches
and pipelines that ultimately discharge runoff ardess irrigation water to a settling pond
located at the northeast corner of the project Sitee settling pond helps to settle out
sediment and particulates from site runoff priodigcharge to the 48-inch-diameter
Westside Irrigation District (WSID) pipe that coygeflows to the WSID Upper Main Canal.
The WSID canal conveys flows north along Mountaoubke Parkway to Water Quality
Basin (WQB) #1. WQB #1 is an existing basin lodadéthe northeastern corner of Byron
Road and Mountain House Creek. Flows from WQB Ktfnately discharge into Mountain
House Creek.

Runoff from the northern portion of the South Deaje Area drains into a drainage ditch that
runs parallel to Canal 155. This water is dischdrgito Canal 155 via two 8-inch-diameter
pipelines and then flows north within an existirajector ditch along Mountain House
Parkway to the settling pond at the northeasternecmf the property. Storm water runoff
from the southerly portion of the South Drainageadrains to a drainage ditch that crosses
in a southeasterly direction across the southeastener of the property, to the collector
ditch along Mountain House Parkway, and then tes#tding pond. Like the North
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Drainage Area, all runoff from the South Drainage&ultimately flows to WQB #1 and
Mountain House Creek.

100-Year Floodplain

The project site is located outside of the 100-fieadplain of Old River, as mapped by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA, 1996).

Groundwater

The Department of Water Resources (DWR) definde gi@mundwater basins based on
geologic and hydrogeologic conditions. Accordioghte DWR, the project site is located
within the Tracy groundwater subbasin. The sulvbhas an area of approximately 540
square miles and is drained by the San Joaquirr Bive Corral Hollow Creek. Primary
water-bearing formations in the subbasin includeismnsolidated deposits of clay, silt, and
gravel of the Tulare Formation, flood basin degpsihd older and younger alluvium (DWR,
1975).

The water quality of the Tracy subbasin is somewhaaired. Areas of poor water quality
exist throughout the subbasin and elevated levadbloride and nitrate have been
encountered in the vicinity of the City of Trackccording to the 1994 MEIR, elevated
levels of total dissolved solids (TDS), nitratesd aulfides have been encountered in
groundwater resources in the vicinity of the progte. The high levels of TDS may be the
result of saltwater intrusion from the Delta. Riekely high levels of nitrates may be the
result of poor livestock management in the surraumndrea and/or releases from household
septic systems (SJCCDD, 1994).

Generally, groundwater flows as a subdued refleaticthe surface topography. Depth to
groundwater is expected to fluctuate in respongmtb seasonal rainfall and irrigation of
surrounding farmland. Hydrographs for the Tradylmsin indicate that the majority of the
water levels in wells within the subbasin have rieved relatively stable over time (DWR,
1975). Groundwater was not encountered in anki@fl8 subsurface investigations
performed at the project site in September 200@wéver, laboratory soil results performed
at this time did indicate the presence of groundwat a depth of about 38 feet below ground
surface (bgs) at one of the borings in the soutpertion of the site (Kleinfelder, 2002).

Soil and groundwater investigations were performeday 2004 at the southwestern portion
of the project site in response to the rupturenoi&inch-diameter Chevron crude oil
pipeline at the site (see “Crude Oil Pipeline Rugtuliscussion in Section 4.7: Hazards).
The purpose of the investigations was to assedsiitie of contaminated soil and
groundwater beneath the ruptured pipeline. Foapdgoundwater probes with total depths
ranging from 44 to 58 feet bgs encountered grouteived approximately 43 feet bgs. A
total of four groundwater samples were taken, artbe footprint area and three from
perimeter locations. Relatively low concentratiofipetroleum constituents were detected
in two of the four groundwater samples collectethatsite. While the extent and
distribution of hydrocarbons in groundwaters isnmkn at this time, hydrocarbon
concentrations at the site were well below statefaderal Maximum Contaminant Levels
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(MCLs). For this reason, additional groundwateneeiation and monitoring associated with
hydrocarbon contamination have not been recomme(iieahfelder, 2004).

Master Drainage Plan

Conceptual drainage improvements for the Specléio Parea as a whole were described in
theMountain House Master Drainage PIZRACE, 2002) and updated in tBeorm Water
Master Plan Update, AddendunfRACE, 2004). New drainage infrastructure thatildde
implemented to convey runoff from the project smeludes primary and secondary storm
drain systems, improvements to WQB #1, and impram@sto Mountain House Creek. The
first flush of runoff from the project site is codsred “urban” runoff, and would be treated
in WQB #1 prior to discharge to the downstream vgaté Mountain House Creek and Old
River.

The primary storm drain system would provide corwvee of all off-site runoff and on-site
runoff and includes trunk storm drain pipes (72hitltameter and larger), WQB #1, and
Mountain House Creek. The primary storm drainesystvould be designed for the 100-year
flood capacity to the point of terminal discharg®©&d River.

The secondary storm drain system would be sizethé&of0-year storm event. This system
would be located within the local and collectoests and would consist of gutters, local
drainage swales, minor channels, catch basingd baisin laterals, and smaller storm drain
pipes (less than 72-inch-diameter). This systemlevtvansport on-site drainage to trunk
storm drain lines.

WQB #1 would capture and treat “urban” runoff freine Business Park, the Town Center,
industrial areas between DeAnza Boulevard and Monr{ouse Parkway, and
Neighborhoods C, D, and F. The basin would stoseflush runoff for a minimum of 24

hours prior to discharging by gravity through a lidew and overflow system to Mountain
House Creek immediately north of Byron Road. Alijo WQB #1 is an existing basin,

once improvements are completed, the basin wilele¥3-acre surface area and 56 acre-feet
of storage capacity.

Restoration improvements to Mountain House Creelewlesigned to provide adequate
flood protection and water quality benefits for ttevelopment of Mountain House. The
improvements were sized to convey the 100-yeanstment and to accommodate runoff
resulting from a sudden and complete failure of éaahen dams located upstream of the
project site in Alameda County. Restoration imgments to Mountain House Creek were
evaluated in the Initial Study for Neighborhoodarttl G (SJCCDD, 2003) and are expected
for completion in December 2004 (Karimoto, 2004).

Farm Irrigation Drainage and Canal 155

The project site is primarily agricultural landh& existing farm irrigation distribution and
irrigation drainage system is a combination of lpressure pipelines and gravity facilities
including ditches and furrows that will all be remed and/or abandoned as the site is
developed.
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Proposed modifications to the irrigation systentude removal and/or abandonment of all
Byron Bethany Irrigation District (BBID) and privafacilities including gates, pipelines,
meters, ditches, culverts, and settling pond. NMbantain House Community Services
District (MHCSD) master planned drainage infrastuue will be extended from the
intersection of Mascot Boulevard and DeAnza Bouléva serve the project site. The
project drainage system will be designed in acamdavith MHCSD standards, and will be
sized for the 10-year storm event, while safelyveyimg the 100-year storm event to the
final point of discharge at Old River.

Canal 155 traverses the site from the northwesteamdary of the site to the southeastern
boundary of the site. Canal 155 provides irrigati@ater to an existing farm located east of
the project site. Modifications to the irrigatiepstem include abandonment and backfill of
Canal 155. Under post-development conditiongjation water will be conveyed to the
farm east of the project site via a transfer o¥iserprovider from BBID to the WSID. A
proposed pump station will be installed at the W8tgation canal and a lower pressure
irrigation pipeline constructed to serve the eastarm.

Lake Features

The proposed project includes two lake featureb foitintains on parcels 2 and 20. The
lake features would have a surface area of 14,Gaére feet and 129,500 square feet,
respectively. The lake features would be createaésthetic purposes only and would not
be hydrologically linked to the storm drain systeihe lakes will have adequate freeboard
to contain rain falling on the lake surfaces. Tdie features are not intended for retention
purposes. Water for the lake features would bewater derived from BBID that would be
recycled within each lake feature. At the timgudparation of this Initial Study (February
2005), the design of the lake features had not bespleted.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTSIDENTIFIED IN 1994MEIR

The 1994 MEIR identified significant and potentyadignificant hydrological/water quality
impacts of the Master Plan related to the following

M4.7-4 Shallow groundwater conditions presentingeasie conditions for
construction of foundations and detention/retentiasins. Project could
result in elevation of groundwater levels due toogal of subsurface drains.

M4.7-6 Deposition of sediment transported by Moimtéouse Creek could be
deposited within project site, potentially interfegy with flood control and the
enhanced habitat function of the Mountain HouseeK®rridor. If
transported to Old River, sediment could have a#/énpacts on
downstream water quality.

MITIGATION MEASURES OF THEL994MEIR RELEVANT TO THE PROJECT

The following mitigation measures where adopted the Master Plan to mitigate project
impacts associated with erosion and sedimentatibphconstruction of sedimentation basins
and other effective sediment control structures,(water quality ponds) to effectively
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remove sediment associated with runoff from theggatcsite [Policy 7.2.8)]; and
(2) development of a basin maintenance programdisdribes maintenance activities that
would be necessary for continued effectivenessasirns [Policy 15.6a].

The 1994 MEIR recommends that potential projectaotp associated with shallow
groundwater levels be mitigated through the preaparaf a Preliminary Soils Report (i.e.,
Geotechnical Engineering Report) for each TentdWeg area to determine seasonal
groundwater levels and provide appropriate desggommendations [Section 6.8.3]. No
groundwater was encountered in September 2002glsubsurface investigations prepared
for thePreliminary Geotechnical Services Repfant the project site (Kleinfelder, 2002).
While subsequent groundwater investigations in 294 encountered groundwater at 43
feet bgs, at this depth, groundwater levels dgose a risk to structures and/or foundations.

DISCUSSIONREGARDING PROPOSEDPROJECT
a) Violate any water quality standards or wastecerge requirements?

During project construction, grading operations ldaesult in the removal of on-site soil
cover and the exposure of soils to the erosiormakfof rainfall and runoff. The project
would be required to comply with the Phase | NadldPollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit program. The Phase | NPD&®swvater program, administered
by the State Water Resources Control Board’s (SWRQMsion of Water Quality,

regulates storm water discharges from major incgulgacilities, large and medium-sized
municipal separate storm sewer systems (thosengemwore than 100,000 persons), and
construction sites that disturb 5 or more acrdamd. Under the program, all disturbances of
5 acres or more are required to implement Best gamant Practices (BMPSs) to prevent the
off-site migration of sediment-laden runoff.

The site-specific plan to implement the erosionticdBMPs is called the Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP walgld include BMPs for preventing
the discharge of other pollutants (i.e., paint,arete, petroleum hydrocarbons) from the
project site during the construction period.

Upon project completion, WQB #1 would serve to titarm water runoff from the project
prior to discharge to Mountain House Creek andRietr. WQB #1 would help to settle out
sediment and particulates from runoff, as wellrase metals, nutrients and hydrocarbons, as
these pollutants tend to adhere to soil partidiés. water quality ponds would require
periodic maintenance including desilting, vegetatitearing, and trash and debris removal.
A Maintenance and Operations Manual for WQB #1b&en prepared by the MHCSD as
required by the Master Plan. The manual descebdsnent basin and water quality pond
maintenance activities (including mosquito abatejn@ccess and maintenance to access
roads, desilting, vegetation clearing, and traghdebris removal, to ensure the continued
maintenance of the ponds. The MHCSD will expardekisting plan to include water
quality ponds in Mountain House Creek and Dry Creek

Commercial and industrial facilities may also bguieed to implement additional water
guality BMPs, depending on the operations thapaoposed at each facility. Commercial
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and industrial BMPs would be determined on a casbdse basis and approved by the
Mountain House Community Services District (MHCSD).

WQB #1 will require maintenance, including vegetatclearing and trash and debris
removal. As a condition of project approval, tipplecant will be required to prepare a
maintenance and operations manual.

Master Plan Policy 15.7 (Implementation [a]) stdteg Mountain House shall implement a
long-term SWMP to reduce the discharge of polligdram the storm sewer system to the
maximum extent practicable and protect water qualithe receiving waters. At a
minimum, the Master Plan states that the SWMP shellide the following elements:

(1) public education and outreach on storm watgaicts; (2) public involvement/
participation; (3) illicit discharge detection aekimination; (4) construction site storm water
runoff control; (5) post-construction storm watesamagement; and (6) pollution
prevention/good housekeeping for municipal openatioA SWMP was prepared on behalf
of the MHCSD by West Yost and Associates in Api02. The SWMP identifies a list of
water quality BMPs and provides recommendationsiferMHCSD’s storm water quality
ordinance. At the time of preparation of thisibdiStudy (February 2005), a storm water
quality ordinance has not been developed, butbeikleveloped by the MHCSD in the near
future.

b)  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies terfiere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficéquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table level (e.g., the productrate of pre-existing nearby wells
would drop to a level which would not support ergtand uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)?

The proposed project would result in a substamt@kase in impervious surface areas and
could reduce the amount of on-site aquifer rechak@wvever, groundwater quality in the
vicinity of the project site is considered margjnaith relatively high levels of total
dissolved solids (TDS), nitrates, and sulfides ctetin wells in the area (SJCCDD, 1994).

The farmland surrounding the project site is ifgghprimarily by agricultural irrigation
ditches and not by groundwater wells. Therefotgerproject development would result in
an increase in impervious surfaces over a rectagge any slight change in groundwater
levels would not affect surrounding farmland.

As stated in the Chapter 2: Project Descriptioa,applicant has entered into an agreement
with BBID to obtain an adequate water supply fa& finoject site. Finally, a service
agreement between MHCSD and BBID will ensure adeqwater supplies for the project
site. BBID’s water supply is primarily from surfagvater sources. The installation of new
wells is not part of the proposed project and, thtike or no groundwater would be used for
the project’s water supply.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
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c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattef the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or riviara manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

Development of the proposed project would subsalintalter the existing drainage patterns
of the project site in such a way that could paédigtresult in erosion during and after
construction. During the construction period, gngdperations would result in the removal
of on-site soil cover and the exposure of sitesswilthe erosional forces of runoff. Under the
Phase | NPDES permit requirements, the applicamigsired to prepare a SWPPP to
mitigate soil erosion and sedimentation resultnognf construction activities.

Once the project is completed, the increase in impeas surface area resulting from project
development would increase the amount of runoffitegathe site. The on-site runoff would
be conveyed via the secondary storm drain systahetmain storm drain pipe located along
Mountain House Parkway, treated in WQB #1, and egiasntly discharged into Mountain
House Creek.

Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measure M4.7-6, which wsabsequently incorporated into the
Master Plan. No additional mitigation measuresrageliired.

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattef the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or rivarsubstantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner which wouklitin flooding on- or off-site?

Development of the project site would substantialtgr existing drainage patterns, increase
the amount of impervious surface area, and resahiincrease in runoff from the
development area. According to the Storm Watertétd3rainage Plan (PACE, 2002),
project development would result in a 122 cubic fesr second (cfs) increase in peak runoff
during the 100-year storm event. However, newnadige infrastructure to serve the project
site and surrounding properties has been designsaf¢ly convey flows resulting from the
100-year storm event all the way to the point stbarge at Old River.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

e) Create or contribute runoff water which wouldted the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or providetantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

Runoff quantity and the adequacy of the stormwaitainage system are addressed under
Checklist item d), above. Due to the current agrical land uses at the project site, it is
likely that the non-point source (NPS) pollutantsrently found in site runoff are sediment,
nutrients, pathogens, and oxygen-demanding sokdst-development land use conditions at
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the site would be comprised of office space, retagtaurants, gas station, lodging, and light
industrial uses. The conversion of the projee im agricultural uses to urban uses would
likely result in a decrease in sediment and nutsienthe site runoff and likely result in an
increase in the levels of oils, grease, metals,paticbleum hydrocarbons.

As described earlier in this section, all “urbardter originating from the project site would
be treated in WQB #1 prior to discharge downstréaiountain House Creek and Old

River. WQB #1 would allow for the settlement ofiseents and particulates, as well as trace
metals, nutrients, and hydrocarbons that tend her@dto soil particles. Additionally, water
quality BMPs for commercial and industrial used tienerate polluted runoff that would not
be adequately treated by WQB #1 would also be redquiThese BMPs would be determined
on a case-by-case basis and approved by the MHE&dxionally, the Mountain House
Monitoring Program (MHMP) requires that all induatand commercial property uses have
on-site BMPs.

The MHCSD has created a Water Quality BMP (PACB430nanual that provides storm
water quality guidelines that may be implementesdme areas of the project site. This
manual can be used by industrial and commerciahbsses as a guideline for determining
appropriate water quality BMPs to be implementetheir facilities.

Project-related impacts related to runoff qualitgd guantity are considered less than
significant due to mitigation measures in the prbgescription.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
See responses to Checklist items a), c) and e).

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazardsass mapped on a federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or off@d hazard delineation
map?

This is not relevant since there is no housingaioed within the development proposal.
Furthermore, current FEMA maps for San Joaquin Goundicate the project site is located
outside of the 100-year floodplain for Old River.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
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h)  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area stures which would impede or redirect
flood flows?

See discussion for Checklist item g), above.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

i) Expose people or structures to a significank g loss, injury or death involving
flooding, including flooding of as a result of tfalure of a levee or dam?

See responses to Checklist items d) and g), above.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
J)  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

A seiche is a rhythmic motion of water in a palyialr completely landlocked water body
caused by landslides, earthquake-induced groureleaations, or ground offset. The project
site is not located in an area that would be sugiiepgo inundation by seiches. The project
site is not located in an area that is vulnerablsinamis of mudflows. Therefore, there are
no project impacts related to inundation by seictsegiamis, or mudflows.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Conclusions

There are no significant hydrology and water quaiitpacts that were not previously
examined in the MEIR. Implementation measuresainatl in the Master Plan and Specific
Plan I, as well as mitigation measures and conitaf project approval, address impacts
associated with water quality standards, increasedff, and drainage facilities. The
drainage facilities for the Mountain House BusinRask will comply with the requirements
of the Master Plan and Specific Plan I. Therenargsubstantial changes with respect to the
circumstances under which the 1994 MEIR was cedifiThere is no new available
information, which was not known and could not haeen known at the time the 1994
MEIR was certified so that major revisions of theypous MEIR would be required.
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Less Than
Potential Significant
Significant Impact Due to New Additional
Impact Mitigation Significant ~ New Additional
Less Than Adequately Measures in Impact Not Mitigation
Significant or ~ Addressed in Project Addressed in Measures
Issue No Impact MEIR Description MEIR Required

9. LAND USE AND PLANNING.
Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established [
community?

b) Conflict with any applicable habitat [
conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?

c) Resultin any land use conflicts with [
existing or planned land uses,
including existing easements?

d) Conflict with any applicable land u [
plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to
the general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose
of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

SETTING
Introduction

This section of the Initial Study addresses thepixdl| land use issues associated with the
development of the Mountain House Business PaHe Tand Use section assesses: (1) if
there are any additional land use conflicts onpifegect site or adjacent parcels which may
require further mitigation, and (2) if conflictsthithe adopted Habitat Conservation Plan(s)
not previously addressed in the MEIR could occur.

Existing Land Use

The project site has been historically used forcatfural purposes. It is irrigated farmland
that has been used to grow okra, tomatoes and ousiearieties of beans. A former fruit
stand operation occupies the southeastern corrbeaite. This area consists of a fruit
stand barn, a gravel parking lot, three mobile h&ltreslers occupied by agricultural
workers, a bait and tackle shack that was a paheoformer fish ponds, a snack shop and
patio by the entrance to the former fish ponds,amdpen farm equipment storage area.
(The fish ponds have been drained and filled ia part of the overall Mountain House
community improvements.) A detailed descriptionthefse uses and structures is contained
in the William Self Associates Archaeological Synemd Assessment (William Self
Associates, 2004).
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The site also contains irrigation facilities of tBgron Bethany Irrigation District (BBID).
BBID water is delivered via an earthen irrigati@nal, Canal 155, and a combination of
low-pressure pipelines. The canal provides irfigetvater to the site, and to upstream
properties to the west. It also provides irrigatio one downstream property to the east, on
the other side of Mountain House Parkway. An ea&sgrfor the Westside Irrigation District
(WSID) containing a pipeline is located along thestern and northern boundary of the site.
The WSID pipeline runs from the Delta-Mendota Carath and then runs east to and along
Van Sosten Road connecting to the WSID Upper Manal See Figure 3-2.

Three easements, totaling 75 feet, extend acressotithwest corner of the project site
(King, 2004). These easements contain two undengt®acific Gas and Electric Company
(PG&E) natural gas pipelines and one undergrourel/(@im crude oil pipeline. One of the
PG&E natural gas pipelines is a 36-inch-diametex 6perating at a pressure of 1,040
pounds per square inch (psi) and is a main nagiasline for California, running between
Oregon and Arizona. The other PG&E line is a aidiameter natural gas line operating at
890 psi. The Chevron crude oil pipeline is 18 ggn diameter and has a maximum
operating pressure of 920 psi (J. House Environate2®04). (Refer to the survey map in
Figure 2-1.)

Surrounding land uses mostly consist of vacantdamdier agricultural production. The
nearest residential uses, identified as the “Homaé%rcels,” consist of four large lot, rural
residential homes located approximately 2,000tfeéte northwest. The newly constructed
residential neighborhood of Mountain House is nthean one mile to the north and west of
Mountain House Parkway. Two agricultural residenae located east of Mountain House
Parkway between Van Sosten Road and I-205. |-20%cated along the southern boundary
of the site. The freeway is raised above the gialavation of the project site. The
Patterson Pass Industrial Park is located souttegbroject on the south side of 1-205.
(Refer to the aerial photo in Figure 2-2.)

The foothills of the Diablo Range and Altamont Paisswest of the southern Mountain
House area, which contains the project site. Thwgdoothills are used for grazing and also
for wind farms. The electric-power-generating wmlls catch prevailing winds that flow
through Altamont Pass. The Delta-Mendota Canat (fahe Federal Water Project) and
the California Aqueduct are also located west ofiMain House (see Figure 2-2). Both
canals are open, concrete-lined channels thatane 400 feet wide. Agricultural lands abut
the site’s western edge.

The Byron Airport is located about 5 miles northtvafsthe project site. This airport serves
general aviation aircraft but may ultimately seaveair cargo feeder service. An updated
Airport Master Planwas adopted by the Airport Land Use Commission0@®and
addresses land use policies around the Byron Aif@mntra Costa County Airport Land Use
Commission, 2000). The two existing runways thiatreow 4,500 feet in length could be
extended to 6,000 feet towards the southeast.

The unincorporated community of Lammersville isdted about one-half mile northeast of
the project site, near the intersection of Hangeh\éan Sosten Roads. Lammersville
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includes about 210 homes and the Lammersville Edang School. The western edge of
the City of Tracy is just over 3 miles southeasthef project site.

There have been few notable changes in land ube immmediate vicinity of the project

since the 1994 MEIR. Neighborhood F, which is mbisn a mile away, has been developed
in the past few years, but it was part of the mtojkescribed in the 1994 MEIR and has been
developed with similar land uses and densitieddsegsed in the 1994 MEIR.
Neighborhoods E and G are now under construct®pecific Plan Il has been recently
approved by the County Board of Supervisors andmpasses primarily the northern

portion of the Mountain House community, as welaasnaller portion located south of
Neighborhood F. (Refer to the aerial photo in Fég-2.)

Existing Master Plan and Zoning Designations

The current Master Plan designations for the ptaie are I/L — Limited Industrial, C/FS —
Freeway Service Commercial, C/O — Office Commereatl P — Public. Acreages for the
adopted uses are shown in Figure 4.9-1 and on Ba®lé. The Master Plan designations
provide the land use designations for the San Jodpunty General Plan (San Joaquin
County, 1992a). The current Specific Plan | zordegignations for the project site are I-P —
Industrial Park, C-FS — Freeway Service Commer€lal) — Office Commercial, and P-F —
Public Facilities as shown in Figure 4.9-2.

Table 4.9-1 shows the land use designations uhdeadopted Master Plan. Table 4.9-2
provides a summary of proposed uses projected uhdavlaster Plan and zoning
designations, and Table 4.9-3 summarizes usesdfiddran the Tentative Map. Table 4.9-3
breaks out the acreage for specific types of |asas$ within the proposed zoning
designations. For example, 23.8 acres are desigxFS (Freeway Service Commercial) in
Table 4.9-2. In Table 4.9-3, the 23.8 acres i&émout to include a hotel and freeway
services. The total acreage of the two tables irestibe same.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTSIDENTIFIED IN 1994MEIR

M4.1-2 Conflicts between urban/rural land uses wadcur, particularly where
existing agricultural operations abut planned resil development.
Insignificant after mitigation.

S4.1-3 Conflicts between urban/rural land usesdccoatur within Specific Plan I,
particularly where ongoing agricultural operati@ait planned residential
and industrial development. Such conflicts coekuit in adverse impacts on
the existing Byron Bethany Irrigation District fates and on the existing
access routes used by farm workers and equipmeeath agricultural
fields. These impacts could in turn lead to theatkment of agricultural
operations, an increase in applications to candgstieg Williamson Act
contracts, and the premature conversion of aguarlltands within the
project boundaries to non-agricultural uses. Imsicant after mitigation.
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Figure 4.9-1: Existing Master Plan Land Use Desigms COLOR
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Figure 4.9-2: EXxisting Zoning/Specific Plan | Ladde Designations COLOR
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MOUNTAIN HOUSEBUSINESSPARK

Table 4.9-1

Summary of Uses and Development Projected Under
Adopted Master Plan Designations

Land Use — Zoning Area Jobs/Acre | Employee$
Freeway Service Commercial (C/F$) 27.0 acrds 24 648
Office Commercial (C/O) 9.5 acres 44 418
Limited Industrial (I/L) 72.5 acres 35 2,537
Public (Park & Ride) (P) 5.0 acres

Subtotal 114.0 acres 3,603
Public (Arterial ROW) 20.5 acres
Public (Collector ROW) 6.5 acres
Total 141.0acres 3,603

Notes ROW = right of way.

& Based on jobs/acre set forth in Table 3.1 of SjzeBifan |.

b

Calculated per Specific Plan |, acreage times gufvs/

Table 4.9-2
Summary of Proposed Uses and Development Projectébhder
Proposed Zoning Designations

Land Use — Zoning Area Jobs/Acré Employee$
Freeway Service Commercial (C-F$)  23.8 acies 24 571
Office Commercial (C-O) 10.4 acre$ 44 458
Industrial Park (I-P) 65.3 acres 35 2,286
Public (Park & Ride) (P-F) 5.2 acres

Subtotal 104.7 acrep 3,314
Public Streets 31.2 acrep
Total 135.9 acres 3,314
Notes Application of jobs/acre set forth in Table 3.13yecific Plan | by proposed

development type within each land use/zoning catego

b

Calculated per Specific Plan |, acreage times gufvs/
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Table 4.9-3

Summary of Proposed Uses and Development Under
Proposed Tentative Map and Special Purpose Plan

Zoning —

Development Type Area Parcels Building Area® | Jobs/Acré® | Employee$§
Freeway Service Commercial 19.0 acres 8,9,10,11,12,18, 144,663 sq.ft. 24 266
(C-FS) — Retall 14,21,22,24,25
Freeway Service Commercial 4.8 acres 16,26 33,689 sq.ft. 24 54
(C-FS) — Hotel)

Office Commercial 10.4 acres 3,4,5,6,7 121,780 sq.ft. 24 351

(C-0) — Retall

Industrial Park (I-P) — Retail 4.3 acres 2 (pajt of 38,078 sq.ft. 71

Industrial Park (I-P) — Office 44.7 acres 1,2 ()t 20 972,954 sq.ft. 44 2,457

Industrial Park (I-P) — Flex 16.3 acres 17,18,19 230,310 sq.ft. 462

Ind/Office (I-P)

Public (Park & Ride) (P-F) 5.2 acres 15

Subtotal 104.7 acres 1,541,474 sqft. 3,661

Public Streets 31.2 acres

Total 135.9 acres 1,541,474 sq.fi. 3,661

Notes: # Based on proposed building square footage in pexp@entative Map and Special Purpose Plan.

b Application of jobs/acre has been applied to dgwelent types that are most representative of laad us
employment assumptions of Specific Plan | Table 3.1

¢ Adjusted for proposed square footage of developreper Tentative Map/Special Purpose Plan and
resulting floor area ratio (FAR) variation from MasPlan FAR assumptions.

M.4.10-7 Increased development along the natusapgzelines traversing the site
could increase the risk of pipeline rupture ane ir explosion, which could
result in death and injury or property damage igm§icant after mitigation.

M4.10-8 Improperly abandoned wells, wells withcamisary seals and agricultural

canals my act as conduits for agricultural chemgcaltamination, potentially
affecting surface and groundwater quality, or megyresent a safety hazard.

MITIGATION MEASURES OF THEL994MEIR RELEVANT TO THE PROJECT

Mitigation Measure M4.1-2 regarding notificationtbe County’s Right-to-Farm Ordinance
has been added to the Master Plan, Section 3r@pleinentation (b) and (c), and will be
required for the project.

Mitigation Measure S4.1-3 was implemented by Spe€ifan IPolicy 4.3.2(d), stating that
interim buffers and/or landscape treatments stealhbtalled along the western boundary of
Phase | of the business park to minimize agricalturban land use conflicts.
Implementation Measure 4.3.2(d) was also adoptéu nevised wording that requires that
uses proposed along the western edge of the bagaés shall incorporate an edge
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treatment that includes windrows, hedges, and eseng that will reduce impacts of dust
and spray from adjacent agricultural operationstifigation regarding the County’s Right-
to-Farm Ordinance has been added to the Mastey $éamtion 3.2.4, Implementation (b)
and (c).

Mitigation Measure M4.10-7 was implemented by Bo63.1(b) with revised wording was
adopted as part of the Master Plan which requitiagja Pipeline Safety Plan shall be
included in the “Emergency Preparedness Plan.” Hihergency Preparedness Plan has
been completed and addresses pipeline safety.eingpitation Measures 6.8.1(a-c) were also
adopted with revised wording that requires sitesssients, within 500 feet of any pipeline,
mapping of pipelines, and review of developmenjguis by pipeline owners.

Specific Plan Implementation Measure 6.8.4(c) implementing Mitigya Measure 4.10-8
was adopted with revised wording that requires\auation of canal safety considerations
as part of the environmental assessment for Teatdap applications. Measures that shall
be taken to reduce the attractive nuisance of sanelude fencing, signage, restriction of
access from the Tentative Map area, or other means.

DISCUSSIONREGARDING PROPOSEDPROJECT
a) Physically divide an established community?

The project would not physically divide an estdidd community because it would be
constructed in an area that is entirely used fonifag, as discussed above under the
“Environmental Setting” section. It is part of thew Mountain House community and is
some distance away from the nearest establishethaaities of Tracy and Lammersville.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

b)  Conflict with any applicable habitat conservatiplan or natural community
conservation plan?

Refer to the Biological Resources section of thigdl Study that addresses biological
resources. Th8an Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conseovaeind Open Space
Plan (SJMSCP) has been prepared to provide a stratedpafancing the need to conserve
agricultural lands and wildlife habitat while acammdating a growing population in the
County. The SIMSCP is designed to establish asas®nt process for conversion of land
to non-open space uses when such conversion neut #fe plant, fish, and wildlife species
covered by the SIMSCP. Some of the species okcorovered under the SIMSCP
include: Swainson’s hawk, California tiger salamamadvestern pond turtle, giant garter
snake, and valley elderberry longhorn beetle. dltimate goal of the SIMSCP is to provide
100,841 acres of “preserves” over the 50-yearifetof the SIMSCP, with most acres
purchased as conservation easements over agrajudods.
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Compliance with the SIMSGHIl be met through the applicant’s payment of 8iMSCP

fee along with pre-construction surveys and talk@dance measures spelled out in the
SIMSCP. These are consistent with the MEIR mibgadlternatives and the Master Plan.
The fee associated with the SIMSCP is to be platedn interest-bearing trust account that
will be transferred to the San Joaquin County Cdwicovernments (COG) for the
SJMSCP. Any and all mitigation shall be furtherieeved and approved by California
Department of Fish and Game and the U.S. Departofdfish and Wildlife. These
measures are addressed in more detail in the BoalbBesources section of this Initial
Study.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required because theginwould have to comply with the
SIMSCP.

c) Resultin any land use conflicts with existingplanned land uses, including existing
easements?

Existing land uses consist mainly of agricultunaé@tions. Adjacent agricultural lands
within the Mountain House community are currentiyrty planned for residential, industrial
and office uses consistent with Master Plan desigmathrough the preparation of Specific
Plan Ill. Development of the site may result itenmm land use conflicts with the adjacent
uses in Mountain House, but these areas will seaote developed themselves with urban
level land uses which will eliminate the agricutburban land use conflicts. Land use
conflicts will not occur because fallow agricultlaaeas will be converted to new
development and buffer areas between new develdpenéragricultural operations will be
maintained (see discussion under Agricultural Recss).

No additional agricultural land use conflicts wetentified that were not addressed and
mitigated in the 1994 MEIR and Master Plan. Thecadfural operation east of Mountain
House Parkway will be separated from the projec By to 8-lane arterial road. Edge
treatments and grade differences will reduce ls®daonflicts between the urban property on
the west and the agricultural property to the easis is consistent with the Master Plan and
is addressed by the 1994 MEIR.

The Business Park will be separated from futureleesial development in Specific Plan 111
with the construction of Central Parkway and DeABpallevard. Both of these roadways
are four lanes wide and heavily landscaped asdctdlein Specific Plan 1. Thus, the
landscaped roadways will provide an effective bufketween the future residences and the
Business Park.

The medium-high density residential use locateddjacent land within Specific Plan I

will have consolidated entrance and exit pointbud] traffic entering and leaving the
Business Park will not conflict to any greater éegthan adopted in the Master Plan.
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A pipeline risk analysis was conducted for Sped#fian 111 addressing the two underground
PG&E natural gas pipelines and one underground ©hexrude oil pipeline, which are
contained within the 75-foot total easement crgsine southwest corner of the site. See
Figure 2-1 for the location of this easement. Pigeline Risk Analysis study prepared by
J. House Environmental concluded that the riskll&reoffice and light industrial land uses
is less than one in a million. No additional setbar no-build zone is needed to separate
industrial and office structures from the pipelessement boundaries. As such, there is no
inherent conflict between the proposed industma affice development in the vicinity of
the easement and the operation of the naturalrghsrade oil pipelines within the easement
and no mitigation measures are needed, nor woaldgk level from the pipeline affect
development within Specific Plan Ill. (Also referthe discussion in Section 4.7: Hazards.)

Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measures M4.1-2, M4.10MA.10-8, and S4.1-3, which were
subsequently incorporated into the Master PlanSpetific Plan I. No additional mitigation
measures are required.

d) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, pglior regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but namited to the general plan, specific
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinancepated for the purpose of avoiding
or mitigating an environmental effect?

The applicant is proposing amendments to the M&tar Land Use Map, which also is the
General Plan Land Use Map, to move the park-arellatidesignated P — Public, to the
southeastern corner of the site adjacent to itsidiey with the Mountain House Parkway
and 1-205. This area of the site was originallggosed for C/FS (Freeway Service
Commercial) land use. In addition, the C/O (Off@emmercial) area and C/FS are being
expanded to take in the area of the relocated @adkride lot, and the I/L (Limited
Industrial) area is being reduced as a result@fdiocation of Central Parkway to the south
in conjunction with the planning for Specific Pldhand expanded to the east.

Table 4.9-1 presents the land use designationg@isa@ble under the Master Plan.
Consistent with the proposed Master Plan amendnietspplicant is also proposing
amendments to the Specific Plan | zoning map fersdime changes mentioned above.
A summary of the proposed uses by zoning desigmatievelopment square footage,
and acreages for the Mountain House Business Parovided above in Table 4.9-2.
Table 4.9-3 shows the land uses by zoning desmmati

While the applicant is proposing some minor changése boundaries and acreage of the
various land uses, the proposal is basically simiilahe development documented in the
1994 MEIR for the Mountain House Business Parkmi& of retail commercial, office, flex
industrial/office, and two hotels that would to1ab41,474 square feet, including 383 hotel
rooms, is proposed. It is estimated there would twal of 3,661 employees within the
project upon buildout based upon the proposed ingjlsiquare footage. (Refer to Table
4.12-2.) This compares with the Master Plan ptajas of 1,761,000 square feet and 3,603
employees. The level of proposed development uhd@ef entative Map and Special
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Purpose Plan is 219,526 square feet less thancpedjender the Master Plan, but would
result in less than 2 percent greater number ofl@maps than the Master Plan, thereby
complying with the projected jobs generated byitigistrial park to maintain the mandated
community jobs-housing ratio of 0.99. In addititime proposed project contains the varied
mix of land uses described in the Master Plan getiBc Plan I, including two hotels, office
buildings, industrial park buildings, restauragas stations, and limited retail commercial
facilities.

The amount of retail space proposed within the MaumrHouse Business Park is not
intended to conflict with the retail uses desigddte the Village Centers. The planned
Village Centers allow general retail, which pernf@ige-scale shopping centers. The retail
uses proposed within the Business Park will be lemahd would not be inconsistent with
the Village Centers. In addition, the proposedcgpd’urpose Plan restricts any
development of large grocery stores and supernsvkiétin the C/O zone.

The applicant proposes to amend the General Phawelopment Title to allow 5-story
hotels within the Freeway Service Commercial C/FEEaaf Mountain House. No General
Plan amendment is needed for the 5-story offickdimg in the Mountain House Business
Park, for the General Plan currently allows buidgirup to 100 feet in the Light Industrial I/L
areas of the County which corresponds to the I+itngpfor the Mountain House Business
Park. The project would also amend the General ®l&larify that commercial uses that
support administrative and professional officesadi@ved in the Commercial Office land
use designation. Such uses are already alloweet tinel Mountain House Master Plan and
Development Title. These amendments would all@reater mix of uses within the
Mountain house Business Park allowing for more eoimnt services to employees within
the business park, and for more diverse verticlrgg, including a landmark hotel and office
building visible from 1-205.

In summary, the project development proposals amditles are within the scope of the
Master Plan and 1994 MEIR. No substantial chahges occurred with respect to land use
conditions or circumstances in the project areeesthe 1994 MEIR was certified and no
new land use information was discovered relatetet® significant environmental effects so
that major revisions of the previous 1994 MEIR wbhbé required.

Numerous policies and implementation measureseoMbuntain House Master Plan and
Specific Plan | were adopted as mitigation meastgesmmended in the 1994 MEIR. The
project, as conditioned, to be in compliance witk Mountain House Master Plan and
Specific Plan I will not conflict with any of thegmlicies and implementation measures. See
discussion of adopted mitigation measures in eactian of the Initial Study.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
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Conclusion

There are no significant land use effects not sty examined in the MEIR and the

project would not conflict with the adopted Habi@inservation Plan (i.e., SIMSCP) of San
Joaquin County. Therefore, no new land use mitiganeasures are required. There are no
substantial adverse impacts to adjacent land usegsements that were not already
addressed by the 1994 MEIR. There are no substahinges with respect to the
circumstances under which the 1994 MEIR was cedjfnor no new available information
which was not known and could not have been knawheatime the 1994 MEIR was
certified so that major revisions of the previouEIR would be required.
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Less Than

Potential Significant
Significant Impact Due to New Additional
Impact Mitigation Significant ~ New Additional
Less Than Adequately Measures in Impact Not Mitigation
Significant or ~ Addressed in Project Addressed in Measures
Issue No Impact MEIR Description MEIR Required
10. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would
the project:

a) Resultin the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would
be of value to the region and the
residents of the State?

b) Resultin the loss of availability of a
locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other
land use plan?

SETTING
Introduction

This section of the Initial Study addresses themidl mineral resource issues associated
with the development of the Mountain House Busirigak. The Mineral Resources section
assesses: (1) if there are any additional mimesalurce impacts on the project site or
adjacent parcels that may require further mitiggtaind (2) mineral resource impacts not
previously addressed in the MEIR.

Existing Conditions

The Business Park site is currently undevelopeémor the existing structures and two
mobile homes in the southeast corner of the prajéet Historically, this site was used for
growing beans, tomatoes, and okra. The projeetiarsituated on alluvial flatland deposits
that were formed by a creek drain from the neadoytills toward Bushy Creek. The site is
underlain at the surface by weakly consolidatecdElahe to Upper Pleistocene clay, silt,
sand, and gravel alluvial fan deposits (Kleinfe]@02). Mineral resources in San Joaquin
County are discussed in the County’s General FBan Joaquin County, 1992a). The only
mineral resources in the general area of the Mauktause community are quarries that
produce concrete aggregate. Four quarries areelbsauth of Tracy, but none are located at
or near the project site. No mineral resource lten mapped or identified in the County’s
General Plan.

The County’s General Plan states that naturalgbated in several fields under San
Joaquin County, principally in the vicinity of tielta. Apparently, no known significant oil
resources exist in the county. According to SHJg existing parcels in the SP Il project
area have rights to surface access by third-partgnal rights owners. Most likely, these
sites could be used for extraction of natural gds.such sites exist in the proposed Business
Park site. No similar assessment was made fdBfhkeproject area that includes the
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proposed Business Park site. TWeuntain House Specific Plan Il Initial Stu@$kewes-
Cox, 2004) states that according to the State Dmeat of Conservation Division of Oil,
Gas, and Geothermal Resources, wells have beddrilthe SP Il project are in the past,
but have not produced any usable resources.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTSIDENTIFIED IN 1994MEIR

Mineral resources were not analyzed in the 1994RVidile to the lack of mineral resources
on the site, so there were no identified impacts.

MITIGATION MEASURES OF THEL994MEIR RELEVANT TO THE PROJECT

Since mineral resources were not analyzed in t9d MEIR, there were no findings related
to significant impacts identified in the 1994 MEIR.

DISCUSSIONREGARDING PROPOSEDPROJECT

a) Resultin the loss of availability of a knowmeral resource that would be of value to
the region and the residents of the State?

Since there are no known mineral resources onrthjeqt site, the proposed Business Park
would have no impact on mineral resources.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

b) Resultin the loss of availability of a locaityportant mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plarmother land use plan?

Since there are no known mineral resources onrthjeqt site, the proposed Business Park
would have no impact on the availability of locaiflgportant mineral recovery sites
delineated in the San Joaquin County General Plan.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Conclusions

Mineral resources were not analyzed in the 1994Ridtile to a lack of mineral resources in
the Mountain House community. As such, the poééfdr mineral resources on the project
site was examined and determined that there impagt to these resources within the
Mountain House Business Park site. There are bstaatial changes with respect to the
circumstances under which the 1994 MEIR was cedifiThere is no new available
information, which was not known and could not hbeen known at the time the 1994
MEIR was certified so that major revisions of theypous MEIR would be required.
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4.11 NoIse
Less Than
Potential Significant
Significant Impact Due to New Additional
Impact Mitigation Significant ~ New Additional

Less Than Adequately Measures in Impact Not Mitigation

Significant or ~ Addressed in Project Addressed in Measures

Issue No Impact MEIR Description MEIR Required

11. NOISE Would the project result in:

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

Exposure of persons to or generation
of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan
or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?

Exposure of persons to or generation
of excessive ground borne vibration
or ground borne noise levels?

A substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

A substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

For a project located within an
airport land use plan or, where such
a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project
expose people residing or working
the project area to excessive noise
levels?

For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project
expose people residing or working
the project area to excessive noise
levels?

SETTING

Introduction

This section of the Initial Study addresses themixdl noise issues associated with the

development of the Mountain House Business PaHe Noise section assesses if there are

any additional noise conflicts on the project sitadjacent parcels that may require further
mitigation not previously addressed in the MEIR.

Existing Conditions

The Mountain House Business Park site is locatéigeamorthwest corner of [-205 and the

Mountain House Parkway overpass. The site is otlyran agricultural field and the nearest
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proposed existing noise-sensitive land uses tgitheare scattered residences at the
intersection of Von Sosten Road and Mountain Hdted#way at the northerly edge of the
Business Park site. As the Mountain House commitmiilds out, the site will be bounded
by I-P uses to the west, residential developmetiteéanorth and northwest, limited industrial
uses to the west, and I-205 to the south.

Noise levels on the project site are dominateddiji¢c on I-205. Thd?egasus Business
Park Traffic Impact Stud¢TJKM, 2004) states that the current average deal§ic volume

on 1-205 to the project area is about 119,000 Vesiper day. Heavy trucks account for
approximately 15 percent of the traffic volume. id¢omeasurements conducted along 1-205
indicate that the day/night average noise levg)) (ks approximately 83 decibels (dB) at a
distance of 150 feet from the center of the roadway

Mountain House Parkway is the only other existinge source affecting the project site.
Currently, volumes on Mountain House Parkway al&ikely low. Peak hour traffic
volumes, according to the TIKM report, are curgeabout 550 vehicles per hour. At
buildout, traffic volumes on Mountain House Parkveag projected to increase significantly.
Peak hour traffic volumes are projected to reagZB=yehicles per hour with the 1-205/
Lammers interchange in place, and 4,450 vehicles@ar without the 1-205/Lammers
interchange in place. Speeds on Mountain HoudenRgrare currently in the range of 45 to
55 miles per hour (mph). The existing, lat a distance of 50 feet from the center of tlalro
is currently 70 dB. Under future conditions, strgghts will control the speed on Mountain
House Parkway to 45 mph, but due to increased weduihe noise level will reach 78 dB at
a distance of 50 feet from the center of the road.

Noise Standards and Regulations

The 1994 MEIR and the Master Plan require thatenk@gels in primary outdoor use areas in
new residential developments, schools, and othisersensitive land uses shall not exceed
65 dB. The Master Plan further states that comtpuvalls should be no more than 7 feet
high. Specifically, the Development Title (Sangaa County, 1992b) for Mountain House
requires the following:

9-1025.9M NOISE

The regulations concerning noise shall be as dpddif the Development Title
with the following modifications:

€)) Standards for Commercial and Industrial Uses. neev commercial
uses, industrial uses or utilities, the exterian4i@nsportation noise
level performance standards specified in Table Z619M shall be
applicable.
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Noise Level Daytime Nighttime
Descriptor (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.)
Hourly Leg 55 dB 50 dB

Notes 1. Stationary noise sources include equipmeilitied, or processes associated with
industrial, commercial or public facilities whicheate a constant or periodic noise
in a fixed location.

2. Noise-sensitive uses include residentialcatianal, and hospital uses.

(b) Standards for Residential Uses.

(1) New residential development shall not be alloweé@ngmoise
levels due to stationary noise sources would extee=edxterior
noise level standards set forth in Table 9-1025.9M.

(2) Noise levels from mobile noise sources in primargdoor use
areas of new residential development shall notekea lg, of
sixty (60) dB unless the project design includesgaiion measures
to reduce noise in outdoor activity areas to s{gf)) dB, or as
reasonably close to sixty (60) dB as is possiblere it is not
possible to reduce noise in outdoor activity ateaan Ly, Of Sixty
(60) dB or less, an exterior noise level of upbiat, not exceeding
an Ly, of sixty-five (65) dB may be allowed by the Review
Authority.

(3) Exterior noise levels shall not create an intenioise level
exceeding forty-five (45) dB.

(4) Noise studies for specific residential projectsgmsed in areas with
noise levels from mobile sources aboyg dixty (60) dB shall
address how noise levels in outdoor areas couiddetained at or
below an lg, of sixty-five (65) dB.

(c) Standards for Other Specified Uses.

(1) Noise-sensitive land uses other than residamsies shall not be
allowed where noise levels due to stationary nsmeces would
exceed the exterior noise level standards set forflable
1025.9M.

(2) On school sites and other noise-sensitive leses, any outdoor
instructional areas or areas which require speedlbaity shall be
located outside the sixty (60) dB,hoise contour from mobile
sources or shielded from mobile noise in excessxty (60) dB
Lan.

(3) Exterior noise levels shall not create an iotemoise level
exceeding forty-five (45) dB.
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(4) Noise studies prepared for noise-sensitive lsseb shall address
how noise levels in outdoor areas from mobile sesishall be
maintained at or below anylof sixty (60) dB.

For all of the potential noise impacts, the Magtan was amended as recommended in
the 1994 MEIR mitigation measures. One exceptian that the recommended
acceptable outdoor noise level of ap &f 60 dB was raised to 65 dB to be consistent
with the San Joaquin County Noise Element of thee@a Plan.

(d) Noise-Attenuation Measures. In addition te tlvise-attenuation
measures specified in the Development Title, tHewong additional
measures shall be applicable:

(1) Until such time as residential, school or otheise-sensitive
development is proposed within one thousand (1,&@€)of the
railroad tracks in Mountain House, or until suchdias rail use is
initiated within the community, noise mitigationaghbe limited to
a sound wall along the tracks between the proptraedit station
and Marina Boulevard.

(2) Residential development shall be set back frontémterline of
I-205 a sufficient distance to satisfy Master Raise policies after
the inclusion of sound mitigation improvements sastberms and
sound walls.

In addition to the requirements of the Developmigtie and the Master Plan, the Noise
Element of the San Joaquin General Plan contaltgsiarfor evaluating the
compatibility of commercial uses with the onsitésecenvironment. The Noise
Element states that outdoor activity areas asstiaith hotels should be maintained
at an Ly, of 65 dB or less and that interior noise levelsfiice buildings, hotels, and
retail facilities be maintained at ag.lof 45 dB or less.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTSIDENTIFIED IN 1994MEIR

The 1994 MEIR identified significant noise impaattated to the following:

M4.14-1 Compatibility of the proposed uses with fimeire on-site noise environment.

M4.14-2 Impacts on existing land uses in the aregatd project-generated traffic noise
increases.

M4.14-3 Impacts on future residences due to agdtcally-generated noise on parcels

adjacent to the community of Mountain House.

M4.14-4 Potential aircraft overflight noise impacts
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MITIGATION MEASURES OF THEL994MEIR RELEVANT TO THE PROJECT

For all of the potential noise impacts, the Magtan was amended as recommended in the
1994 MEIR mitigation measures. One exception Wasthe recommended acceptable
outdoor noise level of angh.of 60 dB was raised to 65 dB for hotels to be =tast with the
San Joaquin County Noise Element of the General Pddso, the original 1994 MEIR
recommended mitigation measures to reduce noige digricultural machinery and
helicopters were not adopted.

DISCUSSIONREGARDING PROPOSEDPROJECT

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noigeltein excess of standards established
in the local general plan or noise ordinance, opépable standards of other
agencies?

The nearest proposed development to 1-205 woulbpeoximately 250 feet from the
centerline of the freeway. The nearest proposed uelude flex office uses and a hotel.
These buildings would be exposed to andf about 82 dB due to traffic on 1-205 by Master
Plan buildout. The closest development to Mounitbonse Parkway would include fast food
restaurants, gas stations, and other retail aesvitThese uses would be located at least 100
feet from the centerline of Mountain House Parkw@fe anticipated {, at this distance due
to traffic on Mountain House Parkway in the futisexpected to be 74 dB.

The requirements of the Noise Element of the Co@dgeral Plan are that outdoor use areas
associated with the hotel should not be exposaa 1Q,, of greater than 65 dB. Since noise
levels at the setback of the proposed hotel areated to reach anyh.of 82 dB, the outdoor
activity area (pool) associated with this hotellddae exposed to noise levels in excess of the
County guideline. Similarly, noise levels insithe thotel and in the office buildings adjacent
to 1-205 could exceed anylof 45 dB depending upon the amount of glazinghenfacades

and the type of windows selected. Typically, aficefbuilding will provide a noise

reduction of 30 to 35 dBA. This would not be enomgise reduction in the hotel or office
buildings adjacent to 1-205. Therefore, additiométigation would be required to ensure that
interior noise levels do not exceed ajp &f 45 dB.

As required by the Master Plan and Developmeng;Title applicant is required to submit an
acoustical analysis at the time development peranésubmitted to the County for review.
Appropriate noise-control treatments can includbaseks, berms, sound walls, building
orientation, and window treatments.

Mitigation Measure

No mitigation measures are required.

b)  Exposure of persons to or generation of exceggiwund borne vibration or ground
borne noise levels?

There are no potential ground-borne vibration sesiassociated with the Business Park;
thus, no impacts due to ground-borne vibrationrougd-borne noise would be expected.
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Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambientent@sels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

The increase in traffic due to the developmenheffMountain House community was
identified as a significant impact in the 1994 MEIRuture traffic noise levels outside of the
homes adjacent to Mountain House Parkway at Vorte§dRoad were projected in the 1994
MEIR to increase significantly. Mitigation meassikgere recommended. Because of the
sparsity of existing homes in the study area, & vewommended that solutions be tailored to
each specific situation. Because there are a tenels located adjacent to Mountain House
Parkway, it is likely that localized sound wallswie be required to reduce outdoor noise
levels for these residences. It is anticipatetitfiigation measures would be included in
the design and construction of Mountain House Paykwl his impact was adequately
addressed in the Master EIR for the project.

Noise levels due to development in the Businesk Wauld not be expected to be audible
outside of the existing homes in the vicinity o# tihtersection of Von Sosten Road and
Mountain House Parkway due to the distance betweeproposed commercial uses and the
existing buildings and the background noise geedrhy traffic on Mountain House
Parkway. The nearest proposed uses would be &@eie2t from the existing residences.
The major noise sources coming from the shoppingecevould be traffic in the shopping
center parking lot and mechanical equipment astastiaith the buildings. The
Development Title requires that noise levels geteerly commercial activities not exceed
an hourly leq of 55 dB during the daytime or 50 dB at nighttiatehe nearest residential land
uses. Given the distances involved, it would betiresly straightforward to design
mechanical equipment to not exceed these levéfeatearest existing uses. The standards
in place in the Development Title will assure ttigdre is no impact due to activity on the
Business Park site.

A similar conclusion is reached for the proposddriresidential development on the north
side of Central Parkway and west of DeAnza Boulgvarhis development would be located
across major thoroughfares from the proposed BssiRark. The nearest proposed uses
would include retail uses and office buildings. alkg the major noise sources would be
parking lot activity and mechanical equipment naissociated with the buildings. The
distance between the proposed uses and the predfestoeets between the future residential
development and the Business Park will significargduce the impact of any noise
generated at the Business Park. The Developmd#atstandards to control the noise
generated by stationary uses will assure that nexsts do not impact the future residential
development.
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Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measures M4.14-1, M4.1412d S4.14-3, which were
subsequently incorporated into the Master PlanSpetific Plan I. No additional mitigation
measures are required.

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increaseximbient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?

Temporary increases in noise levels would be agttiwith construction of buildings and
infrastructure in the Mountain House Business P&&pending on the timing, the
construction might or might not impact future deyghent in the Specific Plan Il area. In
any case, construction noise would take place agnagor streets from future development
and existing development on the east side of Mantiause Parkway. Because of the
distances involved, even during grading of the &ltdhe closest points to the existing and
future homes, construction noise levels would heeeted to be at or below the level of
traffic noise generated on the streets. Constmgtoise on this site would not create a
significant noise impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

e) For a project located within an airport land ugkan or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within two miles of a public airparpublic use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working in thej@ct area to excessive noise levels?

The Byron Airport is located several miles to thestof the project site. THgontra Costa
County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plamows that future noise levels for worst case
conditions by the use of Byron Airport would bedéisan 50 dB due to aircraft overflight
noise. This is far below the noise and land usepatibility standards for the Business Park
uses and aircraft noise would not be a signifigapiact on the site.

Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measure M4.14-4, which wabsequently incorporated into the
Master Plan. No additional mitigation measuresrageliired.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a privateratrip, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to exceesiwise levels?

This project is not located near any private apstr

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

4-104



MOUNTAIN HOUSEBUSINESSPARK 4. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
4.11 NoIsSe

Conclusions

There are no noise impacts that were not previcastessed in the MEIR. As required by
the Master Plan and Development Title, the appticaunst submit noise studies at the time
development permits are submitted for County revi@aetermine whether attenuation
measures are required to reduce exterior noiséslgwaticularly near the 1-205 freeway.
There are no substantial changes with respecttoitbumstances under which the 1994
MEIR was certified. There is no new available mfiation, which was not known and could
not have been known at the time the 1994 MEIR veasfied so that major revisions of the
previous MEIR would be required.
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Less Than
Potential Significant
Significant Impact Due to New Additional
Impact Mitigation Significant ~ New Additional
Less Than Adequately Measures in Impact Not Mitigation
Significant or ~ Addressed in Project Addressed in Measures
Issue No Impact MEIR Description MEIR Required

12. POPULATION AND HOUSING.
Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population grov
in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes
and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads
or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of
existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of
people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

SETTING
Introduction

This section examines impacts related to the Maontdause Business Park’s proposed
number of jobs to be provided to meet the Mastan Ribs-housing balance requirements.
These requirements were identified in the 1994 M&3Rx significant impact area, which was
mitigated through amendments to the Mountain Hddaster Plan and Specific Plan 1.

The jobs/housing concept is used to examine whethegion has a balance between its
housing supply and its employment base. A rediahhas too many jobs relative to its
housing supply is likely to experience rapid esib@tain housing prices (with a concurrent
decline in affordability for the lower-income segm®of the community), and intensified
pressure for additional residential developmeninv@rsely, if a region has relatively few
jobs in comparison to employed residents, manhefégional workers would be
commuting to jobs located elsewhere. The resuttaifjic patterns can lead to road
congestion and reductions in both local and rediamajuality. Even if a region has a
statistical balance between jobs and housing, tmaxebe sizeable in-commuting and out-
commuting due to employment and residential oppitrtas elsewhere in a region.

The balance between population and employment &sured by a ratio of jobs to employed
residents; a ratio of 1.0 indicates a perfect laddetween employed residents and jobs. A
community can have a statistical balance betwedenand employed residents yet have none
of its housing stock affordable to its work forcEhe ratio of jobs-to-employed residents is
used in this analysis, below, for describing gelnetes/housing conditions in San Joaquin
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County, the City of Tracy, and the proposed progetet The 1994 MEIR projected a
jobs/housing balance of 0.99.

Existing Conditions

According to Census 2000 data, San Joaquin Cowttyapproximately 181,612 households
and 219,000 employed residents. According to $aquin Council of Government data, the
County had approximately 201,671 jobs. The rasgltatio of jobs per employed resident is
0.92, implying that the County has a near balafic@bcommuters and in-commuters.
However, the balanced jobs-to-employed residetits ier San Joaquin County does not
take into account the type of County jobs contiiiuto the ratio. Historically, San Joaquin
County has had a strong agriculturally-based lecahomy and, according to California
Employment Development Department, almost 16,7088,jor more than 8 percent of all
jobs in the County in 2000, were within the agriatal industry. Many of the agricultural
jobs are low-paying and seasonal positions.

In 2000, the City of Tracy had approximately 17,a@seholds and 25,492 employed
residents. Its resulting job per employed residatid of 0.67 is noticeably lower than the
County ratio of 0.92, which reflects Tracy’s furetias a bedroom community for
employment centers elsewhere in the regibmcontrast to San Joaquin County, the jobs to
employed residents ratio of 1.33 for the Liverm@raador Valley of Alameda County
(composed of the cities of Dublin, Pleasanton, lamdrmore) signifies the region’s role as
an employment center with a supply of jobs thaeexis the local workforce and a resultant
in-commuting of workers from outside the region.

The above statistical factors relating to the jbbasing balance at Mountain House currently
are substantially the same as those calculatdwit994 MEIR. The current estimated
jobs/housing balance for Mountain House is 0.98 stime as projected in 1994. As a result,
no modifications or mitigations are required.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTSIDENTIFIED IN 1994MEIR

M4.9-1 The proposed project may not attain an aalegoalance between jobs and
housing, especially during the initial phases efphoposed project.

M4.9-2 The proposed project may not provide a sidgfit supply of housing that is
affordable to Very Low and Low Income workers enygld in the
community, especially if 25 percent of the plansedond units were not
occupied by Very Low and Low Income renters.

S4.9-1 Specific Plan | may not attain an adequalkance between jobs and housing,
especially during the initial phases of the propigseject. Job creation on
the site, particularly the creation of non-locaivéeg jobs, may substantially
lag housing construction due to lack of availabldustrial sites that are
serviced by available infrastructure, competitiod ather market forces.
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S4.9-2 Specific Plan | may not provide a sufficisapply of housing that is
affordable to Very Low and Low Income workers enygld in the
community.

Impacts related to jobs/housing balance and affdedaousing programs are generally
considered as “economic and social informationd e CEQA Guidelines state that
“economic or social effects of a project shall hettreated as significant effects on the
environment” (Section 15131 (a) of the CEQA Guidet). However, the Guidelines also
state that “economic or social effects of a projeay be used to determine the significance
of physical changes caused by the project” (Sedt&s#81 (b)) and “economic, social, and
particularly housing factors shall be consideregbblglic agencies together with
technological and environmental factors in decidifigether changes in a project are feasible
to reduce or avoid the significant effects on thei®nment identified in the EIR” (Section
15131 (c)).

Impacts related to the jobs/housing balance amtdeble housing program of the proposed
project are not significant impacts, but jobs/hongsmpacts may contribute directly or
indirectly to other significant impacts upon theygieal environment. The most obvious
connections between jobs/housing and affordablsihgyprograms are with environmental
impacts such as traffic levels and air quality.e Bignificant traffic and air quality impacts of
the proposed project identified in Section 4.1%nBportation/Traffic and Section 4.3: Air
Quality of this Initial Study could be lessenedrareased depending upon the success of
failure of the proposed project’s jobs/housing,rexuic development, and affordable
housing programs. If fewer jobs or affordable hogsinits were created on the proposed
project site than anticipated, or the timing of #flordable units or jobs were slower, more
auto trips and more air pollution could be genetads proposed project residents are forced
to commute to employment centers in San JoaguamiSaus, Alameda, and other counties.

Thus, the jobs and housing impacts that are coresidenportant because of their
relationship with traffic and air quality impactseahose that would result in: (1) an
imbalance between the planned number and typebsfgad housing units; (2) housing that
is not affordable to residents employed on the @sed project site or in the County; and
(3) an excessively long rate of development for wa@rcial and industrial land at the
proposed project site

MITIGATION MEASURES OF THEL994MEIR RELEVANT TO THE PROJECT

Master Plan, Section 3.9.2, Implementation (d),&ey (f) implemented Mitigation Measure
M4.9-1. At this point, fewer than 1,000 housingtsihave been completed or are under
construction. As such, the first jobs-housing eguiwhich is scheduled for no sooner than
2,000 units, has not yet taken place. Howevepralbosed subdivisions and specific plans
are being reviewed for compliance with their respegobs and housing assignments under
the Master Plan in order to achieve the goal aB8 {bbs-housing ratio. As indicated in the
discussion below, the total number of employee®etqa in the Mountain House Business
Park is substantially the same as in the 1994 MEI&geby fulfilling its job assignment to
keep the jobs-housing balance at 0.99 as documéewgtdee 1994 MEIR and required by the
Master Plan.
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Master Plan, Section 3.9.3, Implementation (ap(®) (9) implemented Mitigation Measure
M4.9-2. The 1994 MEIR observed that the Mountaouse Master Plan contained an
affordable housing program, as required by the GoGeneral Plan, that detailed three
elements that serve as mitigations to the inalolitilountain House to provide housing for
low and very low income households:

1. Encouragement of the construction of second ulétsdould be available for rent.

2. Designating land for high-density residential used pricing the units for low and
moderate income households.

3. Creating a Mountain House Trust Fund

None of the mitigation measure addressed industrita¢e or commercial development. All
mitigations were oriented towards housing develapmdhe same applies to similar
Specific Plan | Mitigation Measure S4.9-2. Howewaster Plan Implementation Measure
3.9.3 (a) (3) encourages a voluntary employer @sgikousing program.

Specific Plan I, Section 3.3.2(b) implemented Mitign Measure S4.9-1. Infrastructure is
being extended to the project area to serve thegirand surrounding areas within Mountain
House only as specified by the MHCSD and consistéthtthe Master Plan.

DISCUSSIONREGARDING PROPOSEDPROJECT

a) Induce substantial population growth in an are#her directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirecthyekample, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?

Employment

The jobs housing balance remains an important issiMountain House, and has played
prominently in the marketing of the community arudifical discourse regarding the course
of its development. To date, there has been ceraditk residential development but
virtually no commercial development. This was etpd and discussed in the 1994 MEIR,
and is typical for development projects in north€alifornia. The land uses of the Mountain
House Business Park have not changed substarit@itywhat was contemplated under the
Master Plan, and will not affect the jobs/housia¢abce as a whole. Table 4.12-1 presents
the original land use and job generation assumgftionthe Mountain House Business Park
and the same figures calculated for the proposatiuae plan. The acreages of each use
have changed, as have the density or building sqfoatage of each use. The jobs generated
per acre have been adjusted to reflect this chamigéensity. As shown in Table 4.12-1, the
jobs generated by the development proposed at thenddin House Business Park range
from 3,314 jobs to 3,661 jobs compared to the exjspecific Plan | projection of 3,603
jobs.
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Table 4.12-1
Job Creation Comparisons
Adopted Specific Plan | Proposed Specific Plan | Proposed Tentative

Zoning Zoning Map/Special Purpose Plaf
Land Use Designation
and Zoning Acreqd Jobs/Acre®| Jobs| Acres| Jobs/Acre| Jobs| Acres| Jobs/Acré’| Jobd
Freeway Service 27.0 24 648 23.8 24 571 23.9 13.4 32(
Commercial (C-FS)
Office Commercial (C-O) 9.5 44 418 10.4 44 458 104 33.8 351
Industrial Park (I-P) 72.6 35 2,537 65.3 35 2,286 65.3 45.8 2,990
Totals 3,603 3,314 3,661

Notes ? Number of jobs per acre specified in the existmuntain House Specific Plan .

®  Calculated jobs per acre based upon proposed filexe uses and building sizes in tentative

map and special purpose plan with adjusted jobagrerto reflect actual proposed FARs for
each parcel (see Table 4.12-2).

Employment for the proposed project was calculateédio ways. The first was calculated
by the acreage of proposed development type focuhently adopted and proposed zoning
districts (see Table 4.12-1). Within the Freewap&e Commercial land use designation
and C—FS zoning, 23.8 acres of retail commercipteposed which would employ 571
employees at 24 employees per acre; 10.4 acresrofi@rcial Office (C-O) zoning is
proposed which would employ 458 employees at 44l@yeps per acre; and 65.3 acres of
Industrial Park (I-P) zoning is proposed which vabeimploy 2,286 employees at 35
employees per acre for an overall total of 3,31plegees. Two hotels are proposed within
the Freeway Service Commercial area.

Under the proposed zoning, the amount of emplogalesilated by applying per acre
employee generation rates is 289 employees lesdlieaadopted acreages under the Specific
Plan. This is due to the loss of approximatelgfesa of industrial park land due to the
realignment of Central Parkway southward into theifiess park as part of the Specific Plan
Il project proposal. As a result, the projectpoees to cluster office and industrial buildings
at higher densities allowed under the Developmdig T maintain the same approximate
employee level. See Table 4.12-2.
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INSERT TABLE 4.12-2 (NEW SPREAD SHEET - Jobs HmgsRatio 03-16-05 with additions)

See separate file for this table.
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Employment was also calculated by parcel for theeigpment proposed by the tentative
map and Special Purpose Plan with a factor foessed or decreased FARSs, resulting from
the square footage of buildings on each parcelpeoed to the FAR assumptions in the
Master Plan (see Table 4.12-2 and its summary IheT@12-1). This calculation is more
specific to the proposed project than the more géwralculations by land use or zoning
designation presented in the first two columnsaifl€ 4.12-1. Using the proposed
development calculations by parcel and the samdogmegs per acre assignment for
proposed development types as the first methantahdf 3,661 employees is calculated for
the Mountain House Business Park. This is witesslthan 2 percent of the employment
projections adopted Specific Plan I. This percgatehange has a marginal impact on the
jobs/housing balance of the Mountain House Devetgnand therefore is not considered
significant. It is within the scope of the 1994 NMREand varies little from the employment
expected and documented in the MEIR.

Affordable Housing

The affordable housing situation at Mountain Hoisse a state of flux. Housing is being
built at a rapid rate and to date only single-fgrhitmes have been built. Housing prices
have increased rapidly since the first homes wat®p the market, greatly exceeding the
1998 housing cost and affordability projection§able 3-9 of the Master Plan. As noted
above, there is no affordable housing fee obligadibcommercial, office, or industrial
development under mitigation measures in the MEIRnaler Master Plan and Specific Plan
| requirements. The Master Plan, Implementatiomsdee 3.9.3(a)(3), encourages a
voluntary employer participation in the followingd programs:

* Employer-assisted housing program.To extend incentives to their employees who
wish to live in Mountain House and to help add@sg affordability gaps that may be
present in the community, employers will be encgadato contribute to the Mountain
House Housing Trust Fund and/or to provide dowmpent assistance, mortgage buy-
downs, temporary collateral against mortgagesttrancentives.

* Employee housing bulletin. As part of the marketing program incorporated ihie
employer/MHCSD information and marketing effortsigthare components of the job
creation program, Mountain House employers wilebeouraged to register with the
MHCSD to outline specific housing needs for thenpdoyees. The MHCSD shall
provide periodic listings to employers and emplaydt provide notification of when
affordable housing units will be available and timattch housing needs with appropriate
housing opportunities within the community.

This project is not proposing any additional dstédl the affordable housing incentives
program and, as stated in the Master Plan (Se8tid{m)), “Additional details of affordable
housing incentive programs, if any, shall be adsrdsy each Specific Plan.”

The proposed project will provide jobs, not housiddne Mountain House Business Park is
sized to serve the population anticipated by theiain House Master Plan, as well as
passing traffic on 1-205. As such, it does notesgphat it will induce substantial population
growth beyond that already anticipated in the MaimHouse Master plan and in Specific
Plans |, I, and Ill. To the extent there are irigdrom such population growth, those
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impacts are mitigated in the environmental impaetigsis for those specific plans. It is the
policy of San Joaquin County that development moli occur beyond the boundaries already
identified for Mountain House, so any additionadwgth-inducing effect of the Mountain
House Business Park would not take effect.

The infrastructure within the proposed project asszontemplated for Mountain House
Business Park is sized to serve the developmentaod adjacent areas within Mountain
House, and therefore does not provide any utilitynfsastructure capacity for neighboring
parcels or development outside Mountain House.

Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measures M4.9-1(b) and®X4b), which were subsequently
incorporated into the Master Plan and Specific Plado additional mitigation measures are
required.

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housiregessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

There are no homes located within the area of Moaoriouse Business Park, apart from
three residential trailers that provide temporargirters for farm workers. The trailers will
be moved offsite upon construction of the Busirieek. No replacement housing will be
necessary.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necssit the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

There are only three residential trailers on thepprty as noted above to provide temporary
quarters for farm workers. There are no permaresiients on the Mountain House
Business Park property. Therefore, there will b&isplacement of substantial numbers of
people and no replacement housing will need toobstcucted.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Conclusions

There are no impacts associated with populatiorhaoading that were not previously
addressed in the MEIR. The analysis considereddh&ber of jobs that would be provided
to meet the Master Plan jobs-housing balance rexpgints. The projected employment
figures in the Master Plan compared to the progeetaployment figures for the proposed
project results in a 2 percent difference. Thisasconsidered a significant difference given
the number of jobs that will be created with thegarsed project. There are no substantial
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changes with respect to the circumstances undetwthe 1994 MEIR was certified. There
is no new available information, which was not kmaand could not have been known at the
time the 1994 MEIR was certified so that major semis of the previous MEIR would be
required.
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13. PUBLIC SERVICES.

a) Would the project result in
substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts,
order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of
the public services:

Fire protection?
Police protection?
Schools?

Parks?

Other public facilities?

SETTING
Introduction

This section of the Initial Study addresses thepidl public service issues associated with
the development of the Mountain House Business.Pahie Public Services section assesses
if there are any additional public service impamighe project site or adjacent parcels that
may require further mitigation or that were notyioesly addressed in the MEIR.

Fire Protection

In March 1998, the Mountain House Community Sewvibgstrict (MHCSD) adopted a Fire
Protection Plan that defines the standards formpficgection at the Mountain House
community. In May 1996, MHCSD entered into an agnent with the Tracy Rural County
Fire Protection District (TRCFPD) whereby the Dadtivould provide fire protection and
emergency medical response services at Mountaisédo8ince then, TRCFPD has entered
into an agreement with the City of Tracy wherels Tmacy Fire Department provides fire
protection and emergency medical response witlgrtundaries of the TRCFPD and to the
Mountain House community.
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The MHCSD Fire Protection Plan states that firé@ta shall be located to: (1) provide a
maximum response time of three minutes or (2) kikiwil.5 miles of property to be
protected. However, in September 2004, San Jo&mimty amended its General Plan and
the Mountain House Master Plan to delete thesafgpesquirements. The two plans would
be amended to state that “fire stations shall tzgesiically located so as to offer fire
protection to all portions of the community consigtwith standards for comparable
communities in the County.” On September 1, 2004 City of Tracy Fire Chief sent a
letter to the County stating, in part, that the adment will allow the community to work
with the fire [protection] provider to locate fistations at strategic locations to provide the
best possible emergency services to the community.

The MHCSD Fire Protection Plan also addresses handéduilding construction standards,
fire-fighting personnel staffing and training, filew requirements, public education on fire
prevention, weed abatement, hazardous materiatflihgrand storage, and mutual aid.

The Master Plan requires that MHCSD provide arrimiéire protection facility when 100
dwelling units have been constructed and occupddCSD has provided this facility by
stationing an engine company at the existing Clitffracy fire station near the intersection of
Shulte Road and Hansen Road (approximately 2.6Gredatheast of the center of the
proposed Business Park) (Teed-Bose, 2004). Anetkisting City of Tracy fire station is
located at the intersection of Byron Road and Grareé Road, approximately 2.8 miles
northeast of the center of the proposed Busineds Pa

A permanent fire station will be constructed on MaDrive between DeAnza Boulevard
and Central Parkway as part of the developmenpetic Plan | (SP I). The use permit for
this station has been approved (Martin, 2005). sBantion is expected to start in June 2005
(Teed-Bose, 2004).

Ambulance service would be provided by a privatéalance service company permitted by
San Joaquin County. According to the 1994 MEIR fits¢ permanent fire station should be
equipped with an ambulance if the on-site fire tegh are responsible for emergency medical
service transport to the nearest hospital emergeymy or emergency care facility.

Police Protection

MHCSD has an existing agreement with the San Jog@ounty Sheriff’'s Department for

law enforcement services at the Mountain House conitym  The agreement describes the
standards for providing law enforcement. The Btgfplan conforms with the San Joaquin
CountyGeneral Plan 2010which specifies that the standard ratio for lanfloecement shall

be 1.5 sworn officers assigned to patrol duty p@@Q residents in urban areas. MHCSD has
agreed to pay for two officers that the Sheriffsdartment will hire specifically to patrol the
Mountain House community beginning January 1, 2@85nitial fulfilment of this
requirement (Mendoza, 2004). The Sheriff's Deparitrhas no substations and operates its
patrol division out of French Camp (south of Stocktto maximize the ability to adequately
serve all portions of the County.
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The Master Plan (page 6.1) states that an urb&h déypolice service, consistent with
standards for comparable communities within SaguioaCounty as defined in the Police
Protection Plan and consistent with the San JoaQaimty General Plan, shall be provided
in the Mountain House community when it reachesréan level of development. The
service agreement between MHCSD and the Sheritfjsaitment calls for negotiations to
begin for an enhanced level of service no latem tha issuance of the first residential
building permit within the boundaries of the MHCSBIHCSD and the Sheriff's
Department are actively working on developing adedProtection Plan that will provide for
enhanced service. The parties have identifiedifspesues to be addressed in the plan and
schedule time-lines that will be negotiated (Merad@004).

Schools

The Mountain House community is located within lo@indaries of the Lammersville
Elementary School District (LESD) and the Tracyfigni School District (TUSD). An
elementary school in Neighborhood F (north of thisiBess Park) opened for the fall 2004
semester. As of July 2004, 267 students from tharithin House community were enrolled
to attend that school. Additional elementary sch@all be constructed in every other
residential neighborhood except Neighborhoods 1amnehich will be restricted to older
residents with no school-age children at home. OE®D will determine the dates for
construction of the schools based on enrolimentreedl.

Until the high school proposed for the south sifislascot Boulevard in Mountain House is
constructed in the future, high school studentsiftbe Mountain House community will
attend TUSD high schools. Most will attend WesgghHEchool in Tracy approximately 5
miles east of Mountain House. As of Septembef84, 50 students from the Mountain
House community were attending TUSD high scho@®dSD will determine the phasing of
construction of the high school at Mountain House.

Library Services

The closest public library to the Mountain Housenoaunity is located in the City of Tracy.
The Master Plan calls for the provision of a pubbeary within Mountain House to serve
the new community. Section 5.6 of SP | stateslibedry service for SP | will initially
consist of a bookmobile, and the first phase ofps@nanent library will be constructed prior
to buildout of SP I. However, SP Il Implementatdeasure 5.4.1 states that Mountain
House shall be served by interim leased librarijifes until the population necessitates
construction of a permanent full-service branchalip (San Joaquin County, 2004). The
timing and scope of the interim facility shall betekrmined by the MHCSD to correspond
with service need and available operational reveiame capital improvement funds.
Specific Plan Il will only be responsible to panpiate in the funding of these facilities on a
fair share basis with all other developments withimentire Mountain House community.
To the greatest extent possible, the MHCSD shaltdinate with the school districts to
pursue shared use of the school libraries to mirerthe need for duplicative MHCSD library
facilities within the community.
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Childcare Facilities

LESD has contracted with a private provider folddtare services. The facility is currently
house in temporary buildings at the Neighborho@defentary school site. If this center is
successful, permanent modular building units wallitstalled on a one-acre site at the
Neighborhood F school to provide a permanent, pelyaperated childcare center. LESD
anticipates that a second childcare center wipdoeided at the Neighborhood G elementary
school when it is built (Unsod, 2004).

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTSIDENTIFIED IN 1994MEIR

The 1994 MEIR identifies significant public sensdenpacts of the Master Plan related to
the following:

Fire and Police Protection

M4.3.3-1 Demand for fire and police protection $&s would increase until on-site
M4.3.4-1 services are provided.

Schools

M4.3.2-1 Planned elementary/middle schools mayanobmmodate all the

community’s students.

M4.3.2-2 Several proposed school sites are locdtess to high voltage electric power
transmission lines, natural gas pipelines, andusétoold waste disposal area.

M4.3.2-3 School sites may not conform to State @adnty requirements.

MITIGATION MEASURES OF THEL994MEIR RELEVANT TO THE PROJECT

For all the above potential public service impattts,Master Plan was amended as
recommended by the 1994 MEIR mitigation measurezx @ that only one high school will
be required within Mountain House based on theytaufied School District’'s needs
assessment.

DiSCUSSIONREGARDING PROPOSEDPROJECT

a) Would the project result in substantial advepbgsical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmeifdailities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the swaction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to ntain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance objectivearigrof the public services:
Fire protection?

SP | Implementation 6.3(c) states that a permdiiverstation shall be provided when 1,800
dwelling units have been constructed and occupiexs @etermined by the Tracy Rural Fire
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Protection District. A permanent fire station reposed for Mascot Drive between DeAnza
Boulevard and Central Parkway and has been evdliratee 1994 MEIR. An engine
company with one Type | pumper engine and 3-pecsews, consisting of two fire fighters
and one emergency medical technician (EMT), wilabsigned to the station (Fragoso,
2004). This station will be the nearest statioth®proposed Business Park.

The Mountain House Fire Protection Plan was writteconform with the San Joaquin
County General Plan. As stated above, the GeRémaland the Mountain House Master
Plan were recently amended to delete distanceimedrésponse standards for fire service.
The current goal of the City of Tracy Fire Depantinis to respond to a call within five
minutes 95 percent of the time in all of its seevazeas. The department intends to monitor
its response times at Mountain House to deternfithe itimes are within the department’s
five-minute goal. The MHCSD intends to modify ise Protection Plan to make it conform
with the amended County General Plan regardingofiotection service standards and the
Tracy Fire Department response time goal.

With the amendment to the Master Plan regardirgdarvice standards, no significant
impacts on fire protection services not addresselda 1994 MEIR have been identified, and
no additional mitigation measures are necessary.

One hotel and one office building are proposecdet@ive stories high. All buildings in the
Business Park will be equipped with automatic $uppression sprinkler and internal
standpipe systems as required by the Californe€ode and the Uniform Building Code.
A ladder truck equipped with a nozzle at the topgply water to the windows or roof of a
tall building when fighting a fire in a defensiveode will be needed. Additional fire fighters
will also be needed (Fragoso, 2004). It is thdiegpt’s intent to provide funding for a
ladder truck in the event the truck has not beenhased prior to occupancy of either five-
story building. The funding will be paid to the NII$D and would be in an amount
sufficient for a ladder truck and additional stadfi The funding would be provided prior to
issuance of an occupancy permit for either building

Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measures M4.3.3-1 and $413 which were subsequently
incorporated into the Master Plan and Specific Plado additional mitigation measures are
required.

Police protection?

Section 6.2 of SP | states that the first phase@déhcility shall be provided when the
Mountain House community’s population reaches 7 @ple, and that it will be located at
the Town Center. The actual location, timing, dedign parameters for the permanent
substation will be addressed in the Police Prataddlan that is currently being developed
between the MHCSD and the Sheriff's Department (fléza, 2004).

With a total buildout population of approximately,@00 in SP |, SP Il and SP Ill, 67 duty
officers will be required to meet Master Plan aiath 3oaquin County standards of 1.5 duty
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officers per 1,000 residents. These officers wanglchdded gradually as the population of
the Mountain House community increases over thé desade. No significant impacts are
anticipated.

Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measures M4.3.4-1 and 3413 which were subsequently
incorporated into the Master Plan and Specific Plado additional mitigation measures are
required.

Schools?

Under the California Education Code 48209, childxemallowed to enroll in public school
districts where their parents work rather than wrhbey live (Waters, 2004). Therefore, the
proposed Business Park could generate studentedldd attend LESD or TUSD schools.
The 1994 MEIR did not factor in potential studentsose parents may work in the Business
Park, but who do not reside within the school distsoundaries. However, District
representatives stated that they anticipate tHgteofew, if any, students would attend their
schools under these circumstances, and theirtfasitould accommodate out-of-district
students. LESD and TUSD currently do not havestaglents of parents working, but not
living, in their districts (Unsod, 2004 and BelQ@). In any case, the applicant will have to
pay development fees to both the LESD and TUSDg¢hviiould compensate the school
districts for any impacts caused by developmetih@Business Park.

Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measures M4.3.2-1, M4.3,244.3.2-3, and S4.3.2-1, which
were subsequently incorporated into the Master &tahSpecific Plan 1. No additional
mitigation measures are required.

Parks?
Refer to Section 4.14: Recreation, regarding exgséind proposed park facilities.
Other public facilities?

Libraries

The San Joaquin County General Plan requires neawntmities exceeding a population of
10,000 to have a branch library. Master Plan Imgletation 5.3 (a) requires a 5,000-square-
foot library when the population of the Mountaindde community reaches 10,000 and a
21,000-square-foot library at buildout of the conmityy  Thus, construction of the library

will be phased, and the specific timing, locatidesign, and programming for the permanent
central library would be determined by the MHCSIAaster Plan Implementation 5.3(c)
states that the library shall be located in or @l to the Town Center or in a community
commercial area where convenient access is availalite library is shown on Figure 4.4
(Town Center lllustrative Concept) of SP II, buneof the Town Center has been built and
no Tentative Maps for this area have been submitted
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It is anticipated that Business Park employees @vagé the Mountain House library during
lunch hours and after work. Hotel guests may gtsto the library in the evenings. Retail
store and fast-food customers probably will notthselibrary. The numbers of library
visitors and the demands on library services frobenBusiness Park are expected to be
relatively minor. The future library will not have be expanded to serve the proposed
Business Park.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Childcare Facilities

The Master Plan requires a minimum of three 1-abrielcare centers within the Mountain
House community located at appropriate, easilyssibke locations. These centers probably
will be provided at elementary schools. In additichildcare facilities could be provided at
neighborhood centers, at the Business Park, aagdejto churches and commercial uses.
A childcare facility could be located in Parcelstfifiough 14 fronting on Mountain House
Parkway in the proposed Business Park if a prisateice provider desires to open a
childcare center within the Business Park (Cleverz@04).

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Financing

Under MHCSD Resolution No. 472, Pegasus—M.H. Vagumwill have to pay the project’s
fair share of the design and construction of Mowmitbouse community infrastructure
improvements and for the project’s fair share ahgland programs to implement
Community Approvals. These fees are establisheSdayion MH-3-1401 of the MHCSD
Ordinance Code. The infrastructure improvemerthide, in part, the first fire station on
Mascot Drive.

In addition to the costs for implementing CountypAgvals, the plan and program
implementation fee also covers the applicant’s priopnate share for the costs incurred by
another developer (e.g., Trimark Communities, LE&)funding initial operation and
maintenance cost shortfalls in MHCSD budgets (Kar2004; Milnes, 2004). Pegasus—
M.H. Ventures | would also have to pay developniees to both the LESD and TUSD to
compensate for any impacts on the school disttetsed by development of the Business
Park.

Under the annexation agreement between Pegasus-MWdritlires | (the applicant) and
MHCSD, the applicant will have to pay the projedtis share of infrastructure
improvements and for the project’s fair share ahgland programs to implement
Community Approvals. These fees are establisheSdayion MH-3-1401 of the MHCSD
Ordinance Code. The infrastructure improvemerdkide, in part, fire and police service
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facilities and equipment. In addition to the cdstsimplementing County Approvals, the
plan and program implementation fee also covergfipdicant’s proportionate share for the
costs incurred by another developer (e.g., Trin@oknmunities, LLC) for funding initial
operation and maintenance cost shortfalls in MH®80gets.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Conclusions

There are no impacts associated with public ses\ticat were not previously addressed in
the MEIR. The applicant must participate in thedung of various costs associated with
developing the Mountain House community as requinethe annexation agreement
between Pegasus—M.H. Ventures | and MHCSD. Theldpment is such that it does not
require a level of services above and beyond wiaatidentified in the MEIR. There are no
substantial changes with respect to the circumstauander which the 1994 MEIR was
certified. There is no new available informatiamich was not known and could not have
been known at the time the 1994 MEIR was certifiedhat major revisions of the previous
MEIR would be required.
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Less Than
Potential Significant
Significant Impact Due to New Additional
Impact Mitigation Significant ~ New Additional
Less Than Adequately Measures in Impact Not Mitigation
Significant or ~ Addressed in Project Addressed in Measures
Issue No Impact MEIR Description MEIR Required

14. RECREATION.

a) Wauld the project increase the use
existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction
or expansion of recreational faciliti
which might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

SETTING
Introduction

This section of the Initial Study addresses thempixl| recreation issues associated with the
development of the Mountain House Business PaHe Hecreation section assesses if there
are any additional recreation impacts on the ptgiee or adjacent parcels that may require
further mitigation not previously addressed in MgIR.

Existing Conditions

There are no existing recreational facilities & Business Park project site. The Business
Park site is currently undeveloped except for thisteg buildings at the vegetable farm at
the southeast corner of the project site. Hisadigicthis site was used for growing beans.
Neighborhood F, under construction north of thgemtosite, has a 5-acre neighborhood park
at its center. This park is a joint use facilitpyding recreation and sports fields for the
adjacent elementary school.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTSIDENTIFIED IN 1994MEIR

The 1994 MEIR identifies significant recreation iagps of the Master Plan including the
following:

M4.3.1-1 Regional park facilities proposed for Meuntain House community would

neither meet County General Plan standards nodéguate for residents’
needs. Parks may not be available to the firstieess.
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MITIGATION MEASURES OF THEL994MEIR RELEVANT TO THE PROJECT

For the above potential recreation impact, the BtaBtan was amended as recommended in
the 1994 MEIR mitigation measures, except thatdditeonal regional park land was added
within or outside the Mountain House community.eTHindings of the 1994 MEIR

concluded that adequate recreational facilitieseviseing provided by local and
neighborhood facilities, and that Trimark CommuwestiLLC (the developer of part of
Specific Plan | and all of Specific Plan Il) would paying for development and maintenance
of the proposed on-site regional park at Old River.

Implementation Measure 4 in Section 7.2.5 of Spefifan Il (SWA Group, 2004) states that
the Old River Regional Park will be constructeglrases with each phase to be completed
before 80 percent of the dwelling units in the adja neighborhood (Neighborhoods K and

L in Specific Plan 1l) receive final inspectione@ion 7.5.1 of the Master Plan states that the
regional park improvements will likely be fundedrin impact fees levied throughout
Mountain House.

DISCUSSIONREGARDING PROPOSEDPROJECT

a) Would the project increase the use of existeiglmborhood and regional parks or
other recreational facilities such that substantphlysical deterioration of the facility
would occur or be accelerated?

Neither the Master Plan nor Specific Plan | envisio require recreation facilities at the
Mountain House Business Park, although the plamsine landscaping along arterial and
collector streets around and within the Businesk.Paeighborhood, community and
regional park facilities will be provided in thesidential neighborhoods and Town Center of
the Mountain House community to the north and veet$t of the project site. The parks
proposed in the Master Plan are listed in Tabld-4.1 Parks at Mountain House will be
operated and maintained by the Mountain House Camtyn8ervices District (MHCSD).

The parks at Mountain House will be constructed ¢lve next decade or so as the residential
development continues. The timing of park consitoads tied to specified numbers of
dwelling units for which building permits have beéssued. Temporary sports fields and
open play areas shall be provided prior to issuaftiee 808 building permit. These fields
will be provided at either the site of the futuighhschool or the future Central Community
Park adjacent to the Town Center.

Shoppers, hotel guests, and people working oilingsthe Business Park could use the parks
and recreation facilities at Mountain House. kimdicipated that some of the employees at
the Business Park will reside in the Mountain Hocm@munity. Park activities could be
passive (e.g., walking or eating at lunchtime)aiva (e.g., playing softball in a league after
work). The nearest neighborhood parks would Béaighborhoods A and B (part of
Specific Plan Ill) adjacent to the Business Pafrke nearest community park would be the
South Community Park located immediately west betwibe Business Park and the future
community college campus. The South Community Rarild be a 31.5-acre community
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park with a recreation center, swim center wittbarieter pool, ball fields, open play areas,
picnic facilities, concession facilities, a tot;land a trail system (SWA Group, 2004).

Table 4.14-1
Mountain House Parks
Type Acres

Neighborhood 60°
Community

North 22

Central 45°

South 38

River Center 3

Mountain House Creek 94
Regional

Old River 82
Total 324

Notes ? 12 neighborhood parks at 5 acres each. Neigbbdehl and J are active
adult neighborhoods, and each has a small parla dindar park totaling
5 acres.

Specific Plan I, Section 7.2.3 .
¢ Mountain House Parks, Recreation and Leisure, Plage 25.

Mountain House Parks, Recreation and Leisure, Hlable 1, excluding
7.5 acres of wetlands.

¢ Specific Plan Il, Section 7.2.5 (Draft as of A@004).

Mountain House is planned as a self-contained camitsnproviding housing in 12
neighborhoods and a complementary balance of jothservices (San Joaquin County,
2000). The inclusion of the Business Park, whidhprovide employment as well as
services, is a key part of the overall plan. Allogvpeople from the Business Park to use
parks and recreational facilities at other locatiaithin the Mountain House community is
envisioned in the overall plan. The MHCSD will opie and maintain the parks and
recreational facilities within the Mountain Housenmamunity. The Mountain House Parks,
Recreation and Leisure Plan provides policies faimtenance efficiency and cost
effectiveness (MHCSD/SWA Group, 2004). Therefoleyelopment of the Business Park
would not increase the use of existing neighborharwdiregional parks or other recreational
facilities so that substantial physical deteriamatof the parks or facilities would occur or be
accelerated. The impact of the Business Park omnftéin House parks and recreational
facilities is less than significant.
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Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measures M4.3.1-1 and 3413 which were subsequently
incorporated into the Master Plan and Specific Plado additional mitigation measures are
required.

b) Does the project include recreational facilitiesrequire the construction or expansion
of recreational facilities which might have an acseephysical effect on the
environment?

With the exception of the two lakes located indfffece complex, no parks or recreation
facilities are proposed at the Business Park. Xktiag recreational facilities in the
Mountain House community or elsewhere will be exjeghas part of developing the
Business Park. Landscaping, consisting of tréesjs and groundcover, is proposed for all
the streets on the periphery and within the Busiigsk. One large and one small lake are
proposed which will primarily serve as pleasingtietic features. The large lake will have
several plazas to allow people to enjoy the wa@ass | multi-use paths will be constructed
along Mountain House Parkway, Central Parkway, DeMBoulevard and the eastern half of
Spatafore Parkway. Sidewalks will be constructeda@the other streets. These paths and
sidewalks, in essence, provide a “trail” systerthm Business Park.

Construction of the lakes and paths on the sitddvoccur simultaneously with construction
of the street system and infrastructure for theirBass Park. The landscaping will be
installed soon after completion of the road systéin.significant impacts associated with
construction of the lakes and paths or installatibthe landscaping are expected other than
those associated with construction of the roadcesystnd infrastructure for the Business Park
as a whole. Construction impacts are short-terthimciude movement of earth for
excavation and fill, delivery of construction maa¢s, and generation of dust and noise from
operating equipment. These construction impacts wddressed in the 1994 MEIR. The
impact of the Business Park on construction ofe&tonal facilities is less than significant.

Under MHCSD Resolution No. 472, Pegasus—M.H. Vagumwill have to pay the project’s
fair share of the design and construction of Moumitbouse community infrastructure
improvements and for the project’s fair share ahgland programs to implement
Community Approvals, such as recreational facgitid hese fees are established by Section
MH-3-1401 of the MHCSD Ordinance Code. The ininastiure improvements include, in
part, parks and recreation facilities that haveay been constructed.

In addition to the costs for implementing Countpvals, the plan and program
implementation fee also covers the applicant’s prigpnate share for the costs incurred by
another developer (e.g., Trimark Communities, LE&)funding initial operation and
maintenance cost shortfalls in MHCSD budgets (Kar2004; Milnes, 2004).

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.
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Conclusions

There are no impacts associated with recreati@maices that were not previously addressed
in the MEIR. The proposed project will creatddiinpact on local recreational services
since it is a business park, rather than a resaletgvelopment. The applicant is required to
participate in the funding of the design and cargion of Mountain House community
infrastructure improvements, such as recreatiamlifies. There are no substantial changes
with respect to the circumstances under which 881 MEIR was certified. There is no new
available information, which was not known and doobt have been known at the time the
1994 MEIR was certified so that major revisionstaf previous MEIR would be required.
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Less Than
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Significant Impact Due to New Additional
Impact Mitigation Significant ~ New Additional
Less Than Adequately Measures in Impact Not Mitigation
Significant or ~ Addressed in Project Addressed in Measures
Issue No Impact MEIR Description MEIR Required

15. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.
Would the project:

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is 1
substantial in relation to the existing
traffic load and capacity of the street
system (i.e., result in a substantial
increase in either the number of
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity
ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?

b) Exceed, either individually or
cumulatively, a level of service
standard established by the county
congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

c) Resultin achange in air traffic
patterns, including either an increase
in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial
safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to
a design fature (e.g., sharp curves
dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

e) Resultin inadequate emergency
access?

f)  Result in inadequate parking
capacity?

g) Conflict with adopted polices, plans,
or programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts,
bicycle racks)?

SETTING

The transportation setting reflects conditions thast in 2004. These conditions reflect the
partial development of the Mountain House commuaitgl other development in the area
that has been completed between the 1994 MEIRhendresent.

The traffic flow conditions included in this newadysis are not dependent upon the current
traffic volumes. Rather, the analysis builds upgrear 2005 baseline which includes

Remains significant and unavoidable as stat¢deri994 MEIR.
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existing traffic volumes, traffic increases duetber approved development and
roadway/intersection improvements programmed agtaop that approved development.

Project Location and Description

The project would be located in the northwest qaadof the Interstate 205 (I-205)/
Mountain House Parkway interchange. The projeatlvbe one development within the
context of the overall Mountain House community.

The Business Park project would involve a mixed m@rcial/employment development,
summarized as follows:

* 60.9 acres of industrial park uses;
» 25.0 acres of freeway commercial uses;
» 14.2 acres of office uses; and

* a4.6-acre commuter park-and-ride facility.

Roadway Network

The Business Park project would front on Mountaouste Parkway, a two-lane north-south
roadway that connects the Mountain House commuvitty the I1-205 freeway interchange.
Currently, there are limited roadway improvementthie immediate project vicinity. A brief
description of the key existing roadway networkssfollows:

* Mountain House Parkwayis a two-lane rural roadway, extending as a twela
overpass across 1-205. The I-205 freeway off-raarpsstop sign controlled at Mountain
House Parkway. Mountain House Parkway widensuo lemes between Mascot and
Arnaudo Boulevards adjacent to the current Mouritiinse development. To the south,
Mountain House Parkway widens to four lanes at BetRoad adjacent to industrial
development.

* Grant Line Road is generally a two-lane rural road that extendsifan 1-580
interchange east through the project area int€ttyeof Tracy. Grant Line Road widens
to six lanes in the City of Tracy adjacent to ded@velopment.

* Byron Roadis a two-lane rural road that extends southeast the project area to
1-205.

* Von Sosten Roadeast-west) andlansen Road(north-south) are two-lane, rural roads
that provide additional through access routeserptioject area.

Within the Mountain House development itself, salef the planned streets have been
completed. Mascot Boulevard (four lanes), Wickligahd (two lanes), and Arnaudo
Boulevard (four lanes) have been completed from mfimin House Parkway westerly into the
development. DeAnza Boulevard (four lanes) culygmbvides north-south access within
the development between Mascot and Arnaudo bowsvar
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With other approved development, the roadway nééwwlt be substantially changed. The
extent of the planned roadway improvements is medliin the following section.

BASELINE CONDITIONS WITHOUT PROJECT
Existing Traffic Volume Data

The existing AM and PM peak commute hour traffittmoes were established through
intersection traffic counts conducted as a pathefbackground traffic study for this project
(TIKM, 2004). Of the 41 intersections ultimatehadyzed (with full buildout of the area) in
this study, 17 intersections currently exist andeamunted. The 2003 volumes at these
existing intersections provide a base conditiowhich other approved development traffic
can be added.

Other Approved Developments and Roadway Improvemerst

For the purposes of this analysis, the baselinditions reflect existing traffic flows plus
traffic from approved developments that are expktdebe completed and occupied by 2005.
In the immediate project vicinity, approved devetgnt consists of Neighborhoods E, F and
G within the Mountain House Community. Traffic prctions in the area also include other
cumulative traffic growth on the area’s key roadaay

The baseline conditions will reflect a number aidway improvements. Many of these
improvements are planned for completion as a gahteoMountain House Neighborhood E,
F and G developments. These Mountain House neigbbd developments have already
widened Mountain House Parkway adjacent to theldpugent. All of the internal streets
(Mascot Boulevard, Arnaudo Boulevard, DeAnza Boatdy Great Valley Parkway, Central
Parkway and Main Street) will be completed as & glathe Neighborhood E, F and G
developments. The background traffic study fos Buisiness Park project (as well as the
original 1994 MEIR) have also identified additiomahdway improvements that are
necessary. These improvements involve roadway wideand traffic signal installations.
The key baseline improvements (excluding lessermat streets within Neighborhoods E, F
and G) are depicted on Figure 4.15-1 and summaniz&dble 4.15-1.

With the approved development trips and other bemked traffic growth, the baseline
volumes have been identified at the 27 study ietgisns that would exist with the
completion of approved development.

Baseline Traffic Flow Conditions

With the planned improvements and expected trgffoavth, the operating conditions have
been calculated at the 27 baseline intersectidissshown in Table 4.15-2, all but three of
the intersections would operate at Level of Ser(i€aS) “D” or better (see Appendix C for
LOS definitions). At the Mountain House Road/Grhime Road intersection, the stop sign
controlled Mountain House Road approach would dpeaal OS “F” during the AM peak
hour. At the Hansen Road/Byron Road intersectioa stop sign controlled Hansen Road
approach would operate at LOS “F” during both peaidrs. Finally, at the Byron Road/Von
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Figure 4.15-1 Baseline Improvemengsgure 7 — with modifications - from the TIKM
report)
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Table 4.15-1
Summary of Key Baseline Roadway Improvements
and Intersection Signals

RoOADWAY IMPROVEMENTS

Roadway Segment

Improvement

Mountain House Parkway from south of
Mascot Boulevard to south of I-205 (includes|
widening of the 1-205 overpass)

Widen remaining two lane section to four lanes ifwit
median turn lanes as required)

Arnaudo Boulevard from Mountain House
Parkway to Central Parkway

Extend four lane street (with median turn lanes as
required) west from current terminus to CentrakiRary

Byron Road between Mountain House Parkw
and Henderson Road

ayiden from existing two lanes to four lanes (with
median turn lanes as required)

Byron Road between Grant Line Road west anfiden from existing two lanes to four lanes (with

Grant Line Road east

median turn lanes as required)

Grant Line Road between Mountain House
Road and Altamont Pass Road

Widen from existing two lanes to four lanes (with
median turn lanes as required)

Main Street between Central Parkway and
Mascot Boulevard

Construct two-lane street from Central Parkway west
into the E, F, and G development

Central Parkway between Arnaudo Boulevar
and Mascot Boulevard

d Construct two-lane street from Mascot Boulevardior
to Main Street

Mascot Boulevard between Mountain House

Extend four-lane street west from current termitaus

Parkway and Central Parkway

Central Parkway (narrowing to two lanes near Céntra

INTERSECTIONSIGNALS

Intersection Location

Mountain House Parkway/Byron Road

Mountain House Parkway/Grant Line Road

Mountain House Parkway/Von Sosten Road

Mountain House Pk

wy/1-205 WB Ramps

Mountain House Parkway/I-205 EB Ramps

Byron Road/Henderson Road

Byron Road/Grant Line Road west

Byron Road/Grant Line Road east

Byron Road/Von Sosten Road

Von Sosten Road/Hansen Road

DeAnza Boulevard/Arnaudo Boulevard

DeAnza Boulevard/

Mascot Boulevard

Central Parkway/Arnaudo Boulevard

Arnaudo Boulevard/East Collector

Arnaudo Boulevard/West Collector

Mountain House Road/Altamont Pass Road
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Table 4.15-2
Peak Hour Intersection LOS — Baseline Conditions

Baseline AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Intersection Control @ LOS/Delay® LOS/Delay®
1. Mt. House Pkwy/Byron Rd Signal B/13 sec. B/16.se
2. Mt. House Pkwy/Main St. Future Intersection
3. Mt. House Pkwy/Arnaudo Blvd. Signal (existing) /9%sec. B/13 sec.
4. Mt. Hose Pkwy/Wicklund St. One-Way Stop B/12.sec B/12 sec.
5. Mt. House Pkwy/Mascot Blvd. Signal (existing) 94ec. A/8 sec.
6. Mt. House Pkwy/Grant Line Rd. Signal B/17 sec. /3%sec.
7. Mt. House Pkwy/Von Sosten Rd. Signal B/11 sec. /24Gec.
8. Mt. House Pkwy/Central Pkwy Future Intersection
9. Mt. House Pkwy/I-205 WB Ramps Signal Al4 sec. 5 Aéc.
10. Mt. House Pkwy/I-205 EB Ramps Signal AJ5 sec. /11Bsec.
11. Main St./DeAnza Blvd. Future Intersection
12. DeAnza Blvd./Arnaudo Blvd Signal B/11 sec. BAEL.
13. DeAnza Blvd/Mascot Blvd Signal Al6 sec. A/7 sec
14. Grant Line Rd/DeAnza Blivd Future Intersection
16. Central Pkwy/DeAnza Blvd Future Intersection
17. Arnaudo Blvd/East Collector Two-Way Stop D/g@.s F/61 sec.
18. Arnaudo Blvd/West Collector Two-Way Stop C/88s F/120+ sec.
19. Central Pkwy/DeAnza Blvd Future Intersection
20. Main St/Central Pkwy One-Way Stop B/12 sec. 1Béc.
21. Central Pkwy/Arnaudo Blvd Signal B/10 sec. AEC.
22. Central Pkwy/Mascot Blvd All-Way Stop A9 sec /2CQ sec.
23. Grant Line Rd/Central Pkwy Future Intersection
24. Great Valley/Pkwy/DeAnza Blvd Future Intersenti
25. Main St/Great Valley Pkwy Future Intersection
26. Marina Mascot/Mascot Blvd Future Intersection
27. Great Valley Pkwy/Grant Line Rd Future Intetgec
28. Mt. House Rd/Grant Line Rd One-Way Stop F/91 sec B/12 sec.
29. Grant Line Rd/Altamont Pass Rd Signal B/16 sec. B/13 sec.
30. Grant Line Rd/I-580 WB Ramps One-Way Stop Ghas& C/18 sec.
31. Grant Line Rd/I-580 EB Ramps All-Way Stop Abts D/32 sec.
32. Henderson Rd/Byron Rd Signal A/9 sec. A7 sec.
33. Hansen Rd/Byron Rd One-Way Stop F/69 sec. F/120+ sec.
34. Hansen Rd/Von Sosten Rd Signal A/5 sec. A/9 sec
35. Byron Rd/Grant Line Rd (west) Signal AJ5 sec. /5 Bec.
36. Byron Rd/Grant Line Rd (east) Signal Al4 sec. /5 gec.
37. Byron Rd/Von Sosten Rd Signal A/l sec. A6 sec.
38. Naglee Rd/Grant Line Rd Signal (existing) Aée.s AJ6 sec.
39. Mt. House Pkwy/Schulte Rd Signal (existing) AL, Al4 sec.
40. Mt. House Pkwy/Spatafore Pkwy Future Intersecti
41. Mt. House Pkwy/Road C Future Intersection

Notes

& The traffic controls assume improvements that léllin place with background traffic growth

and completion of the Neighborhood E, F and G dguaknts within Mountain House.

P At intersections controlled by traffic signals aaitiway stop signs, the LOS and delay refers to

overall delays experienced by vehicles enteringritersection. At intersections where the

minor leg is stop sign controlled, the LOS and dekfers to delay experienced by minor street
traffic entering the major street traffic flows.

Source: TJKMPegasus Business Park Traffic Impact Sfudye 24, 2004.
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Sosten Road intersection, the stop sign contrMia Sosten Road approach would operate
at LOS “E” during the PM peak hour. Although theerall intersection operations would be
satisfactory, the delays for outbound traffic frime stop sign controlled approaches would
be excessive. It is noted that at each of thdasesiections, the peak hour volumes would
exceed the minimum thresholds at which a traffimal could be warranted. However, at the
Mountain House Road/Grant Line Road intersectioa,side street flows are predominantly
southbound right turns and a signal would not bemanended. At the Byron Road/Hansen
Road intersection, the peak hour volumes just tieeminimum threshold and a signal
would not be recommended. The volumes and triéiwe conditions at Byron Road/Von
Sosten Road are such that a signal is recommended.

Roadway improvements required to serve traffic getied by development of
Neighborhoods E, F, and G are shown in Table 4.1%8 table also identifies the sources
of those required improvements. As noted, the ampments deemed necessary in this
document were also identified in the 1994 MEIRIs Itecognized that at the Arnaudo
Boulevard intersections with the east and wesectdl roads, there are expected to be long
PM peak hour delays for outbound traffic from thos#ectors. However, the outbound
volumes from these collector roads would genetadypelow the minimum thresholds at
which traffic signals would be warranted.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTSIDENTIFIED IN 1994FEIR

M4.12-1 Approximately 273,000 daily vehicle trigs from, or within the site would
be generated at buildout. The added vehicle wipsd contribute
significantly to projected traffic growth, increasén vehicle miles traveled,
and LOS deficiencies on the road system, partilyuilarthe vicinity of the
site.

M4.12-2 Within 10 miles of the site, the projectuaincrease traffic volumes on
[-205, 1-580, and I-5 by 10,000 to 23,000 daily iedds over levels projected
in 2010 without the project.

M4.12-3 The project would increase traffic volunoesfreeway interchanges near the
site and would require interchange improvemen@Grant Line Road/I-580,
Patterson Pass Road/I-205 and Patterson pass F&ad/I

M4.12-4 The project would contribute to the needrigprovements on several County
and other roads in the project vicinity: portiaisGrant Line Road,
Patterson pass Road, Byron Highway, Altamont PassiRL1" Street, State
Route 4, and Tracy Boulevard leading to State Réute

M4.12-5 Project-generated trips would result imgigant traffic levels on roadways
internal to the site, requiring construction of quiately sized internal
roadways and intersections to maintain accepta®I® at buildout of the
project.

M4.12-6 The project would generate a significamhded for parking.
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Table 4.15-3

Comparison of Year 2005 Background Mitigations

Part of Initially Required Under
Roadwa Mitioations (Neighborhoods | Identified Current Analysis of
y 9 E, Fand G) in 1994 Background Conditions
Conditions MEIR
1. Mountain House Parkway (north of Four Lanes v v
Arnaudo Blvd to south of Mascot Blvd) Trigger: Neighborhood F. It has been constructed.
Responsibility: Applicant
2. Four Intersections: Install Traffic Signals v v v
Mountain House Parkway/Grant Line Road, Trigger: 300 dwelling units of Neighborhood F
Mountain House Parkway/Mascot Blvd, Responsibility: Fair share by Applicant
Mountain House Blvd/I-205 EB and Timing: Signals at MH/Mascot has been constructed.
Mountain House Blvd/I-205 WB Ramps. Design started on MH/Grant Line.
3. Two Intersections: Install Traffic Signals v v v
Byron Road/Mountain House Parkway, Trigger: Neighborhood F
Byron Rd/Henderson Road. Responsibility: Fair share by Applicant
Timing: Signal design underway on Byron/MH and
Henderson.
4. Four Intersections: Install Traffic Signals v v v
Byron Road/Grant Line Rd (West), Trigger: Neighborhood F
Byron Road/Grant Line Road (East), Responsibility: Fair share by Applicant
Mountain House Parkway/Von Sosten Rd Timing: Signal design underway on MH/Von Sosten.
And Hansen Rd/Von Sosten Rd. The other three depends on priority of the counties.
5. Grant Line Road/Altamont Pass Road Install Traffic Signals v v v
Trigger: Neighborhood F
Responsibility: Fair share by Applicant
Timing: Depends on the priority of agency involved.
6. Byron Rd (between Grant Line Road (West) | Widen to four lanes v v v
and Grant Line Road (East)) Trigger: Neighborhood F
Responsibility: Fair share by Applicant
Timing: Depends on the priority of agency involved.
7. Mountain House Parkway (from Mascot Widen to four lanes v v v
Boulevard to |-205 freeway) Trigger: Approximately 300 units of
Neighborhood E
Responsibility: Applicant
Timing: Currently being designed.
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Roadway

Mitigations

Part of
(Neighborhoods
E, Fand G)
Conditions

Initially

Identified
in 1994
MEIR

Required Under
Current Analysis of
Background Conditions

8. Two Intersections:
Arnaudo Blvd/DeAnza Boulevard and
Arnaudo Blvd/Mountain House Parkway

Install Signals

Trigger: Approximately 700 units of Neighborhood E
Responsibility: Applicant

Timing: Part of Neighborhood E approval.

v

v

v

9. Mountain House Parkway two-lane overpass

Widen to four lane overpass

Trigger: Approximately 300 units of Neighborhood E
Responsibility: Fair Share by Applicant

Timing: A part of the Mountain House PSR.

v

v

10. Arnaudo Boulevard

Widen to four lanes

Trigger: 600 dwelling units of
Neighborhood G

Responsibility: Applicant

Timing: Part of Neighborhood G approval.

11. Mascot Blvd/DeAnza Blvd

Install signals

Trigger: Approximately 900 units of
Neighborhood G

Responsibility: Applicant

Timing: Part of Neighborhood G approval.

12. Grant Line Rd (between Mountain
House Rd and Altamont Pass Rd)

Widen to four lanes

Trigger: Approximately 400 units of
Neighborhood G

Responsibility: Fair Share by Applicant
acming: Depends on the priority of agency involved.

13. Byron Rd (between Mountain
House Parkway and Henderson Rd)

Widen to four lanes or appropriate
channelization and transitions at
intersections

Trigger: Approximately 1,100 units of
Neighborhood G

Responsibility: Fair Share by Applicant
Timing: Signal design and improvement
underway on Byron between MH and
Henderson.

Source: TJKMPegasus Business Park Traffic Impact Studye 24, 2004.
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M4.12-7 The project would increase the demand ioydbe travel within the project
site, as well as between the site and adjacentajsaa areas.

M4.12-8 The project would increase the number biales crossing the Southern
Pacific railroad track that runs through the site.

MITIGATION MEASURES OF THEL994MEIR RELEVANT TO THE PROJECT

Mitigation Measure M4.12-1: This measure addretsesieed for (1) a Transportation
Systems Management (TSM) program, (2) a Transpomtddanagement Association

(TMA), (3) local transit service, (4) increased ximity of residential and commercial uses
as a Master Plan policy, (5) flexible work progrédmasirs to reduce peak hour travel,

(6) Transit Oriented Development (TOD) guidelinesrieighborhood centers as Master Plan
policy, (7) community contributions to an Altamdtiation study and development for rail
use, (8) an annual Transportation Monitoring Progta allow revisions to transportation
mitigation measures, and (9) a new implementatieasure for the Master Plan addressing
need for a telecommuting center within Mountain skau

The findings for the 1994 MEIR did not address #pscific mitigation measure; however,
the Master Plan does address the following: (hpaitoring program, (2) contributions to
the Altamont Station, (3) promotion of telecommagtiand (4) a TDM program. A TDM
program was prepared for Mountain House in 1997e TDM program is to be administered
by the MHCSD until a Transportation Management &ggmn is formed. The TDM
program is to be updated every five years. Aseapt@nber 2004, the monitoring report
includes traffic counts and level of service analgs all community gateways and other
affected County roads. With the development ofertmmes, the report will be expanded to
include more detailed analysis of the adequach@hear-term trigger points and reports on
the progress toward implementation of the requiradsportation improvements (Initial
Study Specific Plan II, 2004).

Mitigation Measure M4.12-2: The Master Plan wa®aded to address reducing freeway
traffic by (1) contributions to widening of I-20% ocontributions to a parallel east-west
roadway north of 1-205, (2) widening of Altamontd8aRoad if consistent with Alameda
County policy, and (3) Public Financing Plan adjuesits.

Mitigation Measure M4.12-3: Table 9.1 of the Mad¥an was adjusted to address freeway
and rail improvements needed for buildout of thencwnity.

Mitigation Measure M4.12-4: Table 9.2 of the Mag¥an was adjusted to address arterial
road improvements. Text was added to the Master 0l address arterial improvements.

Mitigation Measure M4.12-5: This mitigation measaddresses internal roads.

Amendments to the Master Plan were made to showowements/widening of local roads
within the community.
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Mitigation Measure M4.12-6: This mitigation measaddresses shared parking
opportunities. Only a portion of the recommended thanges were made to the Master
Plan.

Mitigation Measure S4.12-1: This mitigation measaddresses local bus service throughout
Specific Plan | and the establishment of a park+aatel lot in the Mountain House Business
Park.

Mitigation Measure S4.12-3: This mitigation mea&sucalls for monitoring growth trends
and levels of service at the Grant Line Road/I-B&@rchange in conjunction with the Land
Use/Traffic Monitoring program. If there is an iacation that interchange improvements are
needed at I-580/Grant Line on or before SpecifanRlis built out, then the improvements
for this interchange should be added to Tabler®Specific Plan I. The mitigation measure
also calls for amending Table 9.1 in the SpecifamRo provide for future ramp metering
with an HOV bypass lane. Widening and lengthemhthe westbound on-ramp may be
required.

Mitigation Measure S4.12-4: This mitigation cdtls amending Table 9.1 in Specific Plan |
to include arterial improvements and to add triggants for Byron Road, east of Patterson
Pass Road; north-south arterial or widening ofdPstin Pass Road north of Grant Line Road;
widening of Grant Line Road between 1-580 and MaimHouse Road to four lanes —
widening to begin concurrently with the constructaf the Mountain House Business Park;
Grant Line Road safety and operational improvemeet&een Mountain House Road and
Byron Road; initiation of discussions with Contrasta and Alameda County representatives
regarding Byron Highway and Altamont Pass Roadah8llameda County roads; and
initiation of discussions and improvement plandw@ity of Tracy regarding improvements

to Grant Line Road east of Byron Road.

DISCUSSIONREGARDING PROPOSEDPROJECT

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substdntiaelation to the existing traffic load
and capacity of the street system (i.e., resudt substantial increase in either the
number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacityorah roads, or congestion at
intersections)?

and

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively ea¢l of service standard established by
the county congestion management agency for deasigmaads or highways?

Project Trip Generation

As noted above, the project would consist of a shixelustrial/commercial/office
development. The AM and PM peak hour projectdeperation has been based on trip rates
compiled by the Institute of Transportation Engiise@TE). The ITE research has also been
consulted regarding the expected “pass-by” trigbtaps that would remain internal to the
Business Park project.
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The pass-by trip factor would apply to the proposdil portions of the project. The pass-
by trips would represent trips to/from the retaés which are merely diverted from the
background traffic flows on Mountain House Parkw&r retail areas of the size planned
for this project, the pass-by factor is about 5@&est in the PM peak hour. Although the ITE
research does not include AM peak hour data, ibleas conservatively assumed that the
AM peak hour pass-by factor is 25 percent. In thaldi a portion of the proposed project
trips would remain internal to the project. Thages would probably be pedestrian trips
between the employment centers, retail uses amishofgain, based on ITE data, such
mixed-use projects would be expected to have iaterip factors of 25 to 35 percent. A 25
percent internal trip factor has conservativelyrbagsumed.

As shown in Table 4.15-4, the project would be expe to generate 986 external AM peak
hour trips and 1,201 external PM peak hour tripp$s noted that these trip totals are slightly
lower than the trip totals calculated in the progbackground traffic study. That study
utilized an areawide traffic model that calculapedject traffic at 1,082 AM peak commute
hour trips and 1,265 PM peak commute hour tripscaBise the traffic analyses described in
this document is based on the background studygrib/ses present somewhat conservative
findings regarding traffic impacts.

Table 4.15-4
Mountain House Business Park
Peak Hour Trip Generation

AM Peak Pass-By | AM Peak | PM Peak Pass-By | PM Peak
Hour Trip Trip Hour Hour Trip Trip Hour
Project Component Rate Percentage Trips Rate Percentage| Trips
1,166,115 sq. ft. ITE NA 684 ITE NA 700
Industrial Park equation equation
151,780 sq. ft. ITE NA 262 ITE NA 249
Office equation equation
159,240 sq. ft. Retai ITE 25% 155 ITE 50% 426
equation equation
383 Hotel Rooms 0.56/room NA 214 0.59/room NA 226
1,315 1,601
Net Totals Less 25% Internal to Project 986 1,201

Additional Roadway Improvements

As a part of the proposed Business Park projeegraénew streets would be constructed
with traffic controls at new intersections. As almoon the project’s site plan, Central
Parkway would be constructed as a two-lane roadway Mountain House Parkway
westerly through the project. Spatafore Parkwayld/®e constructed as a two-lane
roadway from Mountain House Parkway westerly i project (linking with a loop
roadway via roads A and B). Another minor two-latreet (Road C on the site plan) would
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extend from Mountain House Parkway westerly in@ritail portion of the project. DeAnza
Boulevard would be constructed as a two-lane newthth roadway within the project.

New intersections within the project area wouldénthe following traffic controls installed:

¢ Mountain House Parkway/Central Parkway traffimsig

» Central Parkway/DeAnza Boulevard traffic signal
* Mountain House Parkway/Spatafore Parkway trafgoa

* Mountain House Parkway/Road C Road C stop sigtraited

Traffic Flow Conditions With the Project

The baseline plus project intersection conditiaresautlined in Table 4.15-5. All but two of
the intersections would operate at Level of Seri€aS) “D” or better (see Appendix C for
LOS definitions). At the Mountain House Road/Grhaime Road and Hansen Road/Byron
Road intersections, the stop sign controlled apreswould operate at LOS “F” during one
or both peak hours. As noted in the discussidvastline conditions, the traffic flows at
these intersections are such that traffic signasat recommended. As also noted in the
discussion of 2005 baseline conditions, at the AdoaBoulevard intersections with the east
and west collector roads, the outbound collectad neehicles would experience long delays
during the PM peak hour. However, volumes wouldh&ew the levels at which traffic
signals would be warranted.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATIONS
Future Development/Traffic Growth

This scenario represents year 2025 conditions butldout of the Mountain House
development including the currently proposed Moimkouse Business Park. Additional
traffic growth due to other areawide developmens aigo included in this scenario.

Although the buildout of the Mountain House comntyimiould result in substantial trip
generation (about 16,500 AM peak and 21,200 PM peakmute hour trips), about 45
percent of these trips are expected to remainnatéo the community. This high internal
trip factor reflects some internal commuting by Mtain House residents to/from
employment centers within the community. To a tgeaxtent, Mountain House residents
and employees are expected to shop, conduct p¢kaasiaess, travel to/from schools, etc.
without leaving the community.

As shown in Table 4.15-6, the overall Mountain Hotrgp generation identified in this
document is virtually identical to the trip genévatcalculated in the 1994 MEIR.
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Table 4.15-5
Peak Hour Intersection LOS
Baseline + Project Conditions

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Intersection Baseline Controf LOS/Delay’ LOS/Delay’
1. Mt. House Pkwy/Byron Rd Signal B/16 sec. B/1@.se
2. Mt. House Pkwy/Main St. Future Intersection
3. Mt. House Pkwy/Arnaudo Blvd. Signal (existing) /9%sec. B/12 sec.
4. Mt. Hose Pkwy/Wicklund St. One-Way Stop B/11.sec B/10 sec.
5. Mt. House Pkwy/Mascot Blvd. Signal (existing) 758ec. A/8 sec.
6. Mt. House Pkwy/Grant Line Rd. Signal B/17 sec. [24Csec.
7. Mt. House Pkwy/Von Sosten Rd. Signal D/37 sec. /20Gec.
8. Mt. House Pkwy/Central Pkwy Signal A7 sec. BéEL.
9. Mt. House Pkwy/I-205 WB Ramps Signal B/16 sec. /5@sec.
10. Mt. House Pkwy/I-205 EB Ramps Signal A/8 sec. /51Dsec.
11. Main St./DeAnza Blvd. Future Intersection
12. DeAnza Blvd./Arnaudo Blvd Signal B/11 sec. B&HR.
13. DeAnza Blvd/Mascot Blvd Signal A7 sec. A/6 sec
14. Grant Line Rd/DeAnza Bivd Future Intersection
16. Central Pkwy/DeAnza Blvd Signal A/5 sec. Al8.se
17. Arnaudo Blvd/East Collector Two-Way Stop C/28.s F/59 sec.
18. Arnaudo Blvd/West Collector Two-Way Stop C/2@ s F/97 sec.
19. Central Pkwy/DeAnza Blvd Future Intersection
20. Main St/Central Pkwy One-Way Stop B/12 sec. 268.
21. Central Pkwy/Arnaudo Blvd Signal B/11 sec. BAEL.
22. Central Pkwy/Mascot Blvd All-Way Stop A9 sec /18 sec.
23. Grant Line Rd/Central Pkwy Future Intersection
24. Great Valley/Pkwy/DeAnza Blvd Future Intersenti
25. Main St/Great Valley Pkwy Future Intersection
26. Marina Mascot/Mascot Blvd Future Intersection
27. Great Valley Pkwy/Grant Line Rd Future Intetgst
28. Mt. House Rd/Grant Line Rd One-Way Stop F/105 sec B/12 sec.
29. Grant Line Rd/Altamont Pass Rd Signal C/21 sec. C/33 sec.
30. Grant Line Rd/I-580 WB Ramps One-Way Stop B8, C/23 sec.
31. Grant Line Rd/I-580 EB Ramps All-Way Stop Afts D/29 sec.
32. Henderson Rd/Byron Rd Signal B/11 sec. A7 sec.
33. Hansen Rd/Byron Rd One-Way Stop F/72 sec. F/120+ sec.
34. Hansen Rd/Von Sosten Rd Signal B/10 sec. Bit2 s
35. Byron Rd/Grant Line Rd (west) Signal A/3 sec. /5 Bec.
36. Byron Rd/Grant Line Rd (east) Signal AJ6 sec. /5 dec.
37. Byron Rd/Von Sosten Rd Signal A/l sec. A6 sec.
38. Naglee Rd/Grant Line Rd Signal (existing) BSET. Al7 sec.
39. Mt. House Pkwy/Schulte Rd Signal (existing) Bskc. A/3 sec.
40. Mt. House Pkwy/Spatafore Pkwy Signal B/17 sec. A7 sec.
41. Mt. House Pkwy/Road C One-Way Stop A/l sec. Fed

Notes

& The traffic controls assume improvements thaltlvélin place with background traffic growth,

completion of the Neighborhood E, F and G develagmwithin Mountain House and
completion of the internal streets serving the pegal Business Park project.

At intersections controlled by traffic signaldaail-way stop signs, the LOS and delay refers to
overall delays experienced by vehicles enteringritegsection. At intersections where the
minor leg is stop sign controlled, the LOS and ge&ders to delay experienced by minor street
traffic entering the major street traffic flows
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Table 4.15-6
Mountain House Community
2025 Buildout plus Project Trip Generation

1994 Master Plan EIR Mountain House with Pegasus
Buildout Trips Buildout Trips (2004 Analysis)
AM PM AM PM
Inbound 4,900 5,600 5,182 5,246
Outbound 4,300 6,200 4,219 6,224
Internal 7,000 (43%)| 9,400 (44% 7,092 (44%) 9, B)0)
Total 16,200 21,200 16,493 21,248

Future Roadway Network Improvements

With buildout of the Mountain House community, amher of new roadways and roadway
extensions would be completed. As shown on FigutB-2, the year 2025 roadway network
would essentially reflect completion of the Mount&iouse development streets and
widening of most of the major roadways servingdhea. It is also noted that the
I-205/Mountain House Parkway interchange would loglified into a partial cloverleaf
design.

With the exception of two locations, all of the giidy intersections would be controlled by
traffic signals. The two exceptions are relativeliyor side street intersections with
Mountain House Parkway where traffic in/out of #hae streets is limited to right turns only.

It is noted that the 2025 analysis discussed sgaction reflects a roadway network without
the I-205/Lammers Road interchangkhis interchange would generally result in im@o
intersection operations, particularly at the Moimtdouse Parkway intersections with the
I-205 freeway ramps and intersections on Byron Rada@rant Line and Von Sosten roads.

Future Traffic Flow Conditions at Intersections

As shown in Table 4.15-7, all of the study intetgets would operate at LOS “D” or better
during both peak hours. These conditions woulddrg satisfactory.

Future Traffic Flow Conditions on the Freeways andRoadway Segments

With the expected growth in through traffic flovedl, of the 1-205 and 1-580 freeway
segments in the project area are expected to epardOS “F’ in 2025. The volume/
capacity (V/C) ratios are projected to be well ab@®00, suggesting that there will be
significant delays and that, because of these dethg peak period will be extended. A
secondary effect of this significant freeway conigeswill be a likely diversion of trips to
alternative east-west arterial roadways in the.area
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Figure 4.15-2 — Year 2025 Roadway Netwdfigure 14 from the TIKM report)
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Table 4.15-7
Peak Hour Intersection LOS
Year 2025 + Project Conditions

Baseline AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Intersection Control LOS/Delay? LOS/Delay?
1. Mt. House Pkwy/Byron Rd Signal B/19 sec. D/4d. se
2. Mt. House Pkwy/Main St. Signal B/13 sec. B/16.se
3. Mt. House Pkwy/Arnaudo Blvd. Signal (existing /1B sec. B/17 sec.
4. Mt. Hose Pkwy/Wicklund St. One-Way Stop B/11.sec B/10 sec.
5. Mt. House Pkwy/Mascot Blvd. Signal (existing 6Agec. A/2 sec.
6. Mt. House Pkwy/Grant Line Rd. Signal C/23 sec. /32sec.
7. Mt. House Pkwy/Von Sosten Rd. Signal D/44 sec. /5 gkec.
8. Mt. House Pkwy/Central Pkwy Signal B/18 sec. Békc.
9. Mt. House Pkwy/I-205 WB Ramps Signal C/34 sec. /10Bsec.
10. Mt. House Pkwy/I-205 EB Ramps Signal A7 sec. /5@sec.
11. Main St./DeAnza Blvd. Signal A/8 sec. B/12 sec.
12. DeAnza Blvd./Arnaudo Blvd Signal A/8 sec. Akts
13. DeAnza Blvd/Mascot Blvd Signal Al6 sec. A/8 sec
14. Grant Line Rd/DeAnza Bivd Signal B/12 sec. Béed.
16. Central Pkwy/DeAnza Blvd Signal B/12 sec. AEC.s
17. Arnaudo Blvd/East Collector Signal A7 sec. A,
18. Arnaudo Blvd/West Collector Signal A/8 sec. AL,
19. Central Pkwy/DeAnza Blvd Signal AJ5 sec. A/8.se
20. Main St/Central Pkwy Signal AJ5 sec. AJ5 sec.
21. Central Pkwy/Arnaudo Blvd Signal B/13 sec. B4EB.
22. Central Pkwy/Mascot Blvd Signal Al4 sec Al4.sec
23. Grant Line Rd/Central Pkwy Signal B/12 sec. Bic.
24. Great Valley/Pkwy/DeAnza Blvd Signal A/3 sec. 12Aec.
25. Main St/Great Valley Pkwy Signal Al4 sec. ARs
26. Marina Mascot/Mascot Blvd Signal Al4 sec. AéB s
27. Great Valley Pkwy/Grant Line Rd Signal B/14.sec A/3 sec.
28. Mt. House Rd/Grant Line Rd Signal B/10 sec. #¢C.
29. Grant Line Rd/Altamont Pass Rd Signal D/40 sec. C/29 sec.
30. Grant Line Rd/I-580 WB Ramps Signal A/l sec. 1 péc.
31. Grant Line Rd/I-580 EB Ramps Signal AJ5 sec. 303Fec.
32. Henderson Rd/Byron Rd Signal C/23 sec. B/15 sec
33. Hansen Rd/Byron Rd Signal A7 sec. A/Q sec.
34. Hansen Rd/Von Sosten Rd Signal B/17 sec. B#t3 s
35. Byron Rd/Grant Line Rd (west) Signal C/27 sec. D/36 sec.
36. Byron Rd/Grant Line Rd (east) Signal D/49 sec. B/19 sec.
37. Byron Rd/Von Sosten Rd Signal A/9 sec. C/30 sec
38. Naglee Rd/Grant Line Rd Signal (existing) D$28. A/8 sec.
39. Mt. House Pkwy/Schulte Rd Signal (existing) Dskc. A7 sec.
40. Mt. House Pkwy/Spatafore Pkwy Signal B/10 sec. A6 sec.
41. Mt. House Pkwy/Road C One-Way Stop C/22 sec. 12Béc.

Note

& At intersections controlled by traffic signalsethOS and delay refers to overall delays

experienced by vehicles entering the intersectinintersections where the minor leg is stop
sign controlled, the LOS and delay refers to debgyerienced by minor street traffic entering

the major street traffic flows.

Source: TJKMPegasus Business Park Traffic Impact Studye 24, 2004.
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As a result of the diversion of trips from the fnegs, two of the arterial roadway segments
would experience congestion problems. Severe abioge(LOS “F”) would be experienced
on the following roadway segments:

 Altamont Pass Road west of Grant Line Road:;

* Byron Highway west of Mountain House Road,;

Although two of the roadway segments are projetdeuperate at LOS “F”, these same
characteristics were identified in the 1994 ME[Rable 4.15-8 provides a summary
comparison of the various roadway segment operatingitions.

Conclusion

The most stringent standard in the study area SO “C” standard for intersections on
County roadways and on Community Services Dis(@8D) streets. With the 2005
(baseline + project) scenario, the LOS “C” standaodld be exceeded at 5 of the 31 study
intersections. In the 2025 buildout scenario,t®&S “C” standard would be exceeded at
only 3 of the 40 study intersections.

While the LOS “C” standard is appropriate for mareal roadway networks, the network
serving the ultimate Mountain House community wdagdmore urban in nature. In more
urban areas, a LOS “D” intersection standard iseg@ly accepted as a reasonable peak hour
operating condition at intersections.

With the proposed project, all of the study intetsms would have an overall operation at
LOS “D” or better — this LOS is considered accefgdbr an urban street network. Two
intersections would have longer delays on the siideet approaches, but the overall
operations of those intersections would be satigfac In the year 2025, all of the study
intersections would continue to operate at LOS tibbetter. The two intersections where
side street delays were excessive (under the haselproject scenario) would have traffic
signals installed, and the operation would be featisry.

As outlined in Table 4.15-8, the following two reeay segments would have severe
congestion (LOS “F”) in the year 2025:

« Altamont Pass Road west of Grant Line Road; and

» Byron Road west of Mountain House Road.

Byron Road could be widened to four lanes, theraliigating the congestion problems. It
is not anticipated that Altamont Pass Road wouldigiened, and a residual LOS “F”
condition would exist. It is noted that this cdrat is consistent with the year 2010
projections included in the 1994 MEIR.
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TABLE 4.15-8:COMPARISONS OF 2025BUILDOUT PEAK HOUR LEVEL OF SERVICE ON ARTERIAL ROADS (BEFORE AND AFTER MITIGATION )

2025 Buildout with Project|2025 Buildout with Project] 2025 Buildout with | 2025 Buildout with
2010 Buildout — 6tanes on| (No I-205/Lammers (With 1-205/Lammers Project (No I- Project (With |-
. . 1-205 (MEIR] Interchange) Interchange) 205/Lammers 205/Lammers
) Lanes | Hourly Dir. | Time of o Interchange) LOS | Interchange) LOS
Road Location per Dir. | Capacity | Day | volume | v/IC | LOS | Volume | V/IC |LOS| Volume| Vv/iC [LOS| Comments and MEIR Mitigation Mitigation Mitigation
IAltamont Pass Road West of Grant Line 1 1,140 AM 1,18¢ 1.32 F 1,500{ 1.32 F 1587 1.39 F__|Safety and Operational improvements
Road PM 155( 173 | F 101d 168 | F 1700 149 | F E E
Byron Road est of Mountain 1 1,140 AM 1,140 1.27 F 1,372 1.20 F 2178 1.91 F iden to 4 lanes. B C
House Road PM 1,31( 1.46 F 1,398 123 [ F 2080 182 | F B c
Byron Road East of Grant Line Rqad 2 2,280 AM 99( 0.56 C 1,569| 0.69 D 1153 0.65 C |Widen to 4 lanes(capacity of 2,280) c c
PM 1,01 0.57 C 1,01] 0.84 C 1341 0.75 C c c
Mountain House Prkwy |North of -205 4 3,560 AM 2,00¢ 0.69 C 3,001 0.84 C 2760 0.78 C |No longer a significant impact
PM 2,52( 0.84 D 2,815 0.79 C 2554 0.72 C
North of Grant Line 2 1,780 AM 1,05¢ 0.71 C 711 0.40 C 966 0.54 C |No longer a significant impact
Road
PM 1,22¢ 0.82 D 784 0.44 C 993 0.56 C
Grant Line Road West of Great Valley| 2 3,000 AM 1,200 0.40 A 0.72 C 2209 0.74 C |Current analysis shows that the
Prkwy 2,170 intersections will operate at LOS D or c c
M 1520 051 A 081 D 2340 078 C better with improvements as recommendted:-
2,428
D D
East of Mountain Houge 2 2,280 AM 1,25 0.83 D 1,979| 0.87 C 2031 0.89 C |No longer a significant impact.
Parkway PM 1,63( 1.12 F 2,216 0.97 C 2147 0.94 C
Grant Line Road (Ex.) East of Byron Road 2 1,784 M A 85( 0.57 C 1535 0.86 C 1116 0.63 C |No longer a significant impact.
PM 1,30( 087 | D 1528 086 | C 1413 079 C
Grant Line Road (New) East of Byron Road 2 2280 Al 1,09¢ 0.73 C 1,668/ 0.73 C 1584 0.69 B |[No mitigation required.City he
programmed improvements for 4-lane high
| PM 1,10( 0.74 C 1011 084 | C 1600 0.70 B lcapacity roadway.
117 Street East of 1-205 2/3 3,430 AM 1,47¢ 0.82 D 2863 0.83 C 2455 0.72 B [Roadway is currently six-lanes from
i Lammers Road to east of Corral Hollow
PM 157 087 | D 2067| 087 | C 2592 0.76|  BJRoad.
117 Street East of Corral Hollow 3 2,670 AM 1,08( 0.71 C 1,584 0.59 C 1,823 0.68 C |[Safety and operational c c
PM 1.23( 082 D 0.70 C 2084 0.78 C _[Improvements(increase capacity to 1,9
' 1,866 ’ more) and intersection improvements. Qr
iden to six lanes (capacity of 2,670). C C
ITracy Boulevard North of Lammers Ro: 1 1140 AM 40( 0.44 B 534 0.47 B 530 0.46 B|No longer a significant impact.
PM 63( 0.7 ¢ 556 | 049 | B 63] 055 | B
Middle/Arbor East of Tracy Boulevafd 1 1140 AM 74¢ 0.99 E 366| 0.32 B 420 0.37 B |No longer a significant impact.
PM 1,03¢ 1.37 F 405/ 0.36 B 392 0.34 B
Stanford Extension East of Paradise Rogad 2 1,800 AM 98( 0.54 C nlg nla n/a n/a n/a n/gParallel roadway not in revised 2025
PM 1,30 0.8 D nlg nla n/a n/a n/a n/groadway network

MEIR: 1994 Master Plan Environmental Impact Report

Note: Bold etters denote significant impacts related to LOS

I:l Impact identified inMaster Plan EIR that is no lengignificant.

- New impact not identified iMaster Plan MEIR
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Regarding the freeway segments in the project #neda, 994 MEIR predicted LOS “F”
conditions on all of the nearby freeway segmentepiI-5 south of Grant Line Road. The
year 2025 projections contained in this currenty@mapredict the same freeway congestion.

Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measures M4.12-1, M4.122,.12-3, M4.12-4, M4.12-5,
S4.12-1, S4.12-2, S4.12-3, S4.12-4 and S4.12-5hwhiere subsequently incorporated into
the Master Plan and Specific Plan I. No additiondigation measures are required.

c) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, inding either an increase in traffic levels or
a change in location that results in substantidiesarisks?

The proposed project would not be located so tinatedfic patterns would be at all
impacted. Neither the height of proposed projedtibngs nor the location of the project
would represent an impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a desgtufe (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farmigaent)?

All of the project’s internal roadways and recomigheh off-site mitigations on roadways
would be constructed in accordance with MHCSD stadi€l None of these facilities would
introduce new traffic hazards.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

e) Resultin inadequate emergency access?

The proposed project would be designed with a Kigget system connecting the project
with adjacent major streets. Emergency vehiclessavould be satisfactory with the project

design.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?

The project would involve a wide range of land ubed have specific County Code

requirements for on-site parking. Each of theguty development components would
provide sufficient parking to meet these standards.
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Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measures M4.12-6, and 34 1which were subsequently
incorporated into the Master Plan and Specific Plado additional mitigation measures are
required.

g) Conflict with adopted polices, plans, or progsasupporting alternative transportation
(e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

The proposed project will not conflict with adoptealicies, plans, or programs supporting
alternative transportation methods. The applisaBpecial Purpose Plan includes
bicycle/pedestrian paths, and bicycle racks andfiers located near building entries and
transit stops. Specific Plan | identifies the ldcansit routes that are proposed to extend
through the Business Park.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Conclusions

There are no significant traffic/transportation awts identified for the proposed project that
were not previously addressed in the MEIR. Thgedegneration identified in the traffic study
is almost the same as that calculated in the 19BWRIresulting in similar conclusions at the
various roadways/intersections analyzed. Mitigatieeasures contained in the MEIR would
also apply to the proposed project; e.g., applisdair share of financing roadway
improvements; participation in a TDM program; cdmiting to the construction of an
Altamont Station, and promoting telecommuting. fEhare no substantial changes with
respect to the circumstances under which the 198fRMvas certified. There is no new
available information, which was not known and dooibt have been known at the time the
1994 MEIR was certified so that major revisionstaf previous MEIR would be required.

SOURCE OFINFORMATION

TJKM. 2004.Pegasus Business Park Traffic Impact Studye 24.
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Less Than
Potential Significant
Significant Impact Due to New Additional
Impact Mitigation Significant ~ New Additional
Less Than Adequately Measures in Impact Not Mitigation
Significant or ~ Addressed in Project Addressed in Measures
Issue No Impact MEIR Description MEIR Required

16. UTILITIES AND SERVICE
SYSTEMS. Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control
Board?

b) Require or result in the construction
of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilitiesthe construction ¢
which could cause significant
environmental effects?

¢) Require or result in the construction
of new storm water drainage
facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant
environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies
available to serve the project from
existing entitlements and resources,
or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

e) Resultin a determination by the
wastewater treatment pra\ar which
serves or may serve the project that
it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

f)  Be served by a landfill with
sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local
statutes and regulations related to
solid waste?

SETTING
Introduction

This section of the Initial Study addresses thempil utilities and service systems issues
associated with the development of the MountaindédBiusiness Park. The Utilities and
Service Systems section assesses if there aredditypaal utility or service impacts that
may require further mitigation not previously adstred in the MEIR.
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Existing Conditions

There are only a few existing utilities at the siféhe proposed Mountain House Business
Park. There are two water wells and two septikdat the farm building complex located at
the southeast corner of the site. The Byron Batlaigation District (BBID) canal at
elevation 155 (the BBID 155 Canal) crosses the haidéithe site from northwest to
southeast with a pump station located next to &malcat the western boundary of the site
(Siegfried Engineering, 2004). The canal has el in the past to supply agricultural
irrigation water to BBID customers, but it is curtly not in use. An agricultural irrigation
well is located in the line of trees on the wedef the site south of the BBID 155 Canal
(Kleinfelder, 2002).

Most utility services for the Mountain House comntyiare provided by the Mountain

House Community Services District (MHCSD). Utilityfrastructure will be constructed by
the developers of the Business Park prior to olstgihuilding permits to construct the
buildings. After construction, these infrastruetgapital improvements will be dedicated to
the MHCSD, which will operate and maintain theitytisystems. The Business Park site has
been annexed to both the MHCSD and BBID servicasardHCSD has issued a letter
stating that MHCSD will provide potable water, sany sewer, and storm drainage service to
the Business Park when the infrastructure is inglnd operational (Sensibaugh, 2004).

The utility infrastructure, consisting of a watestdbution system, a sanitary sewer system,
and a storm drain system, has been constructedighBorhood F (the first neighborhood to
be developed at Mountain House) and soon will hereted into adjacent Neighborhoods E
and G. These utilities will later be extended banto Neighborhoods C and D and
Neighborhoods A and B for future connection toutikty systems in the Business Park.
The system needs to be completed in Neighborhop@sACand B prior to the Business Park
hooking up to the two systems. Neighborhoods EGiade part of Specific Plan | (SP 1),
Neighborhoods C and D are part of Specific PIgSR 1), and Neighborhoods A and B are
part of Specific Plan Il (SP III).

Water

Historically, the BBID has diverted water for agiittiral irrigation in the area to be occupied
by Mountain House south of Byron Road. This anedudes the site of the proposed
Business Park. Between 1976 and 1991, this agrrabiirrigation supply averaged 9,413
acre-feet per year (afy). BBID has agreed to comtito divert that much water to supply the
Mountain House development. Historically, BBID elited water only during the
agricultural irrigation months from April througteftember. However, BBID and the State
Department of Water Resources (DWR) reached a tigtieement whereby BBID can divert
the same quantity of water year round to supplyMbentain House community. As a
result, MHCSD has a water services agreement waiDBor 9,413 afy of water to supply
the Mountain House community. BBID has pre-191gdrapriative water rights based on
historical use; thus, the MHCSD water supply isuseainder California water law. Under
the water services agreement, BBID can supply rii@e 9,413 afy if excess water is
available.
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Sometimes, during droughts, there is not enougkemmatthe State’s water supply system to
satisfy all the municipal, agricultural and envinoental demands throughout the state.
During these situations, the DWR must allocate wiegter is available to the various
demands, which sometimes means that municipatibasot receive the amount of water to
which they are normally entitled. However, BBIDrisa unique position to avoid supply
curtailments during droughts. Section 9 of the8f8reement between DWR and BBID
allows BBID to divert up to 50,000 afy from the May O. Banks Pumping Plant intake
channel (part of the California Aqueduct). Sectoof the agreement “provides that
regulatory restrictions imposed by state or fedagaincies for environmental, drought or
other purposes that affect the ability of DWR tdkenavater diversions from the Delta shall
only be applied to BBID if they are imposed dirgeatpon BBID by law” (Gilmore, 2004).
This means that a specific law would have to begéby the State legislature and signed by
the Governor to curtail BBID’s supply below 50,08). In addition, “as a holder of pre-
1914 water rights, the District’s (i.e., BBID) watpply from this source (the intake
channel) is not affected by hydrologic conditiod$e District has never experienced a
reduction in water right due to a hydrologic coimit (CH2M Hill, 2004). Therefore, there
appears to be very little chance that the MHCSDpbsuipom BBID would ever be reduced in
times of drought.

Water supply facilities have been constructed teesthe Mountain House community as it
is developed. The existing facilities include fokowing:

* Araw water intake pump station on the Californgua&duct with two 5-million gallon
per day (mgd) pumps and space for two more pumgifuture;

* A 30-inch-diameter raw water pipeline from the k&do a water treatment plant (WTP)
located on Byron Road near the western boundaljonintain House;

* A WTP with two redundant treatment units, each wittapacity of 2.5 mgd, a 4.4-
million-gallon raw water storage tank, and a 5.Hiam-gallon treated water storage
tank, all located at the WTP site; and

* A treated water distribution system consisting @inps and pipelines to serve
Neighborhood E, F and G. Portions of the systemsléighborhoods E and G are
currently being installed.

A WTP should have sufficient capacity to supplysésvice area on the day of maximum
demand, which is usually a hot, summer or fall day20 mgd WTP would be required to
supply the maximum-day demand of the Mountain Haasemunity at buildout. To

comply with the California Environmental Quality &ECEQA), an Initial Study was
prepared for the 20 mgd WTP that addresses afidtential environmental impacts
associated with the phased construction of the WaTRIll capacity (San Joaquin County,
2000). In 1997, San Joaquin County issued a UseiPfer the WTP and the first phase has
been constructed.
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The WTP is operated under a license from the QaldoDepartment of Health Services
(DHS), and the treated water meets all the priraay secondary water quality requirements
issued by DHS and the U.S. Environmental Protecigancy.

BBID owns and operates three agricultural irrigati@anals that convey water east across the
Mountain House site. These canals must remaipénation as long as there are existing or
possible future demands for agricultural irrigatieater east of the developed areas of the
Mountain House community. Portions of BBID’s 156f elevation agricultural irrigation
canal presently extend across the sites of propdseghborhood C and the Business Park in
a northwest to southeast direction. The applicEmtSpecific Plan Il anticipate that this
canal would not be needed by agricultural custoroEBBID when development of
Neighborhood C commences, therefore, the canatidmeidemolished prior to construction
in Neighborhood C. If this canal is not abandopedr to the development of Neighborhood
C, then it would either be relocated to an alignntleat will allow construction in
Neighborhood C, or it would be replaced by a pipelio allow BBID to continue to serve
downstream agricultural customers.

Wastewater

Wastewater collection, treatment and disposalifeesihave been constructed to serve the
Mountain House community as it has developed. eiigting facilities include the
following:

» Sanitary sewer systems to serve NeighborhoodsalBdFs. Portions of the systems for
Neighborhoods E and G are currently being installed

* A 0.45 mgd wastewater treatment plant (WTTP) lotatear the northeast corner of
Mountain House which is currently being expanded iamproved to provide treatment
for 3.0 mgd average dry weather flow;

* Two temporary 60-million-gallon treated effluenbrstge basins to hold effluent during
wet weather; and

» Atemporary 200-acre land effluent disposal areatied north of Byron Road within the
Mountain House community with piping to allow fldod of the area.

A 5.4 mgd average annual flow WWTP would be requtetreat the sewage generated by
the Mountain House community at buildout. An &litStudy was prepared for the 5.4 mgd
WWTP to address all the potential environmentalaotp associated with the phased
construction of the WWTP to full capacity (San daadgCounty, 1999). In 1998, San
Joaquin County issued a Use Permit for the WWT Pitarnes constructed.

The WWTP is located near the northeast cornereoMbuntain House community at an
elevation low enough to allow wastewater from nbmimoods to the south of Byron Road
(including the Business Park) to reach the plamdugh gravity-flow sewers. The existing
treatment process consists of mechanical scredaliogved by biological treatment in four
mechanically-aerated lagoons. Optional advanasdrtrent processes following biological
secondary treatment include dissolved air flota{ldAF) clarification to remove algae,
followed by chemical mixing and tertiary filtratida remove suspended solids. The treated
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wastewater is disinfected and then de-chlorinateat o land disposal. Sludge produced
during biological treatment settles to the bottdithe aerated lagoons where it undergoes
anaerobic decomposition and consolidation. Thegdwcurrently accumulates in the bottoms
of the lagoons and is not removed for disposaidisee.

An expansion of the existing WWTP is currently urvagy which will increase the average
dry weather flow capacity from 0.45 mgd to 3.0 mgdle improving effluent quality. The
expansion, when completed, will replace the aeratgoons and DAF clarifiers with a
suspended growth activated sludge treatment proddss process will incorporate
advanced biological nutrient removal for nitrogew @hosphorus reduction as well as
enhanced biological oxygen demand and suspendeld semoval. Following secondary
treatment, oxidized and clarified wastewater wdlftitered and then disinfected before
discharge. The existing chlorination/de-chlorioatsystem will be decommissioned and
replaced by a new ultra-violet light disinfectigrsem. This system has been designed to
meet the new National Water Research Institute ZR@itlelines for unrestricted reuse of
treated effluent. It is anticipated that future axgions of the WWTP will incorporate similar
technology.

The WWTP is currently operated under Waste Disah&egquirements in Order No. 98-109
issued by the Central Valley Regional Water Qualiontrol Board (RWQCB). Treated
effluent from the WWTP is currently disposed ofrhgans of flooding on approximately 200
acres of land located north of Byron Road betwbemtonths of April and November.
Flooding involves disposing of treated effluentadpwing it to flow out onto the surface of
the ground through valves installed on the efflidigposal pipelines. The land used for
effluent disposal is owned by Trimark CommunitielsC, the developer of most of the lands
in Specific Plans | and Il, and MHCSD has an easgneeuse this area for land disposal.
Land disposal is prohibited during the rainy seasom November to March; thus, two 60
million-gallon treated effluent storage ponds hbagen constructed between the WWTP and
the land disposal area to hold the effluent uatll disposal can recommence. Future treated
wastewater disposal options are currently beindguevad for the proposed Specific Plan Il
project. These options are discussed later instgson.

Storm Drainage

The site of the proposed Business Park has beerfarsagriculture. Thus, an urban storm
drain system currently does not exist in the arBae site slopes gently down towards the
northeast. There are no significant natural creekthe site. Rainfall mostly percolates into
the ground or evaporates. Excess rainfall runindfirrows and small drainage ditches that
convey agricultural irrigation drainage to a setflpond located at the northeast corner of the
site (Siegfried Engineering, 2004).

A Storm Water Master Plan Update has been preparede entire Mountain House
community (PACE, 2003). An urban storm drain systeonsisting of drop inlets (a.k.a.
catch basins), pipelines, channels and dischargetstes, was installed in Neighborhood F
in conformance with the Storm Water Master PlahisBystem is now being extended into
Neighborhoods E and G. The pipelines, channetsdeatharge structures have been sized
to accommodate storm flows from upstream areag pipelines will be extended upstream
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through Neighborhoods D and B toward the Businesk Site as the road and infrastructure
systems for these neighborhoods are constructed.stbrm drain system will collect storm
runoff and discharge it to Mountain House Creely; Oreek, and ultimately to Old River.

A pipeline, estimated to be 30 inches in diameatenyeys excess storm runoff from a 0.4-
square mile area south of I-205 (identified as Babin 9A in the Storm Water Master Plan
Update) under 1-205 and into the Business Park site

Solid Waste

Very little solid waste is generated at the Bussneark site since agricultural production has
ceased, and there are only a few people livingertrailers at the southeast corner of the site.
Currently, there is no urban solid waste (garbagé#gction at the site; all solid waste is
hauled off the site by the residents.

MHCSD has issued a permit for the collection, tpamgation and disposal of solid waste
from Neighborhoods E, F and G to Tracy Delta S@figste Management, Inc., which also
does business as West Valley Disposal (MHCSD, 2008)s service also includes
collection of recyclable materials as requiredtsy Master Plan. Non-recyclable garbage is
transferred by truck to the Foothill Landfill, aasSk Il landfill permitted to receive non-
hazardous waste, located in eastern San JoaquimyCaloout 50 miles from the Mountain
House community.

Disposal of hazardous waste is managed by the &ajuih County Solid Waste Division of
the Public Works Department, which has a regionadjiam in place. Household hazardous
wastes from Mountain House can be dropped offeHbusehold Hazardous Waste
Consolidation Facility in Stockton. In additiorsad motor oil and oil filters can be dropped
off at several automobile parts and service stiordsacy as well as the Tracy Materials
Recovery and Transfer Facility. Hazardous wasteeated in San Joaquin County are
either disposed at Forward, Inc., a Class Il ldhdithin the County, or are transported
outside the County for disposal.

Neighborhood F is currently under construction.n§auction wastes from Neighborhood F,
consisting mostly of wood and metal, are currerglyycled in compliance with Master Plan
Implementation Measure 6.7.d, the MHCSD Waste Mamant Ordinance, and the
applicant’s agreement with West Valley Disposalgd-#ose, 2004).

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTSIDENTIFIED IN 1994MEIR

The 1994 MEIR identifies significant utility andrsge system impacts of the Master Plan
related to the following:

Water

M4.4.1-1 Inadequate raw water storage in casestficgons of water diversions
imposed by state or federal agencies.
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M4.4.1-2 Adverse impacts to continuing agricultwpérations in the area resulting
from conversion from agricultural to municipal/iredtal water use.

M4.4.1-3 Inadequate water supply for Master Plaitdbut.

M4.4.1-4 Lack of drinking water if the water treant plant is not constructed prior to
occupancy within the project.

M4.4.1-5 Adverse water quality impacts and/or reiuncof available landfill capacity
due to production of water treatment sludge.

M4.4.1-6 Uncontrolled release of hazardous matesasociated with water treatment.

M4.4.1-7 Lack of sufficient water treatment capgditr initial or subsequent

development within the Master Plan area.

Wastewater

M4.4.2-1 Adverse water quality and public healtlpanots due to inadequate
wastewater treatment or lack of enough reclamatiies.

M4.4.2-2 lllegal waste discharges through agricaltdrains if they are not abandoned.
M4.4.2-3 Adverse water quality and public heartlpatis and/or reduction of available

landfill capacity due to production, treatment @mposal of wastewater
treatment sludge.

M4.4.2-4 Uncontrolled release of hazardous matedasociated with wastewater
treatment.
M4.4.2-5 Flooding resulting from failures of levem®und wastewater treatment

facilities and effluent holding ponds.

Storm Drainage

M4.4.3-1 Nuisance conditions resulting from delansl petroleum residue in detention
ponds.

Solid Waste

M4.3.4-1 Reduction of available landfill capacityedto generation of solid and

hazardous wastes.

MITIGATION MEASURES OF THEL994MEIR RELEVANT TO THE PROJECT

For all the above potential utility and serviceteys impacts, the Master Plan was amended
as recommended in the 1994 MEIR mitigation measepasept for the following:
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* Policies and implementation measures to provideg@ate raw water storage in case of
water diversion restrictions were not incorpordtéd the Master Plan. Instead, each
specific plan is expected to reevaluate the adgoofihe confirmed water supply
relative to possible water diversion restrictiotissupply is inadequate, additional water
conservation/reuse measures shall be implemented.

» Calculations to determine if sufficient land wasitable for water treatment and storage
were not required for the water treatment planetyment permit. The findings
determined that the 18.5-acre site was adequate.

* Measures mandating construction of a reclaimedveaséribution system were not
incorporated.

DISCUSSIONREGARDING PROPOSEDPROJECT

a) Would the project exceed wastewater treatmequirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

The RWQCB is responsible for protection of the logater resources. The RWQCB has
issued a five-year National Pollutant Dischargenitiation System (NPDES) permit to
MHCSD as Order No. 98-192. This permit allows Hage of up to 5.4 mgd average dry
weather flow to Old River following secondary tna&nt and disinfection. The ability of the
WWTP to reliably produce effluent with the qualigquired for discharge to Old River must
be successfully demonstrated to the RWQCB befaehdrge to Old River will be allowed
to commence. The permit also allows for dispo$alhounspecified amount of highly treated
wastewater (tertiary treatment with filtration fmied by disinfection) as reclaimed water for
uses as prescribed in Title 22 of the California@€of Regulations. The required effluent
qualities differ for the two disposal methods. MHES currently pursuing the following
effluent disposal options:

1. Year-round discharge to Old River.

2. Year-round reclamation as cooling water at the Bitamont Energy Facility in
Alameda County west of Mountain House. The Ea&rAbnt Energy Facility has
undergone full environmental review by the CalifarBnergy Commission.
However, construction of the facility has not b@eoposed at this time (February
2005). Not all of the WWTP treated effluent at Mtain House buildout capacity
could be accommodated by the East Altamont Eneagylify, so some other
disposal option would also have to be implementedlisposal of a portion of the
effluent.

3. Seasonal reclamation for turf irrigation at thelggagolf course and open space
within the Mountain House community.

4. Seasonal reclamation for irrigation of fodder cr@mpst crops for human
consumption) on lands to the west and east of Moariouse.

Some combination of two or more of the four effludisposal options described above
would be possible. For example, summertime rediemdor landscape irrigation (Option 3)
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or fodder crops (Option 4) could be combined withtertime discharge to Old River
(Option 1) when irrigation water is not neededsdbiarge to Old River (Option 1) could
always be used as a backup disposal method itérbe necessary to temporarily interrupt
reclamation.

In addition, MHCSD could continue to dispose oftaj2.76 mgd average dry weather flow
using the existing land flooding disposal methodten200 acres of Trimark Communities
land north of Byron Road as permitted by RWQCB ®nde. 98-109. This land would
remain undeveloped for use as a disposal areath@tMHCSD demonstrates to the
satisfaction of the RWQCB that the WWTP can rejigiroduce treated effluent with
satisfactory quality for discharge to Old River.

Regardless of which disposal option, or combinatibaptions, MHCSD is able to utilize,
MHCSD must operate its WWTP in compliance with M&QCB discharge requirements or
MHCSD will be in violation of its discharge permilf violations were to occur, the RWQCB
would take action to stop them, including issuinQemse and Desist order, if necessary.
MHCSD has the necessary financial resources toawagproperate and maintain its WWTP
so that discharge permit violations are not exmktdeoccur. Therefore, the impact of the
proposed Business Park is considered less thaificign.

Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measures M4.4.2-1, M4.2,244.4.2-3, M4.4.2-4, and
M4.4.1-6, which were incorporated into the MastanP No additional mitigation measures
are required.

b)  Would the project require or result in the canstion of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of existing faigk, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

Water Demand

Table 4.16-1 presents the projected averag
daily water demand for SP I, SP II, and SP dabled-16-k Fatable WaterDemand

Il at buildout. Based on water demand A”B‘ﬂxf‘jter VC‘S:‘%Z&?%
factors in the Water Supply Assessment Area (afy)® (mgd)
(West Yost, 2004) and the acreage of the SP | 2,662 > 38
proposed Business Park, the Business Parl SP Il 5,462 4.88
will create 134,500 gallons per day (0.13 SP Il 1546 138
mgd) or 150.6 afy of the SP | demand wher Tofal 9.670 8.63

the park is fully occupied. SP | projected th:
the Business Park would consume 166.8 al
The difference between these two values is
because Table 12.1 of SP | assumed 112.5
acres of commercial and business park

& West Yost & AssociatesSenate Bill 610 Water Supply
Assessment for Specific Plan Wppendix G, July 28, 2004.

development while the proposed project containg ®80.1 acres of commercial and

industrial park development.
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The unit water demand for commercial and businedsstrial park development in the
Water Supply Assessment and Specific Plan | isfly®er acre or 1160 gallons per acre-day
(gad), which is rather low. MHCSD’s Potable WaBgstem Plan Update (West Yost, 2003)
uses unit water demand factors, with water consierveof 1,750 gad and 1,600 gad for
commercial and industrial land uses respectivélye total annual water demand for the
entire Mountain House community at buildout in Bwable Water System Plan Update is
9.1 mgd or 10,193 afy.

The projections in Table 4-16.1 assume that 14gmenwvater conservation can be
continuously maintained by the following:

* Public education about the merits of continuallps®rving water;

* Requirements for installation of low-flow plumbifigtures and water-conserving
appliances in houses and buildings;

* Installation of pressure-reducing valves on sesviggh water main pressures higher
than 70 pounds per square inch;

» Landscaping of public places with grasses and plduatt do not require a large amount
of water; and

» Establishment of a water rate structure that eragms water conservation.

In an effort to achieve the 14 percent water corageEm goal, Implementation 12.3.3(c) of
the Master Plan requires low-water-using lands@apircommercial, industrial and public
areas. Implementation 12.3.3(d) of the Master Régnires development of a rate structure
that will encourage water conservation. MHCSD has»xsting Ordinance for Water
Conservation and Water Shortage Emergencies (Orcénido. 4056) that prohibits wasting
water and establishes several levels of mandatatgmwationing that can be enacted by the
MHCSD Board of Directors should single or multiglear droughts occur. The MHCSD
also has a Water Conservation and Monitoring Pragtat establishes water conservation
measures (including some of those cited above pamdter conservation monitoring
program. For additional discussion regarding achgethe 14 percent water conservation
goal, refer to Item d) below.

The applicant for the proposed project is workirithwhe developer of Specific Plan 11l to
obtain a supplemental supply of non-potable watenfBBID for landscape irrigation.

BBID has confirmed in a letter to the applicanttttine District will provide 100 acre-feet per
year of raw water for landscape irrigation (BBID0B). The applicant for the proposed
project needs 73 afy to irrigate the landscapingherbuilding parcels and along the
roadways of the Business Park. This non-potalpelgwould be pumped from BBID’s
155-foot agricultural irrigation canal just north@rant Line Road and conveyed in pipelines
extending southward along the Great Valley Parkwagiward along Grant Line Road, and
southward along Central Parkway to the aestheticpavithin the Business Park (EDAW,
2005). The water would be pumped from the pondscamveyed through a water
distribution pipeline system to irrigate landscapivithin the Business Park. This
supplemental supply of non-potable water for laagedrrigation would reduce the demand
for potable water at the Business Park.
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Water Treatment
Capacity

Water supply and treatment facilities should bedito supply the demand that occurs on the
day of maximum demand (usually a hot, dry summgmvdzen landscape irrigation demand
is high). The MHCSD Potable Water Master Plan Wpd#/est Yost, 2003) use a maximum
day-to-average day demand peaking factor is 2.&hik equivalent to the San Joaquin
County design standard (ECO:LOGIC, 1999). Theeeftire total maximum-day demand for
SP I, SP Il and SP IIl would be 19 mgd, close ®©28 mgd WTP that is proposed for
Mountain House.

The existing WTP has a firm maximum-day capacit.6fmgd as permitted by the DHS.
Therefore, the WTP must be expanded in the futusetve the latter half of the
development of SP | as well as all of SP 1l andISPThe plant will be expanded in several
stages over the years while development continkesironmental impacts of full buildout
of the WTP were evaluated in a separate initialys{®JCCDD, 2000).

Sludge Processing

Master Plan Policy 12.3.9a and 1994 MEIR Mitigatiddeasure M4.4.1-5 encourages
industrial reuse of water treatment sludge. Howebe only sludge produced by the current
treatment process results from drying the wasténwaer produced when the filters are
back-washed. This water is discharged to earthgnglbeds at the WTP site where it
evaporates and percolates into the ground. $odittdge is produced that industrial reuse is
impractical. No significant impacts associatechwiater treatment sludge disposal would
occur by continuing the current sludge drying pssce

Raw Water Storage

Mitigation Measure M4.4.1-1(b) in the 1994 MEIR oezmended adding a policy (which
was not added) to the Master Plan that “adequatevater storage should be provided to
ensure a continued supply to the project in cagestfiction to water diversion and
emergencies that would prevent diversion.” The Main House Potable Water System
Master Plan states that raw (i.e., untreated) vateage equal to two times average day
demand should be provided at the WTP in case ther@lanned or emergency shutdown of
the raw water intake pump station or pipeline (ECQGIC, 1999). This criterion would
require 17.4 million gallons of raw water storagethe buildout of SP I, SP I, and SP III.
The ultimate WTP site plan is shown on Figure I#.the Master Plan. Only one 4.4
million-gallon storage tank is shown on the ultim8¢TP layout, which is less than
sufficient for SP I. An additional 0.4 million dahs of raw water storage should be provided
at the WTP for SP | if this criterion is to be amked, but adding such a small tank would be
impractical. An additional 10.1 million gallons stiorage should be provided for SP | and
SP II, and an additional 13 million gallons shobé&provided for SP I, SP II, and SP lll.

Although MHCSD issued a “will-serve” letter for veaitsupply to the proposed project,

MHCSD will need to provide a reliable water supfybe in conformance with the Mountain
House Potable Water Supply Master Plan Update. BIBI@ill need to construct additional
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raw water storage tanks at the water treatment pinthat will hold at least two times the
average day capacity of the plant. The WTP site pleows an area northeast of the existing
storage tanks that is identified as “POSSIBLE FUBJRAW WATER STORAGE.” The
additional tanks could be constructed in this area.

Construction-Related | mpacts

Expansions of the WTP would be confined to thedtine existing plant. Construction
impacts would include noise and dust from consimactquipment and traffic impacts
associated with truck traffic removing spoils amdbds and delivering construction materials
and equipment. These impacts would be temporatgnding only through the periods of
construction. Construction impacts were discugsele Initial Study / Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the WTP (SJCCDD, 2000). No addiioplant construction-related
mitigation measures are necessary.

Water Distribution
Pipelines

Locations and sizes of recommended water distobygipelines are shown on Figure 5 of
the Potable Water System Update (West Yost, 2008able water distribution pipelines to
serve the Business Park would be installed aloegtiteets prior to paving the streets. A 14-
inch-diameter pipeline would be extended along DeARoulevard from Neighborhood B

on the north side of the Business Park site. Withé Business Park, the water distribution
system would consist of 10- to 14-inch-diameteepigs installed in a loop layout with the
exception of a dead-end, 10-inch-diameter pipedinag Central Parkway east of DeAnza
Boulevard (Siegfried Engineering, 2004). The lehudiameter pipeline extending west
along Central Parkway would be extended west imtdBusiness Park expansion area in the
future; until then this pipeline would dead-endhegt western boundary of the proposed
project. Fire hydrants would be installed as regfiby the MHCSD and the California Fire
Code.

Portions of BBID’s 155-foot elevation agricultuiedgation canal presently extend across
the proposed Business Park site in a northwegiuthseast direction. Master Plan
Implementation 12.3.4(a) states that the apprapspécific plans shall identify how water
and drainage service to the lands east of the M@uhktouse project and Mountain House
Parkway within the BBID service area would be affelc The specific plans shall identify
the infrastructure needed to maintain these ses\aoel when construction of these facilities
would need to be completed. Section 12.3 of SRtés that the portion of the 155-foot
elevation canal within the SP | area shall be abaed and replaced by a pipeline.

Only one active farm exists east of the Businesk §ite. That farmer is currently growing
alfalfa using well water for irrigation. One pdsitity would be to transfer service for this
farm from the BBID to the Westside Irrigation Distr(WSID). A new pump station would
be constructed at the WSID’s Upper Main Canal aliig a new pipeline extending west
from the pump station to Mountain House Parkwagntiouth to serve the farm in case the
farmer requests service in the future (Siegfriedii®ering, 2004). The applicant’s engineer
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is also exploring a plan to “wheel” BBID water thigh the Westside Irrigation District canal
to serve the farmer.

Treated Water Storage

Based on the criteria presented in Section 12 f3feoMaster Plan and the average daily
water demands presented in Table 4.16-1 gliz8@ million gallons of treated water storage
are required for SP I, SP Il, and SP lll. Tablef the MHCSD Potable Water System Plan
Update recommends providing 22.4 million gallonsre&ted water storage (West Yost,
2003). The Master Plan states that between 6A@@gercent of treated water storage
would be provided in tanks at the WTP. Currentdlye 5.5 million-gallon tank exists at the
plant, and the plan for ultimate expansion of thERMhows a second 5.5 million-gallon
tank. However, the Potable Water System Plan épastommends providing 15 million
gallons of emergency storage at the WTP and 7 iomijallons of operational and fire flow
storage at other locations for a total of 22.4ionllgallons. Some of the storage at the WTP
must be allocated to disinfection contact time.

Since the terrain rises to the south of Old Rittez,Mountain House community will be
divided into two water service pressure zones (EQGIC, 1999). The Business Park will
be located in the upper zone (PZ-2). The recomemditer distribution facilities are
shown on Figure 5 of the Potable Water System Bfadate (West Yost, 2003). Pumps at
the WTP would provide pressure for the lower presgone (PZ-1) and fill the PZ-1 storage
tank. MHCSD is processing an agreement with Saquia Delta Community College
District for a site for two treated water storageks (instead of one as shown on Figure 5 of
the Potable Water System Plan Update) at the rastlo®rner of the community college
campus proposed in SP Ill (Karam, 2005). A 5-millgallon tank would be constructed to
serve PZ-1, and a 2.4-million-gallon tank wouldcbastructed to serve PZ-2. The two tanks
would be at the same ground elevation, so watetdume pumped from the PZ-2 tank to
provide sufficient pressure for the PZ-2 waterribstion system. This pump station would
be located adjacent to the PZ-2 tank.

Until agreement is reached with the college distMHCSD will retain all other options for
treated water storage tank sites. These optiahsde the alternative site, owned by Trimark
Communities, LLC, the developer of SP Il, in Alaraedounty where Grant Line Road
crosses the county line (Karam, 2005). The applif the proposed Business Park project
would pay his fair share of the costs of the P2kt pressurization pump station, and
distribution pipelines to the Business Park siftae applicant would also pay all the costs of
the potable and non-potable water distributionesystvithin the proposed Business Park site.

Implementation Measure 2 in Section 12.7 of SRalies that development permits would be
required for water storage facilities located o# WTP site. Tank sites located outside
Mountain House (e.g., in Alameda County) would hevbe acquired by MHCSD before
construction of the tanks could proceed. Implemgon Measure 4 in Section 12.10 of SP I
establishes requirements for water storage tardeddd outside San Joaquin County.
Implementation Measure 3 in Section 12.10 of §itdkents criteria for reducing the visual
impact of water storage tanks.
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Construction-Related | mpacts

Water distribution system improvements would bestartted in conjunction with the
grading for the street system and before the stagetpaved. Construction impacts would
include noise and dust from construction equipnagut traffic impacts associated with
removal of spoils (excavated soil not replacedipelne trenches as backfill) and delivery of
pipe, valves and fire hydrants. These impacts dbeltemporary, extending only through
the period of construction. Construction impacéesewiscussed in the 1994 MEIR. No
additional construction-related mitigation measwaesnecessary.

Wastewater Generation

Table 4.16-2 presents the projected average _
daily wastewater generation for SP |, SP Il an Table 4.16-2: Wastewater Generation

SP Ill, at buildout, assuming 14 percent water Average Daily Flow
conservation can be continually maintained. Area (mgd)
Assuming 95 percent of the water consumed SP | 1.78
the buildings enters the sanitary sewer systen SP I 2.69
the Business Park would generate 110,000 SP 0.93
gallons per day or 0.11 mgd of the SP | Total 5.41

wastewater generation when the park is fully * gan Joaquigg?uLntydCSmmbun:\tly .Dﬁ\éelipmgnt

H H H . epartment an se Dy Neighborhood —
OCCUpIed. SP | prOJected that the Business P: Existing vs. Actual Unitgdraft table, June 9, 2004.
would generate_ 195,000 _gallons of wastewate v gyp Joaquin County Community Development
per day. The difference in these two values DepartmentSP Il Land Use by Neighborhood-
results from the fact that the wastewater Proposed vs. Existingpreadsheet, May 11, 2004];

. . EDAW, Mountain House New Community Specific

generation rates in Table 13.1 of SP | are Plan Ill. June 16, 2004. Table 13-1.
significantly higher than the water demand rat
in Table 12.1. To generate more wastewater
than the amount of water consumed is

impossible.

Wastewater Treatment
Capacity

A MHCSD expansion project, which includes convansib the WWTP to activated sludge
sequential batch reactors, is currently underwgllowing completion of this project, the
WWTP will have an average daily flow capacity d 81gd. Development of the residential
neighborhoods in SP | could continue before the VIAPMiust be expanded again beyond 3.0
mgd. However, MHCSD would have to expand its WWaBRin before it can serve all of

SP I, SP Il and SP lll, including the Business Parke WWTP must also be designed to
accommodate peak wet-weather flows that includ#éretion and inflow caused by rainfall.
Environmental impacts of full buildout of the WWT#ere evaluated in a separate initial
study (SJCCDD, 1999).
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Sludge Processing

Following the current WWTP expansion project, wiseguential batch reactors replace the
existing aerated lagoons, sludge will be stabilizgdwo-stage aerobic digestion and de-
watered using high speed centrifuges to produ@ke dry enough for hauling by truck. The
de-watered sludge will meet United States EnviramadeProtection Agency Part 503
regulations for Class B biosolids. De-watered gudill be: (1) sold to a manufacturer of
fertilizers and soil amendments, (2) trucked tacdtural lands for use as a soil amendment,
or (3) trucked to a landfill that accepts wastewsatatment sludge. Section 13.8 of the
Master Plan includes seven implementation measutgessing interim sludge disposal,
development of sludge disposal options, sludgeadtarization and classification,
preparation of a sludge disposal program, and é¢hgmgethods of sludge disposal.
Assuming these implementation measures are impl&teno new significant impacts will
occur related to sludge processing.

Construction-Related | mpacts

Expansions of the WWTP would be confined to the sftthe existing plant. Construction
impacts will include noise and dust from constroctequipment and traffic impacts
associated with truck traffic removing spoils amdbds and delivering construction materials
and equipment. These impacts will be temporarigreding only through the periods of
construction. Construction impacts were discugseélde Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the WWTP (SJCCDD, 1999). No addiéil construction-related mitigation
measures are necessary.

Reclaimed Water

MHCSD has evaluated opportunities regarding possibe of reclaimed water (i.e., tertiary-
treated and disinfected wastewater) to reduce eéhgadd for potable water for landscape
irrigation. In most situations, installation ottaimed water pipelines under every street in a
community is quite expensive. Installation is eef§éctive only when there is a large
reclaimed water user, such as the golf courseeE#st Altamont Energy Facility, at the end
of the pipeline. Then, parks and smaller landsa@ajgation demands close to the pipelines
can also be served economically. Future use tdireed water would have to be approved
by the Central Valley RWQCB, and the tertiary tne@nt process and resulting effluent
quality would have to meet the requirements ofeT22 of the California Code or
Regulations as required by the California Departroéfiealth Services. The infrastructure
systems north of Byron Road would be designed andtoucted to allow the use of
reclaimed water on the future golf course, parld@en space north of Byron Road.
Sleeves for future installation of reclaimed watistribution purple pipelines would be
installed under roads between the WWTP and futalecgurses during development of

SP II. Use of reclaimed water at the Business Ramkt anticipated because there is no
large demand that would justify the cost of a puang delivery pipeline system from the
WWTP to the Business Park. Use of non-potablewater is anticipated for landscape
irrigation within the Business Park.
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Wastewater Collection

Local sanitary sewers to serve the Business Pdrbevinstalled along the streets prior to
paving the streets. Within the Business Parksé#matary sewers will consist of 8- to 12-
inch-diameter pipelines connected to a 12-inch-di@msewer extended along DeAnza
Boulevard from Neighborhood B on the north sidéhef Business Park site (Siegfried
Engineering, 2004). Construction impacts will ird# noise and dust from construction
equipment and traffic impacts associated with resho¥ spoils and delivery of pipe and pre-
cast concrete manholes. These impacts will bedesnp, extending only through the period
of construction. Construction impacts were disedss the 1994 MEIR. No additional
sewer construction-related mitigation measuresiacessary.

Financing

Under MHCSD Resolution No. 472, Pegasus—M.H. Vagumwill have to pay the project’s
fair share of the design and construction of Moumitbouse community infrastructure
improvements and for the project’s fair share ahgland programs to implement
Community Approvals. These fees are establisheSdayion MH-3-1401 of the MHCSD
Ordinance Code. The infrastructure improvemertkide the following:

* Over-sizing the water, wastewater, and storm dgarsystems to serve the Business
Park;

» The first fire station on Mascot Drive;
» Arterial streets that have already been constryctied

» Parks and recreation facilities that have alreasnlconstructed.

In addition to the costs for implementing CountypAgvals, the plan and program
implementation fee also covers the applicant’s priopnate share for the costs incurred by
another developer (e.g., Trimark Communities, LE&)funding initial operation and
maintenance cost shortfalls in MHCSD budgets (Kar2004; Milnes, 2004).

Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measures M4.4.2-1, M4.2,244.4.2-3, M4.4.2-4, M4.4.1-1,
M4.4.1-2, M4.4.1-3, M4.4.1-4, M4.4.1-5, M4.4.1-6,daM4.4.1-7, which were subsequently
incorporated into the Master Plan.

c) Would the project require or result in the caostion of new storm water drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, tbenstruction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

A storm drain system to serve the Business Paiko@itonstructed under streets prior to
paving the streets. The system would consistafity-flow pipelines (i.e., storm drains)
with lateral pipes to catch basins (a.k.a. drogtg)linstalled at intervals along the street
gutters. These storm drains will consist of 154&inch-diameter pipelines that will collect
surface runoff and convey it north to a 48-inchatiéer pipeline extended south along

4-165



MOUNTAIN HOUSEBUSINESSPARK 4. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
4.16 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

DeAnza Boulevard from Neighborhood B on the noitle ®f the Business Park site
(Siegfried Engineering, 2004). The storm drairtesyswould convey flows north for first-
flush treatment in Water Quality Basin #1 priodiecharge to Mountain House Creek and,
ultimately, Old River. The first flush contains ragollutants than succeeding storm runoff
because it contains the pollutants that have dellban the ground and streets since the
preceding storm.

Storm drain construction impacts would include a@sd dust from construction equipment
and traffic impacts associated with removal of ipand delivery of pipe and pre-cast
concrete manholes and catch basins. These impaatd be temporary, extending only
through the period of construction. Constructimpacts were discussed in the 1994 MEIR.
No additional sewer construction-related mitigatioeasures are necessary.

A storm drain pipeline would be extended east audihsto accommodate off-site flows from
Sub-basin 9A, a 0.4-square mile area south of I-Zécess storm runoff is conveyed under
[-205 through an existing approximately 30-inchraéder pipeline into the Business Park
site. Storm runoff from Sub-basin 9A would be ceyed through the Mountain House
storm drain system to Water Quality Basin #1 andiMain House Creek.

The storm drain system would be designed to accatateaunoff flows from the 10-year
storm event unless a 100-year storm event woulsecaxcessive street flooding that could
prevent access for emergency vehicles. If excesdreet flooding would occur, that portion
of the system would be designed to accommodat®g@d8ér storm event. The Mountain
House Storm Water Master Plan Update addressetss$his for two major arterial streets
(DeAnza Boulevard and Mountain House Parkway). dedysis found that there would be
less than 6 inches of water in the left-hand Ignes the inside lanes) of the four-lane streets
during a 100-year flood event, and that emergeetycles could pass in the left-hand lanes
(PACE, 2003). However, the ability to pass on mside streets was not addressed. A 10-
year storm has a 10 percent statistical chanceafrang each year, and a 100-year storm
has a one percent chance of occurring each year.

Under the federal Clean Water Act, the U.S. Envmental Protection Agency requires that
any water discharged from a construction site latigen five acres must be in compliance
with the National Pollutant Discharge Eliminatiopgs&m (NPDES). The California Water
Resources Control Board, which is responsiblerfgsiémenting and enforcing the NPDES,
issued a statewide general permit for constru@divities. Provisions of the general permit
require that the following issues be addressed mgpect to water quality: (1) erosion and
sedimentation during clearing, grading or excavatiba site; and (2) the discharge of storm
water once construction is completed. The appiiearuld obtain coverage under this permit
by: (1) submitting a Notice of Intent to the Cahtvalley RWQCB that identifies the
responsible party, location, and scope of consomcand (2) developing and implementing
a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPRMP8Ps are required for specific
construction projects under the Statewide geneP®IS construction permit. SWPPPs for
construction at Mountain House are prepared foh @ablic facility (e.g., the water and
wastewater treatment plants) or neighborhood (W/ilg904). A SWPPP would have to be
prepared for construction of the Business Parkvolild be prepared by the applicant prior to
commencement of construction (Gray, 2004).
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Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measure M4.4.3-1, whichsvgabsequently incorporated into the
Master Plan. No additional mitigation measuresrageliired.

d) Would the project have sufficient water suppdieailable to serve the project from
existing entitlements and resources, or are neexpanded entitlements needed?

MHCSD has completed a Water Supply Assessment (V&SAg¢quired by Senate Bill 610
and the California Water Code (West Yost, 2004)Specific Plan 1l. This assessment is
required for any residential development (suchhasMountain House community of which
the Business Park is a part) greater than 500 shgelhits and is included by reference in
this Initial Study. A WSA includes a projectionwater demand at 5-year increments for the
next 20 years and assesses the availability aradbilel of the local water supply for the
development in normal, single dry, and multiple gears. Although the WSA was
specifically written to address SP I, it also umbks water demands for SP | (including the
Business Park) and SP Il to present a completlysiador the entire Mountain House
community. The conclusions of the MHCSD WSA armmarized as follows:

* MHCSD has a firm water supply of 9,413 afy from BBb serve the Mountain House
community, and it is highly unlikely that this supmvould ever be curtailed during
drought years.

* As presented in Table 4.16-1, the total averageadenfor the Mountain House
community at buildout would be 9,670 afy, assunfidgpercent conservation can be
continually maintained without any rationing. Thismand exceeds the contracted
supply from BBID by 257 afy.

* The agreement between MHCSD and BBID allows BBIBupply more than 9,413 afy
to MHCSD if BBID has excess water available. Prijets of all the future demands for
BBID are presented in Table 1 of the WSA. The mtgss indicate that BBID would
have 5,896 afy of excess water in the year 202%naisg) a 5,634 afy supply of reclaimed
water is available to supplement BBID’s 50,000 wfter-right allotment agreed to by
DWR. If no reclaimed water is available becauseautamation projects had been
implemented, the excess would be 262 afy. Theze®BID could supply an additional
257 afy to MHCSD to satisfy the excess demand destiabove.

* The Master Plan (Figure 12.1) states that lanchrafrByron Road between the El
Pescado Grant Line and Old River have riparian mragats amounting to 2,600 afy that
could be used by these lands.

* Chapter 2 of MHCSD Ordinance 4056 establishesdiages of water allocations (i.e.,
rations) that could be enacted to reduce demaridgiwater shortage emergencies.

If these demand projections with 14-percent corsam prove realistic, the MHCSD supply
from BBID would be sufficient for the entire MoumaHouse community under all
hydrologic conditions. However, Table 12.1 of Master Plan reveals that using San
Joaquin County standard unit demand rates, thegieg) water demand for the entire
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Mountain House community at buildout would be apprately 12,900 afy (without water
conservation), which exceeds the contracted BBIipluby almost 3,500 afy or 900 afy if
the 2,600 afy riparian water is used. The landusembers of different dwelling units, and
resulting water demands have changed since publicat the Master Plan. Nevertheless,
the amount of water conservation that is actualhjeved is an important factor in providing
a reliable water supply to meet future demands.

The MHCSD Potable Water System Plan Update (West,2003) states that “at this level

in planning a new community, it may be a littlerpagure to assume that this aggressive
conservation goal [14 percent] will be met.” Thetters recommend that the demands
presented in the Potable Water System Update arAl bgSreated as “bookends” for
planning future water supply facilities. The laoas and sizes of the of recommended water
distribution facilities shown on Figure 5 of thet&de Water System Update are based on
the future demands in the Potable Water System tdpda

If the actual water demand is greater than projeictéehe WSA, BBID may not be able to
provide enough water for the entire Mountain Hocm@munity at buildout. If future
analyses of actual water consumption prove thatishthe case, a supplemental source of
supply should be developed. Trimark CommunitieésC Lthe developer of SP I, owns the
land south of Old River (north of Byron Road) whalkeighborhoods | through L would be
developed. Trimark also owns riparian water rightd are tied to the land based on its prior
use for irrigated crop production. One possibildyincreasing the water supply for
Mountain House would be for Trimark Communitiedramsfer its riparian water rights to
the MHCSD. The water that could be withdrawn frotd River under these rights would be
allowed to flow downstream and join the watershia greater San Joaquin Delta system.
The same quantity of water could then be withdrawBBID from the California Aqueduct
(which conveys water from the Delta) to supplenteatMountain House community supply
by “wheeling” the water back to the MHCSD WTP. 3 pian could supplement the BBID
supply by an estimated 2,600 afy. It should beadhat these riparian rights could be
curtailed by DWR during a water shortage in dryrgea

This plan would require approval by both BBID an&d/R. The assistance of lawyers with
water-law expertise would be needed to prepareatineement and the other documentation
necessary for this water-rights transfer. For gdanthe WSA states that as individual
parcels are sold, specific language must be indlirdéhe grant deeds that retains the
riparian water rights with the land even thoughrilghts have been previously transferred to
MHCSD.

Assuming 14 percent continuous water conservationbe achieved, the available water
supply from BBID is sufficient to supply the entiountain House community at buildout.
Thus, there would be no need for additional or exlpd water supply entitlements, and there
would be no significant impacts. If continuous watenservation is less than 14 percent, an
additional 2,600 afy of water supply could be atal through transfer of the riparian water
rights from Trimark Communities, LLC, to MHCSD, ladtugh this additional supply may not
be available in dry years due to DWR curtailments.
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Specific Plan Il Implementation Measure 12.2.2estdhat if in the future there is insufficient
water for buildout of the community, then measwfeasll be taken to obtain an additional
water supply, implement more extensive conservatieasures, or revise the Master Plan.
Presumably, revising the Master Plan would meanaied the number or mix of future
dwelling units in order to reduce water demand. Bioiations of these three corrective
measures could be implemented.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

e) Would the project result in a determination hg wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it has adegoapacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to the provider’s R commitments?

MHCSD is the wastewater treatment provider forMauntain House community and does
not have a commitment to provide wastewater treatrivg any other community or area.
MHCSD may provide wastewater treatment to existiogses within the Mountain House
community on the south side of Grant Line Roadthedsouth bank of Old River if those
property owners choose to annex to MHCSD, but theust of wastewater generated by
these houses would be small. Future expansiotedVWTP are discussed in item b),
above. Since the RWQCB would require that MHCSDeextthe WWTP prior to serving
houses or buildings in SP I, SP Il or SP 1ll, MHC®Duld always have adequate wastewater
treatment capacity. This potential significant aopis adequately addressed in the 1994
MEIR, and no additional mitigation measures areiiregl.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

f)  Would the project be served by a landfill witlifgient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal sfeed

Solid waste from the Business Park would be catty West Valley Disposal and brought
to the Tracy Materials Recovery and Transfer RgcilNon-recyclable garbage would then
be trucked to the Foothill Landfill in eastern Saaquin County for disposal. The Foothill
Landfill has a total remaining disposal volume 6frillion cubic yards. The San Joaquin
County Solid Waste Division estimates that Foottalhdfill will be able to provide solid
waste disposal for all of San Joaquin County sofitBtockton until the year 2044 (Johnson,
2004). Hazardous waste generated in San Joaquintis either disposed of at Forward
Inc., a Class Il landfill within the County, ortimnsported outside the County to another
Class I or Il landfill for disposal.

According to the 1994 MEIR, the Tracy Materials Bezry and Transfer facility is
anticipated to reach full operating capacity byykar 2010, and an expansion of the facility
and/or construction of additional transfer faadgiwill be needed. As shown on Figure 13.3
of the Master Plan, a 10-acre site in Old Riveustdal Park of the Mountain House

4-169



MOUNTAIN HOUSEBUSINESSPARK 4. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

4.16 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

community will be reserved for a Materials Recoveagility and solid waste transfer station
in case the Tracy facility is not expanded. If Twacy facility is expanded, the Mountain
House site could be made available for other pulses.

The California Integrated Waste Management Boasdsléid waste generation rates for
various types of businesses on its website. Baseudeighted composites of several of the
rates for applicable types of businesses that woelbcated at the Business Park, the
estimated amount of solid waste that will be geteerat the Business Park when fully
occupied is presented in Table 4.16-3.

Table 4.16-3
Solid Waste Generation
Generation Rate Solid Waste Generation

Zoning Designation Employee$d (tons/employeelyear) (tons/year)
Commercial Office 351 1.3 456
Freeway Service 320 2.8 896
Commercial
Industrial Park 2,900 1.1 3,190
Totals 3,661 NA 4,542

Notes ? Pegasus—M.H. Ventures |, Mountain House BusiPesk Jobs—Housing Ratios,
September 10, 2004.

® http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/WasteChar/DispRate.ht@®eneration rates in Table 4.16-3 are
weighted composites of several rates on the website

The San Joaquin County Solid Waste Division esesighat 82.5 percent of household waste
is disposed of in landfills (Johnson, 2004). Tamaining 17.5 percent is recycled or
composted. Assuming the same percentage of BssiHak solid waste is disposed of in
landfills, the Business Park would generate appnaxely 3,747 tons per year when fully
occupied that would be disposed of at the Clagsddthill Landfill. Each ton of solid waste
would occupy approximately 0.375 cubic yards ofifdhspace when it is compacted in the
landfill (Johnson, 2004). Therefore, the Busineask would generate solid waste that would
occupy approximately 70,259 cubic yards of commhtadfill over the next 50 years. This
volume is about 0.1 percent of the remaining digpoapacity of the Foothill Landfill. This
potential significant impact is adequately addrdssehe 1994 MEIR, and no additional
mitigation measures are required.

There will be approximately 41,800 residents atdmwit of SP I, SP Il, and SP 1ll. San
Joaquin County Solid Waste Division estimates ¢gah household resident would generate
approximately 8 pounds of solid waste per day, litiv 6.6 pounds per day (82.5 percent) or
1.2 tons per year would be disposed of in landfdzhnson, 2004). Table 3.1 of the Master
Plan reveals that approximately 21,900 jobs woelgtoduced by the commercial,

industrial, education and public service land wdhe Mountain House community.
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Using the overall average generation rate from & 4ll6-3, these jobs would produce
approximately 24,900 tons of disposable solid wpsteyear. Using the same analysis as
above, the solid waste generated by the threefsppleins would occupy approximately
1,397,000 cubic yards of compacted landfill over tiext 50 years. This volume is about 1.8
percent of the remaining disposal capacity of thetkill Landfill. This potential significant
impact is adequately addressed in the 1994 MEIR nanadditional mitigation measures are
required.

Construction at the Business Park would generatsiderable amounts of waste wood,
metal and other materials that could be recyclealuseful products or help reduce the
demand for new construction materials. The MaBtan Implementation 6.7.d states
“recyclable construction waste shall be separdtedinon-recyclable construction waste],
and arrangements shall be made with the Countyn-ite recycling services, for collection.
Recycling of construction wastes shall be madegfdtie construction specifications for
contractors.” This implementation measure has plemented for construction of
Neighborhood F, the first neighborhood to be dgwetbin the Mountain House community
(Teed-Bose, 2004). Assuming implementation coetsnthe volume of construction wastes
would be reduced significantly. This potentialrsfigant impact is adequately addressed in
the 1994 MEIR, and no additional mitigation measwaee required.

Mitigation Measures

See 1994 MEIR Mitigation Measure M4.3.5-1, whichsvgabsequently incorporated into the
Master Plan. No additional mitigation measuresrageliired.

g) Would the project@mply with federal, state, and local statutes aagulations related
to solid waste?

Non-hazardous solid waste from SP | (of which treppsed Business Park is a part), SP Il
and SP 11l will be collected and transported toFoethill Landfill for disposal. Hazardous
wastes would be transported to a Class | or Ilfidridr disposal. These landfills are
licensed and operated in compliance with all ajpplie federal, state and local statutes and
regulations regarding solid waste handling andatiah Development of the Business Park
would have no significant impact on compliance veitid waste statutes and regulations.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required.

Conclusions

There are no impacts associated with public wsgithat were not previously identified in the
MEIR. The construction of new water and wastewatatment facilities or the expansion

of existing facilities would not create additiomalpacts over what was previously addressed
in the MEIR. There are no substantial changes meipect to the circumstances under which
the 1994 MEIR was certified. There is no new aldé information, which was not known
and could not have been known at the time the MBIR was certified so that major
revisions of the previous MEIR would be required.
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