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LETTER 21 MARSHA HARRIS, 3517 ARCHCLIFFE DRIVE, CERES; JULY 6, 2010

Response 21-1: The commenter opines the project will cause blight and urban decay and
potentially significant impact for competing businesses. The EIR is limited to a
discussion of whether the proposed project would lead to physical blight and
an increased demand for City services. The viability of businesses within the
community, or the potential for new business, is an economic but not an
environmental impact. See response to comment 9-1.

An economic impact analysis was performed by Bay Area Economics entitled
Economic Impact Analysis for Mitchell Ranch in Ceres, CA, and is included as
Appendix 4.5-1 of the Draft EIR. In their analysis, BAE analyzed the project’s
potential to result in an urban decay impact by following the causal chain to
assess the likelihood of new retail space causing long-term vacancies in
existing retail space. The project incorporates mitigation measure MM 4.5.1
requiring that, in addition to compliance with Municipal Code Chapter 9.40,
the property owner (and any subsequent owner) enter into a supplemental
maintenance agreement with the City to ensure property maintenance until
the site is reoccupied, whereby the City will be compensated for abatement
of visual indications of blight on the property if and when the property owner
fails to adequately maintain the property in good condition and abate
elements of deterioration. Implementation of this mitigation measure would
minimize the potential for physical blight and urban decay, and the impact is
considered less than significant. The commenter is referred to Impact 4.5.1 in
the Draft EIR for a full discussion of this impact.

Response 21-2: The commenter states that the noise conclusions drawn from the surrounding
residential areas off Don Pedro Road are flawed due to the baseline
conditions data collected in April 2008. The proposed project site was used as
residences and farm land. Prior to demolition there were homes, scattered
outbuildings and a few trees. The property was largely open with views to the
freeway and adjacent roadways. Any noise attenuation from existing
buildings would need to occur near the building itself, which would disrupt the
line of sight between the receptor and the noise source. In essence, unless a
building or home blocked the view of the roadways, there would be little
reduction in noise. The proposed project includes more buildings and a sound
wall which is discussed in Section 4.10, Noise in the Draft EIR. The proposed
project will obstruct the line of sight between the residences along Don Pedro
Road and the highway to the south. The noise wall will address noise
generated by the project itself, while the buildings will reduce noise that
currently travels across the project site.

Response 21-3: The commenter opines the solid noise barriers behind the Walmart loading
dock area (pg. 4.10-25 of the Draft EIR) will not adequately mitigate the
operational noise impacts. See response to comment 7-2.

Response 21-4: The commenter opines the traffic impact study was incomplete as it did not
include Don Pedro Road and 10th Street. The commenter states cumulative
traffic impacts did not include the elementary school proposed on Don Pedro
Road and the extension of East Lane to connect Roeding Road to Don Pedro
Road. The commenter opines that the traffic impacts for Don Pedro Road did
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not factor in alternative routes that drivers would utilize off major roadways in
the project’s vicinity.

The transportation impact study evaluated intersections on Don Pedro Road,
including El Camino Avenue and Mitchell Road. A roadway segment analysis
was also conducted for Don Pedro Road between Mitchell Road and El
Camino Avenue. The impact to the Don Pedro Road/El Camino Avenue
intersection was identified as less-than-significant. Mitigation measures were
developed for the Mitchell Road/ Don Pedro Road intersection and for the
segment of Don Pedro Road between Mitchell Road and El Camino Avenue.

Monitoring of traffic volumes on Don Pedro Road and installation of
appropriate traffic calming measures, including curb extensions, speed
humps, speed feedback signs, lighted crosswalks, and other devices that
have proven effectiveness is required of the project to mitigate potential
impacts on Don Pedro Road.

Based on the peak hour traffic flows on Don Pedro Road in the existing and
cumulative condition, delay for vehicles turning from 10th Street to Don Pedro
Road may increase slightly, but the intersection is expected to operate at an
acceptable service level with construction of the Mitchell Ranch Center.

The Elementary School on Roeding Road and Rose Avenue and the extension
of East Lane was not proposed when the transportation analysis for the EIR
was prepared in 2007 and 2008. A mitigated negative declaration for the
school site was filed on June 24, 2009. The notice of preparation for the
Mitchell Ranch Project was filed on September 5, 2007.

Although the school site was not explicitly included in the study, the school is
expected to generate traffic at times that do not coincide with the peak trip
generation of the Mitchell Ranch Center – morning and early afternoon on
weekdays.

The connection of East Lane from Roeding Road to Don Pedro Road will
provide additional vehicular circulation in the area and provide
neighborhood access to the site. However, it is expected that the majority of
vehicles that travel on this route to reach the Mitchell Ranch Center would
have originated from within the neighborhood, as the use of East Lane would
require diversion from the main travel routes on Mitchell Road and El Camino
Avenue that are not expected to be congested, likely resulting in longer
travel times.
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LETTER 22 CARLOS VIZCAINO, JR., 3222 6TH STREET, CERES; JULY 5, 2010

Response 22-1: The commenter opines the economics section [Section 4.5, Economics and
Blight] does not adequately address whether Walmart jobs will be primary
wage-earner jobs and whether serviceable health plans will be provided. The
Draft EIR determined that the proposed project is consistent with General Plan
Policy 1.1.2 (Table 4.9-1, pg. 4.9.4), The Walmart portion of the proposed
project would be expected to provide 85 new jobs in addition to the 375 jobs
at the existing store for a total of 460 jobs, which are expected to include
both full time and part time jobs. The Mitchell Ranch Center multiple retail
stores, will provide an additional 120 new jobs. This will result in 580 total jobs
(including 205 new jobs) for the entire Mitchell Ranch Center.
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LETTER 23 GARY NANCE, EMAIL; JUNE 2, 2010

Response 23-1: The commenter opines that the City should not allow Walmart to build on a
new location and leave the current Walmart location site vacant. Impact
4.5.2 of the Draft EIR (pg. 4.5-20) discusses cumulative urban decay. The
analysis concluded that cumulatively with the proposed project, there was no
indication that significant vacancies for existing retail space would result. Also
as noted on pg. 4.5-18, mitigation measure MM 4.5.1 requires a vacant
building monitoring fee pursuant to Ceres Municipal Code Chapter 9.40 be
paid, and a supplemental maintenance agreement with the City to ensure
property maintenance of the vacant site until it is reoccupied, and whereby
the City will be compensated (via bond or otherwise) for abatement of visual
indications of blight on the property, which would include: removing graffiti,
repair broken windows and exterior structural elements, maintain existing
landscaping and frequently clean up litter on the property. The commenter
does not provide any specific comments on the urban decay analysis;
therefore, no further response is required.
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LETTER 24: CHARLIE GROSS, CPHC PROGRAM COORDINATOR, EMAIL; JUNE 3, 2010

Response 24-1: The commenter offers comments on how Wal-Mart has supported nonprofit
organizations and the community of Ceres with their donations. The
commenter does not raise a question regarding the environmental impacts of
the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included here for
consideration by the lead agency; however, no response is necessary.
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LETTER 25 KRISTI PERRONE, EMAIL; JUNE 4, 2010

Response 25-1: The commenter does not raise a question regarding the environmental
impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included
here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no response is
necessary.
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LETTER 26 L & K CARPENTER, EMAIL; JUNE 4, 2010

Response 26-1: The commenter does not raise a question regarding the environmental
impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included
here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no response is
necessary.
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LETTER 27 DAVID PRATT, EMAIL; JUNE 7, 2010

Response 27-1: The commenter opines that the Walmart should not be built before the
interchange is reconstructed and the project should pay for the interchange
reconstruction. As identified in mitigation measures MM 4.13.2g and MM
4.13.2h in Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, if
improvement plans are approved, the project applicant must pay for/provide
certain roadway improvements. The project will pay impact fees that were
adopted by the City to help fund improvements to the interchange. As noted
in the traffic section of the Draft EIR on page 4.13-37, while the proposed
project will contribute to the need for interchange improvements, the project
by itself does not trigger the need for the interchange improvements. This
need is existing and based on current traffic demand within the city and
region. New projects cannot be required to address existing deficiencies. The
interchange improvements are identified in the City’s Capital Improvement
Program. In order for the City to approve the proposed project, a statement
of overriding considerations must be made regarding these improvements.
See Draft EIR Section 6.0, Long-Term Implications, pages 6.0-4 through 6.0-6.
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LETTER 28 DANIEL ARENDT, EMAIL; JUNE 7, 2010

Response 28-1: The commenter does not raise a question regarding the environmental
impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included
here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no response is
necessary.
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LETTER 29 MARIA GALVAN, EMAIL; JUNE 8, 2010

Response 29-1: The commenter expresses opposition to the project and opines there will be
another empty store lot open to vandalism. For discussion of blight and urban
decay, see Section 4.5, Economics and Blight, of the Draft EIR (specifically
Impact 4.5.1). Also see response to comment 23-1. As noted in the analysis,
the City has a building maintenance ordinance and has included specific
mitigation designed to keep the existing Walmart building from becoming
blighted or contributing to urban decay. The commenter does not raise a
specific question regarding the urban decay analysis; therefore, no further
response is required.
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LETTER 30 KATHERINE QUELLICH, EMAIL; JUNE 8, 2010

Response 30-1: The commenter does not raise a question regarding the environmental
impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included
here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no response is
necessary.
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LETTER 31 MARGARET LOCKWOOD, EMAIL; JUNE 11, 2010

Response 31-1: The commenter does not raise a question regarding the environmental
impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included
here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no response is
necessary.
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LETTER 32 DONNA, EMAIL; JUNE 11, 2010

Response 32-1: The commenter does not raise a question regarding the environmental
impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included
here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no response is
necessary.
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LETTER 33 GALEN HEDGECOCK, 3460 E. SERVICE ROAD, CERES; JUNE 20, 2010

Response 33-1: The commenter does not raise a question regarding the environmental
impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included
here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no response is
necessary.
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LETTER 34 LARRY BEYERS, EMAIL; JUNE 21, 2010

Response 34-1: The commenter does not raise a question regarding the environmental
impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included
here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no response is
necessary.
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LETTER 35 CHERYL TAYLOR, 2012 HACKETT ROAD, CERES; JUNE 23, 2010

Response 35-1: The commenter requests the City allow the proposed project, as shopping
opportunities are limited in Ceres. The commenter suggests tenancy options
for the Mitchell Walmart that may be closed due to the project. The
commenter does not raise a specific question regarding the environmental
impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included
here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no response is
necessary.
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LETTER 36 DEBBIE, HENRY, AND ALEX WOLSKI, 2909 KING HENRY COURT, CERES;
JUNE 11, 2010 (FORM LETTER)

Additional form letters submitted by individuals, representative of this form
letter, are labeled as 36-1 thru 36-69 and copies are contained on the CD at
the back of the Final EIR document. A list of all commenters is contained in
Table 2.0-1 on page 2.0-1.

Response 36-1: The commenter raises the issue of cumulative traffic, noise, and air pollution
from a 24-hour store on residents on or near Don Pedro Road and additional
impacts from the proposed elementary school on Roeding Road and Don
Pedro Road.

Please see Impact 4.13.1 discussed in the Draft EIR (pgs. 4.13-25 through 4.13-
26), which addresses project-related traffic loading of Don Pedro Road. The
traffic impact analysis determined that even with the traffic calming
measures described in mitigation measure MM 4.13.1, it could not be known
with certainty that the vehicle reduction on Don Pedro Road would occur.
The Draft EIR determined that the impact would remain significant and
unavoidable (Draft EIR, pg. 4.13-26).

As noted in the response to comment 21-4, the Elementary School on
Roeding Road and Rose Avenue and the extension of East Lane was not
proposed when the transportation analysis for the EIR was prepared in 2007
and 2008. A mitigated negative declaration for the school site was filed on
June 24, 2009. The notice of preparation for the Mitchell Ranch Project was
filed on September 5, 2007. Although the school site was not explicitly
included in the study, the school is expected to generate traffic at times that
do not coincide with the peak trip generation of the Mitchell Ranch Center –
morning and early afternoon on weekdays. The commercial uses on Roeding
Road were proposed in April 2009 after the notice of preparation for the
Mitchell Ranch project had been filed in September 2007.

The connection of East Lane from Roeding Road to Don Pedro Road will
provide additional vehicular circulation in the area and provide
neighborhood access to the site. However, it is expected that the majority of
vehicles that travel on this route to reach the Mitchell Ranch Center would
have originated from within the neighborhood, as the use of East Lane would
require diversion from the main travel routes on Mitchell Road and El Camino
Avenue that are not expected to be congested, likely resulting in longer
travel times.

As noted in the response to comment 1-1, Bollard Acoustical Consultants
(BAC), the preparers of the noise analysis, have taken into account the
sensitivity of the existing residences located in the immediate project vicinity.
Given this sensitivity, noise surveys were conducted at the nearest noise-
sensitive locations to the project site to establish baseline ambient conditions
for use in evaluating project noise impacts. One of the monitoring sites (Site 1),
was located at 3613 Archcliffe Drive, adjacent to Don Pedro Road. The
measured day/night average noise level at this location computed from 24-
hours of consecutive noise monitoring was 59 dB Ldn (Draft EIR, Table 4.10-1,
pg. 4.10-1). This level is neither unusually low nor high, and represents fairly
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common noise exposure for residential communities affected by local and
distant traffic noise sources, as well as noise generated by common
neighborhood activities.

The Draft EIR notes that the construction and operation of the project will
increase noise traffic and other general ambient noise levels in the immediate
project vicinity, including the residences located along Don Pedro Road.
However, those increases are predicted to be less than significant relative to
both City of Ceres and CEQA criteria (See Impacts 4.10-1 through Impact
4.10-12. Because the vast majority of persons shopping at Major 1 will arrive
via Service Road and/or Mitchell Road, the project-related noise generation
at the existing residences located along Don Pedro Road would be more
intermittent, limited primarily to the arrival and departure of delivery trucks
and customers exiting from Shops 4. According to the Draft EIR pg. 4.10-24,
approximately 19 delivery truck arrivals are anticipated per day (9 semi-trailer
and 10 smaller vendor trucks), for a total of 39 passbys on Don Pedro Road (19
arrivals and 19 departures). Conservatively assuming each truck requires 30
seconds to pass by the residences on Don Pedro prior to entering the site,
trucks would be present on Don Pedro Road for 19 minutes per day.
Considering that there are 1,440 minutes in a 24-hour day, the duration of
time in which a project truck could be expected to be on Don Pedro Road
near existing residences is 1.3%. This amount of truck exposure is not
anticipated to significantly alter the ambient noise environment at the existing
residences located on Don Pedro Road.

Response 36-2: The commenter states that once the elementary school and restaurant/bar
are build on Roeding Road, these uses will bring more noise to the residential
areas. Insofar as the future uses mentioned in this comment would add traffic
to Don Pedro Road, this comment is technically correct. That is because any
project, regardless of whether or not it is commercial, residential, industrial, or
public, which increases surface traffic on local roadways will contribute to an
increase in ambient noise levels within communities located adjacent to
those developments. The proposed Walmart project is no different. However,
when the traffic generation of other foreseeable future uses was considered
in the analysis of cumulative traffic noise levels, the project-related increase in
those levels was computed to be 1 dB, which is not considered significant
(Draft EIR Table 4.10-12). Because an increase of 1 dB is below the project
threshold of significance, the project’s contribution to future traffic noise
exposure on Don Pedro Road is not considered to be cumulatively
considerable.

To address issue of the impact of fuel emissions, see response to comment 12-
1. For issue raised of increased traffic, see response to comment 36-1. For issue
of air quality, see response to comment 1-1.

Response 36-3: The commenter opines the cumulative traffic on Don Pedro Road from the
project will be significant and traffic calming measures outlined in the Draft
EIR will not reduce the impact. The traffic impact analysis acknowledges that
the proposed project will increase traffic volumes on Don Pedro Road. The EIR
includes mitigation for traffic calming methods to reduce speeds and
discourage through traffic. However, even with the traffic calming measures
described in mitigation measure MM 4.13.1, it could not be known with



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

City of Ceres Mitchell Ranch Center
November 2010 Final Environmental Impact Report

2.0-167

certainty that the vehicle reduction on Don Pedro Road would occur. The
Draft EIR determined that the impact would remain significant and
unavoidable (Draft EIR, pg. 4.13-26). Also see response to comment 2-1,
noting that Don Pedro Road has been designated as an “unrestricted”
roadway since 1968.

The commenter opines that 24-hour freight deliveries will greatly impact
residential areas near Walmart, even with project mitigation measures. The
Draft EIR provides considerable discussion pertaining to the potential impacts
of 24-hour truck deliveries. Specifically in Section 4.10, Noise of the Draft EIR,
Impact 4.10.2 addresses noise generated by individual (single-event) truck
passby noise levels and the potential for nighttime deliveries to result in sleep
disturbance (pg. 4.10-23). Impact 4.10.4 evaluates noise impacts associated
with on-site truck circulation behind the proposed Walmart store, including
nighttime circulation activities. Impact 4.10.6 evaluates noise impacts
associated with loading dock activities behind the proposed Walmart,
including nighttime operations. As a result of this very detailed analysis, the
potential for noise impacts associated with the proposed 24-hour operation of
the Super Walmart were thoroughly investigated in the Draft EIR.

Response 36-4: The commenter requests the project have no entry on Don Pedro Road and
that a solid sound barrier wall be constructed along Don Pedro Road. The
commenter opines that delivery truck entrances could be provided at Service
Road and El Camino with the realignment of these roads. For a discussion of
this alternative, please see Section 2.3.3, Master Response herein.

The commenter requests that Alternative 2, the realignment of the Walmart
facing Mitchell Road to the east, be the preferred alternative. The
commenter opines that Alternative 2 would reduce the traffic, air pollution,
and noise impacts from a 24-hour store to residential areas. For a discussion of
this alternative, please see Section 2.3.3 Master Response herein.

The commenter requests the project not have an entrance on Don Pedro
Road and that a solid sound barrier wall be constructed along Don Pedro
Road. The commenter opines that delivery truck entrances could be
provided at Service Road and El Camino with the realignment of these roads.
For a discussion of this design change, please see Section 2.3.3 Master
Response herein.
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LETTER 37 MARSHA HARRIS, 3517 ARCHCLIFFE DRIVE, CERES; JUNE 25, 2010 (FORM

LETTER)

Additional form letters submitted by individuals which are representative of
this form letter are labeled as 37-1 thru 37-14 and copies are contained on the
CD at the back of the Final EIR document. A list of all commenters’ is
contained in Table 2.0-1 herein.

Response 37-1: The commenter raises the issue of cumulative traffic, noise, and air pollution
from a 24-hour store and proposed elementary school on Roeding Road and
Don Pedro Road. See response to comment 36-1.

Response 37-2: The commenter raises the issue of cumulative fuel emissions, noise and traffic
resulting from the proposed elementary school and restaurant/bar on
Roeding Road; noise and traffic impacts. See response to comment 12-1 for
concerns on fuel emission. For a discussion of noise and traffic impacts, see
response to comments 36-1 and 36-2.

Response 37-3: The commenter opines the cumulative traffic on Don Pedro Road from the
project will be significant and traffic calming measures outlined in the EIR will
not reduce the impact. See response to comment 36-3.

Response 37-4: The commenter requests that Alternative 2, the realignment of the Walmart
facing Mitchell Road to the east, be the preferred alternative. The
commenter opines that Alternative 2 would reduce the traffic, air pollution,
and noise impacts from a 24-hour store to residential areas. For a discussion of
this design change, please see Section 2.3.3 Master Response herein.

The commenter requests the project have no entry on Don Pedro Road and
that a solid sound barrier wall be constructed along Don Pedro Road. For a
discussion of this design change, please see Section 2.3.3 Master Response
herein.
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The following letter is a general information email sent by the City of Ceres notifying interested
individuals who submitted an email address about the availability of the Draft EIR and the public
comment period process.
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The following letters are the City’s response to inquiries from individuals during the public
comment period.

LETTER 38 RICK RUSHTON, EMAIL; JUNE 21, 2010

General information email sent by the City of Ceres notifying interested individuals who
submitted an email address about the availability of the Draft EIR and the public comment
period process. The commenter acknowledges receipt of the information.
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LETTER 39 BOB KING, EMAIL; MAY 19, 2010

General information email sent by the City of Ceres notifying interested individuals who
submitted an email address about the availability of the Draft EIR and the public comment
period process. The addressee acknowledges receipt of the information.
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LETTER 40 LEE BRITTELL, 2917 DON PEDRO ROAD, CERES; MAY 19, 2010

The commenter asks what the cost for the traffic impact mitigation will be and
whether the developer has agreed to pay for the traffic impact fees outlined
in the Draft EIR.

The traffic mitigation measures outlined in Section 4.13, Transportation and
Traffic (MM 4.13-1 through MM 4.13-4c provide that the applicant must make
certain traffic improvements to mitigate for the impacts of the project. In the
cumulative scenario (Impact 4.13-7, MM 4.13.7a and MM 4.13.7b) the
applicant would only be responsible for its fair share of the cost of the
improvements given that the project would not be fully responsible for the
impact.
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LETTER 41 LEE BRITTELL, 2917 DON PEDRO ROAD, CERES; MAY 20, 2010

The commenter asks whether any Planning Commission and City Council
meetings will be held for public input on the Draft EIR.

See response from City provided as Letter 41.1.
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LETTER 42 TOM WESTBROOK, CITY OF CERES, RESPONSE TO MARSHA HARRIS, EMAIL; MAY

19, 2010

General information from the City about the availability of the Draft EIR and
the public comment period process.
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LETTER 43 ALEJANDRA GONZALEZ, EMAIL; MAY 25, 2010

General information from the City on the availability of the Draft EIR and the
public comment period. The addressee acknowledges receipt of the
information.



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Mitchell Ranch Center City of Ceres
Final Environmental Impact Report November 2010

2.0-188



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

City of Ceres Mitchell Ranch Center
November 2010 Final Environmental Impact Report

2.0-189

LETTER 44 SHERRI JACOBSON, EMAIL; MAY 25, 2010

The commenter requests information on whether a public hearing will be
conducted during the public comment period.

See response from City provided as Letter 44.1.
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LETTER 45 FLORENCE AND TONY CARDENAS, EMAIL; JUNE 1, 2010

The commenter requests information on when Don Pedro Road was
designated a truck route and the process for changing the road designation
to residential road. The commenter asks why the Walmart store cannot be
built closer to Service Road instead of Don Pedro Road.

See response from City provided as Letter 45.1 and Section 2.3.3, Master
Response herein for new comment on design change for the proposed
Walmart.
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LETTER 46 FLORENCE CARDENAS, EMAIL; JUNE 3, 2010

The commenter inquires on how to request Don Pedro Road be designated
as a restricted road.

See response from City provided as Letter 46.1.
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LETTER 47 TOM WESTBROOK, CITY OF CERES, TO LEE BRITTELL, EMAIL; JUNE 28, 2010

The City acknowledges receipt of the commenter’s letters.
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LETTER 48 TOM WESTBROOK, CITY OF CERES, TO FLORENCE CARDENAS, EMAIL; JUNE 28,
2010

The City acknowledges receipt of the commenter’s letters.
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LETTER 49 TOM WESTBROOK, CITY OF CERES, TO KIMBERLY DIVIS, EMAIL; JUNE 24, 2010

The City acknowledges receipt of the commenter’s letter. Letter submitted
with email is a duplicate of Letter 3.
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LETTER 50 LAWRENCE BURDICK, EMAIL; FEBRUARY 5, 2010

The commenter expresses opposition to the project. The commenter does not
raise a question regarding the environmental impacts of the project or the
adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included here for consideration by the
lead agency; however, no response is necessary.
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LETTER 51 LYNNE BAKER, EMAIL; OCTOBER 27, 2009

The commenter does not raise a question regarding the environmental
impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included
here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no response is
necessary.
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LETTER 52 LEITHA VENEMAN, EMAIL; JULY 18, 2009

The commenter expresses opposition to the project. The commenter does not
raise a question regarding the environmental impacts of the project or the
adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included here for consideration by the
lead agency; however, no response is necessary.
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LETTER 53 KATHY WILLIAMS, EMAIL; APRIL 19, 2009

The commenter does not raise a question regarding the environmental
impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included
here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no response is
necessary.
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LETTER 54 SHARON HARRAH, 8200 JANTZEN ROAD, SPACE 184, MODESTO; FEBRUARY 23,
2009

The commenter does not raise a question regarding the environmental
impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included
here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no response is
necessary.
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LETTER 55 CARRIE AND DAVID, EMAIL; OCTOBER 12, 2008

The commenter does not raise a question regarding the environmental
impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included
here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no response is
necessary.
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LETTER 56 REVEREND RON KENNEDY, SR.; NOVEMBER 19, 2008

The commenter does not raise a question regarding the environmental
impacts of the project or the adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included
here for consideration by the lead agency; however, no response is
necessary.
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LETTER 57 WAYNE, EMAIL; MARCH 25, 2008

The commenter states the project will provide jobs. The commenter does not
raise a question regarding the environmental impacts of the project or the
adequacy of the EIR. The comment is included here for consideration by the
lead agency; however, no response is necessary.
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