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A. Purpose of the Environmental Impact Report 
 
This document has been prepared in the form of an addendum to the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Hughson 2005 General 
Plan.  The Draft EIR identified the likely environmental consequences associ-
ated with the project, and identified policies contained in the proposed 2005 
General Plan that help to reduce potentially significant impacts. 
 
The Final EIR responds to comments on the Draft EIR and makes revisions 
to the Draft EIR as necessary in response to these comments. 
 
This document, together with the Draft EIR, will constitute the Final EIR if 
the City of Hughson City Council certifies it as complete and adequate under 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
 
 
B. Environmental Review Process 
 
According to CEQA, lead agencies are required to consult with public agen-
cies having jurisdiction over a proposed project, and to provide the general 
public and project applicant with an opportunity to comment on the Draft 
EIR.  This Final EIR has been prepared to respond to those comments re-
ceived on the Draft EIR and to clarify any errors, omissions or misinterpreta-
tions of discussions of findings in the Draft EIR. 
 
The Draft EIR was made available for public review on June 30, 2005, with 
the official State Clearinghouse review period commencing on July 5, 2005.  
The Draft EIR was distributed to local and State responsible and trustee agen-
cies and the general public was advised of the availability of the Draft EIR 
through public notice published in the local newspaper and posted by the 
County Clerk as required by law.  The CEQA-mandated 45-day public com-
ment period was extended to end on August 18, 2005 to conform with the 
State Clearinghouse review period. 
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Copies of all written comments received on the Draft EIR are contained in 
this document.   
 
This Final EIR will be presented at a Planning Commission hearing at which 
the Commission will advise the City Council on certification of the EIR as a 
full disclosure of potential impacts, mitigation measures and alternatives. 
 
However, the Planning Commission will not take final action on the EIR or 
the proposed project.  Instead, the City Council will consider the Planning 
Commission’s recommendations on the Final EIR and the proposed 2005 
General Plan during a noticed public hearing, and make the final action in 
regards to adoption of the Final EIR. 
 
 
C. Document Organization 
 
This document is organized into the following chapters: 

♦ Chapter 1: Introduction.  This chapter discusses the use and organiza-
tion of this Final EIR. 

♦ Chapter 2:  Report Summary.  This chapter is a summary of the find-
ings of the Draft and the Final EIR.  It has been reprinted from the Draft 
EIR with necessary changes made in this Final EIR shown in underline 
and strikethrough. 

♦ Chapter 3:  Revisions to the Draft EIR.  Corrections to the text and 
graphics of the Draft EIR are contained in this chapter.  Underline text 
represents language that has been added to the EIR; text with strike-
through has been deleted from the EIR. 

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

♦ Chapter 5:  Comments and Responses.  This chapter contains repro-
ductions of the letters received from agencies and the public on the Draft 
EIR.  The responses are keyed to the comments which precede them. 
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This is a summary of the findings of the Draft and Final EIRs.  It has been 
reprinted from the Draft EIR with necessary changes made in this Final EIR 
shown in underline and strikethrough. 
 
This summary presents an overview of the analysis contained in Chapter 4: 
Environmental Evaluation. CEQA requires that this chapter summarize the 
following: 1) areas of controversy; 2) significant impacts; 3) unavoidable sig-
nificant impacts; 4) implementation of mitigation measures; and 5) alterna-
tives to the project. 
 
 
A. Project Under Review 
 
The This Draft EIR provides an assessment of the potential environmental 
consequences of adoption of the Hughson General Plan.  The General Plan is 
intended to serve as the principal policy document for guiding future devel-
opment and conservation in and around the City.  The proposed General 
Plan includes goals, policies and actions which have been designed to imple-
ment the City’s and community’s vision for Hughson.  The policies and ac-
tions would be used by the City to guide day-to-day decision-making so there 
is continuing progress toward the attainment of the Plan’s goals.  The pro-
posed General Plan proposes land use designations that would implement the 
overall goals and vision of the General Plan.  The General Plan is further de-
tailed in Chapter 3, Project Description of the Draft EIR. 
 
 
B. Areas of Controversy 
 
The proposed General Plan is largely self-mitigating with regard to environ-
mental impacts.  However, there has been controversy in the past regarding 
several issues related to the General Plan, including: 

♦ The rate, location and type of growth. 

♦ Traffic impacts of proposed development. 
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♦ The loss of agricultural lands. 

♦ The availability of infrastructure to support new development. 

♦ The need for more employment and shopping opportunities in the 
community. 

 
All of these issues were addressed in the 2005 General Plan process.  To the 
extent that these issues have environmental impacts, they are also addressed in  
the Draft this EIR. 
 
 
C. Significant Impacts 
 
Under CEQA, a significant impact on the environment is defined as a sub-
stantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical con-
ditions within the area affected by the project, including land, air, water, min-
erals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic and aesthetic signifi-
cance. 
 
Implementation of the proposed General Plan has the potential to generate 
environmental impacts in a number of areas.  However, the Plan has been 
developed to be largely self-mitigating.  As shown in Table 2-1, the only im-
pacts that would occur under the 2005 General Plan are those significant, un-
avoidable impacts that cannot be mitigated.  These impacts are discussed be-
low in Section E: Unavoidable Significant Impacts.  All of the other potential 
impacts are avoided by the policies included in the 2005 General Plan and 
existing federal, State and local regulations  
 
 
D. Mitigation Measures 
 
The 2005 General Plan is generally self-mitigating.  As a result, the only sig-
nificant impacts that have been identified in the this Draft EIR are those 
which are significant and unavoidable, and for which no mitigation is avail-
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able to reduce the level of the impact to a less-than-significant level.   As a 
result, there are no mitigation measures identified in the this Draft EIR. 
 
 
E. Unavoidable Significant Impacts 
 
The proposed General Plan would have seven significant unavoidable im-
pacts, as follows.  These impacts are discussed further in Sections 4.1 and 4.2 
and 4.3 of the Draft EIR. 
 
1. Aesthetics 
There would be one significant unavoidable aesthetics impact, which would 
occur under cumulative conditions. Together with development occurring 
elsewhere in its Sphere of Influence, new development would result in a 
change in visual character from an agricultural appearance to a more urban 
appearance. 
 
2. Agricultural Resources 
Four significant unavoidable impacts to agricultural resources would occur 
under the 2005 General Plan.  Development under the General Plan would 
result in conversion of Prime and Unique Farmland, and Farmland of State-
wide importance to urban uses.  This affected agricultural land would include 
some areas that are currently zoned by Stanislaus County for agricultural uses 
and/or are under active Williamson Act contract, which would constitute a 
separate impact.  The 2005 General Plan could also result in the development 
of incompatible urban uses adjacent to agricultural uses, which could result in 
the conversion of these lands from farmland.  Finally, there would be a cumu-
lative significant unavoidable impact associated with the 2005 General Plan, 
which would contribute to the on-going loss of agricultural lands in the re-
gion as a whole.  The permanent loss of farmland is considered, in each of 
these cases, to be a significant and unavoidable impact. 
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3. Air Quality 
There would be two significant and unavoidable air quality impacts as a result 
of the project.  Firstly, the 2005 General Plan would be inconsistent with 
applicable air quality plans of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District, since it allows for an amount of population growth in excess of that 
accounted for in the District's clean air planning efforts.  The 2005 General 
Plan would also contribute cumulatively to on-going air quality issues in the 
San Joaquin Valley, to an extent that cannot be mitigated by policies and pro-
grams to reduce pollutant emissions. 
 
 
F. Alternatives to the Project 
 
The This Draft EIR analyzes alternatives to the proposed 2005 General Plan.  
The following four alternatives to the proposed project, the first two of 
which are versions of the CEQA-required No Project Alternative,  are con-
sidered and described in detail in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR: 

♦ Existing General Plan Alternative 
♦ Existing Conditions Alternative 
♦ Concentrated Growth Alternative 
♦ Reduced Density Alternative 

 
As shown in the alternatives analysis in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR, the Exist-
ing General Plan Alternative has the least environmental impact and is there-
fore the environmentally superior alternative.  CEQA guidelines require that 
if the alternative with the least environmental impact is a No Project Alterna-
tive, the EIR must also designate the next most environmentally superior al-
ternative.  After the No Project Alternative, the Concentrated Growth Al-
ternative is the next most environmentally superior alternative.   
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G. Summary Table 
 
Table 2-1 presents a summary of impacts and mitigation measures identified 
in this report.  It is organized to correspond with the environmental issues 
discussed in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. 
 
The table is arranged in four columns: 1) environmental impacts; 2) signifi-
cance prior to mitigation; 3) mitigation measures; and 4) significance after 
mitigation.  For a complete description of potential impacts and suggested 
mitigation measures, please refer to the specific discussions in Chapter 4 of 
the Draft EIR.  Additionally, this summary does not detail the timing of 
mitigation measures.  Timing will be further detailed in the mitigation moni-
toring program.   
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TABLE 2-1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Significant Impact 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

With 
Mitigation 

AESTHETICS 

There are no significant impacts to aesthetics,  so no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact A-1:  While the 2005 General Plan would 
not result in a project-level impact, cumulative 
development in Hughson and the SOI would 
contribute to the cumulative change in the visual 
character of the County, from an agricultural 
character or a more urban visual appearance.  

S No mitigation is available for this impact, since the permanent visual change 
from rural, agricultural lands to urban use is considered significant and 
unavoidable. 

SU 

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

Impact AG-1:  While mitigated to the extent 
feasible by policies of the 2005 General Plan, 
development permitted under the implementation 
of the 2005 General Plan would result in a 
significant and unavoidable impact related to the 
conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 
or Farmland of Statewide Importance as these 
lands are developed for urban uses. 

S No mitigation is available for this impact, since the permanent loss of farmland is 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

SU 

Impact AG-2:  While mitigated to the extent 
feasible by policies of the 2005 General Plan, 
implementation of the General Plan would result 
in a significant and unavoidable impact to 
agricultural resources since it would allow urban 
uses on areas in the SOI that are currently zoned 
by the County for agricultural use and/or under 
active Williamson Act contracts. 

S No mitigation is available for this impact, since the permanent loss of farmland is 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

SU 
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Significant Impact 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

With 
Mitigation 

Impact AG-3:  While mitigated to the extent 
feasible by policies of the 2005 General Plan, 
implementation of the General Plan would result 
in incompatible urban uses being developed 
adjacent to agricultural uses, which could result in 
the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use 
and a significant and unavoidable impact to these 
resources. 

S No mitigation is available for this impact, since the permanent loss of farmland is 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

SU 

Impact AG-4:  Development in Hughson and its 
SOI would contribute cumulatively to the on-
going loss of agricultural lands in the region.. 

S No mitigation is available for this impact, since the permanent loss of farmland is 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

SU 

AIR QUALITY 

Impact AIR-1:  While mitigated to the extent 
feasible by policies of the 2005 General Plan, the 
2005 General Plan would not be consistent with 
applicable air quality plans of the SJVAPCD, since 
population growth that could occur under the 
2005 General Plan would exceed that projected by 
StanCOG and used in projections for air quality 
planning.  The projected growth would lead to an 
increase in the region’s VMT, beyond that 
anticipated in the SJVAPCD’s clean air planning 
efforts.  The increase in VMT that would occur 
under the General Plan, relative to that projected 
by StanCOG, is less than 1 percent. 

 

S No mitigation is available for this impact, since the growth induced by the 2005 
General Plan would increase vehicle miles traveled beyond that accounted for in 
the clean air planning efforts of the SJVAPCD 

SU 

Impact AIR-2:  Development in Hughson and its 
SOI would contribute cumulatively to on-going air 
quality issues in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin.  

S No feasible measures are available that would completely mitigate this 
cumulative impact.  

SU 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

No impacts would occur to biological resources, so no mitigation measures are necessary. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

No cultural resource impacts would occur, so no mitigation measures are necessary. 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

No significant impacts to geology and soils would occur, so no mitigation measures are necessary. 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

No impacts would occur in regards to hazards or hazardous materials, so no mitigation measures are necessary. 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

There are no significant impacts to hydrology and water quality, so no mitigation measures are necessary.  

LAND USE 

There are no significant land use impacts, so no mitigation measures are necessary.  

NOISE 

There are no significant noise impacts, so no mitigation measures are necessary.  

POPULATION AND HOUSING 

There are no significant impacts to population, housing and employment; therefore, no mitigation measures are necessary. 

PUBLIC SERVICES 

There are no significant impacts to public services, including police, fire, schools, libraries and parks; therefore, no mitigation measures are necessary. 
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TRANSPORTATION 

As there are no significant impacts to transportation, no mitigation measures are necessary. 

UTILITIES 

There are no significant impacts to utilities ( water service, wastewater, stormwater, solid waste, energy use and conservation), therefore no mitigation measures are necessary. 
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This chapter presents specific changes to the text of the Draft EIR that are 
being made in response to comments made by the public and/or reviewing 
agencies.  In each case, the revised page and location on the page is set forth, 
followed by the textual, tabular or graphical revision.  None of the changes 
constitute significant changes to the Draft EIR, so the Draft EIR does not 
need to be recirculated. 
 
 
Page 4.2-3 is hereby amended to add the following paragraphs under the 
heading “c.  Williamson Act Contracts”: 
 
The preferred method for Williamson Act contract termination is through 
the nine-year non-renewal process, where the land owners file for non-
renewal.  Immediate termination via cancellation is reserved for “extraordi-
nary”, unforeseen situations.  In these cases, in addition to making necessary 
findings, a hearing is required, and the Department of Conservation must be 
noticed for the hearing and forwarded a copy of the landowner’s petition at 
least 10 days prior to the hearing. 
 
Prior to approving the expansion of the City’s SOI into areas with active Wil-
liamson Act contracts, Stanislaus County LAFCO would need to make find-
ings for annexation of Williamson Act contract lands, per California Gov-
ernment Code Section 56856.5 et seq.  In addition, LAFCO is required to no-
tify the Department of Conservation within 10 days of the City’s proposal to 
annex land under a Williamson Act contract per California Government 
Code Section 56753.5.  If LAFCO does approve an annexation into Hughson 
that includes land subject to a Williamson Act contract, the City will need to 
succeed to all rights, duties and power of the County under the contract, per 
California Government Code Section 51243, unless conditions allowed under 
Section 51243.5 apply, thereby allowing the City the option of not succeeding 
to the contract. 
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Table 4.2-2 on page 4.2-7 of the Draft EIR is hereby amended as follows: 
 
TABLE 4.2-2   DEFINITIONS OF FARMLAND QUALITY TERMS 

Name Description 

Prime Farmland 

Land which has the best combination of physical and chemical charac-
teristics for the production of crops.  It has the soil quality, growing 
season, and moisture supply needed to produce sustained high yields of 
crops when treated and managed, including water management, accord-
ing to current farming methods.  Prime Farmland must have been used 
for the production of irrigated crops within the last three years 

Farmland  
of Statewide  
Importance 

Land other than Prime Farmland which has a good combination of 
physical and chemical characteristics for the production of crops.  It 
must have been used for the production of irrigated crops within the  
last three years. 

Unique  
Farmland 

Land which does not meet the criteria for Prime Farmland or Farmland 
of Statewide Importance that is currently used for the production of spe-
cific high economic value crops.  It has the special combination of soil 
quality, location, growing season, and moisture supply needed to produce 
sustained high quality or high yields of a specific crop when treated and 
managed according to current farming methods.  Examples of such crops 
may include oranges, olives, avocados, rice, grapes and cut flowers. 

Farmland  
of Local  
Importance 

Land other than Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance 
or Unique Farmland that is either currently producing crops or that 
has the capability of production.  This land may be important to the 
local economy due to its productivity.  Stanislaus County specifically 
defines Farmland of Local Importance as farmlands growing dryland 
pasture, dryland small grains and irrigated pasture. 

 
 
 
Table 4.3-1 on page 4.3-7 of the Draft EIR is hereby amended by deleting 
the Federal Primary Standard for 1-hour Ozone and replacing it with a 
reference to a footnote stating: 
 

1  The national 1-hour ozone standard was revoked by US EPA on June 
15. 2005. 
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The first paragraph on page 4.3-4 of the Draft EIR is hereby amended as 
follows: 
 

The San Joaquin Valley suffers from high levels of ground-level ozone, 
which can lead to serious health effects such as asthma.  In addition, it can 
be harmful to crops.  As a result, the area has been designated by the EPA 
as a severe nonattainment area.  In response, the SJVAPCD has prepared 
several plans since 1994 to address attainment of both the federal and 
State O3 standards.  The Amended 2002-2005 Rate of Progress Plan is the 
latest plan submitted that addressed the federal one-hour O3 standard.  
However, the national 1-hour ozone standard was revoked by the EPA 
on June 15, 2005.  However, EPA rejected the plan, and at the State’s re-
quest, has proposed to reclassify the area as an extreme nonattainment 
area and has required the SJVAPCD to submit an extreme ozone nonat-
tainment area plan.  Without the redesignation, the EPA would have to 
subject the region to a federally imposed control plan.  The latest plan 
addressing the State O3 standard is the 2000 Triennial Update.  All of 
these plans include strategies for reducing the emissions of O3 precursor 
pollutants. 
 
 

The last paragraph of page 4.3-10 the Draft EIR is hereby amended as 
follows: 
 

As is shown in Table 4.3-2, the region does not meet federal standards for 
ground level ozone and fine particulate matter.  The EPA is proposing to 
grant a request by the State to voluntarily reclassify the region (under the 
federal Clean Air Act) from a severe to an extreme 1-hour ozone nonat-
tainment area.  Under this action, EPA is also proposing that the State 
submit an extreme ozone nonattainment area plan.  Reclassification will 
stop the sanctions and federal implementation plan clocks that were 
started when the EPA made a finding that the State failed to submit the 
statutorily required severe area attainment demonstration plan.  As noted 
in Table 4.3-2, the national 1-hour ozone standard was revoked by the 
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EPA on June 15, 2005.  However, the 8-hour standard, which the region 
is currently considered in Serious Nonattainment, has become the pre-
vailing federal standard for ground level ozone. 

 
 
The following paragraph on page 4.3-23 of the Draft EIR is hereby 
amended as follows: 
 
4. Wood Smoke 
Wood smoke from new residential fireplaces or wood stoves could emit sig-
nificant amounts of PM10 and PM2.5.  Such devices in existing residential units 
in Hughson contribute to significant levels of PM10 and PM2.5, and future in-
stallation of wood-burning appliance could worsen this situation.  However, 
Policy COS-7.9 of the 2005 General Plan requires new residential units to 
include gas burning fireplaces as required by SJVAPCD, while renovations 
will include only clean-burning EPA-certified wood burning devices, pellet-
fueled stoves, or natural gas fireplaces.  This requirement would reduce any 
impacts from new development occurring under the 2005 General Plan to a 
less-than-significant level. 
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Table 4.3-2 on page 4.3-11 of the Draft EIR is hereby amended as follows: 
 
TABLE 4.3-2   ATTAINMENT OF AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS IN 
         STANISLAUS COUNTY 

Pollutant Federal Designation State Designation 

Ozone - one hour Nonattainment/Severe* 
Nonattainment/  
Severe 

Ozone - eight hour Nonattainment/Serious No classification 

PM2.5 Nonattainment** Nonattainment 

PM10 Nonattainment Nonattainment 

CO Unclassified/Attainment Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide Unclassified/Attainment Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide Unclassified/Attainment Attainment 

*US EPA revoked the standard in 2005 proposes to reclassify the area as Extreme 
Nonattainment. 
** US EPA recently designated as Nonattainment 
Source: California Air Resources Board 
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A. Written Comments 
 
Agencies 

1. Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse.  State of California, Gov-
ernor’s Office of Planning and Research. 

2. Dennis J. O’Bryant, Acting Assistant Director, Department of Conserva-
tion, Division of Land Resource Protection.  August 17, 2005. 

3. Hector R. Guerra, Senior Air Quality Planner, San Joaquin Valley Air 
Pollution Control District.  August 16, 2005. 

4. Raul Mendez, Senior Management Consultant, Stanislaus County Envi-
ronmental Review Committee.  August 15, 2005. 

 
Members of the Public 

5. Jeff and JoDee Albritton, 3231 Euclid Avenue. Received August 16, 2005. 

6. Mike Boggeri, 8466 Fox Road. Received July 19, 2005. 

7. Joe and Josephine Cipponeri, 3230 Euclid Avenue.  Received August 16, 
2005. 

8. John and Cindy Lundell, 1830 Euclid Avenue. Received July 19, 2005. 

9. Kenneth and Carol Ann Lundell, 5501 Geer Road. Received July 19, 
2005. 

10. Melvin Lundell, 1918 Euclid Avenue. Received July 19, 2005. 

11. Jerry and Grace Rexin, 2461 Geer Road.  Received August 2, 2005. 

12. John and Pauline Togliatti, 3512 Euclid Avenue.  Received August 2, 
2005. 

13. Dennis Wilson, Modesto. Received September 8, 2005. 
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This chapter includes a reproduction of, and responses to, each letter received 
during the public review period.  Each letter is reproduced in its entirety, and 
is immediately followed by responses to the comments in it.  Letters are cate-
gorized by type of commentor, with State and regional agencies first, written 
comments from members of the public second, and finally, comments re-
ceived at the various public hearings.  Within each category, letters are ar-
ranged in either an alphabetical order or by order received.  Each comment 
and response is labeled with a reference number in the margin. 
 
Where the same comment has been made more than once, a response may 
direct the reader to another numbered comment and response.  Where a re-
sponse required revisions to the Draft EIR, these revisions are shown in the 
appropriate chapter. 
 
Additional comments were also made verbally at the various Planning Com-
mission and City Council Hearings.  Minutes of these meetings are available 
from the City.  However, all of these comments addressed concerns with pol-
icy and land use issues included in the Draft General Plan, versus concerns 
with the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Specifically, most of the comments re-
ceived addressed specific land use concerns, including the proposed agricul-
tural buffer between Euclid Avenue and Geer Road, the commercial uses at 
the corner of Santa Fe Avenue and Hatch Road, and the High Density resi-
dential uses along 7th Street.  In addition, there were several comments regard-
ing the appropriate extent of the Sphere of Influence.  Since none of these 
comments questioned the adequacy of the Draft EIR, additional responses to 
these verbal comments are not required in this Final EIR. 
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LETTER 1:  Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse, State of Cali-
fornia, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research.  August 19, 2005. 
 
1-1: This comment acknowledges that the State Clearinghouse has re-

ceived the Draft EIR and has circulated copies of the documents to 
selected State agencies for review.  The letter further states that the 
City of Hughson has complied with the State Clearinghouse review 
requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to 
CEQA.  No further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 2:  Dennis J. O’Bryant, Acting Assistant Director, Department 
of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection.  August 17, 2005. 
 
2-1: Comment noted.  This comment does not question the adequacy of 

the EIR, so no further response is required. 
 
2-2: This comment requests that the specific Stanislaus County definition 

for Farmland of Local Importance included on page 4.2-7 of the 
Draft EIR.  In response to this comment, this additional language has 
been included, as reflected in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.  This addi-
tional language does not affect the EIR’s overall findings. 

 
2-3 This comment requests that additional language regarding the poten-

tial annexation of land subject to a Williamson Act contract or even-
tual termination of Williamson Act contracts be included in the Fi-
nal EIR.  In response to this comment, additional language has been 
included, as reflected in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.  This additional 
language does not affect the EIR’s overall findings. 

 
2-4 This comment suggests that the City may want to add more specific-

ity to the various General Plan policies that address agricultural land 
preservation, such as identifying the amount of acreage required for 
mitigation.  However, the comment does not suggest that the Draft 
EIR is inadequate for not including this information.  The Draft EIR 
and associated Draft General Plan did not include this level of speci-
ficity since the General Plan is a general planning document and the 
City needs to complete additional research and cooperate with other 
jurisdictions and agencies to determine the best method and ap-
proach to preserve agricultural lands in the Hughson area.   The spe-
cifics of the agricultural program will be determined as part of the 
drafting of a specific agricultural preservation ordinance or intergov-
ernmental agreement.   As a result, no additional change to the Final 
EIR is necessary. 
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DRAFT SAMPLE ONLY 
 

[--COMPANY--] 
 

AIR QUALITY MITIGATION AGREEMENT 

 This Air Quality Mitigation Agreement (“Agreement”) is made and entered into 
this ____ day of _________, 2005, by and between the SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY 
UNIFIED AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT (hereafter “DISTRICT”), a unified air 
pollution control district formed pursuant to California Health and Safety Code section 
40150, et. seq. and [--COMPANY--] (hereafter "[_______]”).  [--COMPANY--] and 
DISTRICT may be referred to individually as a “Party” or collectively as the “Parties.” 

RECITALS: 

 WHEREAS, DISTRICT is classified as a serious nonattainment area for 
particulate matter ten microns in size or less (PM10) and an extreme nonattainment 
area for the 1-hour ozone standard; and 

WHEREAS, DISTRICT is the Responsible Agency for Air Quality under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and does comment on CEQA projects 
and has a limited CEQA authority and performs analyses as needed to determine the 
impact of development projects on air quality in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin; and  

WHEREAS, [--COMPANY--] requested DISTRICT’s administrative review of the  
[--CEQA document--] for the proposed [--project--]; and 

WHEREAS, the same letter dated [--date--], stated that DISTRICT would be 
reimbursed for the staff time required on a time and material basis in accordance with 
DISTRICT’s standard rate schedule by [--company--]; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed [--project plan details--]; and  

WHEREAS, DISTRICT has performed an administrative review of the Air Quality 
Assessment for the proposed [--CEQA document--], and 

WHEREAS, [--COMPANY--], in consultation with DISTRICT, has included 
reasonable emissions reductions and design features in the proposed  [--project--], and 
would like to voluntarily gain additional emissions reductions; and 

 WHEREAS, [--COMPANY--] has proposed the payment of an air quality 
mitigation fee to be used for air quality benefit programs within the San Joaquin Valley, 
and as much as possible in the [             ] Region within or near the City of [                      
]. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in exchange for their mutual promises, covenants, and 
conditions, the parties hereby agree as follows: 
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1. AIR QUALITY MITIGATION THROUGH DESIGN FEATURES. 

[EXAMPLES ONLY] 
 Prior to issuance of a grading permit, [--COMPANY--] shall prepare and submit a 

dust control plan.  The plan shall be prepared consistent with District Regulation 
VIII and must be reviewed and approved by DISTRICT prior to the 
commencement of grading activities.  Each contractor working on individual 
parcels within the [--project--] shall implement the dust control measures outlined 
in the approved dust control plan.  The dust control measures selected shall be 
incorporated as a note on each grading plan. 

 DISTRICT maintains New Source Review requirements that direct 
owners/operators of certain types of stationary equipment to obtain an Authority 
to Construct (ATC) and Permits to Operate (PTO) from DISTRICT.  As part of 
this process, the need for emission control equipment is assessed and 
DISTRICT determines whether a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) must be 
prepared.  All stationary sources shall provide proof of compliance with District 
Rules and Regulations prior to building permit issuance.  

 In the event that a sensitive receptor, such as a day care facility, is constructed 
within the [--project--] area, an HRA shall be prepared so that such facilities are 
not subject to significant carcinogenic or toxic air contaminants (including diesel 
exhaust) emitted by the allowed uses within the [--project area--].  The HRA must 
demonstrate that the risk thresholds will not be exceeded.  This assessment shall 
be prepared prior to issuance of building permits for any day care proposed 
within the [--project--] area. 

 The following uses will be excluded from the [--project--]:   
 Prior to issuance of certificate of occupancy, the applicant for each commercial 

building proposed on an individual parcel shall achieve a building energy 
efficiency rating that is Ten Percent (10%) beyond Title 24 requirements.  While a 
variety of methods are available to achieve this efficiency increase, the most 
common solution is the use of building insulating material having a greater “R-
value.”  This measure shall be placed as a condition of approval from [--the local 
agency--] and verification shall occur during the site plan review. 

 Prior to issuance of certificate of occupancy, the applicant for each commercial 
building proposed on an individual parcel shall utilize solar or low emission water 
heaters to reduce natural gas consumption and emissions.  This measure shall 
be placed as a condition of approval from [--the local agency--] and verification of 
this measure will occur during site plan review and building inspection. 

 Prior to issuance of building permits for each structure proposed on an individual 
parcel, a landscape plan shall be prepared and submitted to the [--local agency--] 
Planning Department for review and approval.  The plan shall provide shade 
trees and foliage, which conform to air quality enhancement for urban areas 
adjacent to buildings to reduce building heating/cooling needs.  This measure 
shall be placed as a condition of approval from [--the local agency--] and 
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verification of this measure will occur during landscape plan approval conducted 
as part of the site plan review. 

 Prior to issuance of certificate of occupancy, the applicant for each building 
proposed on an individual parcel shall submit site plans illustrating the use of 
light-colored roofing materials as opposed to dark roofing materials when 
possible.  This measure shall be placed as a condition of approval from [--the 
local agency--] and verification of this measure will occur during site plan review 
and building inspection. 

 Prior to issuance of building permits, [--COMPANY--] shall submit to the Planning 
Department, the site plan, for review and verification.  This review will include 
consideration of the entrance/exit driveways and ease of turning movements as 
well as whether a proposed warehousing or industrial use contains parking 
spaces for heavy-duty trucks to layover overnight.  In such cases, the applicant 
for development of that parcel shall provide electrical hookups for trucker’s use.  
This measure shall be placed as a condition of approval from [--the local agency-
-] and verification of this measure will occur during site plan review and building 
inspection. 

 Prior to issuance of building permits, [--COMPANY--] shall submit a site plan to 
the Planning Department, for review and verification that the site circulation 
includes reduced vehicle queuing at restaurant drive-through locations.  This 
review will consider the use of separate windows for different functions and the 
provisions of temporary parking for orders not immediately ready for pickup. 

 [--COMPANY--] shall come to an agreement with [--county--] Regional Transit 
regarding scheduled transit stops at the project site for future employees.  The 
agreement will include identification of those locations where bus turnouts will be 
constructed along with transit shelters, benches, and route signs and displays.  [-
-COMPANY--] shall construct these facilities, and the timing of construction for all 
planned facilities will be determined in the agreement.  A signed copy of the 
agreement shall be provided to the [local agency] Planning Department for 
verification prior to issuance of building permits for the [    ] square foot of 
combined space within the [--project area--]. 

 The project shall include provisions that require future construction on individual 
parcels to install preferential parking for vanpooling and carpooling for site 
employees. 

 Future uses within the project shall provide sidewalks and on-site pedestrian 
facilities to encourage employee trips to nearby commercial uses that are 
otherwise destined for off-site locations.  This measure will be verified by the 
Planning and Roads Departments during the building and Plan check process. 

 Air Quality Mitigation Fee.  Subject to the conditions precedent set forth in 
Section 3 below, [--COMPANY--] agrees to contribute to DISTRICT the sum of [                
Dollars ($       )] to reduce emissions to the total of [_] tpy of [pollutant] to benefit 
the [           ] Region within or near the City of [            ] (the “Air Quality Mitigation 
Fee”).  An outline of the methodology used to determine the Air Quality Mitigation 
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Fee is attached hereto as Exhibit A, and is incorporated herein by reference.  
The calculation of the Air Quality Mitigation Fee is attached hereto as Exhibit B, 
and is incorporated herein by reference.  [--COMPANY--] agrees to pay the Air 
Quality Mitigation Fee to DISTRICT within thirty (30) days after the execution of 
this agreement in accordance with the following schedule:   
The fee includes an additional Ten Percent (10%) of funding for an additional air 
quality benefit to provide a safety margin to ensure reductions are achieved. 

2. CONDITIONS PRECEDENT.   

The Parties acknowledge and agree that [--COMPANY’S--] obligation to pay the 
Air Quality Mitigation Fee shall be subject to the fulfillment or waiver (such waiver to be 
in [--COMPANY’S--] sole discretion) of the following condition precedent: 

A. Issuance of the [--project--] Approval for the project 

Notwithstanding the above, if the initial building permit for the project has not been 
issued by [--date--] and if [--project--] has been cancelled or withdrawn, then this 
Agreement shall automatically terminate, and neither Party shall have any further 
obligations hereunder. 

3. USE OF AIR QUALITY MITIGATION FEE.   

DISTRICT agrees to use the Air Quality Mitigation Fee exclusively to establish 
specific programs that create contemporaneous air quality benefits within DISTRICT; 
the final improvement measures to be selected by DISTRICT from candidate measures 
including Heavy Duty Engine Retrofit/Replacement and Agricultural Engine 
Replacement and other measures set forth in the Air Quality Mitigation Measures Plan 
and any other program deemed by DISTRICT as appropriate to reduce the emissions of 
air contaminants in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin.  DISTRICT will create sufficient air 
quality benefits so that the net air quality impacts of the [--project--] as currently defined 
in the project on the date of this agreement are fully mitigated.  

4. COOPERATION.   

The Parties agree to cooperate with each other with respect to any requests or 
actions related to this Agreement from the Environmental Protection Agency, the 
California Air Resources Board, and/or any interveners in the [--project--], and to do or 
cause all things necessary, proper or advisable to help consummate and make effective 
the transaction contemplated by this Agreement.  The Parties agree to include as a 
design feature of the [--project--] the terms of this agreement.  

5. GOVERNING LAW.   

Venue for any action arising out of or relating to this Agreement shall only be in [         
] County, California.  The rights and obligations of the parties and all interpretation and 
performance of this Agreement shall be governed in all respects by the laws of the State 
of California. 
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6. AUTHORITY.   

 Each Party acknowledges and agrees that it has the full right, power and 
authority to execute this Agreement, and to perform its obligations hereunder. 

7. RELATIONSHIP OF THE PARTIES.   

Nothing herein is intended to create or is to be construed as creating a joint 
venture, partnership, agency or other taxable entity between the Parties.  The rights and 
obligations of the Parties shall be independent of one another and shall be limited to 
those expressly set forth herein and, except as expressly provided to the contrary, shall 
not be construed to apply to any affiliate of the Parties. 

8. NO THIRD-PARTY BENEFICIARIES / NON-ASSIGNMENT. 

  The Parties mutually agree that this Agreement is for the sole benefit and is not 
intended by them to be, in part or in whole, for the benefit of any third party other than 
the improvement of air quality in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin. 

9. NOTICING/COMPENSATION / INVOICING.   

 All notices necessary to be given under the terms of this Agreement, except as 
herein otherwise provided, shall be in writing and shall be communicated by prepaid 
mail, telegram or facsimile transmission addressed to the respective Parties at the 
address below or to such other address as respectively designated hereafter in writing 
from time to time: 

To [--COMPANY--]  [address] 
  [address] 
 Attn: [              ]  
 Phone:  [              ] 
 Fax: [              ] 

 
To DISTRICT:   1990 E. Gettysburg Avenue 
  Fresno, CA 93726-0244 
 Attn: Mr. Seyed Sadredin 
 Phone: (559) 230-5900 
 Fax: (559) 230-6061 

10. ASSIGNMENT. 

 This Agreement shall be binding upon, and inure to the benefit of each of the 
Parties and their respective successors and permitted assigns.  No Party shall assign 
this Agreement or its rights or interests hereunder without the prior written consent of 
the other Party, such consent not to be unreasonably withheld or delayed.  
Notwithstanding the above, the Parties agree that [--COMPANY--] may freely assign its 
rights and duties under this Agreement, without DISTRICT’S prior written consent, to: 
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(a) an affiliate of [--COMPANY--]; (b) a successor-in-interest by merger, consolidation or 
reorganization; (c) a purchaser or other transferee of the [--project--]; and (d) a lender 
for purposes of financing the [--project--]. 

11. ENTIRE AGREEMENT.   

This Agreement, including all attached exhibits and documents which are 
referred to and incorporated herein, constitutes the entire agreement between [--
COMPANY--] and DISTRICT with respect to the subject matter hereof and supersedes 
all previous negotiations, proposals, commitments, writings, advertisements, 
publications and understandings of any nature whatsoever unless expressly included in 
this Agreement. 

12. JOINT EFFORT. 

  The Parties acknowledge and agree that each Party and its counsel have read 
this Agreement in its entirety, fully understand it, and accept its terms and conditions.  
Accordingly, the normal rule of construction to the effect that any ambiguities are to be 
resolved against the drafting party is not applicable and therefore shall not be employed 
in the interpretation of this Agreement or any amendment of it. 

13. COUNTERPARTS.   

This Agreement may be executed in any number of counterparts, each of which 
shall be deemed an original but all of which together shall constitute one and the same 
Agreement. 

14. TERM.   

This Agreement shall become effective upon execution by the parties and shall 
continue until terminated as provided herein.  In no event shall the term of this 
agreement extend past [--date--], without the express, written consent of the parties 
hereto. 

15.  MODIFICATION. 

 Any matters of this Agreement may be modified from time to time by the written 
consent of all the parties without, in any way, affecting the remainder. 

16. INDEMNIFICATION.  

 [--COMPANY--] agrees to indemnify, defend and hold harmless DISTRICT for, 
from and in connection with any third party claims, losses and/or liabilities arising from 
or in connection with DISTRICT’S performance of this Agreement, excluding only such 
claims, losses and/or liabilities which result from or in connection with District’s sole 
negligence, act or omission. 
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17. SEVERABILITY   

 In the event that any one or more provisions contained in this Agreement shall for 
any reason be held to be unenforceable in any respect by a court of competent 
jurisdiction, such holding shall not affect any other provisions of this Agreement, and the 
Agreement shall then be construed as if such unenforceable provisions are not a part 
hereof. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement as of 
the day and year first hereinabove. 

[--COMPANY--]     DISTRICT 

      San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution 
      Control District 
 

By:_______________________  By:___________________________ 
[                           ]     Supervisor Thomas W. Mayfield 
       Chair, Governing Board 
 
 

 

Recommended for approval:  Approved as to legal form: 

 
__________________________    _______________________________ 
David L. Crow     Philip M. Jay 
Executive Director/APCO    District Counsel 

 

 

Approved as to accounting form:  For accounting use only:  

 

________________________________  Account No.:_____________ 
Roger W. McCoy  
Director of Administrative Services 
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LETTER 3:  Hector R. Guerra, Senior Air Quality Planner, San Joaquin 
Valley Air Pollution Control District.  August 16, 2005. 
 
3-1 This comment states that the Draft EIR appropriately addresses the 

Draft General Plan’s potential impact on air quality and addresses 
the District’s NOP letter dated March 29, 2005.  The comment does 
not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no additional re-
sponse is required. 

 
3-2 The information regarding the air quality classification status of the 

air basin in regards to ozone has been updated in response to this 
comment in the Final EIR.  Please refer to Chapter 3 of this Final 
EIR for the specific changes.  This revised language does not affect 
the EIR’s overall findings.    

 
3-3 This comment requests that the Revised Policy COS-7.9 of the Gen-

eral Plan Errata be strengthened to limit wood burning fireplaces in 
new development.  The comment does not question the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR.  Revisions to Policy COS-7.9 have been recom-
mended for the Final General Plan.  The Final EIR, in Chapter 3, in-
cludes revised language to reflect the change in General Plan policy 
language.  This revised language does not affect the EIR’s overall 
findings. 

 
3-4 This comment agrees with the Draft EIR, so no additional response 

is required. 
 
3-5 This comment does not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but 

rather proposes additional mitigation through recommendation of 
additional policy direction for the General Plan.  However, a new 
policy encouraging new development to work with the District to 
enter into Mitigation Agreements has been recommended for the Fi-
nal General Plan.  No additional change to the Draft EIR is required.  
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LETTER 4:  Raul Mendez, Senior Management Consultant, Stanislaus 
County Environmental Review Committee.  August 15, 2005. 
 
4-1: This comment outlines processes that would apply to specific devel-

opment and businesses to ensure that they are not affected by exist-
ing hazardous material risks or do not create new hazardous material 
risks.  Specifically, the comment refers to processes associated with 
grading permits, permits for underground storage tanks, permitting 
and planning for handlers and generators of hazardous materials and 
wastes.  Since the proposed General Plan is programmatic in nature, 
adoption and implementation of the General Plan will not directly 
require any of these permits.  As specific projects allowed by the 
General Plan are proposed they will be subject to the permitting 
processes outlined in the comment; however, it is not appropriate for 
a programmatic EIR to try to outline every possible permit process 
that individual projects may require.  The Draft EIR does discuss this 
matter on page 4.7-9, Policy S-3.2 of the Draft General Plan, which 
states that the City would require compliance with federal and State 
regulations, many of which are overseen by the County.  Including a 
reference to the County into Policy S-3.2 to specify that projects 
would need to be in compliance with County requirements has been 
recommended for the Final General Plan.  However, no additional 
change to the Draft EIR is required.  

 
4-2: This comment provides information about existing and proposed 

County and StanCOG plans for Hatch Road, Geer Road, Service 
Road and Santa Fe Avenue to serve as expressways.  The comment 
specifically suggests that the City should be consistent with the 
County and StanCOG when designating these roadways in the Draft 
General Plan.  The comment does not question the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR, and as a result, no additional change to the Draft EIR is 
required.  However, language has been recommended for the Final 
General Plan which would ensure that the City’s Arterial designa-
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tion of these roadways is consistent with the functionality of the 
County’s and StanCOG’s Expressway designations. 

 
4-3: This comment raises the issue of where the City’s wastewater treat-

ment plant is located and implies that the Sphere of Influence would 
need to be expanded if the plant expanded to include additional land 
outside the current city limits.  The comment also states that the 
Draft EIR should analyze the potential impacts associated with the 
potential expansion of the wastewater treatment plant to support the 
growth allowed under the Draft General Plan. 

 
 First to clarify, the City’s wastewater treatment plant is located on 

City-owned land to the north of Hatch Road, along the Tuolumne 
River, as shown on Figure 4.12-1 on page 4.12-2 of the Draft EIR.  
The plant and ponding area are both located within the City’s exist-
ing incorporated boundary, as depicted on all figures in the docu-
ment.  However, while within the City’s incorporated boundary, the 
treatment plant and ponding areas are not connected to the rest of 
the incorporated city limits, so they have resulted in two City-
incorporated islands surrounded by County, unincorporated lands.   

 
 LAFCO discourages the creation and enlargement of islands, and 

based on a conversation with LAFCO during the drafting of the 
Draft General Plan, LAFCO would only approve enlarging these is-
lands of City-land after the construction and expansion of the plant.  
At this time, there are no specific plans that identify the need to ex-
pand the plant onto additional properties, and as stated on page 4.14-
18 of the Draft EIR, the City anticipates that future improvements to 
the treatment plant would primarily occur on its existing site.  As a 
result, at this time LAFCO would probably not approve an expan-
sion of the Sphere of Influence around the treatment plant.  In addi-
tion, the City does not need to annex land around the existing incor-
porated islands to be able to expand the wastewater treatment plant 
onto adjacent, unincorporated lands.  For these reasons, no expan-
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sion of the Sphere of Influence was proposed in the Draft General 
Plan. 

 
 In regards to the question of whether the Draft EIR is required to 

analyze the potential impact of future expansions of the wastewater 
treatment plant, as mentioned on page 4.14-18 of the Draft EIR, the 
potential project-specific impacts associated with an expansion of the 
wastewater treatment plant cannot be determined at the first-tier 
level of analysis.   While the City has already processed the environ-
mental review for the emergency improvements to the plant, it has 
not determined the preferred alternative for larger expansion projects 
to meet future demand.  As a result, a project-specific environmental 
analysis is infeasible at this time and no additional change to the 
Draft EIR is needed.  However, additional policy language has been 
recommended for the Final General Plan to include a new policy 
that states that the City will conduct additional CEQA environ-
mental review at the time that an actual expansion project is pro-
posed. 
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LETTER 5:  Jeff and JoDee Albritton, 3231 Euclid Avenue. Received Au-
gust 16, 2005. 
 
5-1 This comment recommends that both sides of Euclid Avenue allow 

growth, which is a General Plan policy issue.  The comment also 
outlines some reasons why agricultural uses would be incompatible 
with adjacent development.  The Draft EIR does address the poten-
tial incompatibility of new development with agricultural operations 
on pages 4.2-13 to 14 and pages 4.7-9 to 10. The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no additional change to the 
Draft EIR is required.   

 
5-2 This comment recommends expanding the Sphere of Influence to the 

east of Geer Road and allowing development along the Geer Road 
corridor, which is a General Plan policy issue.  The comment does 
not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no additional change 
to the Draft EIR is required.   

 
5-3 The commentor does not support the creation of an agricultural 

buffer between Geer Road and Euclid Avenue, which is a General 
Plan policy issue.  The comment does not address the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR, so no additional change to the Draft EIR is required.   
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LETTER 6:  Mike Boggeri, 8466 Fox Road. Received July 19, 2005. 
 
6-1 The commentor does not support the creation of an agricultural 

buffer between Geer Road and Euclid Avenue, which is a General 
Plan policy issue.  The comment also outlines some reasons why ag-
ricultural operations would be incompatible with adjacent develop-
ment.  The Draft EIR does address the potential incompatibility of 
new development with agricultural operations on pages 4.2-13 to 14 
and pages 4.7-9 to 10.  The comment does not address the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR, so no additional change to the Draft EIR is re-
quired.   

 
6-2 A copy of a letter from Bender Rodenthal, Inc. was included in re-

gards to a portion of the commentor’s property being purchased by 
the Turlock Irrigation District for road improvements.  The letter 
does not address the Draft General Plan nor the Draft EIR, therefore 
no additional change to the Draft EIR is required. 
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LETTER 7: Joe and Josephine Cipponeri, 3230 Euclid Avenue.  Received 
August 16, 2005. 
 
7-1 The commentor does not support the creation of an agricultural 

buffer between Geer Road and Euclid Avenue, which is a General 
Plan policy issue.  The comment also outlines some reasons why ag-
ricultural uses would be incompatible with adjacent development.  
The Draft EIR does address the potential incompatibility of new de-
velopment with agricultural operations on pages 4.2-13 to 14 and 
pages 4.7-9 to 10.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR, so no additional change to the Draft EIR is required.   
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LETTER 8:  John and Cindy Lundell, 1830 Euclid Avenue. Received July 
19, 2005. 
 
8-1 This comment states concern that the commentors were not notified 

about the change to their property designation.  The availability of 
the Draft EIR and General Plans for public review were notified in 
the local newspaper as required by law.   The City was not required 
by law to notify every affect property owner individually. 

 
 Since the area between Euclid Avenue and Geer Road is not within 

the City’s adopted Sphere of Influence, the City has not officially 
designated this area for any use.  The proposed land uses identified 
by the Draft General Plan for the area is consistent with what is cur-
rently allowed by the County, so adoption of the Draft General Plan 
would not result in a change of allowable land uses.  However, in a 
prior draft of the General Plan, the area was identified for residential 
use, but as that draft was never adopted and the Sphere of Influence 
was not expanded to include the area between Euclid Avenue and 
Geer Road, the prior draft of the General Plan does not have any le-
gal standing. 

 
8-2 The commentor does not support the creation of an agricultural 

buffer between Geer Road and Euclid Avenue, which is a General 
Plan policy issue.  The comment also outlines some reasons why ag-
ricultural uses would be incompatible with adjacent development.  
The Draft EIR does address the potential incompatibility of new de-
velopment with agricultural operations on pages 4.2-13 to 14 and 
pages 4.7-9 to 10.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR, so no additional change to the Draft EIR is required.   
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LETTER 9:  Kenneth and Carol Ann Lundell, 5501 Geer Road. Received 
July 19, 2005. 
 
9-1 The commentor does not support the creation of an agricultural 

buffer between Geer Road and Euclid Avenue, which is a General 
Plan policy issue.  The comment also outlines some reasons why ag-
ricultural uses would be incompatible with adjacent development.  
The Draft EIR does address the potential incompatibility of new de-
velopment with agricultural operations on pages 4.2-13 to 14 and 
pages 4.7-9 to 10.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR, so no additional change to the Draft EIR is required.   
Please refer to response to comment 8-1 for a discussion of existing 
allowable uses versus proposed land uses. 
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LETTER 10:  Melvin Lundell, 1918 Euclid Avenue. Received July 19, 
2005. 
 
10-1 The commentor does not support the creation of an agricultural 

buffer between Geer Road and Euclid Avenue, which is a General 
Plan policy issue.  The comment also outlines some reasons why ag-
ricultural uses would be incompatible with adjacent development.  
The Draft EIR does address the potential incompatibility of new de-
velopment with agricultural operations on pages 4.2-13 to 14 and 
pages 4.7-9 to 10.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR, so no additional change to the Draft EIR is required.   

 
10-2 The commentor recommends using Geer Road, Santa Fe Avenue and 

Hatch Road to form the boundaries for Hughson, with possibly cre-
ating an agricultural buffer between Hughson and Ceres.  These are 
General Plan policy issues.  The comment does not address the ade-
quacy of the Draft EIR, so no additional change to the Draft EIR is 
required.   
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LETTER 11:  Jerry and Grace Rexin, 2461 Geer Road.  Received August 
2, 2005. 
 
11-1: The commentor does not support the creation of an agricultural 

buffer between Geer Road and Euclid Avenue and thinks the area 
would be good for commercial development, which are General Plan 
policy issues.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR, so no additional change to the Draft EIR is required.   

 
11-2 This comment lists some safety issues associated with continuing 

agricultural activities adjacent to residential development, which 
would make agricultural activities difficult within the proposal agri-
cultural buffer.  The Draft EIR does address the potential incompati-
bility of new development with agricultural operations on pages 4.2-
13 to 14 and pages 4.7-9 to 10.  Since the Draft EIR addresses the is-
sues raised by the commentor regarding the interaction of agriculture 
and urban development and the commentor has not identified any 
new issues, no additional change to the Draft EIR is required. 
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LETTER 12:  John and Pauline Togliatti, 3512 Euclid Avenue.  Received 
August 2, 2005. 
 
12-1: The commentor does not support the creation of an agricultural 

buffer between Geer Road and Euclid Avenue, a General Plan policy 
issue.  The comment also outlines some reasons why agricultural uses 
would be incompatible with adjacent development.  The Draft EIR 
does address the potential incompatibility of new development with 
agricultural operations on pages 4.2-13 to 14 and pages 4.7-9 to 10.  
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no 
additional change to the Draft EIR is required.   
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LETTER 13:  Dennis Wilson, Modesto. Received September 8, 2005. 
 
13-1: This comment refers to an annexation process that is outside the 

scope of the Draft General Plan and EIR.  The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no additional change to the 
Draft EIR is required.   

 
13-2: This comment outlines an argument of why commercial uses are not 

appropriate for the parcels to the southeast of the Hatch Road/Santa 
Fe Avenue intersection.  This is a General Plan policy issue. The 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no ad-
ditional change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
13-3: This comment outlines an argument of why the 8,500 square foot lot 

minimum is not appropriate for residential areas.  This is a General 
Plan policy and zoning issue since the City has already adopted the 
8,500 square foot requirement as part of its zoning code. The com-
ment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no addi-
tional change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
13-4: This comment questions the usefulness of the proposed Mountain 

View Road extension between Hatch Road and Santa Fe Avenue.  
The proposed roadway would be located approximately ¼ mile from 
the Santa Fe Avenue/Hatch Road intersection, which is a distance 
that could be compatible with the County’s proposed Expressway 
designation for both roadways.  The Mountain View Road extension 
was intended to provide capacity for access to the commercial and 
higher density residential uses proposed for the area surrounding the 
roadway, and was not designed with the sole purpose of relieving 
congestion at the Hatch Road/Santa Fe Avenue intersection.  The 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no ad-
ditional change to the Draft EIR is required.  




