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A. Purpose of this Final Environmental Impact Report 
 
This document has been prepared in the form of an addendum to the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Newman 2030 General 
Plan.  The Draft EIR identified the likely environmental consequences associ-
ated with the project, and identified policies contained in the proposed New-
man 2030 General Plan that help to reduce potentially significant impacts. 
 
This 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 Newman 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 October 4, 2006, with 
the official State Clearinghouse review period commencing on October 4, 
2006.  The Draft EIR was distributed to local and State responsible and trus-
tee agencies 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 ended on November 16, 2006.   
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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 Newman 
2030 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 
 
This EIR evaluates the potential environmental effects of the Newman Gen-
eral Plan.  The proposed General Plan updates the existing General Plan, 
which was adopted in 1992.  The proposed Plan provides policy direction to 
accommodate growth through 2030, while maintaining Newman’s quality of 
life, small-town character and agricultural traditions.  The updated plan in-
volves Sphere of Influence (SOI) and land use designation changes as well as 
revisions to goals, policies and actions.  The Plan also proposes a number of 
circulation changes. 
 
The project area for purposes of this EIR is the area within the existing city 
limits, as well as the city’s proposed SOI, which is shown in Figure 3-2 in 
Chapter 3, Project Description of the Draft EIR.  The eight elements of the 
proposed General Plan that are analyzed in this EIR are as follows: 

♦ Land Use Element 
♦ Transportation and Circulation Element   
♦ Public Facilities and Services Element 
♦ Recreational and Cultural Resources Element 
♦ Natural Resources Element 
♦ Health and Safety Element 
♦ Community Design Element 

 



C I T Y  O F  N E W M A N  

G E N E R A L  P L A N  F I N A L  E I R  
R E P O R T  S U M M A R Y  

 
 

4 

 
 

A full description of the proposed General Plan is provided in Chapter 3. 
 
 
B.  Areas of Controversy 
 
In addition to the various meetings held as part of the General Plan update 
process, the City of Newman held a public scoping meeting on July 18, 2006 
to present the project and receive responses.  
 
 
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. 
 
The proposed project has the potential to generate environmental impacts in 
a number of areas that could be significant: 
♦ Aesthetics 
♦ Air Quality 
♦ Agricultural Resources 
♦ Biological Resources 
♦ Hydrology and Water Quality 
♦ Geology, Soils & Seismicity 
♦ Hazardous Materials 
♦ Hydrology 
♦ Land Use 
♦ Noise 
♦ Population and Housing 
♦ Public Services 
♦ Traffic 
♦ Utilities 
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As shown in Table 2-1, most of the significant impacts in these areas would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level due to the goals, policies and actions 
included in the proposed General Plan.  Impacts that would remain signifi-
cant and unavoidable regardless of mitigation are discussed below in Section 
E: Unavoidable Significant Impacts. 
 
 
D. Mitigation Measures 
 
This Draft EIR concludes that the proposed General Plan is largely self-
mitigating.  As a result, the only significant impacts that have been identified 
in this Draft EIR are those which are significant and unavoidable, and for 
which no mitigation is available to reduce the level of impact to less than sig-
nificant.  Thus, there are no mitigation measures identified in this Draft EIR. 
 
 
E. Unavoidable Significant Impacts 
 
Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe any 
significant impacts that cannot be avoided, even with the implementation of 
feasible mitigation measures.  Significant unavoidable impacts were identified 
in the areas of agricultural resources, air quality, biological resources, noise, 
transportation and utilities.  These impacts are identified in Table 2-1 as “SU” 
in the “Significance After Mitigation” column and listed as well in Table 6-2 
in Chapter 6 (CEQA-Required Assessment Conclusions). 
 
 
F. Alternatives to the Project 
 
This Draft EIR analyzes alternatives to the proposed project.  Four alterna-
tives to the proposed project are considered: 
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♦ No Project Alternative.  The No Project Alternative assumes the con-
tinuation of development and conservation under the existing General 
Plan. 

♦ Concentrated Growth Alternative.  The Concentrated Growth Alter-
native assumes the same amount of growth but would increase the den-
sity of density uses to reduce the amount of farmland that would be con-
verted to urban uses.  

♦ Reduced Growth Alternative.  The Reduced Growth Alternative would 
decrease the overall amount of land planned for new urban development 
to reduce the amount of farmland that would be converted to urban uses.  
The density and intensity of land uses on the lands planned for urbaniza-
tion however would remain the same as the density and intensity of land 
uses in the proposed General Plan.  

 
As shown in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR, Alternatives, the Reduced Growth 
Alternative has the least environmental impact and is therefore the environ-
mentally superior alternative.   
 
 
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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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 3-3 is hereby amended as follows: 
 

The project area for purposes of this EIR is the city’s proposed Sphere of 
Influence (SOI), which is shown in Figure 3-2.1  The SOI is an area com-
prising the incorporated city limits plus additional unincorporated terri-
tory outside the city that is the city’s ultimate physical boundary and 
service area.  It is the area that the City expects to annex in the future.  
The SOI is adopted by the county’s Stanislaus Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCO).2 
 
In addition to the SOI, the Stanislaus County LAFCO requires cities to 
also establish a Primary SOI, which is to include land that is expected to 
be annexed within the next ten years or so.  The proposed General Plan 
proposes slight expansions of both the Primary SOI and SOI.  These and 
other proposed changes in the proposed General Plan are described be-
low. 
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Table 3-2 on page 3-13 is hereby amended as follows: 
 

TABLE 3-2 PROPOSED LAND USE DESIGNATIONS IN THE PROJECT AREA 

City Limits SOI 

Land Use Designationa Acres 
Percent
of Total Acres 

Percent
of Total 

Total 
Acres 

Low Density Residential 
467 
462 44.9% 6 0.2% 473 468 

Medium Density Residential 69 79 6.6%  8 28 30% 1.1% 97 109 

High Density Residential 38 3.7% 0 0% 38 

Central Residential 91 8.6% 0 0% 91 

Planned Mixed Residential 0 
5.0%
 0% 

20 
2081 

0.8% 
81% 

72  
2081 

Community Commercial 52  56 1.4%  5% 0 40 0%  2% 15  96 

Service Commercial 15 1.4% 0 0% 15 

Downtown Commercial 37 3.6% 0 0% 37 

Business Park 0 0% 96 3.8% 96 

Light Industrial 30 2.9% 290 11.5% 320 

Heavy Industrial 46 4.4% 10 0.4% 56 

Public/Quasi-Public 153 14.7% 0 0% 153 

Recreation and Parks 42 4.0% 9 0.4% 51 

TOTAL 
1,041 
1049 

100% 
2,520 
2562 

100% 
3,560 
3611 

Note:  Percentage totals may not sum due to rounding. 
a  The proposed General Plan land use map also includes an Urban Reserve designation and an 
Industrial Reserve designation on lands outside the proposed SOI.  These lands are to be con-
sidered for development beyond the 2030 time frame of the proposed General Plan, but would 
remain in agriculture or open space through 2030.   
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On page 3-23, item 9 is hereby amended as follows: 
 

9. South Parkway.  South Parkway would be developed by extending 
Shiells Road and Brazo Road from Canal School Road to Draper 
Road, with a new grade-separated crossing of the Union Pacific Rail-
road.    

 
 
On page 3-24, the following items is hereby added as follows: 
 

21. Canal School Road.  Canal School Road would be a four lane arte-
rial between Hills Ferry Road and Brazo Road. 

 
 
On page 3-24, the following text is hereby added after the list: 
 
In addition to the circulation improvements listed above, a series of signal and 
turn lane improvements are included as well.  These improvements are de-
tailed in Table 4.13-6 on page 4.13-26 of the Draft EIR. 
 
 
 Page 3-27 is hereby amended as follows: 
 
This EIR will be used to address subsequent discretionary projects, such as 
adopting zoning ordinances and approving capital improvement projects or 
development proposals that are consistent with the proposed General Plan. 
Project-level environmental review for these subsequent projects may be lim-
ited to those issues peculiar to the project and that were not identified as sig-
nificant impacts in this EIR, or for which substantial new information shows 
the effects will be more significant than described in this EIR.  These subse-
quent projects could include the following: 

♦ Amendments to the SOI 

♦ Annexation and prezoning 
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♦ Rezoning 

♦ Subarea Master Plan approvals 

♦ Development Agreements 

♦ Development approvals, such as tentative maps, variances, condi-
tional use permits and other land use entitlements 

♦ Facility and Service Master Plans and Financing Plans 

♦ Approval and funding of capital improvement projects 

♦ Municipal Bond issuances 

♦ Property acquisition by purchase or eminent domain 

♦ Adoption of Municipal Service Review 
 
 
The first paragraph on page 4.1-12 is hereby amended as follows: 
 

iii. Landscape and Streetscape 
The proposed General Plan recognizes the important importance that 
trees, including native trees, and landscaping have on the visual integrity 
of Newman.   

 
 
Figures 4.2-2 on page 4.2-7 and 4.2-3 on page 4.2-9 are hereby amended as 
shown on pages 17 and 18. 
 
 
The first paragraph on page 4.2-8 is hereby amended as follows: 
 
2. Williamson Act Contracts 
The Newman SOI and Planning Area also include many properties under 
Williamson Act contracts, which place development restrictions on parcels to 
preserve the land in agricultural use for at least ten years, in exchange for tax  



EA
S

TI
N

 R
O

A
D

ORESTIMBA ROAD

W STUHR ROAD

N
 ST

D
R

A
P

E
R

 R
O

A
D

H
A

LE
 R

O
A

D

FR
EIT

AS R
OAD

L STR
EET

HILL
S F

ERRY R
OAD

LUNDY ROAD

E STUHR ROAD

VI
LL

A
 M

A
N

U
C

H
A

 R
O

A
D

JO
R

G
E

N
S

E
N

 R
O

A
D

FIG
 LAN

E

M
 STR

EET

PUMP ROAD

DO ROAD

MERCED STREET

M
C

 C
LI

N
TO

C
K

 R
O

A
D

H
A

R
V

E
Y

 R
O

A
D

HALLOWELL ROAD

JENSEN ROAD

M
AIN

 STR
EET

FRESNO ST

W
A

N
G

E
N

H
E

IM
 R

O
A

D

KERN ST

HOYER ROAD

YOLO ST

H
A

R
D

IN
 R

O
A

D

INYO AVENUE

DRISKELL AVENUEORESTIMBA ROAD

CANYON CR EEK DRIVE
P

R
IN

C
E

 S
TR

E
E

T

PATCHETT DRIVE

U
PP

E
R

 R
O

A
D

C
A

N
AL S

C
H

O
O

L R
O

A
D

BRAZO RD

D
R

A
P

E
R

 R
O

A
D

SHIELLS ROAD

SANTA FE GRADE

M
C

 C
LI

N
TO

C
K

 R
O

A
D

R
IVER

 R
O

AD

KELLEY ROAD

EU
C

A
LY

P
TU

S
 A

V
E

N
U

E

RUTH AVE

H
IL

LS
 F

ER
R

Y 
R

O
AD

T ST

HOYER ROAD

SANCHES ROAD

Q
 ST

SHERMAN PARKWAY

W STUHR ROAD

SHIELLS ROAD

AZEVEDO ROAD"ö

"ö

Stan
isla

us
 C

ou
nty

Merc
ed

 C
ou

nty

Wasteway

W
as

tew
ay

C.C.I.D
. Canal

C.
C.

I.D
. C

an
al

San Joaquin River

R E V I S E D  F I G U R E  4 . 2 - 2

I M P O R T A N T  F A R M L A N D S

C I T Y  O F  N E W M A N
G E N E R A L  P L A N  F I N A L  E I R

Data Source:  State of California, Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program, 2004.

Grazing Land

Farmland of Local Importance

Prime Farmland

Unique Farmland

City Limits

Proposed Sphere of Influence

Proposed Primary Sphere of Influence

Planning Area Boundary

County Boundary

Waterways

A G R I C U L T U R A L  R E S O U R C E S

0 0.25 0.5 Miles



EA
S

TI
N

 R
O

A
D

ORESTIMBA ROAD

W STUHR ROAD

N
 ST

D
R

A
PE

R
 R

O
AD

H
A

LE
 R

O
A

D

FR
EIT

AS R
OAD

L STR
EET

HILL
S F

ERRY R
OAD

LUNDY ROAD

E STUHR ROAD

VI
LL

A
 M

AN
U

C
H

A
 R

O
A

D

JO
R

G
E N

S
E

N
 R

O
A

D

FIG
 LAN

E

M
 STR

EET

PUMP ROAD

DO ROAD

MERCED STREET

M
C

 C
LI

N
TO

C
K

 R
O

A
D

H
A

R
VE

Y
 R

O
A

D

HALLOWELL ROAD

JENSEN ROAD

M
AIN

 STR
EET

FRESNO ST

W
A

N
G

E
N

H
E

IM
 R

O
A

D

KERN ST

HOYER ROAD

YOLO ST

H
A

R
D

IN
 R

O
A

D

INYO AVENUE

DRISKELL AVENUEORESTIMBA ROAD

CANYON CR EEK DRIVE
P

R
IN

C
E

 S
TR

E
E

T

PATCHETT DRIVE

U
PP

E
R

 R
O

A
D

C
A N

A
L S

C
H

O
O

L R
O

A
D

BRAZO RD

D
R

A
PE

R
 R

O
A

D

SHIELLS ROAD

SANTA FE GRADE

M
C

 C
LI

N
TO

C
K

 R
O

A
D

RIVER RO
AD

KELLEY ROAD

EU
C

ALY
P

TU
S

 A
V

E
N

U
E

RUTH AVE

H
IL

LS
 F

ER
R

Y 
R

O
AD

T ST

HOYER ROAD

SANCHES ROAD

Q
 ST

SHERMAN PARKWAY

W STUHR ROAD

SHIELLS ROAD

AZEVEDO ROAD"ö

"ö

Stan
isla

us
 C

ou
nty

Merc
ed

 C
ou

nty

Wasteway

W
as

tew
ay

C.C.I.D
. Canal

C.
C.

I.D
. C

an
al

San Joaquin River

1/1/2014

1/1/2015

1/1/2015

1/1/2015

1/1/2015

1/1/2015

1/1/2013

1/1/2015

1/1/2015

1/1/2013

1/1/2015

1/1/2014

1/1/2012

1/1/2014

1/1/2014

1/1/2015

1/1/2012

1/1/2013

1/1/2012

1/1/2013

1/1/2011

1/1/2015

12/31/2016

R E V I S E D  F I G U R E  4 . 2 - 3

L A N D S  U N D E R  W I L L I A M S O N  A C T  C O N T R A C T S

C I T Y  O F  N E W M A N
G E N E R A L  P L A N  F I N A L  E I R

Data Source:  Stanislaus County data is from the Stanislaus 
County Planning Department, 2006; Merced County data is 
from the California Department of Conservation Division of 
Land Resource Protection, 2005.

Williamson Act - Active

Williamson Act - In Non-Renewal

City Limits

Proposed Primary Sphere of Influence

!

! !

!

! Proposed Sphere of Influence

Planning Area Boundary

County Boundary

Waterways

A G R I C U L T U R A L  R E S O U R C E S

0 0.25 0.5 Miles



C I T Y  O F  N E W M A N  

G E N E R A L  P L A N  F I N A L  E I R  
R E V I S I O N S  T O  T H E  D R A F T  E I R  

 

 

19 

 
 

benefits to the land owner.  Figure 4.2-3 shows the locations of Williamson 
Act lands.  According to Stanislaus County records, as of 2006, there is no 
agricultural land within the Newman city limits and approximately 480 acres 
within the proposed SOI subject to Williamson Act contracts.  As shown on 
Figure 4.2-3, non-renewal forms have been files for nine parcels within the 
SOI and the Williamson Act contracts of these properties are set to expire 
between 2012 and 2014.  Additionally, the westernmost Williamson Act par-
cel touching the northern boundary of the city limits was protested by the 
City with Resolution 1850 on December 22, 1970, and the contract may be 
cancelled before its termination date of January 1, 2012. 
 
 
The first paragraph on page 4.7-5 is hereby amended by adding a footnote 
to the end of the paragraph, with reference: 
 

2 California Department of Toxic Substances Control: EnviroStor Data-
base.  and 
http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report.asp?global_id=
50460001, accessed December 21, 2006. 

 
 
The first full paragraph on page 4.7-6 is hereby amended as follows: 
 

The use and transportation of hazardous materials is of particular con-
cern around schools.  To accommodate for new student growth, new 
classrooms have been constructed at Orestimba High School and old 
classrooms have been modernized.  These existing schools, which are al-
ready within ½ mile of non-industrial hazardous materials users in com-
mercial areas and agricultural uses near Jensen Road, may be further ex-
posed to hazardous materials uses as the city develops.  A future elemen-
tary school would most likely be located at the new Sherman Ranch sub-
division.1  This new subdivision will be located at the intersection of 
Sherman Parkway and Balsam Street, ½ mile from a proposed Light In-
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dustrial area, but 2 miles away from most existing and proposed indus-
trial or commercial uses. 

 
 
The last paragraph on page 4.7-12 is hereby amended as follows: 
 

a. Airport and Airstrip Safety 
Implementation of the proposed General Plan would not result in devel-
opment within 2 miles of a public airport or private airstrip, as the near-
est airport, the Modesto City-County Airport, is located 30 miles north 
of Newman.  While there is the a landing strip used by the a crop duster 
within the Planning Area and outside the SOI, this airstrip is outside of 
the area planned for urban development use is shown to convert to other 
compatible urban uses and with its low level of use does not generate a 
major hazard.  will As a result, there would be a less-than-significant im-
pact related to airports or airstrip safety. 

 
 
The last paragraph on page 4.8-13 and continuing onto page 4.8-14 is 
hereby amended as follows: 
 

A tile drainage system is currently in place that prevents irrigation inputs 
from flooding an already high groundwater table.  To prevent interfer-
ence by new development on the tile drain system, Policy PSF-6.2 states 
that parks and greenbelts would be developed above those portions of the 
tile drain system that are within developed areas, or areas to be devel-
oped.  Under these terms, no new buildings would be developed on top 
of the tile drain system.  To further encourage the preservation and main-
tenance of the Newman Drainage District, the proposed General Plan 
contains Policy PFS-6.3.  This policy states that urban development 
within the boundaries of the Newman Drainage District shall be required 
to relocate existing District pipelines or provide replacement pipelines as 
needed to ensure the continued operation of the District’s drainage sys-
tem. 
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The first paragraph on page 4.11-9 is hereby amended as follows: 
 

The proposed General Plan would accommodate projected growth by al-
locating land for residential and commercial uses.  Policy LU-2.6 states 
that the City would promote the development of more employment uses 
that improve the city’s current jobs-housing imbalance.  Policy LU-2.4 
requires that no more than 50 percent of a Master Plan Area planned for 
residential uses can be developed until at least 50 percent of the area 
planned for business park uses is developed. states that for those Master 
Plan Areas planned for both residential and business park uses, develop-
ment of the business park uses and the housing units are to run concur-
rently.  Prior to approval of residential development in these areas, the 
City will set specific requirements that tie the timing of development of 
the business park uses to the development of residences.  The proposed 
General Plan is expected to have a beneficial impact on employment and 
job growth in Newman.   

 
 
Figure 4.12-1 on page 4.12-2 is hereby amended as shown on page 22: 
 
 
The last paragraph on page 4.12-7 and first paragraph on page 4.12-8 is 
hereby amended as follows: 
 

The stations in the West Stanislaus Fire District provide mutual aid for 
each other.  They also provide mutual aid for other Fire Districts in 
Stanislaus County such as Woodland Avenue (Modesto), Salida, Westport 
and Mountain View Fire Districts.  The County also has an understand-
ing of mutual aid agreements with the City of Tracy in San Joaquin 
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County, though there is no official written agreement between the two 
entities.1 

 
 
On page 4.12-19c, the name of William Rae Sherman Park is hereby 
amended as follows: 
 

b. Planned Parks 
William Rae Ray Sherman Park, a recently completed community park 
in the Sherman Ranch subdivision at Hills Ferry Road and Sherman 
Parkway, will soon open for public use.  Another community park, 
Mariposa Park, is planned for two parcels behind Yolo Middle School.   
 

 
Page 4.12-19e is hereby amended as follows: 
 

c. Regional, State and Federal Parks 
Regional and State parks, and federal lands near Newman offer additional 
recreational and wildlife-viewing opportunities.   

♦ Frank Rains Raines Regional Park is a Stanislaus County Park in 
Del Puerto Canyon west of I-5.  It offers biking, walking and picnic 
facilities.   

♦ Hagaman County Park is a 74-acre Merced County Park with fish-
ing, boating and picnicking on the Merced River approximately 15 
miles east of Newman.   

♦ George Hatfield State Recreation Area offers camping, boating, 
picnicking, and fishing on 46 acres on the Merced River four miles 
east of Newman on Hills Ferry Road. 

♦ San Luis National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) Complex is the largest 
preserve in the Central Valley, located approximately 15 miles south 

                                                           
1 Bramell, Dave, Fire Chief, City of Tracy.  Personal communication with 

Will Fourt, DC&E.  January 4, 2007. 
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of Newman in Merced County.  The San Luis NWR Complex com-
prises the 26,600-acre San Luis NWR, the 8,200-acre Merced NWR, 
the 12,800-acre San Joaquin River NWR and the Grasslands Man-
agement Area.  The Complex is mostly marshland and native grass-
lands, and contains both managed grazing lands and wildlife refuge 
areas.  The area is popular for wildlife observation, study and pho-
tography, and waterfowl hunting.  The protected tule elk and endan-
gered San Joaquin kit fox are among the species observed. 

♦ China Island is a federal wetlands facility in Merced County.   
 
On page 4.13-20, Table 4.13-5 is hereby amended as shown on pages 25 
through 30: 
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On pages 3-21 and 3-22, Figures 3-6 and 3-7 are hereby amended as shown 
on pages 32 and 33: 
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The following tables are hereby added to Appendix B, as shown on pages 
35 through 64: 
 
 
 
 

































































4 LIST OF COMMENTORS 
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A. Written Comments 
 
Agencies 

1. Mike Mirmazaheri, Chief, Floodway Protection Section, Department of 
Water Resources, State of California – The Resources Agency.  October 
10, 2006.  

2. Steven E. Rough, P.E., Supervising Engineer, Merced County Depart-
ment of Public Works, Road Division.   November 2, 2006. 

3. Marjorie Blom, Executive Officer, Local Agency Formation Commis-
sion.  November 6, 2006. 

4. Tom Dumas, Chief, Office of Intermodal Planning, State of California 
Department of Transportation.  November 16, 2006. 

5. David Warner, Director of Permits Services, and Arnaud Marjollet, Per-
mit Services Manager, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution District.  No-
vember 17, 2006. 

 
Businesses 

6. Mike Conley, Executive Vice President, Claremont Homes, Inc.  Octo-
ber 24, 2006. 

7. Jay Egy, Development Consultant.  October 27, 2006. 

8. Jay Egy, Development Consultant.  November 14, 2006. 

9. Ron West, Consultant, Ron West and Associates.  November 16, 2006. 

10. Curtis Nelson, Hearthstone Builders, Inc.  November 17, 2006. 
 
Members of the Public 

11. Nancy Silva Bucholtz, owner of property at 1424 E. Stuhr Road.  No-
vember 13, 2006. 

12. Debbie Allan, Newman Planning Commission, Administrative Clerk, 
Stanislaus County Library.  November 22, 2006. 
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B. Public Hearing Comments 
 
Planning Commission Public Hearing 

13.  Ron West, Consultant, Ron West and Associates.  November 16, 2006. 

14. Jay Egy, Development Consultant.  November 16, 2006. 

15. Nancy Silva Bucholtz, owner of property at 1424 E. Stuhr Road.  No-
vember 16, 2006. 
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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, busi-
nesses second, written comments from members of the public third, and oral 
comments last.  Within each category, letters are arranged by order received.  
Each comment and response is labeled with a reference number in the mar-
gin. 
 
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 requires revisions to the Draft EIR, these revisions are shown in Chap-
ter 3 of this Final EIR. 
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LETTER 1:  Mike Mirmazaheri, Chief, Floodway Protection Section, De-
partment of Water Resources, State of California – The Resources 
Agency.  October 10, 2006.  
 
1-1: This comment states the General Plan may be an encroachment on 

the State Adopted Plan of Flood Control.  This plan outlines specific 
areas as designated floodways, where permits are required for 
changes in land use and development.   

 
 Upon examination of the designated floodways maps, it was deter-

mined that the very eastern edge of the Planning Area, outside the 
SOI, is within a designated floodway for the San Joaquin River.  
However, all of the land in the designated floodway is designated for 
agricultural use in the proposed Newman General Plan.    

 
 The Department of Water Resources states that a permit is required 

for projects in the floodway meeting the following description:   
“Any project that proposes to work in a regulated stream, designated 
floodway on federal flood control project levee slopes or within 10 
feet of the levee toe.  Such activities might include but are not limited 
to: boat docks, ramps, bridges, sand and gravel mining, placement of 
fill, fences, landscaping and irrigation facilities.”1 

 
The proposed General Plan does not constitute a change in land use 
or initiation of a project which would encroach on an adopted flood 
control plan in the floodplain.  Individual agricultural projects in the 
designated floodplain may require obtaining permits from the De-
partment of Water Resources if the project encroaches on an adopted 
flood control plan.  However, the SOI and development anticipated 
by the proposed General Plan do not encroach on the adopted flood 
control plan, and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
                                                           

1 California Department of Water Resources. http://recbd.ca.gov/faq.cfm, 
accessed January 2, 2007. 
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1-2: This comment gives information on permits required for encroach-
ment on floodplains.  No response is necessary. 
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LETTER 2: Steven E. Rough, P.E., Supervising Engineer, Merced 
County Department of Public Works, Road Division.   November 2, 
2006. 
 
2-1: This comment states that the Traffic Study and Draft EIR need to 

address potential impacts to Canal School Road between Highway 33 
and Brazo Road, given that the projected Level of Service of Canal 
School north of Brazo Road is F.  Canal School Road, Brazo Road 
and Sanchez Road will link the new western development areas of 
Newman with planned industrial areas along Hills Ferry Road.  Ca-
nal School Road will also be used for inter-regional travel by linking 
Hills Ferry Road and Highway 33.  As shown in the revised Table 
4.13-5 in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, the volume of traffic on Canal 
School Road south of Brazo Road is forecasted at approximately 
6,600 Average Daily Traffic (ADT), which equates to a Level of Ser-
vice A.   In addition, the segment of Canal School Road between 
Hills Ferry Road and Brazo Road will be modified in the proposed 
General Plan to be a four lane arterial, which will result in LOS A 
along this segment.  This is reflected in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.   

 
2-2: This comment states that the intersection of Canal School Road and 

Highway 33 is a critical location that needs to be analyzed. The 
comment also states that additional traffic generated by implementa-
tion of the proposed General Plan is anticipated to significantly im-
pact this intersection.  Canal School Road approaches Highway 33 at 
an angle of approximately 20 degrees as it crosses the adjoining rail-
road tracks.   

 
 As discussed in the response to Comment 2-1, the projected volume 

of traffic on Canal School Road between Brazo Road and Sanchez 
road is 6,600 ADT.  While the model does not go south of Sanchez 
Road, the volume of traffic would not increase significantly between 
Sanchez Road and Highway 33 and therefore traffic volumes coming 
from Newman would not, in and of it self, reduce the LOS of this 
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intersection to an unacceptable level, thereby necessitating improve-
ment to this intersection as a result of the proposed General Plan.   

 
 However, it is recognized that the existing geometry of this intersec-

tion could be improved.  A more conventional configuration would 
relocate the approach to the north to create an intersection with an 
approach that is nearly 90 degrees.  Such relocation would require 
acquisition of right-of-way and construction of a new railroad cross-
ing.   

 
 Recognizing that the current geometry of the intersection could be 

improved, Policy TC-5.2 in the proposed General Plan states that the 
City will work with Merced County on roadway improvements.  To 
make it clear that the City will work with Merced County on im-
provements to Highway 33 north of Canal School Road, and Canal 
School Road in Merced County, the text of Policy TC-5.2, in the 
proposed General Plan, will be modified to say “The City shall con-
tinue to maintain formal and informal lines of communication be-
tween adjacent jurisdictions to ensure cooperation in the develop-
ment of transportation systems that cross jurisdictional boundaries.  
In particular, the City will work with Merced County to develop 
improvements to Canal School Road, Brazo Road and Highway 33 
north of its intersection with Canal School Road.  Potential intersec-
tion improvements specifically include signalization of the intersec-
tions of Highway 33 and Brazo Road, Brazo Road and Canal School 
Road, Highway 33 and Sanchez Road and Sanchez Road and Canal 
School Road.  Potential roadway improvements specifically include 
development of Brazo Road and Canal School Road into arterial 
roads in Merced County.” 

 
2-3: This comment states that the widening and possible replacement of 

the bridge on Canal School Road over the Newman Wasteway needs 
to be included in a fee structure charged to development occurring in 
Newman.  The projected ADT and level of service on Canal School 
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Road between Brazo Road and Sanchez Road do not, by themselves, 
indicate a need to upgrade this bridge due to the growth resulting 
from the proposed General Plan.  No additional change to the EIR is 
required.   

 
2-4: This comment expresses a need to analyze Whitworth Road in the 

traffic analysis.  Whitworth Road is the southerly extension of Up-
per Road in the City of Newman and continues through Merced 
County to an intersection on Highway 140 west of Newman and 
then south to Santa Nella.  As shown in the revised Table 4.13-5 in 
Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, the Newman traffic model forecasted 
that Upper Road would carry 6,900 ADT  at the Merced County 
line, which equates to LOS A.    

 
2-5: This comment states that Prince Street, between Sanches Road and 

the City of Newman, needs further analysis.  Traffic volumes were 
forecast for Prince Street in the Draft EIR in Table 4.13-5 on page 
4.13-17, and Levels of Service were identified.  The Draft EIR notes 
that the volume of traffic on Prince Street will vary over its length.  
The portion of Prince Street between Inyo Avenue and Canyon 
Creek Drive is expected to carry volumes that are indicative of the 
need for a four-lane road.  The proposed General Plan therefore in-
cludes this segment as a four lane arterial.  Traffic volume south of 
Canyon Creek Drive to the Shiells Road extension is forecast to 
carry 9,800 ADT, while south of Shiells Road, between Shiells Road 
and Hallowell/Sanches Road, the volume is forecast at 1,000 ADT.  
These projected traffic volumes equate to an LOS of A.    

 
2-6: This comment states that the traffic analysis included in Appendix B 

of the Draft EIR is incomplete to allow for assessment of the need 
for signalization.  As noted on page 4.13-29 in the Draft EIR, the 
need for signalization at General Plan Buildout was based on consid-
eration of total daily intersection approach volumes within the con-
text of Caltrans warrants based on daily volume (Figure 4c-103 of the 
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California MUTCD).  The Draft EIR assumed that intersections pro-
jected to have daily volumes on all legs totaling more than 24,000 
ADT, with at least 3,000 ADT on each leg, could eventually warrant 
signalization.  Using this methodology, forty nine intersections were 
identified as requiring signalization with buildout of the proposed 
General Plan.  These intersections are shown in Table 4.13-8 of the 
Draft EIR.  Of these 49, four intersections where identified in  
Merced County reaching this volume level, and requiring eventual 
signalization.  These intersections are: 

♦ Highway 33/Brazo Road:  sum of leg volumes 50,600 ADT  
♦ Brazo Road/Canal School Road:  sum of leg volumes 31,000 ADT 
♦ Highway 33/Sanchez Road:  sum of leg volumes 51,000 ADT 
♦ Sanchez Road/Canal School Road:  sum of leg volumes 14,600 

 
While the Sanchez Road/Canal School Road intersection is projected 
to carry volumes below the 24,000 ADT threshold with buildout of 
the proposed General Plan, it was included as in intersection requir-
ing signalization due to its location on a prominent regional route. 

 
2-7: This comment states that the traffic analysis includes a trip genera-

tion table, but does not indicate trip distributions or anticipated traf-
fic volumes or analysis reports at the study intersections.  The Level 
of Service worksheets for the study intersections are included in 
Appendix B of this Final EIR as an addendum.  These worksheets in-
clude AM and PM traffic volume forecasts for the study intersec-
tions.  However, intersections subject to peak hour analysis did not 
include locations in Merced County.   

 
2-8: Please see response in 1-6. 
 
2-9: This comment states that the mitigation measures in the Draft EIR 

do not reflect the need for improvements in the traffic analysis, and 
asks whether the improvements are mitigation measures or whether 
they are improvements that should be included within the project 
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description.  The comment also states that the development of Canal 
School Road and Brazo Road into arterials is not listed as an im-
provement in the Project Description in the Draft EIR.  The im-
provements to the intersections in Table 4.13-6 in Chapter 4.13 of 
the Draft EIR are identified as additional improvements necessary for 
buildout of the proposed General Plan and are not mitigation meas-
ures.  To clarify this, Table 4.13-6 of the EIR will be added to the 
Circulation Element of the proposed General Plan and the Project 
Description of the Draft EIR is revised on this Final EIR to make it 
clear that these intersections are included.    

 
 The development of Brazo Road into a two lane arterial between 

Highway 33 and Canal School Road and the improvement of Canal 
School Road into a four lane arterial between Hills Ferry Road and 
Brazo Road are not mitigation measures, but improvements.  These 
improvements and are shown on Figure 3.6 of the Draft EIR.  The 
improvement of Brazo Road School Road into an arterial is also 
shown in Figure 3-7 of the Draft EIR as improvement number 9 and 
discussed on page 3-23.  To clarify that the proposed South Parkway 
includes a westerly extension of the Brazo Road to Highway 33, the 
language in the Draft EIR has been modified, as reflected in Chapter 
3 of this Final EIR.  This change will also be made in the proposed 
General Plan.  

 
 While the improvement of Canal School Road into a four lane arte-

rial north of Brazo Road is shown in the Circulation Plan (Figure 
3-6), this improvement is not listed in Figure 3-7 or discussed as an 
improvement on page 3-23.  To clarify that this is an improvement, 
the language in the Draft EIR has been modified, as reflected in 
Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.  This change will also be made in the 
proposed General Plan.  
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2-10: This comment states that mitigation measures to minimize impacts 
to Merced County roadways need to be specifically identified in the 
Draft EIR.   

 
 The Draft EIR did not identify impacts to any roadway impacts in 

Merced County, except for Canal School Road, between Inyo Road 
Brazo Road, and the four intersections discussed in Comment 2-6.  
As noted in Comment 2-1, Canal School Road will be changed to a 
four lane arterial between Hills Ferry Road and Brazo Road in the 
proposed General Plan, resulting in an LOS of A.  The impacts to 
the four identified intersections that are projected to need signaliza-
tion are addressed by Policy TC-5.2, which will be updated in the 
General Plan, as noted in Comment 2-2.  However, because these in-
tersections are outside of the City’s authority to impose mitigations 
and funding mechanisms are not place to improve these roadways, 
and the Draft EIR determined that impacts at these intersection im-
pacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

 
2-11: This comment states that Merced County is a Responsible Agency 

under CEQA for improvements to Merced County Roadways to 
implement this project.  It is acknowledged that encroachment per-
mits would be required for work within the State right-of-way (Cal-
trans) or on Merced County Roads (Merced County Department of 
Public Works). 
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LETTER 3:  Marjorie Blom, Executive Officer, Local Agency Formation 
Commission.  November 6, 2006. 
 
3-1: This comment requests a correction to the Draft EIR in the change 

of the name of “county’s Local Agency Formation Commission” to 
“Stanislaus Local Agency Formation Commission” on page 3-3 of the 
Draft EIR.  In response to this comment, the language has been 
modified, as reflected in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.  This additional 
language does not affect the EIR’s overall findings. 

 
3-2: This comment requests a correction to the Draft EIR in the change 

of the name of from “Stanislaus County LAFCO” to “Stanislaus 
LAFCO” on page 3-3 of the Draft EIR.  In response to this com-
ment, the language has been modified, as reflected in Chapter 3 of 
this Final EIR.  This additional language does not affect the EIR’s 
overall findings. 

 
3-3: This comment requests a clarification as to the “mutual aid agree-

ments” between Stanislaus County and the City of Tracy, as stated 
on page 4.12-8 of the Draft EIR.  Per conversation with Dave Bra-
mell, the Fire Chief for the City of Tracy, there is no written mutual 
aid agreement between the City of Tracy and Stanislaus County.  
However, there is an understanding that mutual aid will be shared 
between the two districts, and mutual aid has been occurring and 
will continue to occur between the two districts.  In response to this 
comment, the language will be modified to reflect this reality and a 
footnote will be added, as reflected in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR. 

 
3-4: This comment states that the Draft EIR should discuss the preserva-

tion of agricultural uses on Williamson Act lands.  The Draft EIR 
adequately addresses this issue on page 4.2-13.  No further response is 
necessary. 
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3-5: This comment states the Stanislaus LAFCO cannot approve the 
City’s proposed changes to its SOI if the area includes lands under a 
Williamson Act contract.  As shown in Figure 4.2-3 of the Draft 
EIR, there are three properties within the proposed expansion of the 
SOI that are under Williamson Act contracts.  These three properties 
are located just north of Hallowell Road and abut the southernmost 
boundary of the proposed SOI.   

 
 Government Code Section 56426.5 allows LAFCO to approve a 

change to the SOI when the area includes land under a Williamson 
Act contract if certain findings can be made.  One of the findings 
that can be made is that “the change would facilitate planned, orderly 
and efficient patterns of land use or provision of services, and the 
public interest in the change substantially outweighs the public inter-
est in the current continuation of the contract beyond its current ex-
piration date.”  Because the proposed General Plan provides for the 
planned, orderly and efficient use of land, requiring the development 
of master plans prior to the development of most of the non-
urbanized within the proposed SOI, and because there is public in-
terest to create a logical clearly-defined southern boundary to the 
City that does not create small islands of agricultural land, LAFCO 
could make the finding necessary to approve the proposed expanded 
SOI.   As a result, no additional change is needed to the proposed 
General Plan and to the Draft EIR. 

  
3-6: This comment suggests including a discussion of the Newman Drain-

age District and potential mitigation to subsurface draining of the 
water table upon annexation of the SOI.  Within the City’s proposed 
SOI, the Newman Drainage District maintains a tile drainage system.  
The Draft EIR discusses tile drainage on page 4.8-13 and specifically 
notes Policy PSF-6.2, which states that parks and greenbelts shall be 
developed above those portions of the tile drain system that are 
within developed areas, or areas to be developed.  However, to fur-
ther encourage the preservation and maintenance of the Newman 
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Drainage District, an additional policy from the existing General 
Plan will be carried over to the proposed General Plan.  This policy, 
which will be Policy PFS-6.3 in the revised Draft General Plan, will 
state that “Urban development within the boundaries of the New-
man Drainage District shall be required to relocate existing District 
pipelines or provide replacement pipelines as needed to ensure the 
continued operation of the District’s drainage system and to provide 
for safe soil conditions for the proposed development project.”  As a 
result of the addition of this policy, the language in the Draft EIR 
has been modified, as reflected in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.  This 
change does not affect the EIR’s overall findings. 

 
3-7: This comment requests a discussion of specific measures to improve 

and/or maintain service of the City’s Wastewater Treatment Plant 
Facility.  The Draft EIR is a programmatic-level EIR that analyzes 
the impacts of the proposed General Plan.  Once the General Plan is 
adopted, as part of implementation, specific improvements necessary 
to provide adequate sewer service will be determined through spe-
cific engineering studies.  Since this level of planning was outside the 
scope of the proposed General Plan, the Draft EIR does not include 
an analysis of specifically needed improvements to the waste water 
system.  The proposed General Plan does, however, include policies 
to ensure that adequate wastewater facilities are provided for existing 
and planned new development.   

 
 Recognizing the need to upgrade its wastewater treatment facilities, 

the City also has already  authorized the design and engineering of a 
storage facility to increase capacity of its wastewater treatment facil-
ity up to its permitted 1.69 million gallons per day.  Additionally, 
the City has authorized a series of water and wastewater studies and 
master plans to identify additional necessary improvements to meet 
anticipated future needs.  No additional changes to the Draft EIR are 
necessary. 
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3-8: This comment clarifies LAFCO’s policies and process to designate an 
expanded SOI.   No response is necessary.   

 
3-9: This comment clarifies LAFCO’s policies surrounding updating a 

SOI, and the requirements for a Municipal Service Review (MSR).  
Because the EIR for a proposed General Plan is often used to address 
the CEQA requirements for the subsequent Municipal Service Re-
view, the Project Description in the Draft EIR is being modified in 
this Final EIR to reflect the potential use of this EIR for adoption of 
the Municipal Service Review.  This additional language to the Draft 
EIR is reflected in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR 
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LETTER 4:  Tom Dumas, Chief, Office of Intermodal Planning, State of 
California Department of Transportation.  November 16, 2006. 
 
4-1: This comment summarizes the purpose of the Final EIR, and asks 

for the results of the traffic analysis.  The comment specifically refers 
to a traffic model called Synchro. 

 
 The analysis did not use a Synchro model.  This planning level study 

made use of the intersection Level of Service analysis techniques con-
tained in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, which are described in 
the Caltrans Guidelines for Traffic Impact Studies.  This level of de-
tail is appropriate for a General Plan Update, and LOS worksheets 
are included in Appendix B of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, there are 
no additional model results that can be provided.  No further re-
sponse is necessary. 
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LETTER 5: David Warner, Director of Permits Services, and Arnaud 
Marjollet, Permit Services Manager, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 
District.  November 17, 2006.  
 
5-1: This comment expresses agreement with the Draft EIR in its analysis 

of impacts on air quality.   No further response is necessary. 
 
5-2: This comment expresses agreement with the Draft EIR in its general-

ized approach to the city’s development.  No further response is nec-
essary. 

 
5-3: This comment commends the Draft EIR for including the emission 

reducing measures identified in Table 2-1.  No further response is 
necessary. 

 
5-4: This comment suggests that there may be additional mitigation op-

tions that are not identified in Table 2-1.  As noted in proposed Gen-
eral Plan Policies NR-4.1 through NR-4.3, the City will work closely 
with the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution District in the future to 
mitigate development’s potential effects on air quality.  The com-
ment does not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no addi-
tional response is required. 

 
 



 
 
Letter 6:  Mike Conley, Executive Vice President, Claremont Homes, Inc.  October 24, 2006. 
 
 
 
 
Michael attached are some comments that Art and I put together on the public review DEIR.  Upon 
our review please let me know if your want additional input.  
 
Thanks, Mike 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Michael W. Conley, Executive Vice President, Claremont Homes, Inc.; 194 Francisco Lane, Ste. 202, 
Fremont, CA 94539; 
Phone: (510) 623-6322; Fax: (510) 623-6324; Email: mconley@claremonthomes.net

mailto:mconley@claremonthomes.net
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LETTER 6: Michael Conley, Executive Vice President, Claremont 
Homes, Inc.  October 24, 2006. 
 
6-1: This comment requests a correction to the Draft EIR in the change 

of the word “important” to “importance” on page 4.1-12.  In re-
sponse to this comment, this language has been modified, as reflected 
in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.  This additional language does not af-
fect the EIR’s overall findings. 

 
6-2: This comment states that one of the Williamson Act parcels in Fig-

ure 4.2-3 was protested and may be cancelled by the City upon an-
nexation.  The parcel has been protested by the City of Newman 
with Resolution 1850, passed December 22, 1970.2  Comment noted.  
Figure 4.2-3 does not show parcels under a Williams Act contract 
that were protested, and will not be revised.  However, the text of 
the Draft EIR will be modified to clarify the situation, as shown in 
Chapter 3 of the Final EIR.  This change does not affect the EIR’s 
overall findings. 

 
6-3: This comment requests a change in language in General Plan Policy 

NR-1.4.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR, so no additional response is required. 

 
6-4: Please see response 7-3. 
 
6-5: This comment states disagreement with General Plan Policy 2.4, and 

the commentor states that he thought this policy was removed from 
the proposed General Plan.  This policy was not removed from the 
proposed General Plan.  However, the Draft EIR included a typo-
graphical error and incorrectly summarized General Plan Policy 2.4.  
In response to this comment, the EIR’s language has been modified, 
as reflected in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR.   
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6-6: This comment questions the City policy of staffing 1.1 police officers 

per 1,000 residents.  This is an existing City policy that is not in-
cluded as a policy in the proposed General Plan.  The comment does 
not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no additional response 
is required. 

 
6-7: Please see response 6-6.  
 

                                                                                                                                  
2 Michael Holland, City Manager, City of Newman.  Personal communica-

tion with Will Fourt, DC&E, January 10, 2007. 
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LETTER 7:  Jay Egy, Development Consultant.  October 27, 2006. 
 
7-1: This letter proposes a change in the proposed General Plan land use 

designations to accommodate the Hills Ferry Master Plan.  Consis-
tency with this Master Plan would require re-designating the Light 
Industrial and Industrial Reserve east of Hills Ferry Road to residen-
tial uses between 2 and 13 units/acre.  The comment addresses the 
proposed General Plan policies and does not address the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR, so no additional change to the Draft EIR is required.  

 



8-1
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LETTER 8: Jay Egy, Development Consultant.  November 14, 2006. 
 
8-1: This letter requests a change in the proposed General Plan land use 

designation on the south side of Inyo Avenue east of the railroad 
tracks.  The letter includes a list of 40 signatures for a petition to 
change this land use designation from Light Industrial to Low or 
Medium Density Residential.  This change is a General Plan policy 
issue.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, 
so no additional response is required. 
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LETTER 9:  Ron West, Consultant, Ron West and Associates.  November 
16, 2006. 
 
9-1: This comment states that author has reviewed the Draft General 

Plan and generally thinks it is well-drafted, but does think there are 
several policies which are overly restrictive. The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  No response is necessary. 

 
9-2: This comment states that the General Plan’s Primary and Secondary 

SOIs and multiple land use designations unnecessarily bind the hand 
of future city councils and discourage future development.  The 
comment addresses the policies in the proposed General Plan and 
does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no additional 
change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
9-3: This comment includes a list of specific changes they request for the 

proposed General Plan.  The comment does not address the ade-
quacy of the Draft EIR, so no additional change to the Draft EIR is 
required. 

 
9-4:   This comment states that the proposed General Plan discourages 

development through “some proposed policies and phasing,” and 
recommends that the Primary SOI be expanded and more flexibility 
be provided for the phasing of development, or that the Primary and 
Secondary SOIs be omitted altogether.  The comment does not ad-
dress the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no additional change to the 
Draft EIR is required. 

 
9-5: Please see response to comment 9-4. 
 
9-6: This comment expresses disagreement with the proposed General 

Plan land use designation of Very Low Density Residential along the 
edge of the C.C.I.D. Canal and asks for clarification of why it is in-
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cluded.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR, so no additional change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
9-7: This comment states that the phasing of the proposed General Plan 

does not provide flexibility for development.  The comment does 
not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no additional change 
to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
9-8: This comment states that LAFCO does not require a Primary and a 

Secondary SOI, and that the proposed General Plan incorrectly states 
this LAFCO policy.  Per a Conversation with Marjorie Blom, Ex-
ecutive Officer of LAFCO, Stanislaus LAFCO requires, as a policy 
and procedure, that Cities establish a Primary SOI.  The comment 
does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no additional re-
sponse is required. 

 
9-9: This comment states that the proposed General Plan should precisely 

define what is meant by “no more than two neighborhood master 
plan sub areas developed concurrently.”  The comment also states 
that there should be more flexibility in the phasing of the develop-
ment of the master plan areas.  The comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no additional change to the Draft EIR 
is required. 

 
9-10: This comment expresses concern with the alignment of Harvey Road 

and other arterials, which have straight alignments that the comment 
states could encourage speeding.  Comment then suggests the Gen-
eral Plan acknowledge that Harvey Road and other arterials shall not 
be straight drag strips.   The comment does not address the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR, so no additional change to the Draft EIR is re-
quired.  However, to make it clear that future roadways, including 
arterials, shall be designed to discourage speeding a new policy will 
be added to the proposed General Plan.  This policy, Policy TC-1.7, 
will state that traffic calming measures shall be incorporated into the 
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design and construction of new roadways to discourage speeding of 
motor vehicles. 

 
9-11: This comment expresses disagreement with the proposed General 

Plan policy of encouraging a street grid pattern, and would like the 
General Plan to acknowledge that alignments can be modified as 
they are proposed for new developments.  The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no additional change to the 
Draft EIR is required.  However, it should be noted that the General 
Plan states, on page TC-1, that the roadway network in the General 
Plan is conceptual and that “as new development occurs, actual 
roadway locations may vary, provided that overall the connectivity 
shown in Figure TC-1 (the Circulation Plan) is provided.”   

 
9-12: Please see response to Comment 9-11. 
 
9-13: This comment expresses disagreement with the proposed General 

Plan policy of not allowing private streets.  The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no additional change to the 
Draft EIR is required.  

 
9-14: This comment asks when the proposed General Plan street align-

ment plan lines will be set, and asks for increased flexibility in street 
layout.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR, so no response is required. 

 
9-15: This comment states that “some sphere and other items” are not con-

sistent with policies in the proposed General Plan, and that the Gen-
eral Plan Elements are not consistent.  The comment does not pro-
vide specifics on where there are inconsistencies so no response can 
be provided.  Where specific inconsistencies are discussed in other 
comments in this letter, a response is provided.  The comment does 
not provide specific comments questioning the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR, so no additional change to the Draft EIR is required. 
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9-16: This comment states that the pipe under Inyo Avenue is a major bot-

tleneck for stormwater, and that Westside Park Basins should be re-
quired to accommodate runoff.  As stated on page PFS-5 of the pro-
posed General Plan, the City has plans to upgrade this pipeline to in-
crease capacity to accommodate all existing and approved develop-
ment.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR, so no response is required. 

 
9-17: This comment suggests a change to the proposed General Plan Policy 

PFS-1.6 in adding reimbursements to developers for infrastructure to 
serve the long-term plans for development.  This is a General Plan 
policy issue and since the comment does not address the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR, no response is required. 

 
9-18: This comment suggests specific techniques to implement proposed 

General Plan Policy PFS-5.4 and reduce storm water runoff.  The 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no re-
sponse is required. 

 
9-19: This comment suggests that the proposed General Plan Policy RCR-

2.2 be incorporated into stormwater drainage plans.  The comment 
does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no response is re-
quired. 

 
9-20: This comment states that there is an error in  proposed General Plan 

Figure NR-1, and that the parcel touching the southwest corner of 
the city limits, inside the Primary SOI (parcel number 26-30-05), is in 
Non-Renewal for its Williamson Act contract.  The data in Figure 
NR-1, repeated in Draft EIR Figure 4.2-3, is the most recent GIS data 
available from Stanislaus County.  However, in a phone conversa-
tion with the County on December 22, 2006, it was confirmed that a 
non-renewal was filed on this parcel on November 15, 2006 and the 
Williamson Act contract will expire on December 31, 2016.  Figure 
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4.2-3 of the Draft EIR has been updated, as reflected in Chapter 3 of 
this Final EIR.  This change does not affect the EIR’s overall find-
ings. 

 
9-21: This comment states that the proposed General Plan’s comment on 

page NR-16 about siting homes for optimal sun exposure is inconsis-
tent with General Plan Policy TC-1.4, which encourages a street grid 
pattern.  The information on page NR-16 is background information 
and not a discrete policy in the proposed General Plan.  However, 
proposed Policies NR-5.1 and NR- 5.3 are intended to promote en-
ergy conservation through building design, techniques and materials.  
Building siting could be one of such techniques.  Policies NR-5.1 and 
NR-5.3 allow for flexibility to meet the goal of energy conservation.  
Through the creative design of new development, development can 
be consistent with Policies NR-5.1 and NR-5.3 and be developed 
within a grid, or modified grid pattern.  The comment does not ad-
dress the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no additional response is re-
quired. 

 
9-22: This comment states that on page NR-16 of the proposed General 

Plan, the definition of Energy Star qualified homes is that they meet 
or exceed the State’s Title 24 energy efficiency program by 12 per-
cent, while Policy NR-5.1 defines Energy Star homes as meeting or 
exceeding the State standards for energy efficiency by at least 15 per-
cent.  In response to this comment, the General Plan will be revised 
to consistently reflect the new standards for Energy Star qualified 
homes, which is that they exceed the State’s Title 24 energy effi-
ciency program by 15 percent.  This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no additional change to the Draft EIR 
is required.   

 
9-23: This comment asks for clarification of how the agricultural mitiga-

tion fee outlined in Action NR 1.8 of the proposed General Plan 
would work and be used.  Additional details on this mitigation fee 
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would be developed as part of the development of a program.  A 
program requires careful, detailed study, which is why the specifics 
of a program are not included in the General Plan or Draft EIR.  
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no 
response is necessary.  

 
9-24: This comment asks for clarification of the “Habitat Management 

Plan” as stated in proposed General Plan Policy NR-3.3.  This com-
ment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no response 
is necessary. 

 
9-25: Please see response 9-22. 
 
9-26: This comment asks for definition of gated communities, which are 

not allowed in the General Plan.  This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no response is necessary. 

 
9-27: This comment requests to “make sure alternatives, densities and 

other requirements allow workable options” as alternatives to pro-
posed General Plan Policy CD-4.8, which states that garage doors 
cannot dominate the street scene.  This comment does not address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no response is necessary. 

 
9-28: This comment asks for further definition and clarification of pro-

posed General Plan Policy CD-4.9, which requires varied architec-
tural styles to provide visual interest.  This comment does not ad-
dress the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no response is necessary. 

 
9-29: This comment asks for clarification of the proposed General Plan 

Policy CD-4.10, which requires consistent design treatment on every 
side of individual homes.  This comment does not address the ade-
quacy of the Draft EIR, so no response is necessary. 
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9-30: This comment states that the proposed General Plan Policy CD-7.6, 
which requires one tree per five parking spaces, may be unrealistic.   
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no 
response is necessary. 

 
9-31: This comment states that there is an inconsistency between proposed 

General Plan Figure LU-3 and General Plan Table LU-2.  In response 
to this comment, Table LU-3 will be updated in the final General 
Plan.  EIR Table 3-2 has been updated in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.  
This was a typographical error, and the change will not affect the 
EIR’s overall outcome. 

 
9-32: This comment states confusion with General Plan Planned Mixed 

Residential density requirements on page LU-16 of the proposed 
General Plan.  As stated in the proposed General Plan on page LU-
16: “no more than 75 percent of the units can be developed at a den-
sity of 6 or less units to the gross acre and at least 10 percent of the 
units shall be developed at a density of 12 units to the gross acre or 
greater.”  This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR, so no response is necessary. 

 
9-33 to 9-39:  This series of comments asks for further clarifications on a num-

ber of policies and requirements in the Land Use and Circulation 
Elements of the proposed General Plan.  The comments do not ad-
dress the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no response is required. 

 
9-40: This comment states that there is a typographical error on page 

RCR-4 of the proposed General Plan in the spelling of Frank Raines 
Regional Park.  This typographical error will be changed in the final 
General Plan, and in the Final EIR, as shown in Chapter 3 of this Fi-
nal EIR. 

 
9-41 to 9-45:  This series of comments asks for clarifications on text and poli-

cies within the Health and Safety, and the Community Design Ele-
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ments of the proposed General Plan.  The comments do not address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no response is required. 
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LETTER 10:  Curtis Nelson, Hearthstone Builders, Inc.  November 17, 
2006. 
 
10-1: This comment requests a change to the proposed General Plan Pri-

mary SOI.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR, so no additional response is required. 

 
10-2: This comment requests widening Hills Ferry Road to continue “to 

just beyond Stuhr Road,” which is a General Plan policy issue.   
 
 As shown in Table 4.13-5, the projected level of service of Hills 

Ferry Road is LOS D, northeast of Stuhr Road.  The entire length of 
Hills Ferry Road, from the planned collector shown on Table 4.13-5 
to the northeastern boundary of the proposed Sphere of Influence 
will be re-designated as a four lane arterial.  This will improve the 
level of service on this road, east of Stuhr, to LOS A. 

 
Regarding the issue of whether parking will or will not be located 
along this segment of Hills Ferry Road, this will be determined when 
the City develops a Street Master Plan for arterial, collector and local 
streets.  This is Action TC-1.2 in the proposed General Plan.  Due to 
the generalized level of planning contained in a General Plan, this 
General Plan does not, and is not required to get to this level of de-
sign detail in roadways.    

 
 This modification to Hills Ferry Road to a four lane arterial has been 

made in Table 4.13-5, Figure 3-6 and Figure 3-7, as reflected in Chap-
ter 3 of this Final EIR. This modification will also be reflected in 
Figure TC-1 and Figure TC-4 in the proposed General Plan.  This 
modification does not affect the EIR’s overall findings. 

 
10-3: This comment asks a question regarding the difference in population 

projections between StanCOG and the Newman General Plan Up-
date.  The projections in the Newman General Plan Update and 
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Draft EIR are based on the land use designations as specified by the 
General Plan Update.  Since the current projections made by Stan-
COG are made without the General Plan Update, and are based on 
existing General Plan land use designations, the projections will not 
be the same.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR, so no additional response is required. 

 
10-4: This comment requests the creation of a General Plan policy on light 

and glare from a sports park.  The section referenced in the comment 
letter is on page 4.1-6 of the Draft EIR and is a description of the cur-
rent conditions in Newman.  This section is not an appropriate place 
to discuss a proposed policy.   

 
 The purpose of a General Plan EIR is to provide a programmatic 

level of analysis.  Since no sports park was identified in the proposed 
General Plan, the EIR can not analyze the environmental impacts of 
such a facility.  However, if or when such a facility is proposed, an 
additional project level analysis would be conducted to analyze the 
environmental impacts of the project and to identify measure to 
mitigate environmental impacts, should any impacts be identified.  
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no 
additional change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
10-5: This comment states that Figure 4.2-2 in the EIR inaccurately shows 

land that is Unique Farm Land as Prime Farmland.  The comment 
does not specifically identify the specific location of these inaccura-
cies.  Figure 4.2-2 used 2002 California Farmland Mapping data.  In 
response to this comment, Figure 4.2-2 has been modified to reflect 
the most recent 2004 State of California Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring data, as shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.  The same 
figure is used in the proposed General Plan and is labeled Figure 
NR-2.  Figure NR-2 in the proposed General Plan will also be modi-
fied to reflect this information.  This information does not affect the 
EIR’s overall findings.   
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10-6: This comment states that Figure 4.4-1 in the Draft EIR has outdated 

cropland data.  The Environmental Collaborative collected this data 
in May 2005 through aerial interpretation and a road survey confir-
mation.  Field crops do change year to year and season to season, and 
the EIR does not intend to provide a dynamic map that is updated 
when new crops are planted.  Figure 4.4-1 of the proposed General 
Plan is intended to give a broad idea of what types of crops are being 
grown around Newman in the context of biological resources.  This 
comment does not provide any specific changes and the Draft EIR 
will not be modified.  This information does not affect the EIR’s 
overall findings.   

 
10-7: This comment asks whether the Newman Drainage District has a 

permit to discharge dredge or fill material into waters of the United 
States.  This question is not relevant to the General Plan or its EIR, 
so no response or change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
10-8: This comment asks where the identified archeological resources are 

located.  It is standard practice to not show the exact location of ar-
cheological resources on a map, so as to not encourage people to tam-
per with them.  As a result, no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
10-9: This comment asks for verification of the cleanup of toxic sites men-

tioned on page 4.7-5 of the Draft EIR.  Both of the sites named are 
listed by the Department of Toxic Substances Control as undergoing 
a voluntary cleanup program.  In response to this comment, a foot-
note has been added, as reflected in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.  This 
change does not affect the EIR’s overall findings. 

 
10-10: This comment states that the future elementary school listed on page 

4.7-6 of the Draft EIR is within a half-mile of a proposed industrially 
zoned property.  In response to the comment, language has been ad-
ded to include this information, as reflected in Chapter 3 of this Fi-
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nal EIR.  The CEQA-defined standard of significance is that the pro-
posed project would have an impact related to hazards or hazardous 
materials if it would result in the emission of hazardous emissions or 
handle hazardous materials, substances or waste within one quarter-
mile of an existing or proposed school.  Since the proposed elemen-
tary school is a half-mile from the proposed industrial area and is not 
within a quarter-mile of any other lands proposed to allow hazardous 
materials, this change in language and information does not affect the 
EIR’s overall findings. 

 
10-11: This comment states that there are two air facilities not mentioned in 

the Draft EIR: the Crows Landing Naval Air Station and the Gustine 
Airstrip.  The Crows Landing Naval Air Station was closed in 1999 
and is no longer considered a major air facility.  The Gustine Airstrip 
is a landing strip about five miles to the southeast and does not ser-
vice scheduled flights.   

 
CEQA specifies that an EIR should consider a project’s impacts rela-
tive to a “major air facility,” but does not specify what is considered 
"a major air facility."  However, to help define whether a commu-
nity has a high risk related to an airport in the vicinity, and therefore 
require additional analysis, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines has 
the following two standards of significance that define generally 
when an area may be exposed to risks from airport operation.  These 
standards were used in the Draft EIR for analysis: 

 For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where 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 within in the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area? 
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As discussed above, the Crows Landing Navel Air Station is closed, 
so does not constitute a threat to the Newman area.  Also, the Gus-
tine Airstrip is over two miles from Newman, and as a result, would 
not constitute a risk to the community.   

 
10-12: Please see response to Comment 10-10. 
 
10-13 This comment states that the airstrip mentioned on page 4.7-12, para-

graph f, is within the Planning Area and outside the SOI.  In re-
sponse to this comment, this information has been added, as reflected 
in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.  This change does not affect the EIR’s 
overall findings. 

 
10-14: This comment asks if the City has a NPDES permit or permit con-

sultant.3  The City does not have an NPDES permit or consultant.  
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no 
additional response is required. 

 
10-15: This comment states that the source of the data for Figures 4.8-1 and 

4.8-2 is from 1977, and questions whether more recent data should be 
used.  This data has been confirmed to be the most recent available 
with the State of California Office of Emergency Services as of De-
cember, 2006.4  As a result, no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
10-16: This comment states that the parcel where the Valley Winery is lo-

cated should be shown on Figure 4.9-1 of the Draft EIR as Light In-
dustrial instead of Heavy Industrial and reiterates that the Primary 
SOI should be adjusted to the east.  The comment does not provide 
the exact location of the winery.  For the purposes of a generalized 
environmental analysis, the difference in an existing land use 

                                                           
3 Michael Holland, City Manager for the City of Newman.  Personal email 

conversation with Michael Brilliot, DC&E, December 14, 2006.  
4  Kris Higgs, Governer’s Office of Emergency Services, State of California.  

Personal communication with Rick Kos, DC&E, December 6, 2006. 
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between Heavy Industrial and Light Industrial is negligible, and this 
difference would not affect the conclusions of the Draft EIR.  There-
fore, no additional response is necessary.  For a response to the 
comment on the expansion of the Primary SOI, please see the re-
sponse to Comment 11-1. 

 
10-17: This comment requests changes in Figure 4.12-1 of the Draft EIR to 

show Yancey Park, William Rae Sherman Park and the Elementary 
School Site.  In response to this comment, Figure 4.12-1 has been 
modified to include Yancey Park, William Rae Sherman Park and 
Amy Street/Driskell Avenue Tot Lot, as shown in Chapter 3 of this 
Final EIR.  The proposed Elementary School Site has not been in-
cluded, since it is not an existing facility and Figure 4.12-1 shows 
only existing facilities.  This change does not affect the conclusions 
of the Draft EIR. 

 
10-18: This comment states a correction in the name of William Rae Sher-

man Park on page 4.12-19 of the Draft EIR, and requests the addition 
of China Island and the Swamp Rats Gun Club on the list of parks 
and recreational facilities.  In response to this comment, the spelling 
of William Rae Sherman Park has been corrected, as reflected in 
Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.  China Island, a federal wetland facility 
in Merced County, has been added to the list of regional, State and 
federal Parks, as reflected in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.  The name 
of the “Swamp Rats shooting range” has been changed to the 
“Swamp Rats Gun Club shooting range,” as reflected in Chapter 3 of 
this Final EIR.  These changes do not affect the EIR’s overall find-
ings. 

 
 



11-1



11-1
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LETTER 11:  Nancy Silva Bucholtz, owner of property at 1424 E. Stuhr 
Road.  November 13, 2006. 
 
11-1: This comment requests a change in the proposed General Plan land 

use designation for a specific parcel along East Stuhr Road from 
Light Industrial to Planned Mixed Residential.  This change in 
designation is not envisioned in the General Plan, and the comment  
does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, so no further re-
sponse is necessary. 

 



12-1

12-2

12-3

Debbie Allan, Newman Planning Commission, Administrative Clerk, Stanislaus
County Library.  November 22, 2006.
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LETTER 12: Debbie Allan, Newman Planning Commission, Administra-
tive Clerk, Stanislaus County Library.  November 22, 2006. 
 
12-1: This comment gives a correction to the library hours in the proposed 

General Plan.  In response to this comment, this information will be 
updated in the final General Plan.  The Draft EIR does not include a 
discussion of the library’s hours.  Therefore, no change to the Draft 
EIR is required. 

 
12-2: This comment gives a correction to the library programs described in 

the proposed General Plan.  In response to this comment, this in-
formation will be updated in the final General Plan. The comment 
does not apply to the Draft EIR, so no additional change to the Draft 
EIR is required.  

 
12-3: This comment highlights a typographical error in the proposed Gen-

eral Plan.  In response to this comment, this information will be up-
dated in the final General Plan.  The comment does not apply to the 
Draft EIR, so no additional change to the Draft EIR is required. 
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A Planning Commission Public Hearing was held on November 16, 2006 to 
allow the public the opportunity to provide verbal comments on the Draft 
EIR. This Hearing was held the day before the close of the 45 day review pe-
riod on the Draft EIR.  At this Public Hearing three speakers commented.  
These Three speakers are listed below.  
 
SPEAKER 1:  Ron West, Consultant, Ron West and Associates.  Novem-
ber 16, 2006. 
 
13-1: Speaker highlighted comments submitted in Letter 9.  Please see re-

sponses to Comments 9-1 to 9-45. 
 
SPEAKER 2:  Jay Egy, Development Consultant.  November 16, 2006. 
 
14-1: Speaker highlighted comments submitted in Letter 7.  Please see re-

sponse to Comment 7-1. 
 
SPEAKER 3.  Nancy Silva Bucholtz, owner of property at 1424 E. Stuhr 
Road.  November, 1 
 
15-1: Speaker highlighted comments submitted in Letter 11.  Please see 

response to Comment 11-1. 
 
 
 




