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INTRODUCTION
The City of Riverbank (City) determined that a Program-level environmental impact report (EIR)
was required for the proposed Crossroads West Specific Plan (CWSP) pursuant to the requirements
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
The program-level analysis considers the broad environmental effects of the CWSP. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168 states that a program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a series of
actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related either:
1) Geographically,
2) As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions,
3) In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans or other general criteria to govern
the conduct of a continuing program, or
4) As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory
authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in
similar ways.
The program-level analysis considers the broad environmental effects of the proposed CWSP. The
EIR examines all phases of the project including planning, construction and operation. The
program-level approach is appropriate for the CWSP because it allows comprehensive
consideration of the reasonably anticipated scope of development plan; however, not all aspects
of the future development are known at this stage in the planning process. Development projects
in the Plan Area that require further discretionary approvals will be examined in light of this EIR to
determine whether additional environmental documentation must be prepared.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The following provides a brief summary and overview of the proposed Project. Section 2.0 of the
Draft EIR includes a detailed description of the proposed Project, including maps and graphics. The
reader is referred to Section 2.0 of the Draft EIR for a more complete and thorough description of
the components of the proposed Project.
The CWSP area (also-known-as “Project site” or “Plan Area”) is located within the unincorporated
area of Stanislaus County. The approximately 380-acre Plan Area is adjacent to the City of
Riverbank (City) limits to the north and east. The Plan Area is contained within the City’s existing
Sphere of Influence (SOI), and the Plan Area was previously analyzed at a programmatic level in
the City’s 2005-2025 General Plan Update Environmental Impact Report.
The nine parcels that comprise the Plan Area are primarily used for agricultural operations
including a cow dairy operation with 550 milking cows, row crops, and fallow land. Seven home
sites exist within the Plan Area and many of them have accessory structures on site including
storage buildings, shop buildings, and barn structures. Additionally, an approximately 11-acre
regional City park, the Riverbank Sports Complex, is currently developed in the northeastern
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portion of the Plan Area, near the intersection of Morrill Road and Oakdale Road. Crawford Road
and Morrill Road traverse the Plan Area from east to west.
Modesto Irrigation District (MID) provides water supply for the existing agricultural uses and
maintains two easements on the Plan Area: a MID main canal with a crossing is located along the
northern boundary of the Plan Area, and MID Lateral 6 traverses the southern portion of the Plan
Area from northeast to southwest. A series of private irrigation ditches distribute the MID water
from the on-site ditches throughout the Plan Area.
The Plan Area is bounded on the east by Oakdale Road, on the south by Claribel Road, on the north
by the MID Main Canal and the City of Riverbank city limits, and on the west by those property
lines approximately 0.5-mile west of Oakdale Road. The proposed Project includes development of
up to 1,872 Low Density Residential (LDR) units, up to 192 Medium Density Residential (MDR)
units, and up to 388 High Density Residential (HDR) units. The Project also includes up to 550,000
square feet (sf) of Mixed Use 1 (MU-1) uses, and up to 27,000 sf of Mixed Use 2 (MU-2) uses. It is
noted that development in MU-1 could consist of a maximum of 550,000 sf of retail uses and no
residential uses, or up to 350 units of residential uses and 360,000 sf of retail uses. The CWSP is
designed to provide flexibility, so there are various other hypothetical combinations of retail and
residential development, but not more than the maximum density presented would be allowed
without an amendment approved by the City. Additionally, the proposed Project would increase
the size of the existing 11-acre Regional Park, the Riverbank Sports Complex, to 22 acres. The plan
accommodates the possibility for a future 10 to 12-acre elementary school as well as a 20 acre
middle school within the Plan Area. The proposed Project would provide approximately 42 acres of
park, open space, and Regional Sports Park uses.
The Project also includes a request for approval of General Plan Amendments, Specific Plan, prezoning, annexation of the entire Project site. The developers of the MU-1 “Mixed Use” area have
concurrently filed an application for a Development Agreement, Tentative Map and Preliminary
Development Plan to be considered as part of the approval action. Changes to the Land Use
Element would include changing the approximately 380-acre Plan Area from LDR, MDR, HDR, MU,
Civic (C), Community Commercial (CC), and Park (P) to Specific Plan (SP). The proposed Project
would also require pre-zoning of the Project site. The City’s pre-zoning for the Plan Area will
include the Specific Plan (SP) zoning designation.
The quantifiable objectives of the proposed Project include annexation of approximately 380 acres
of land into the Riverbank City limits, and the subsequent development of land, which will include:
Low Density Residential, Medium Density Residential, High Density Residential, Regional Sports
Park, Mixed Use, Elementary School, Park/Basin, Neighborhood Park, and transportation and
utility improvements.
Refer to Section 2.0, Project Description, in the Draft EIR for a more complete description of the
details of the proposed Project.
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ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to describe a reasonable range of
alternatives to the Project or to the location of the Project which would reduce or avoid significant
impacts, and which could feasibly accomplish the basic objectives of the proposed Project. The
alternatives analyzed in this EIR include the following five alternatives in addition to the proposed
Project:
•
•
•
•

No Build (No Build) Alternative
Off-Site Location Alternative
Increased Density Alternative
Lower Density Alternative

These alternatives are described in detail in Section 5.0, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, in
the Draft EIR.
The No Project (No Build) Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. However, as
required by CEQA, when the No Project (No Build) Alternative is the environmentally superior
alternative, the environmentally superior alternative among the others must be identified. The
Off-Site Location Alternative would not reduce impacts related to any environmental issue. The
Increased Density Alternative would reduce impacts in eight areas, and the Lower Density
Alternative would reduce impacts in one area. Therefore, the Increased Density Alternative would
be the next environmentally superior alternative. It should be noted that the Increased Density
Alternative does not fully meet all of the Project objectives.

COMMENTS RECEIVED
The Draft EIR addressed environmental impacts associated with the proposed project that are
known to the City, were raised during the Notice of Preparation (NOP) process, or raised during
preparation of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR discussed potentially significant impacts associated
with aesthetics, agricultural resources, air quality, biological resources, cultural and tribal
resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gases and climate change, hazards, hydrology and water
quality, land use, population, and housing, noise, public services and recreation, transportation
and circulation, and utilities.
During the NOP process, several comments were received related to the analysis that should be
included in the Draft EIR. These comments are included as Appendix A of the Draft EIR, and were
considered during preparation of the Draft EIR.
The City of Riverbank received 12 comment letters regarding the Draft EIR from public agencies
and members of the public. These comment letters on the Draft EIR are identified in Table 2.0-1 of
this Final EIR. The comments received during the Draft EIR review processes are addressed within
this Final EIR.
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1.0

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) was prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15132). The City of
Riverbank (City) is the lead agency for the environmental review of the Crossroads West Specific
Plan (Project) and has the principal responsibility for approving the project. This Final EIR assesses
the expected environmental impacts resulting from approval of the project and associated impacts
from subsequent development and operation of the project, as well as responds to comments
received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR).

1.1 PURPOSE AND INTENDED USES OF THE EIR
CEQA R EQUIREMENTS

FOR A

F INAL EIR

This Final EIR for the proposed Project has been prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and State CEQA Guidelines. State CEQA Guidelines Section
15132 requires that a Final EIR consist of the following:
•
•
•
•
•

the Draft EIR or a revision of the draft;
comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR, either verbatim or in
summary;
a list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR;
the responses of the lead agency to significant environmental concerns raised in the
review and consultation process; and
any other information added by the lead agency.

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(a), the Draft EIR is incorporated by
reference into this Final EIR.
An EIR must disclose the expected environmental impacts, including impacts that cannot be
avoided, growth-inducing effects, impacts found not to be significant, and significant cumulative
impacts, as well as identify mitigation measures and alternatives to the proposed Project that
could reduce or avoid its adverse environmental impacts. CEQA requires government agencies to
consider and, where feasible, minimize environmental impacts of proposed development, and an
obligation to balance a variety of public objectives, including economic, environmental, and social
factors.

P URPOSE

AND

U SE

The City of Riverbank, as the lead agency, has prepared this Final EIR to provide the public and
responsible and trustee agencies with an objective analysis of the potential environmental impacts
resulting from approval, construction, and operation of the proposed Crossroads West Specific
Plan. Responsible and trustee agencies that may use the EIR are identified in Chapters 1.0 and 2.0
of the Draft EIR.
The environmental review process enables interested parties to evaluate the proposed project in
terms of its environmental consequences, to examine and recommend methods to eliminate or
Final Environmental Impact Report – Crossroads West Specific Plan
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reduce potential adverse impacts, and to consider a reasonable range of alternatives to the
Project. While CEQA requires that consideration be given to avoiding adverse environmental
effects, the lead agency must balance adverse environmental effects against other public
objectives, including the economic and social benefits of a project, in determining whether a
project should be approved.
This EIR will be used as the primary environmental document to evaluate all aspects of
construction and operation of the proposed project. The details and operational characteristics of
the proposed project are identified in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR (April
2018).

1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS
The review and certification process for the EIR has involved, or will involve, the following general
procedural steps:

N OTICE

OF

P REPARATION

The City of Riverbank circulated an Initial Study (IS) and Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR for
the proposed Project on March 22, 2017 to State Clearinghouse, State Responsible Agencies, State
Trustee Agencies, Other Public Agencies, and Organizations and Interested Persons. A public
scoping meeting was held on April 12, 2017 to present the project description to the public and
interested agencies, and to receive comments from the public and interested agencies regarding
the scope of the environmental analysis to be included in the Draft EIR. Concerns raised in
response to the NOP were considered during preparation of the Draft EIR. The IS and NOP
comments are presented in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.

N OTICE

OF

A VAILABILITY

AND

D RAFT EIR

The City of Riverbank published a public Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIR on June 18,
2018 inviting comment from the general public, agencies, organizations, and other interested
parties. The NOA was filed with the State Clearinghouse (SCH # 2017032062) and the County Clerk,
and was published in a local newspaper pursuant to the public noticing requirements of CEQA.
The Draft EIR was available for public review and comment from June 18, 2018 through August 2,
2018.
The Draft EIR contains a description of the Project, description of the environmental setting,
identification of Project impacts, and mitigation measures for impacts found to be significant, as
well as an analysis of Project alternatives, identification of significant irreversible environmental
changes, growth-inducing impacts, and cumulative impacts. The Draft EIR identifies issues
determined to have no impact or a less-than-significant impact, and provides detailed analysis of
potentially significant and significant impacts. Comments received in response to the NOP were
considered in preparing the analysis in the Draft EIR.

1.0-2
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TO

1.0

C OMMENTS /F INAL EIR

The City of Riverbank received 12 comment letters regarding the Draft EIR from public agencies
and private citizens. These comment letters on the Draft EIR are identified in Table 2.0-1, and are
found in Chapter 2.0 of this Final EIR.
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, this Final EIR responds to the written
comments received on the Draft EIR, as required by CEQA. This Final EIR also contains minor edits
to the Draft EIR, which are included in Chapter 3.0, Errata. This document, as well as the Draft EIR
as amended herein, constitutes the Final EIR.

C ERTIFICATION

OF THE

EIR/P ROJECT C ONSIDERATION

The City of Riverbank will review and consider the Final EIR. If the City finds that the Final EIR is
"adequate and complete," the Riverbank City Council may certify the Final EIR in accordance with
CEQA and City of Riverbank environmental review procedures and codes. The rule of adequacy
generally holds that an EIR can be certified if:
1) The EIR shows a good faith effort at full disclosure of environmental information; and
2) The EIR provides sufficient analysis to allow decisions to be made regarding the proposed
project which intelligently take account of environmental consequences.
Upon review and consideration of the Final EIR, the Riverbank City Council may take action to
approve, revise, or reject the Project. A decision to approve the Crossroads West Specific Plan, for
which this EIR identifies significant environmental effects, must be accompanied by written
findings in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15093. A Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program, as described below, would also be adopted in accordance with
Public Resources Code Section 21081.6(a) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15097 for mitigation
measures that have been incorporated into or imposed upon the Project to reduce or avoid
significant effects on the environment. This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program has
been designed to ensure that these measures are carried out during Project implementation, in a
manner that is consistent with the EIR.

1.3 ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR
This Final EIR has been prepared consistent with Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines,
which identifies the content requirements for Final EIRs. This Final EIR is organized in the following
manner:

C HAPTER 1.0 – I NTRODUCTION
Chapter 1.0 briefly describes the purpose of the environmental evaluation, identifies the lead,
agency, summarizes the process associated with preparation and certification of an EIR, and
identifies the content requirements and organization of the Final EIR.
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C HAPTER 2.0 – C OMMENTS

ON THE

D RAFT EIR

AND

R ESPONSES

Chapter 2.0 provides a list of commenters, copies of written and electronic comments made on
the Draft EIR (coded for reference), and responses to those written comments.

C HAPTER 3.0 – E RRATA
Chapter 3.0 consists of minor revisions to the Draft EIR in response to comments received on the
Draft EIR, as well as minor staff edits.

C HAPTER 4.0 – F INAL MMRP
Chapter 4.0 consists of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). The MMRP is
presented in a tabular format that presents the impacts, mitigation measure, and responsibility,
timing, and verification of monitoring.

1.0-4
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2.0

2.1 INTRODUCTION
No new significant environmental impacts or issues, beyond those already covered in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Crossroads West Specific Plan (CWSP), were raised during the
comment period. Responses to comments received during the comment period do not involve any new
significant impacts or add “significant new information” that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088.5.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 states that: New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless
the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a
substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect
(including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to implement.

2.2 LIST OF COMMENTERS
Table 2.0-1 lists the comments on the Draft EIR that were submitted to the City of Riverbank during the
45-day public review period for the Draft EIR. The assigned comment letter or number, letter date, letter
author, and affiliation, if presented in the comment letter or if representing a public agency, are also listed.
TABLE 2.0-1: LIST OF COMMENTERS ON DRAFT EIR
RESPONSE
LETTER

INDIVIDUAL OR
SIGNATORY

AFFILIATION

DATE

A

Christopher Diaz

Best Best & Krieger, LLP

7-30-18

B

Tom Dumas

California Department of Transportation

7-27-18

C

Patrick Kelly

City of Modesto

8-2-18

D

Duane Wolterstorff

Modesto City Schools

8-2-18

E

Lien Campbell

Modesto Irrigation District

7-19-18

F

Annabel D. Gammon

Resident of Stanislaus County

8-2-18

G

Evelyn Halbert

Resident of Riverbank

8-2-18

H

Javier Camarena

Stanislaus Local Agency Formation Commission

8-2-18

I

Amber Minami

Stanislaus County Department of Environmental Resources,
Hazardous Materials Division

7-23-18

J

Patrick Cavanah

Stanislaus County Environmental Review Committee

8-7-18
9-6-18

K

Scott Morgan

State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research,
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

8-2-18

L

Debra Hendricks

Sylvan Union School District

7-30-18
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2.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
R EQUIREMENTS

FOR

R ESPONDING

TO

C OMMENTS

ON A

D RAFT EIR

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate and respond to all comments on the
Draft EIR that regard an environmental issue. The written response must address the significant
environmental issue raised and provide a detailed response, especially when specific comments or
suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation measures) are not accepted. In addition, the written response
must be a good faith and reasoned analysis. However, lead agencies need only to respond to significant
environmental issues associated with the project and do not need to provide all the information requested
by the commenter, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15204).
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed comments that focus on
the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the possible environmental impacts of the
Project and ways to avoid or mitigate the significant effects of the Project, and that commenters provide
evidence supporting their comments. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, an effect shall not be
considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 also recommends that revisions to the Draft EIR be noted as a revision in
the Draft EIR or as a separate section of the Final EIR. Chapter 3.0 of this Final EIR identifies all revisions
to the CWSP Draft EIR.

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS
Written comments on the Draft EIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses to those
comments. To assist in referencing comments and responses, the following coding system is used:
•

Each letter is lettered (i.e., Letter A, Letter B) and each comment within each letter is numbered
(i.e., comment A-1, comment A-2).

2.0-2
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Response to Letter A:

2.0

Christopher Diaz, Best Best & Krieger, LLP

Response A-1:

This comment is noted. This comment serves as an introduction to the comment letter
from Stanislaus Consolidated Fire Protection District (District). It is noted that all of the
comments included in the Notice of Preparation letters submitted to the City during the
public comment period were considered during preparation of the Draft EIR and are
included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary.

Response A-2:

The commenter notes that the Draft EIR references the CEQA standard in Chapter 3.10,
which requires the City to determine whether the Project would “conflict with any
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
Project… adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.”
This comment services as an introduction statement leading into more specific
comments and concerns related to fire service. See Responses A-3, A-4, A-5, and A-6 for
specific responses to each of the bulleted concerns.

Response A-3:

The commenter notes that the EIR must confirm that the Project will have adequate
fire flow pressure in relation to structure size, design, requirements for construction,
and/or built-in fire protection systems.
It is noted that the City’s adopted Design Standards for water facilities require adequate
fire flow pressure.1 Specifically, the City’s Design Standards state that “Private on-site
fire protection systems include hydrants and building sprinkler systems, and shall be
installed per the requirements of the City Building Code, [the City’s] Standard
Specifications, and the requirements of the Stanislaus Consolidated Fire District.” The
City anticipates that the District will continue to be an active partner in permitting and
project specific applications and approvals.
Impacts associated with fire services are discussed in Chapter 3.12, Public Services and
Recreation, of the Draft EIR. The policy referenced in the comment (Policy Public-7.1) is
included on page 3.12-10 of the Draft EIR. As noted on page 3.12-18 of the Draft EIR,
the City of Riverbank and the District will work cooperatively to ensure new
development pays its fair share for facilities associated with new growth. The
imposition of Fire Mitigation Fees provide the financial tools necessary to guarantee
capacity to serve will be available in the future. In addition, the General Plan recognizes
the need for increased fire services for new development and sets forth policies that
support fire protection staffing, facilities, and minimum fire flow requirements.
Ultimately, the City of Riverbank would have oversight for assessing future fees for the
Project, and it is their intent to collect development fees to offset the demand for new
services.
The proposed Project water supply is discussed in Section 3.14.2, Water Supplies, of
Chapter 3.14, Utilities, of the Draft EIR. As discussed on pages 3.14-17 and 3.14-18, it is

1
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estimated that at full build-out for the entire General Plan area (i.e., future demand
within the City limits and General Plan Area), the projected water demand will be 3.4
times the 2010 production, or 14,610 acre-feet per year (AFY). Suggested facilities for
the entire General Plan Area include the addition of sixteen new groundwater wells
(including Well No. 11), each at a capacity of 1,500 gallons per minute (gpm). These
additional wells are needed in order to meet 20 percent reserve capacity provisions and
maximum daily demands, as well as fire flows and emergency storage requirements at
buildout conditions. It is noted that the proposed CWSP would require a decreased
water supply compared to what would be allowed under the City’s current General Plan
land use designations for the site. No additional mitigation is needed in the Draft EIR.

Response A-4:

The commenter notes that the “Draft EIR does not reference or address City General
Plan Policy PUBLIC-7.3, which requires that that the EIR must confirm that the Project
will include a location for a new fire station to ensure the appropriate level of service
(including adequate response time per Policy PUBLIC-7 .5), community compatibility,
and efficiency.” The commenter further states that “The Draft EIR does state that "a fire
station site" would "be located near the corner of Crawford and Oakdale Road" and,
while the site is marked on Figure 2.0-8, the Conceptual Land Use Plan, the size of the
site is never disclosed. (Draft EIR, p. 2.0-6.)” The commenter indicates that the Fire
District preliminarily estimates that a minimum 1.25-acre site may be needed to meet
the District's needs, and that it should be capable of encompassing 20 parking stalls,
4,000 square feet of administrative office space, and a 6,000 square foot fire station.
The commenter indicates that the Fire District believes a further assessment is
necessary.
This comment is noted. As noted on pages 3.12-17, 3.12-18, and 3.13-16 of Chapters
3.12 and 3.13, the Draft EIR identifies the potential location for an additional fire station
(near the corner of Crawford Road and Oakdale Road) and provides a proposed size of
the site for the fire station (between one and three acres). The Draft EIR also identifies
and analyzes the potential impacts to the environment that would result from the
physical construction of the new fire station. See the discussion in Impact 3.12-2 on
pages 3.12-17 and 3.12-18. Given the identification of the size of the potential site in
the Draft EIR and the discussion of potential impacts of the additional fire station, the
potential environmental impacts of a new fire station are appropriately analyzed in the
Draft EIR.
It is noted that the Draft EIR was prepared as a Program EIR pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168. The program-level analysis considers the broad
environmental effects of the CWSP. As noted on page 1.0-2 of the Draft EIR, the
program-level approach is appropriate for the CWSP because it allows comprehensive
consideration of the reasonably anticipated scope of the development plan; however,
not all aspects of the future development are known at this stage in the planning
process. Development projects in the Plan Area that require further discretionary
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approvals will be examined in light of this EIR to determine whether additional
environmental documentation must be prepared.
In regards to the second bullet point of this comment, impacts associated with fire
service were not determined to be significant and unavoidable because of the “lack of
certainty as to the timing of the construction of the future fire station”, as stated in the
comment. Instead, impacts associated with fire service were determined to be
significant and unavoidable because construction of the fire department facilities would
cause adverse physical environmental impacts. As stated on page 3.12-18 of Chapter
3.12, development of a fire station within the proposed Plan Area would contribute to
significant and unavoidable impacts related to aesthetics (Impacts 3.1-1 and 4.2),
agricultural resources (Impacts 3.2-1 and 4.4), air quality (Impacts 3.3-1,3.3-2, and 4.5),
greenhouse gases (Impacts 3.7-1,3.7-2, and 4.9), noise (Impacts 3.11-3 and 4.17), and
transportation and circulation (Impacts 3.13-1, 3.13-2, 3.13-5, 3.13-6, 3.13-7, 3.13-8,
3.13-10, 3.13-15, 3.13-16, 3.13-17, 3.13-18, 3.13-20, 3.13-22, 3.13-23, 3.13-24, 3.13-25,
3.13-26, 3.13-27, 3.13-28, 4.17, 4.19, 4.20, 4.21, 4.23, 4.25, 4.26, 4.27, 4.28, 4.29, 4.30,
and 4.31).
The commenter references statements made in the Draft EIR that the timing of
construction of the fire station proposed within the Project area is unclear, as the
District will ultimately control that development process. The Draft EIR analyzes the
potential impacts to the environment that could result from physical construction of
the new fire station, based on the information known to the City at this time. The
potential environmental impacts caused by construction of a new fire station were
appropriately analyzed for the purposes of the Draft EIR.
Response A-5:

The commenter notes that City General Plan Policy-7.5 is not referenced or addressed
in the Draft EIR. As stated on page 3.12-11 of Chapter 3.12, Public Services and
Recreation, of the Draft EIR, Policy PUBLIC-7.5 requires that the City coordinate with
fire protection providers to an emergency response system capable of achieving the
following standards in 95% of all cases: first fire emergency response unit within six
minutes of dispatch; full alarm assignment within 10 minutes of dispatch; second alarm
assignment within 15 minutes of dispatch; and an Insurance Service Office (ISO) rating
of Class 2 for areas within the City. The City will continue to coordinate with the District
to ensure that the emergency response standards are met. This Policy does not require
a CEQA document to include a traffic analysis regarding ingress and egress, as stated in
the comment. Adequate equipment, staffing, facilities and response times for fire
protection services are issues that are not physical impacts to the environment that
must be addressed through the EIR process, or require mitigation under CEQA.
Impacts associated with emergency vehicle access are discussed in Impact 3.13-31 in
Chapter 3.13, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR. As discussed, access to
the Project site would be provided along Oakdale Road, Claribel Road, Crawford Road,
and Morrill Road. Because the Project consists of multiple vehicular access points,
emergency vehicles can access the site from multiple directions. Therefore, the
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Project’s impact related to emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. No
mitigation is required.
The City fully recognizes, however, that issues regarding adequate response times are
vital to ensuring public safety in any new development. Issues regarding District
response times will, therefore, be addressed in the Plan for Services to be submitted as
part of the annexation application to LAFCO. LAFCO will evaluate whether adequate
equipment, staffing, and facilities will be provided once annexation occurs and the
impact of the annexation on the local agencies involved, including the District. The City
will work closely with the District throughout the annexation application process to
ensure that the District’s concerns with regard to response times will be reviewed and
addressed.

Response A-6:

The commenter raises issues regarding coordination amongst emergency medical
service (EMS) providers and funding for EMS staffing levels. These comments relate to
service and operational levels, which are not environmental impacts that are required
to be analyzed under CEQA. See Response A-5, which notes that the City recognizes that
swift response times are vital to ensuring public safety in any new development. District
response times will be addressed in the Plan for Services to be submitted as part of the
annexation application to LAFCO.
As stated on page 3.12-11 of Chapter 3.12, Public Services and Recreation, of the Draft
EIR, Policy PUBLIC-7.4 notes that the City will coordinate with fire protection providers,
including through reciprocity arrangements, to ensure equipment, staffing, and
facilities for emergency medical services, urban search and rescue, hazardous materials
emergency response, and other relevant needs, as appropriate. The City will continue
to coordinate with the District to ensure that these listed needs are met, and to ensure
consistency with National Fire Protection Association and District response
requirements.

Response A-7:

The commenter requests that a mitigation measure comparable to Mitigation Measure
3.12-1 which would apply to operational services with the District be included in the
Draft EIR.
Issues raised by the commenter regarding fee structures do not involve physical
changes to the environment requiring analysis or mitigation under CEQA. In addition,
the City notes that the District is authorized to adopt special assessments, community
facilities districts, and other taxing mechanisms to raise additional revenue for fire
services. As noted in Response A-5, concerns regarding the District’s ability to serve the
Project area and plan for needed facilities will be addressed as part of the Plan for
Services and LAFCO annexation proceedings. The City has adopted mitigation fees on
behalf of the District to ensure that facilities are funded appropriately by new
development. Although mitigation fees are outside the scope of CEQA, the City will
continue to address these issues with the District throughout the processing of this
Project.
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Response A-8:

2.0

This comment is noted. Most of the concerns identified by the commenter are outside
of the scope of CEQA; however, as noted previously, they are issues that will be
addressed through LAFCO annexation proceedings for the Project. The City looks
forward to resolving these issues proactively, not through litigation.
Over the past year, the District and the City have been engaged in a productive dialogue.
That effort has been an important element of the City’s development of the Draft EIR
and the CWSP. The City remains a willing partner to address the District’s concerns
throughout these and future proceedings regarding the CWSP.
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Response to Letter B:

2.0

Tom Dumas, California Department of Transportation

Response B-1:

This comment serves as an introduction to the comment letter and does not warrant a
response. No further response is necessary.

Response B-2:

The commenter states that “The Department does not agree with Impact and
Mitigation 3.13-1 (Impact and Mitigation E-1 in the TIS). The proposed project will
degrade Intersection 1 (SR 108/Coffee Rd) from an average delay of 40.2 seconds to an
average delay of 477.1 seconds. This is a significant impact caused by this proposed
development and impact fees alone are not sufficient mitigation. The intersection must
be improved.”
Impacts associated with the State Route (SR) 108 (Patterson Road) / Coffee Road
intersection (Intersection 1) are discussed in pages 3.13-30 through 3.13-32 of Chapter
3.13, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR. As noted on page 3.13-30 of the
Draft EIR, improvements to the intersection would cause a significant impact at this
location, and with mitigation the impact would be improved. However, because
improvements to this location are subject to Caltrans’ approval process regarding
design, installation, and improvements, the City cannot be certain that the
improvements would be installed before the impact occurs. Because there is no
guarantee regarding the timing of installation, the possibility of an interim significant
impact exists and the impact conclusion in the EIR is significant and unavoidable. It is
noted that improvements to this location are already included in the City of Riverbank’s
Traffic Impact Fee Program. Mitigation Measure 3.13-1 requires payment of the
applicable Riverbank Impact Fee towards the improvement to this intersection to cover
the proposed projects fair share of the improvement. As such, the City will work with
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) to install traffic improvements as
warranted.

Response B-3:

The commenter states that “Under Existing Conditions, the TIS found that a traffic signal
at Intersection 1 is warranted. For the Signal Warrants Study, it appears that only
Warrant 3 Peak Hour was used. To approve a traffic signal, all nine warrants listed in
the California Manual of Traffic Control Devices (CA MUTCD) must be used.”
Impacts associated with the SR 108 (Patterson Road) / Coffee Road intersection
(Intersection 1) are discussed in pages 3.13-30 through 3.13-32 of Chapter 3.13,
Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR. As noted on page 3.13-30 of the Draft
EIR, improvements to address the potential impact to this intersection would include
installation of a roundabout intersection or improvements that involve auxiliary turn
lanes and a traffic signal. Either option would result in a level of service (LOS) that
satisfies the City of Riverbank’s minimum LOS requirement, thus reducing the
environmental impact to an insignificant level. Under current Caltrans directives, the
exact nature of the needed improvement cannot be confirmed without completion of
an ICE Report, which is a separate planning process to determine design specifics. The
City recognizes that Caltrans typically requires a complete evaluation of all traffic signal
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warrants prior to installing a traffic signal, which will be a component of any
improvement plans. The intent of the EIR analysis is to simply identify traffic impacts
under the City’s LOS standards, disclose those impacts, and offer mitigation measures
that would reduce the impact. The EIR has accurately analyzed and disclosed the
impact, and offered mitigation that would reduce the impact. Additional analysis will
be performed to determine the intersection design, including completion of an ICE
report. A complete traffic signal warrants study addressing all applicable warrants
would be part of the ICE Report.

Response B-4:

The commenter states that “Please provide full Sim Traffic files. It was observed that
your Synchro Files which were delivered cannot be run in SimTraffic. See the screen
shot of the errors displayed below.”
The Synchro-SimTraffic suite of software is typically employed for impact analysis. In
this case, LOS based on Synchro results was employed and is applicable, and the
Synchro model files were provided to Caltrans as requested for their review. Synchro
files are the input to SimTraffic simulation analysis, and Caltrans staff found that system
errors relating to Synchro default settings prevented the model from performing
simulation. This deficiency does not affect the Draft EIR LOS analysis based on Synchro,
and the Draft EIR results and conclusions remain valid.
The updated files were provided to Caltrans District 10. The Synchro files were
reviewed, and changes were made to allow Caltrans to perform SimTraffic
simulation. These changes had no effect on the Draft EIR’s Synchro-based results. It is
important to note that the length of delays and accompanying LOS resulting from
Synchro analysis and from SimTraffic simulation are often different. The differences
may result from the interaction between closely spaced intersection that are not
inherent to Synchro. In addition, simulation intentionally incorporates varying random
traffic flow characteristics, resulting in different results from run to run. While the
results of Synchro and Simtraffic may vary, Synchro analysis is recognized as an
adequate tool for CEQA traffic analysis and is regularly accepted by the cities of
Riverbank, Modesto and Stanislaus County, as well as by District 10.

Response B-5:

The commenter recommends a Complete Streets approach to planning transportation
for the project. The commenter further recommends facilities such as sidewalks,
crosswalks, and bike lanes be included to provide access between residences and
nearby parks, schools, and commercial areas. The commenter recommends secure
bicycle storage facilities, such as bicycle racks, be included at parks, schools, and stores,
and that bus stops be installed.
The CWSP includes requirements for all transportation modes, including facilities for
pedestrians, bicyclists and transit users. The proposed circulation and alternative
transportation system is discussed on pages 2.0-8 though 2.0-10 of Chapter 2.0, Project
Description, of the Draft EIR. As discussed, development of the CWSP would include
arterial streets with sidewalks and bike lanes, collector streets with sidewalks and bike
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lanes (where applicable), and local residential streets with sidewalks. Class I and Class
II Bike Lanes will be integrated into the Circulation Plan for the Project. Pedestrian
walkways and sidewalks will be provided throughout Plan Area to encourage walking
and jogging. Additionally, bus routes and other public transit options will be planned
for within the confines of the Plan Area. To support the use of public transit, it is
anticipated that these facilities will be placed near the highest intensity uses in the Plan
Area including High Density Residential and Mixed Use 1 areas.
Various mitigation measures included throughout the Draft EIR also require the timely
implementation and construction of various alternative transportation improvements.
Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 in Chapter 3.7, Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change, and
Energy, requires actions that further reduce vehicle miles traveled, such as providing
transit hubs, community multimodal paths and trails, and general pedestrian
connectivity throughout the site. Mitigation Measure 3.13-8 in Chapter 3.13,
Transportation and Circulation, requires each applicant to identify and install
pedestrian crossing features to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. Mitigation Measure
3.13-9 requires each applicant to monitor pedestrian, bicycle, and motor vehicle safety
conditions and install improvements to alleviate any observed concerns. Further,
Mitigation Measure 3.13-10 requires the applicants to work with Stanislaus Regional
Transit to identify and install transit facilities and features in order to ensure that transit
facilities are incorporated into the Project. Mitigation Measure 3.13-12 in requires
timely installation of transit improvements.
Response B-6:

The commenter states “An Encroachment Permit will be required for work (if any) done
within the Department's right of way. This work is subject to the California
Environmental Quality Act. Therefore, environmental studies may be required as part
of the encroachment permits application. A qualified professional must conduct any
such studies undertaken to satisfy the Department's environmental review
responsibilities. Ground disturbing activities to the site prior to completion and/or
approval of required environmental documents may affect the Department's ability to
issue a permit for the project. Furthermore, if engineering plans or drawings will be part
of your permit application, they should be prepared in standard units.”
This comment is noted. An Encroachment Permit would be obtained for any work done
within the Caltrans Right of Way as a result of the proposed CWSP.

Response B-7:

This comment is noted. This comment serves as a conclusion to the comment letter and
does not warrant a response. No further response is necessary.
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Response to Letter C:
Response C-1:

2.0

Patrick Kelly, City of Modesto

This comment is noted. The commenter notes that City of Modesto staff would
appreciate the opportunity to have a constructive dialogue with the City of Riverbank
towards resolving transportation related issues raised by the proposed project.
This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The City of
Riverbank staff will coordinate with the City of Modesto regarding the regional
transportation system. No further response is necessary.
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Response to Letter D:

Duane Wolterstorff, Modesto City Schools

Response D-1:

This comment serves as an introduction to the comment letter and does not warrant a
response. No further response is necessary.

Response D-2:

This comment is noted and the Draft EIR has been revised in order to reflect this
recommendation. Revisions to the Draft EIR are identified with Chapter 3.0, Errata, with
revision marks (underline for new text, strike out for deleted text). The following change
was made to page 3.12-21 of Chapter 3.12 of the Draft EIR:
It is noted, however, that development of school facilities a fire station within the
proposed Plan Area would contribute to significant and unavoidable impacts related to
aesthetics (Impacts 3.1-1 and 4.2), agricultural resources (Impacts 3.2-1 and 4.4), air
quality (Impacts 3.3-1,3.3-2, and 4.5), greenhouse gases (Impacts 3.7-1,3.7-2, and 4.9),
noise (Impacts 3.11-3 and 4.17), and transportation and circulation (Impacts 3.13-1, 3.132, 3.13-5, 3.13-6, 3.13-7, 3.13-8, 3.13-10, 3.13-15, 3.13-16, 3.13-17, 3.13-18, 3.13-20,
3.13-22, 3.13-23, 3.13-24, 3.13-25, 3.13-26, 3.13-27, 3.13-28, 4.17, 4.19, 4.20, 4.21, 4.23,
4.25, 4.26, 4.27, 4.28, 4.29, 4.30, and 4.31). Therefore, consistent with the analysis
included in this Draft EIR, impacts related to constructing new school facilities to serve
the proposed Project are considered significant and unavoidable.

None of the revisions identify new significant environmental impacts, nor do any of the
revisions result in substantive changes to the Draft EIR. The new information to the
Draft EIR is intended to merely clarify the information.
Response D-3:

The commenter requests that suitable and safe school bus stops be established, as well
as paths of travel to the bus stops.
Bus stops and paths to the stops would be provided. As noted on pages 3.13-38 and
3.13-39 of Chapter 3.13, Transportation and Circulation, pedestrian and bicycle activity
would occur as development in the Plan Area proceeds, and the proposed
improvements are consistent with the Stanislaus Council of Governments (StanCOG)
Non-Motorized Transportation Master Plan. The proposed alternative transportation
circulation is shown in Figure 2.0-10 in Section 2.0, Project Description. The CWSP
identifies the locations of Class II bike lanes on Morrill Road, Crawford Road, and on a
portion of the new N-S Collector. Class I bike trails are planned along Oakdale Road,
the new N-S Collector, the MID Main Canal at the north end of the Plan Area, and along
MID Lateral #6 to the south. These facilities would be linked by a trail on western Morrill
Road and on the N-S Collector. A Class I trail is also planned along Claribel Road.
Ultimately, pedestrian facilities would be created along the frontage of future
development associated with the Project.
Additionally, Mitigation Measure 3.13-8 requires each project applicant in the Plan Area
to work with City of Riverbank staff to identify applicable pedestrian crossing features
and to install the features, when warranted, to the satisfaction of the City of Riverbank
City Engineer. Mitigation Measure 3.13-9 requires each project applicant in the Plan
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Area to monitor pedestrian, bicycle, and motor vehicle safety conditions as
development proceeds. Any identified safety conditions as a result of this monitoring
would be installed to alleviate these concerns, as applicable, to the satisfaction of the
City of Riverbank City Engineer.
Response D-4:

The commenter requests that the developer work with the Modesto City High School
District and Sylvan Union School District to develop a funding plan to build
schools/capacity and to ensure mutually acceptable solutions are created to address
impacts and concerns.
This comment is noted. This comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR, but rather serves as a request to consult and coordinate with the School
Districts.

Response D-5:

This comment serves as a conclusion to the comment letter and does not warrant a
response. No further response is necessary.
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Lien Campbell, Modesto Irrigation District

Response E-1:

This comment serves as an introduction to the comment letter and does not warrant a
response. No further response is necessary.

Response E-2:

The commenter notes that their agency operates an expansive system of canals,
ditches, and pipelines to provide irrigation services to the area. The commenter
indicates that urban development within the MID service area typically requires
upgrades and relocation of existing infrastructure to accommodate the new
development. The commenter asserts that their agency will not allow a piecemeal
relocation of infrastructure and recommends pre-consultation with their Engineering
staff during preliminary planning efforts. Finally, the commenter provides a list of
several requested conditions of approval related to irrigation.
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but rather is
a comment regarding the infrastructure planning in the CWSP. The City has received
this comment and will include conditions of approval for consideration by the City
Council. The City recognizes that the developer will need to work with the MID
regarding the MID’s infrastructure relocations/upgrades. It is anticipated that any
relocations/upgrades would be contained within the boundary of the Specific Plan area.
The exact design of infrastructure, however, is anticipated to be developed through the
improvement plan process. This process would require coordination with the MID for
any infrastructure relocations/upgrades of the MID’s facilities.

Response E-3:

This comment is an extension of E-2, where the commenter provides a list of several
requested conditions of approval. These conditions related to Environmental. The
commenter notes that there are no comments regarding environmental. No further
response is necessary.

Response E-4:

This comment is an extension of E-2, where the commenter provides a list of several
requested conditions of approval. These conditions related to electrical.
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but rather is
a comment regarding the infrastructure planning in the CWSP. The City has received
this comment and will include conditions of approval for consideration by the City
Council. The City recognizes that the developer will need to work with the MID
regarding the MID’s infrastructure. It is anticipated that any relocations/upgrades
would be contained within the boundary of the Specific Plan area. The exact design of
infrastructure is anticipated to be developed through the improvement plan process,
which would require coordination with the MID for any infrastructure
relocations/upgrades of MID’s facilities.

Response E-5:

This comment serves as a conclusion to the comment letter and does not warrant a
response. No further response is necessary.
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Response to Letter F:

Annabel D. Gammon, Resident of Stanislaus County

Response F-1:

This comment serves as an introduction to the comment letter and does not warrant a
response. No further response is necessary.

Response F-2:

The commenter notes that the proposed Project will impact the environment from
beginning to end, and that the footprint is enormous and should be adjusted down. The
commenter recommends considering some mitigation measures.
This comment is noted. The environmental impacts associated with development of the
Project site are discussed throughout the Draft EIR. In some cases, there is a potential
for the project to have a significant impact, but mitigation measures are identified to
reduce the impact to an insignificant level. In some cases, however, significant and
unavoidable impacts would occur, as summarized on pages 4.0-33 through 4.0-36 of
Chapter 4.0, Other CEQA-Required Topics, of the Draft EIR.
The DEIR does consider four alternatives to the proposed Project, two of which included
a reduced footprint. These alternatives were developed based on input from City staff,
and the technical analysis performed to identify the environmental effects of the
proposed Project. The alternatives analyzed in this EIR include the following four
alternatives in addition to the proposed Project.
•

•

•

•

Response F-3:

No Project (No Build) Alternative: Under this alternative, development of the
Plan Area would not occur, and the Plan Area would remain in its current
existing condition.
Off-Site Location Alternative: Under this alternative, the proposed Project
would be developed with the same amenities as described in the Project
Description, but at an off-site location.
Increased Density Alternative: Under this alternative, the proposed Project
would be developed with the same amenities as described in the Project
Description, but the density of the residential uses would be increased, and the
total development footprint would be decreased.
Lower Density Alternative: Under this alternative, the proposed Project would
be developed in such a way to promote larger lot sizes and to reduce the overall
footprint of the developed areas.

The commenter references Policy Con 3.1, the new Sustainable Agricultural Strategy
(SAS), and asserts that the determination of significance and formulation of feasible
mitigation measures is deferred. The commenter further asserts that the SAS policy
does not include an enforceable performance standard to ensure that mitigation
actually occurs.
Impacts associated with agricultural resources are discussed in Chapter 3.2 of the Draft
EIR. As discussed, development of the proposed Project would result in the permanent
conversion of approximately 226.38 acres of Prime Farmland, 85.55 acres of Unique
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Farmland, and 35.46 acres of Farmland of Local Importance, as shown on Figure 3.2-1,
to nonagricultural use. The loss of 347.39 acres of Important Farmland as classified
under the FMMP is considered a potentially significant environmental impact. It is
noted that the City’s General Plan EIR anticipated development of the Plan Area as part
of the overall evaluation of the build out of the City. The General Plan EIR addressed
the conversion and loss of agricultural land that would result from the build out of the
General Plan (General Plan Recirculated Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-10 through 4.3-17). The
General Plan EIR determined that even with the implementation of all available feasible
mitigation, which includes General Plan goals, policies, and implementation measures
(i.e., Policies CONS-3.1, CONS-3.2, LAND-1.1, LAND-1.2, LAND-1.3, LAND-1.4, LAND-5.2,
LAND-2.3, LAND-3.3, and Implementation Strategies CONS-1 and CONS-2), the impact
to important farmland would be significant and unavoidable.
In order to reduce impacts to Important Farmland to the extent feasible, the DEIR for
the proposed project includes Mitigation Measure 3.2-1, which requires the Project
applicant to secure permanent protection of offsite farmland based on a 1:1 ratio to
the amount of gross Farmland converted as a result of Project development. This is
consistent with the requirements of the City’s Sustainable Agricultural Strategy and it is
enforceable. Permanent preservation would consist of the purchase of agricultural
conservation easements granted in perpetuity from willing seller(s), enforceable deed
restrictions, purchase of banked mitigation credits, or other conservation mechanisms
acceptable to the City. Land set aside for permanent preservation would: (1) be of equal
or better soil quality, have a dependable and sustainable supply of irrigation water, and
be located within Stanislaus County; and (2) not be previously encumbered by a
conservation easement of any nature.
As part of this mitigation measure, the permanent protection of farmland would be
accomplished by either: (1) the landowner/developer working directly with an
established farmland trust or similar organization, such as the Central Valley Farmland
Trust, and providing certification satisfactory to the City that such lands have been
permanently preserved at the specified ratio; or (2) it is the City’s intent to work with a
qualified land trust or similar organization, such as the Central Valley Farmland Trust,
to establish a fee for agricultural land conservation easements.
Further, Mitigation Measure 3.2-2 requires the Project applicant to participate in the
Stanislaus LAFCo’s Agricultural Preservation Policy (as amended on March 25, 2015),
consistent with the City’s Sustainable Agricultural Strategy. The Project applicant would
then prepare a “Plan for Agricultural Preservation”, which would include information
such as the Project’s direct and indirect impacts to agricultural resources, the
availability of other lands in the City of Riverbank’s existing boundaries, and relevant
General Plan policies. The Plan would also specify the method or strategy proposed to
minimize the loss of agricultural lands.
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Mitigation Measure 3.2-1 and 3.2-2 are both intended to mitigate the loss of
agricultural land to the extent feasible. Mitigation Measure 3.2-1 contains performance
measures that are fully enforceable by the City.

Response F-4:

The commenter provides a question regarding stakeholders/citizen involvement in the
development of the SAS.
This question is noted and directed to City staff. The comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response F-5:

The commenter notes that the City has the authority to require measures that address
agricultural land impacts under its general police powers as well as under CEQA.
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. See Response F-3
regarding the mitigation measures that the Project applicant would be subject to.
Additionally, Mitigation Measure 3.2-3 is required in order to reduce conflicts with
adjacent agricultural lands. This measure requires “Right to Farm” language to be
presented to the City for approval and recordation against the affected property.

Response F-6:

The commenter states that the Project does not protect the public health, safety, and
welfare of the Riverbank residents. The commenter states that traffic congestion, air
quality deterioration, noise levels below the acceptable level of service, and the quality
of life will deteriorate.
The Draft EIR indicates that impacts associated with aesthetics, agricultural resources,
air quality, greenhouse gases, noise, public services, and traffic would be significant and
unavoidable. Mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project to the
extent feasible, however, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable for these
topics. The remaining environmental topics would be less-than-significant, or could be
mitigated to a less-than-significant level. It is also noted that Project buildout would be
implemented in phases, based on future market conditions over an estimated 19-year
period, through a series of future tract and parcel maps.

Response F-7:

The commenter notes that the Offsite Location Alternative needs some discussion other
than what is shown in Table 5.0-1.
The Offsite Location Alternative is discussed in detail in Chapter 5.0, Alternatives to the
Proposed Project, of the Draft EIR. As discussed on page 5.0-65, under the Off-Site
Location Alternative, the proposed Project would be developed with the same
amenities as described in the Project Description, but at an off-site location. As shown
in Figure 5.0-1, this alternative would be located within the eastern portion of the City
Primary Area Sphere of Influence (SOI), north of Claribel Road, west of Eleanor Avenue,
south of California Avenue, and east of Claus Road. This alternative location includes
approximately 376.52 acres. The existing City land use designations for the Off-Site
Location Alternative include: Community Commercial (29.1 acres), Industrial / Business
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Park (77.2 acres), Lower Density Residential (127.9 acres), Medium-Density Residential
(132.9 acres), and Mixed Use (2.0 acres).
Under the Off-Site Location Alternative, the same number of residential units as the
proposed Project (1,539 to 2,852 units) would be constructed. Additionally, all of the
residences would have equal lot sizes, and a comparable number of parks and open
space uses would be located throughout the off-site location. This alternative would
also plan for possible future civic uses such as an elementary school, middle school, as
well as a fire station site. The Off-Site Location Alternative would include the same
amount of Mixed Use areas as the Project, and would provide an estimated 387,000 to
577,000 square feet (sf) of commercial/retail uses, identical to the proposed Project.
The potential impacts associated with this alternative are discussed in detail on pages
5.0-13 through 5.0-18 of the Draft EIR. In summary, the Off-Site Location Alternative
would result in similar impacts as the proposed project.
Response F-8:

The commenter lists several concerns and requests regarding the Project.
As noted in Response F-6, Project buildout would be implemented in phases, based on
future market conditions over an estimated 19-year period. Triggers for the mitigation
measures are included in each mitigation measure. For example, Mitigation Measure
3.2-2 requires the Project applicants to participate in the Stanislaus LAFCO Agricultural
Preservation Policy. As stated in the measure, this would be required prior to the
conversion of agricultural lands in the Plan Area. The Project applicants would be the
main body to implement the requirements of the mitigation measures. Public and other
interested parties/agencies will have an opportunity to provide input at public hearings.
The public involvement process has been consistent with the requirements of state law.
The above response clarifies and answers some of the listed suggestions. This comment
does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response or revisions to the
Draft EIR are necessary.

Response F-9:

This comment serves as a conclusion to the comment letter and does not warrant a
response. No further response is necessary.
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Response to Letter G:
Response G-1:

Evelyn Halbert, Resident of Riverbank

This comment is noted. The Draft EIR (including the appendices) was available for public
review during the 45-day public review period, which began on June 18, 2018 and
ended on August 2, 2018. Copies of the Draft EIR were available for review at the
Stanislaus County Library – Riverbank Branch (3442 Santa Fe Street, Riverbank), the City
of Riverbank City Hall – North (6707 3rd Street, Riverbank), and the City of Riverbank
City Hall – South (6617 3rd Street, Riverbank). The Draft EIR was also available on the
City of Riverbank’s web site: http://www.riverbank.org/438/Planning-Documents.
Appendix C, Cultural Resources Information, is intended to be a confidential appendix.
Information on archaeological and historical sites is exempt from public access, as
provided by the California Public Records Act (California Government Code 6254.10). In
addition, effective beginning in 2015, PRC 21082.3(c) provides confidentiality
protections for information California tribes have provided through consultation. The
State law allows information on the specific locations of archaeological sites to made
available only on a “need-to-know” basis to individuals who legitimately need this
information to meet their project responsibilities. This includes state, federal, and local
governmental agencies, Native American Tribes, and archaeological consultants. The
relevant cultural resources information needed for public review is included in Chapter
3.5, Cultural and Tribal Resources, of the Draft EIR. As noted in Chapter 3.5, a California
Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) record search was completed for the
Project site by the Central California Information Center (CCIC). Pursuant to federal and
State law, information within the CHRIS pertaining to historical resources of an
archaeological nature is confidential. No further response is necessary.
The commenter notes that the Draft CWSP has a blank Appendix B Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program. This comment does not specifically address the
Draft EIR, rather it is a comment on the Draft CWSP. It is noted that a Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program is a document that is prepared after public review
of the Draft EIR. The purpose for preparing this document after public review is that
mitigation measures that are presented in a Draft EIR may or may not be modified based
on public comment received. Once public comment is received, mitigation measures
are finalized and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is prepared. The
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is typically included in a Final EIR, which
is the case for this project. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is included
as Chapter 4 of this Final EIR.
The commenter also notes that the Draft CWSP has a blank Chapter 9 Financing Plan.
This comment does not specifically address the Draft EIR, rather it is a comment on the
Draft CWSP.

Response G-2:

2.0-138

The commenter questions where the 390 acres of farmland would be located, and
questions where the “Plan for Agricultural Preservation” is.
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As stated in Impact 3.2-1 on page 3.2-13 of Chapter 3.2, Agricultural Resources,
development of the Project would result in the loss of 347.39 acres of Important
Farmland, not 390 acres. As stated in Mitigation Measure 3.2-1, the permanently
protected offsite farmland would consist of the purchase of agricultural conservation
easements granted in perpetuity from willing seller(s), enforceable deed restrictions,
purchase of banked mitigation credits, or other conservation mechanisms acceptable
to the City. Land set aside for permanent preservation would: (1) be of equal or better
soil quality, have a dependable and sustainable supply of irrigation water, and be
located within Stanislaus County; and (2) would not be previously encumbered by a
conservation easement of any nature.
The Project applicant would prepare a “Plan for Agricultural Preservation” prior to the
conversion of agricultural lands within the Plan Area. The Plan would include
information such as the Project’s direct and indirect impacts to agricultural resources,
the availability of other lands in the City of Riverbank’s existing boundaries, and relevant
General Plan policies. The Plan would also specify the method or strategy proposed to
minimize the loss of agricultural lands.
These agricultural preservation requirements are imposed as mitigation on the project.
The implementation of the mitigation would occur as any conversion of agricultural
land occurs after approval of the CWSP.
Response G-3:

The commenter asks “Where are the studies and mitigation for the effect on the air
quality in the other areas of the city.”
An air quality report was not completed for the entire City. In accordance with CEQA,
the air quality analysis contained in Chapter 3.3 Air Quality fully analyzed the impacts
associated with the project. Construction and operational emissions were modeled
using the California Emissions Estimator Model, Version 2016.3.2 (CalEEMod) using
project-specific inputs, including proposed land use types and sizes and trip generation
from the traffic study. CalEEMod is a computer model developed by the California Air
Pollution Officers Association (CAPCOA) in collaboration with California Air Districts.
The results of the CalEEMod air quality modeling are shown in Tables 3.3-6 (page 3.319) and 3.3-8 (page 3.3-23) of the Draft EIR.
Chapter 3.3 of the Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measures 3.3-1 through 3.3-5 in order
to mitigate potentially impacts associated with air quality. See pages 3.3-21, 3.3-22, 3.324, and 3.3-25.

Response G-4:

The commenter asks “Where is the buffer between Riverbank and Modesto.”
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Agricultural land is
located to the south and west of the Project site and currently provides a buffer
between Riverbank and Modesto. Upon development of the entire Project site over the
next 20 years, this existing agricultural buffer may or may not exist. The City of Modesto
Sphere of Influence is located adjacent and south of the Project site. The City of
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Riverbank and the developer have no control over if and when the land south of the
Project site is developed with urban uses. No further response is necessary.

Response G-5:

The commenter asks several questions related to police and fire services, as well as
parks/recreation.
As noted on page 3.12-2 of Chapter 3.12, Public Services and Recreation, of the Draft
EIR, approved and pending development projects in the City will result in additional
demand for law enforcement services. Capital costs for new facilities and equipment
would be funded through development impact fees, and operating costs would be
funded through a combination of an increased tax base and the annexation to a new
community facility districts (CFD) or formation of a new CFD.
Impact fees from new development are collected based upon projected impacts from
each development. The adequacy of impact fees is reviewed on an annual basis to
ensure that the fee is commensurate with the service. Payment of the applicable impact
fees by the Project applicant, and ongoing revenues that would come from property
taxes, sales taxes, and other revenues generated by the proposed Project, would fund
capital and labor costs associated with police services. Ultimately, the City Council, in
coordination with the Police Department, establish an annual budget and staffing levels
for the City. The staffing levels vary from year to year based on demand and budget
considerations.
The City of Riverbank and Stanislaus Consolidated Fire Protection District (SCFPD) will
work cooperatively, and will ensure new development pays its fair share for facilities
associated with new growth. Impact fees, combined with other funding sources, would
pay for the construction of a new fire station, as well as other equipment the District
may need at that time to adequately serve the Specific Plan area.
Impacts associated with park and recreational facilities are discussed on pages 3.12-22
and 3.12-23 of Chapter 3.12. As discussed, the proposed Project includes an additional
42 acres of park, open space, and Regional Sports Park uses to serve the community
and surrounding area. The City’s General Plan identifies a park standard based on a goal
of five acres of developed parkland per 1,000 residents. The CWSP proposes to add 20
acres of neighborhood parks and 22 acres of regional parkland. Overall, this falls short
of the five acres per 1,000 goal by 5.35 acres. The actual amount of parkland dedication
required will be determined during Tentative Subdivision Map approval for each project
in the Specific Plan area and will be based on the number of proposed residential lots.
Any parkland area not provided within the Plan Area will need to be covered with inlieu fees. These in lieu fees would be used to pay for future land acquisition and
development of park space.

Response G-6:

2.0-140

The commenter questions why various locations were not studied in the Traffic Impact
Analysis.
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The study intersections and segments were determined based on consultation with the
traffic engineer, KD Anderson & Associates, and the City of Riverbank. Facilities in the
City of Riverbank, Stanislaus County, and City of Modesto were determined to be the
appropriate jurisdictions based on the Project’s anticipated trip generation,
distribution, and assignment.
As discussed on page 3.13-40 of Chapter 3.13, Transportation and Circulation, the
development within Riverbank’s Community Facilities District (CFD) 2016-1 is located
on the east side of Riverbank off of Claus Road. This area would include up to 285 singlefamily residences and 72 multifamily residences east of Claus Road near Patterson
Road.
Response G-7:

The commenter asks “Who pays” for infrastructure/utilities (i.e. sewer, storm drainage,
water).
Impacts associated with utilities are discussed in Chapter 3.14, Utilities, of the Draft EIR.
As noted on page 3.14-10 of Chapter 3.14 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project would
require sewer allocation and would be required to pay connection fees.
As discussed on page 3.14-21 of Chapter 3.14, all planned water improvements shown
are part of the City’s Master Water Plan and are funded through the payment of City
impact fees, also known as System Development Fees. If an adequate amount of fee
revenue has not been collected when the well and/or tanks are required, the developer
will be required to front the cost of the master water improvements, subject to
reimbursement through fee offsets, and/or repayments as fees are collected from other
areas in the City. The applicants will provide their proportionate share of required
funding to the City for the acquisition and delivery of water supplies to the Project site
through connection fees and other means.
Further, as noted on page 3.14-43 of Chapter 3.14, while the City of Riverbank collects
fees for storm water collection and disposal, the Plan Area will be exempted from these
fees. This exemption is appropriate as the CWSP will construct all necessary storm water
collection and disposal facilities to serve the Plan Area, as well as set up a Community
Facilities District (CFD) or similar type financing district to maintain the system. Should
the City require any of these facilities to provide capacity above and beyond the needs
of the CWSP, reimbursement may be considered.

Response G-8:

The commenter states that the alternative location would have greater problems than
the proposed project, but that it shows as equal. The commenter asks where the studies
are that show this, and asks how such a site could be approved without any studies or
an EIR.
This commenter requires some clarification. The Off-Site Location Alternative is not
proposed for development, nor is it under consideration for granting development
entitlements. Under the California Environmental Quality Act, an alternative location
for a project should be analyzed in the EIR unless there are no alternative locations that
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could be considered. The Off-Site Location Alternative was selected for analysis because
it met certain criteria as an alternative. The Off-Site Location Alternative would be
developed with the same amenities as described in the Project Description, but at an
off-site location. As shown in Figure 5.0-1, this alternative would be located within the
eastern portion of the City Primary Area Sphere of Influence (SOI), north of Claribel
Road, west of Eleanor Avenue, south of California Avenue, and east of Claus Road. This
alternative location includes approximately 376.52 acres. The existing City land use
designations for the Off-Site Location Alternative include: Community Commercial (29.1
acres), Industrial / Business Park (77.2 acres), Lower Density Residential (127.9 acres),
Medium-Density Residential (132.9 acres), and Mixed Use (2.0 acres).
Under the Off-Site Location Alternative, the same number of residential units as the
proposed Project (1,539 to 2,852 units) would be constructed. Additionally, all of the
residences would have equal lot sizes, and a comparable amount of parks and open
space uses would be located throughout the off-site location. This alternative would
also plan for possible future civic uses such as an elementary school, middle school, as
well as a fire station site. The Off-Site Location Alternative would include the same
amount of Mixed Use areas as the Project, and would provide an estimated 387,000 to
577,000 square feet (sf) of commercial/retail uses, identical to the proposed Project.
The Off-Site Location Alternative was not selected as the Environmentally Superior
Alternative given that the analysis found that it would not reduce impacts related to
any environmental issue.

Response G-9:

2.0-142

This comment is noted. As noted in Response G-1, the Draft EIR was available for public
review during the 45-day public review period, which began on June 18, 2018 and
ended on August 2, 2018. Copies of the Draft EIR were available for review at the
Stanislaus County Library – Riverbank Branch (3442 Santa Fe Street, Riverbank), the City
of Riverbank City Hall – North (6707 3rd Street, Riverbank), and the City of Riverbank
City Hall – South (6617 3rd Street, Riverbank). The Draft EIR was also available on the
City of Riverbank’s web site: http://www.riverbank.org/438/Planning-Documents.
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Javier Camarena, Stanislaus Local Agency Formation
Commission

Response H-1:

This comment serves as an introduction to the comment letter and does not warrant a
response. No further response is necessary.

Response H-2:

The commenter presents their understanding of the timing for building of the Specific
Plan area. More specifically, the commenter notes that the Project Description
describes the project building out of a 19-year period with the caveat that market forces
will ultimately drive any development. The commenter emphasizes that LAFCo’ s
policies require that annexation proposed demonstrate the development is imminent
for all or a substantial portion of the proposal area, and that he views the 19-year
buildout as not meeting the LAFCo policy of “imminent.” The commenter then notes
that a phased approach, whereby a smaller area is annexed, may be demonstrated
through a phasing plan. The commenter notes that they have not seen a phasing plan
for the project.
This comment is noted. As stated in the comment, Project buildout would be
implemented in phases, based on future market conditions over an estimated 19-year
period, through a series of future tract and parcel maps. It is noted that initial building
construction would likely occur in 2019. The phasing plan is a component of the CWSP
document and will be forwarded to the Stanislaus Local Agency Formation Commission
(LAFCO).

Response H-3:

The commenter notes that the proposed project would result in the loss/conversion of
347.39 acres of Important Farmland and that the EIR included Mitigation Measure 3.21, which requires securing permanent protection of offsite farmland based on a 1:1
ratio to offset the impact. The commenter notes this mitigation measure is consistent
with LAFCo policies and should be retained as part of the adoption of the Final EIR.
This comment is noted. The City staff will retain this measure as the project application
is presented to the City County for their consideration.

Response H-4:

The commenter notes that the City would need to prepare a Plan for Providing Services,
consistent with Government Code Section 56653, at the time of annexation. The Plan
would need to include detailed evidence of current and future service levels, sufficient
sewer capacity, sufficient quantities and quality of water, police and fire services, and
financing mechanisms.
This comment is noted. The City will require a Plan for Services, and will coordinate with
LAFCo when annexation applications are submitted.

Response H-5:

This comment serves as a conclusion to the comment letter and does not warrant a
response. No further response is necessary.

Final Environmental Impact Report – Crossroads West Specific Plan

2.0-145

2.0

2.0-146

COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

Final Environmental Impact Report – Crossroads West Specific Plan

COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES
Response to Letter I:
Response I-1:

2.0

Amber Minami, Stanislaus County Department of
Environmental Resources, Hazardous Materials Division

This comment is noted. The commenter notes that the applicant shall determine that a
site containing (or formerly containing) residences or farm buildings or structures has
been fully investigated prior to the issuance of a grading permit.
Impacts associated with the past uses of the site are analyzed in Chapter 3.8, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR. As noted in this Chapter of the Draft EIR, a
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was completed for the Plan Area by
Geocon Consultants, Inc. in July 2017 (see Appendix D of the Draft EIR). According to
the Phase I ESA, soil staining was observed or reported at the following properties:
•
•
•

Former Machado Dairy (Machado Property) – APN 074-011-009;
Alexander Dairy (Machado Property) – APN 074-014-006;
Harrigfeld Property (1901 Morrill Road) – APN 074-006-016.

Additionally, as also noted on page 3.8-20 of Chapter 3.8, there are seven single-family
residences with associated sheds and garage structures, as well as areas that are used
for farm equipment storage. The homes and adjoining structures, as well as the farm
equipment storage areas, will require removal prior to any construction. If the homes
and structures are demolished, they will require evaluation for asbestos and lead
containing materials. If such materials are present in the demolition of the structures,
special demolition and disposal practices are required in accordance with state
regulations to ensure their safe handling. Mitigation Measure 3.8-2 requires additional
testing to investigate whether any of the buildings, facilities, or soils in any of the above
parcels contain hazardous materials. The measure also includes steps to follow should
hazardous materials be found.
Additionally, existing areas containing above ground storage tanks and storage of farm
equipment would require soil sampling to assess the soils in these areas. Further,
groundwater wells may be located within the vicinity of the on-site residences.
According to the Phase I ESA, one known well system is located at the McGrane
Property (APN 074-014-007). Should other groundwater wells be present on-site, the
proper well abandonment permit would be obtained. Mitigation Measure 3.8-5
requires a well abandonment permit from the Stanislaus County Department of
Environmental Resources. Further, Mitigation Measure 3.8-3 requires a Phase II ESA
which shall further evaluate on-site conditions if the site investigation required by
Mitigation Measure 3.8-2 indicates a probability that hazardous materials may be found
on any parcel.
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Response to Letter J:

Patrick Cavanah, Stanislaus County Environmental Review
Committee

Response J-1:

This comment serves as an introduction to the comment letter and does not warrant a
response. No further response is necessary.

Response J-2:

The commenter states that “Section 3.13 Transportation and Circulation incorrectly
references the County's General Plan and therefore the County's requirements for
transportation facilities. The document references the Circulation Element as last
updated in November 2005, however the document was last updated and approved by
the County Board of Supervisors on August 23, 2016.” The commenter further states
“One of the problems with using an out of date Circulation Element is that the Level of
Service (LOS) criteria for County Roads was redefined as part of the update and Table
3.13-3 of the DEIR contains incorrect data. The traffic analysis prepared for the DEIR for
the Crossroads West Specific Plan should be updated to reflect these changes and
correctly reference the updated Stanislaus County Circulation Element.”
This comment is noted and the Draft EIR has been revised to reference the current
version of the Stanislaus County Circulation Element. Revisions to the Draft EIR are
identified with Chapter 3.0, Errata, with revision marks (underline for new text, strike
out for deleted text). The following changes were made to pages 3.13-7 and 3.13-8 of
Chapter 3.13 of the Draft EIR:

S TANISLAUS C OUNTY F ACILITIES
Service levels for roadways in Stanislaus County are determined by comparing traffic
volumes for selected roadway segments with the daily LOS capacity thresholds. These
thresholds are shown in Table 3.13-3 and were developed for the Stanislaus County
Circulation Element (Dowling Associates Inc., November 2005). The Stanislaus County
thresholds are much lower than the City of Riverbank thresholds. This is due to the rural
nature of Stanislaus County roadways. Rural roadway capacities are based on different
characteristics than urban roadways, such as amount of time spent following another
vehicle.

TABLE 3.13-3: STANISLAUS COUNTY ROADWAY SEGMENTS – LOS CRITERIA
FACILITY TYPE
2-lane Collector – Rural Minor
2-lane Collector – Rural Major
4-lane Collector – Rural Major
2-lane Arterial
4-lane Arterial – Rural Minor
4-lane Arterial – Rural Principal

LOS A

MAXIMUM DAILY VOLUME
LOS B
LOS C
LOS D

LOS E

700
700
5,600
1,400
12,000
10,080
15,000

1,900
1,900
9,400
3,800
20,000
16,520
25,000

10,000
10,000
20,000
20,000
40,000
36,000
50,000

3,400
3,400
13,200
6,800
28,000
23,760
35,000

5,900
5,900
15,800
11,800
33,600
28,440
42,000

SOURCE: TRAFFIC ANALYSIS OF STANISLAUS COUNTY CIRCULATION ELEMENT (DOWLING ASSOCIATES INC,
NOVEMBER 2005). STANISLAUS COUNTY GENERAL PLAN CIRCULATION ELEMENT (AUGUST 23, 2016).
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The changes would not affect any study intersections, and while slightly different results
were created on two roadway segments under County jurisdiction, no new impacts or
mitigation measures were identified as a result of these revisions.
Response J-3:

The commenter states “The DEIR fails to address the impact of the proposed
realignment of Crawford Road from Oakdale Road to Coffee Road as the proposed
realignment is outside of the Projects limits. On page 3.13-17, it states this connection
will be severed and reconnected with a future project. This condition violates County
Improvement Standards in which dead-end roads may not exceed 500 feet in length
and in such cases would require a subdivision ordinance for the remaining section of
Crawford Road from Coffee Road to the proposed cul-de-sac.” The commenter further
states that “Section 3.13 of the DEIR fails to address the significant impact to residents
in and around Crawford Road due to the realignment of Crawford Road. This significant
impact needs to be identified in the DEIR, evaluated and mitigated as part of the
Crossroads West Specific Plan DEIR.”
The planned termination of Crawford Road and construction of a new Crawford Road
extension from the CWSP Area to Coffee Road is consistent with the City of Riverbank’s
Circulation Element. This issue was subject to public discussion during the General Plan
Update process, and many alternatives to address residents’ desire to avoid through
traffic between Oakdale Road and Coffee Road were identified and evaluated. Copies
of public comments received on this issue during the General Plan Update process have
been forwarded to Stanislaus County.

Response J-4:

The commenter states “The Project's proposed realignment of Crawford Road has a
significant impact on emergency vehicle access to the area. Page 26 of the Crossroads
West Draft Specific Plan does depict a condition in which the project maintains twoway emergency access only on the existing Crawford Road alignment along the western
boundary of the Project. However, this is not a mitigation measure nor is the impact
identified. The DEIR should recognize and mitigate the significant impact on emergency
vehicle access.”
An Emergency Vehicle Access will be created to link the western portion of Crawford
Road with the street system within CWSP. With this improvement, emergency access
to the established neighborhood along Crawford Road will be similar to that which
exists today. Additionally, as noted on page 3.13-60 of Chapter 3.13 of the Draft EIR,
access to the Project site would be provided along Oakdale Road, Claribel Road,
Crawford Road, and Morrill Road. Because the Project consists of multiple vehicular
access points, emergency vehicles can access the site from multiple directions.
Therefore, the Project’s impact related to emergency vehicle access would be less than
significant. No mitigation is required.

Response J-5:

The commenters states “This DEIR identifies impacts to the transportation system due
to the proposed Project, yet no mitigation measures are proposed to reduce the
impacts. Instead the DEIR states the following impacts are "significant and unavoidable"
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and propose no mitigation measure to reduce the impact: 3.13-8 - Coffee Road between
Claribel Road and Claratina Avenue, 3.13-10- Oakdale Road between Claribel Road and
Claratina Avenue, 3.13-21 - Oakdale Road at Claratina Road Intersection, and 3.13-28 Roselle Avenue between Claribel Road and North County Corridor (NCC) in the City of
Modesto.” The commenter also indicates that impacts must be mitigated where
reasonable mitigation measures would reduce the impact even if the impact will not be
reduced to less than significant. The commenter indicates that mitigation should
include requiring the Project to contribute its pro-rata share within and outside the
City’s SOI.
All of the identified impact locations listed in the comment (Impacts 3.13-8, 3.13-10,
3.13-21, and 3.13-28) are currently within the unincorporated area of Stanislaus
County, but are also within the City of Modesto’s Sphere of Influence. In each case, the
Draft EIR text notes that roadway improvements are included in the City of Modesto’s
Capital Facilities Fees (CFF) fee program, but that because the City of Riverbank does
not control the Modesto CFF program, there is no guarantee that the necessary
improvements will be completed.
The City of Riverbank and City of Modesto have met to discuss the options for
establishing an inter-jurisdictional funding mechanism for the roadway improvements
listed in the Draft EIR. The City of Riverbank will continue to explore the feasibility of
entering into a roadway improvement mitigation agreement with the City of Modesto.
In the absence of an adopted agreement and guarantee that these Modesto CFF
projects would be constructed, potential impacts remain significant and unavoidable.
While background cumulative conditions will exceed adopted minimum standards, the
identified cumulative impact to the Oakdale Road / Claratina Road intersection (Impact
3.13-21) was not significant based on the incremental change in delay caused by CWSP,
and mitigation was not required.

Response J-6:

The commenter states “Claribel Road is classified as a Class B expressway in the
StanCOG 2010 Regional Expressway Study…” The commenter further states that “The
proposed intersection of the new North-South (N-S) Collector is not consistent with the
Regional Expressway Study.” The commenter recommends that “Mitigation Measure
3.13-3 should be updated to state that until such time that the North County Corridor
is constructed and Claribel Road is realigned, only right-in and right-out access shall be
provided on Claribel Road as to not interrupt safe and efficient regional freight and
goods movement.”
The Stanislaus County General Plan Circulation Element identifies Claribel Road as a
Minor Arterial in the area between its connections to the future North County Corridor
(NCC) alignment east of Coffee Road and west of Claus Road. The Stanislaus County
Circulation Element (page II-5) is noted below, with excerpts from Table II-3 of the
Circulation Element also presented:
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The function of a Minor Arterial is to carry moderate- to high-volume traffic to
and from collectors to other Minor Arterials, Principal Arterials, Expressways, and
Freeways with a secondary function of land access. Minor Arterials located within
areas zoned for heavy or light industrial or that are expected to carry large or
heavy trucks shall be constructed to Industrial Major Collector standards. Limited
direct access is provided to abutting property. On-street parking will be permitted
only where Public Works has determined that traffic flow and safety conditions
allow on-street parking. Pedestrian and bicycle facilities may be provided on these
types of roadways. Farm machinery is permitted on these types of highways.
There are different design standards associated with the Urban and Rural Minor
Arterial classifications, as depicted in Table II-3.
TABLE II-3
FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATIONS = TYPICAL ROADWAY CHARACTERISTICS
AREA
Urban

FUNCTIONAL
CLASSIFICATION
Minor Arterial

TYPICAL ROW
ROW AT
WIDTH
INTERSECTIONS
110’

160’

LANES

INTERSECTING
ROADWAYS

4-6

1 per ½ mile

PRIVATE
PROPERTY
ACCESS
limited

MOBILITY /
OPERATING
SPEED
Medium-High

Rural
Minor Arterial
110’
160’
2-4
1 per ½ mile
limited
Medium-High
INTERSECTING ROADWAYS. THE VALUES IN THIS COLUMN REPRESENT THE TYPICAL MAXIMUM NUMBER OF INTERSECTIONS ALONG THE VARIOUS TYPES
OF ROADWAYS. IN SOME CASES, THE NUMBER OF INTERSECTIONS MAY BE GREATER; HOWEVER, A TRAFFIC ANALYSIS WILL BE REQUIRED INDICATING THAT
THE SAFETY AND FUNCTION OF THE ROADWAY WILL NOT BE SIGNIFICANTLY COMPROMISED.
PRIVATE PROPERTY ACCESS. PRIVATE PROPERTY ACCESS TO ROADWAYS MAINTAINED BY STANISLAUS COUNTY IS GRANTED THROUGH THE ISSUANCE OF
AN ENCROACHMENT PERMIT BY THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS. NO ACCESS TO PRIVATE PROPERTY WILL BE PERMITTED ON FREEWAYS OR
EXPRESSWAYS. ACCESS TO LOCAL ROADWAYS WILL GENERALLY BE APPROVED; HOWEVER, GUIDELINES FOR DRIVEWAYS ON LOCAL ROADWAYS IN URBAN
AREAS HAVE BEEN ESTABLISHED IN THE STANISLAUS COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS. GENERALLY, DRIVEWAYS ON OTHER
ROADWAY TYPES WILL BE PERMITTED; HOWEVER, THE NUMBER OF DRIVEWAYS WILL BE LIMITED TO PRESERVE THE SAFETY AND FUNCTION OF THE
ROADWAY. IN SOME CASES JOINT DRIVEWAYS SERVING MORE THAN ONE PARCEL MAY BE REQUIRED.

The general location of the proposed North-South Collector street is consistent, which
may be adjusted east or west at the time of review and approval of the tentative maps
on the MU-1 Property, with the City of Riverbank’s Circulation Element which places
the route midway between Coffee Road and Oakdale Road, which are themselves onemile apart. The CWSP frontage along Claribel Road is ½ mile long. The CWSP proposes
to move the North South Collector street intersection on Claribel Road to the east. The
proposed North-South Collector intersection is consistent with the intent of the
Stanislaus County and Riverbank Circulation Elements.
Response J-7:

The commenter states “Under the Cumulative Plus Project scenario's traffic analysis,
the document incorrectly identifies the segments of Oakdale Road, Roselle Road, and
Coffee Road south of the proposed North County Corridor alignment and north of
Claratina Avenue as being improved with the NCC through Regional Transportation
Impact Fees (RTIF). These roadways south of the current locally preferred alignment,
alignment 1-B, only transition to existing conditions and are not being improved
through RTIF collection. Therefore, the DEIR should include mitigation measures that
require the Project to pay its fair share of improvements for roadway impacts on Coffee
Road (Impact 3.13-8), Oakdale Road (Impact 3.13-10), and Roselle Avenue (Impact 3.1321).”
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As noted in Table 3.13-12 on page 3.13-24 of Chapter 3.13, within the study area, only
the NCC and McHenry Avenue from Ladd Road to the San Joaquin County line are
Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF) projects. The Draft EIR intends to convey that
the footprint of the future NCC includes improvements to these roads and that these
limited portions of each road were, therefore, addressed by RTIF fees (which help fund
NCC). The discussions of this issue within the Draft EIR and associated traffic study have
been revised to address NCC funding. Revisions to the Draft EIR are identified with
Chapter 3.0, Errata, with revision marks (underline for new text, strike out for deleted
text). The following change was made to page 3.13-24 of Chapter 3.13 of the Draft EIR:

Public Facilities Fee Program / Regional Traffic Impact Fee
Development in Stanislaus County and its incorporated cities pay fees toward the cost of
circulation system improvements of regional benefit through the Public Facilities Fee
(PFF) program’s Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF). The PFF was last published in
September 2017. The planned update to the Stanislaus County Public Facilities Fee have
yet to be adopted. The draft regional fees project list is shown in Table 3.13-12.
The North County Corridor (NCC) is a project that is included for funding in the PFF
program. However, the PFF is only one source of funds that would be needed to compete
the NCC, as federal and state funds are also needed.

The following changes were made to pages 3.13-34 and 3.13-35 of Chapter 3.13 of the
Draft EIR:

Impact 3.13-6: Under Existing conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant impact at the segment of Claribel
Road from McHenry Avenue to Coffee Road. (Significant and
Unavoidable)
Under the Existing Plus Project condition, the segment of Claribel Road from McHenry
Avenue to Coffee Road would operate at LOS E. Because the Project will cause the
minimum LOS standard to be exceeded, this impact is potentially significant.
Improving the LOS in this area would either require widening Claribel Road to six lanes
from McHenry Avenue to Coffee Road, or creating additional parallel east-west capacity
to reduce the volume of traffic on Claribel Road. While the Project could contribute funds
as a fair share towards widening Claribel Road to six-lanes as far as Coffee Road, there is
no other source of funds to complete this work. The future NCC will widen a portion of
Claribel Road and will also provide parallel east-west capacity, and this improvement is
included in the County’s RTIF. RTIF fees are a portion of the long-term funding needed to
complete the NCC, and federal and State funding is also needed. As with any regional
improvement, short-term impacts may occur during the period prior to completion of the
NCC. Because the NCC is already included in the adopted RTIF program, payment of the
adopted fees would mitigate the Project impact. However, because the City of Riverbank
does not control the County RTIF program, and because funding to complete the NCC is
uncertain, there is no guarantee that the NCC will be constructed in time to mitigate the
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Project impact. Even with implementation of the following mitigation, the proposed
Project would have a significant and unavoidable impact.

MITIGATION MEASURE(S)
Mitigation Measure 3.13-5: Prior to issuance of any Building Permits for each project in
the Plan Area, each project applicant shall pay the applicable County RTIF fee towards
construction of the North County Connector in order to satisfy their fair share obligation.

Impact 3.13-7: Under Existing conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant impact at the segment of Claribel
Road from Oakdale Road to Claus Road. (Significant and
Unavoidable)
Under the Existing Plus Project condition, the two-lane segments of Claribel Road from
Oakdale Road to Claus Road would operate at LOS F with the addition of Project trips,
which exceeds the City of Riverbanks’ minimum LOS D standard. Because the Project will
cause the minimum LOS standard to be exceeded, this is a potentially significant impact.
Improving the LOS in this area would either require widening Claribel Road to four lanes,
or creating additional parallel east-west capacity to reduce the volume of traffic on
Claribel Road. Widening Claribel Road is included in the City of Riverbank Impact Fee
program. The NCC would provide parallel east-west capacity, and this improvement is
included in the County’s RTIF program. However, RTIF is only one source of NCC Funding,
and state and federal funds will also be needed to complete the project. As with any
regional improvement, short term impacts may occur during the period prior to
completion of programmed improvements.
Because the widening Claribel Road is already included in the City of Riverbank Impact
Fee program and the NCC is already included in the adopted County RTIF program, paying
the adopted fees would mitigate the Project’s impact. However, because the City of
Riverbank does not control the Country RTIF program, and because funding for NCC is not
secured, there is no guarantee that the NCC will be constructed in time to mitigate the
Project impact. Even with implementation of the following mitigation, the proposed
Project would have a significant and unavoidable impact.

MITIGATION MEASURE(S)
Mitigation Measure 3.13-6. Prior to issuance of Building Permits for the Project, each
project applicant in the Plan Area shall pay the applicable City of Riverbank Impact Fee
and County RTIF fee towards the improvement of Claribel Road from Oakdale Road to
Claus Road in order to satisfy their fair share obligation.

The following changes were made to page 3.13-37 of Chapter 3.13 of the Draft EIR:
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Impact 3.13-10: Under Existing conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant impact at the segment of Oakdale
Road between Claribel Road and Claratina Avenue, located in the
City of Modesto. (Significant and Unavoidable)
Under the Existing Plus Project condition, the two-lane section of Oakdale Road between
Claribel Road and Claratina Avenue in the City of Modesto would operate at LOS F.
Because LOS F exceeds the City of Modesto’s minimum LOS D standard, and Project trips
would increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.05, this is a potentially significant impact.
Improving the LOS in this area would require improving Oakdale Road to Modesto’s fourlane arterial street standard. This improvement is included in the City of Modesto’s CFF
traffic impact fee program. However, development in the City of Riverbank does not
contribute Modesto CFF fees. This area is also within the project limits of the NCC, and
the limited portion of Oakdale Road within the NCC Footprint Oakdale Road is likely to be
widened with this improvement project funded via CFF fees. Because no mechanism
exists for the Project to contribute to the cost of improvements in the City of Modesto,
and because the City of Riverbank does not control the RTIF or Modesto CFF program,
there is no guarantee that the City of Modesto would allocate CFF funds to this
improvement. As such, because installation cannot be assured by the City of Riverbank,
this impact would be significant and unavoidable.

The following change was made to page 3.13-49 of Chapter 3.13 of the Draft EIR:
The NCC project included the following study area improvements:
•
•

Realignment of Claribel Road west of CWSP along a new alignment to Coffee
Road, with improvements to Coffee Road between the NCC and Claribel Road.
Realignment of Claribel Road east of Roselle Avenue over the BN&SF to a new
intersection on Claus Road.

It is important to note that NCC funding will be provided by a combination of RTIF funds
collected from new development, as well as federal and state funds. While funding for
NCC has not yet been secured and cannot be guaranteed in the short term, its completion
by 2042 is reasonably foreseeable.

The following changes were made to page 3.13-59 of Chapter 3.13 of the Draft EIR:

Impact 3.13-28: Under Cumulative (Year 2042) conditions, the
proposed Project would result in a significant impact at the
segment of Roselle Avenue between the Claribel Road
intersection and NCC. (Significant and Unavoidable)
The addition of trips generated by the Project would create LOS F conditions on the twolane section of Roselle Avenue between the Claribel Road intersection and NCC. Because
LOS F exceeds the minimum LOS D standard, this is a potentially significant impact.
Improving the LOS in this area would require improving Roselle Avenue to a four-lane
arterial standard. This work is not included in the City’s traffic impact fee program. A
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portion of Roselle Road in thisThe area is within the limits of the NCC project area and is
included in Modesto’s CFF, and the project may contribute to this work through Regional
Impact Fees. However. RTIF fees are only one source of funds for the NCC, and federal
and state funds will need to be acquired.
Because no mechanism exists for the Project to contribute to the cost of improvements
in the City of Modesto, and because the City of Riverbank does not control the RTIF or
Modesto CFF program, there is no guarantee that the City of Modesto would allocate CFF
funds to this improvement. Because installation cannot be assured by the City of
Riverbank, the Project’s impact is significant and unavoidable.

These revisions do not identify new significant environmental impacts, nor do the
revisions result in substantive changes to the Draft EIR. The new information to the
Draft EIR is intended to merely clarify the information.
Response J-8:

The commenter states “In various cases under impacts in Section 3.13, the RTIF is cited
under projects which are not included in the RTIF program which misrepresents each
impact as being funded by the RTIF. In Section 3.13, the DEIR identifies several
significant impacts to roadways, but incorrectly states that the RTIF will fund projects
that will mitigate these impacts. However, the projects identified are not funded by the
RTIF, therefore the proposed mitigation measures are ineffective. The DEIR should
include mitigation measures that require the Project to pay its fair share of
improvements for roadway impacts that incorrectly assume RTIF participation.”
This comment, similar to J-7, addresses the RTIF fees, and the need to pay a fair share
of the traffic improvements. The response under J-7 adequately addresses this
comment.

Response J-9:

The commenter states “The proposed locally preferred alternative 1-B of the North
County Corridor Project should be considered in the site plan effort of the Crossroads
West Specific Plan. Project development in the southern most proposed Mixed Use
(MU-1) zone should be set-back and reserved for the future Claribel Road realignment
such that it does not unduly burden the development of the North County Corridor. The
preferred alignment is currently undeveloped agricultural land and any changes to the
land use on the realignment of Claribel Road will also impact the proposed N-S Collector
and should be considered and accounted for in the Traffic and Circulation section of the
DEIR.”
This comment is noted. It is noted that the alignment diagrams for the North County
Corridor project are preliminary and the project is not yet completely funded or
approved. City will continue to process projects within the Specific Plan area consistent
with the Specific Plan. However, if the funding is in place and a final route is adopted by
the County and the City, the City will thereafter continue to process projects within the
Specific Plan area with an effort to minimize interference with the City approved North
County Corridor final alignment. To the extent that the North County Corridor
construction results in the need for realignment of existing roadways, right-of-way will
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likely need to be acquired by the implementing agency. The City of Riverbank will work
with Stanislaus County to reserve sufficient right-of-way for the new Claribel Road
alignment, if needed, but cannot require dedication of right-of-way as this might be
considered a taking of land for public purposes in excess of what is reasonably required.

Response J-10:

This comment serves as a conclusion to the comment letter and does not warrant a
response. No further response is necessary.

Response J-11:

Subsequent to the original August 7, 2017 letter from this commenter, additional
clarifying comments were provided. The commenter states “City of Riverbank does not
control the RTIF.” The commenter further states that “This statement is used in
unrelated impacts to the RTIF program. It is generally followed up by “The area is within
the limits of the NCC project area”, but the NCC is not necessarily going to mitigate
these locations as described. Specifically, the cumulative scenario does not include the
segments immediately south of the NCC between NCC and Claratina.”
As noted in Response J-7, the Draft EIR notes that the footprint of the NCC included
portions of some streets where significant traffic impacts were identified. As such, a
portion of the needed mitigation would theoretically be included in the NCC. This
potential partial mitigation is, however, subject to funding availability. The revision
shown in Response J-7 clarifies this point. As noted in the above revisions, the RTIF is
only one of several sources of funds that will be needed to construct the NCC, including
federal and state funds. The City of Riverbank does not have jurisdiction over the use
of RTIF funds.

Response J-12:

The commenter states “The RTIF does not currently have sufficient funds to construct
the NCC to mitigate the immediate and direct impacts of the proposed project. The DEIR
is assuming that the direct impacts of the project only will be mitigated by a future
project that is not fully funded. The project should contribute for its fair share of offsite
impacts. For instance, Impact 3.13-15 recognizes there are considerable interim
impacts to the intersection of Kiernan/Claribel/McHenry, but considers the NCC as the
mitigation. The timing of the required improvements should be such that they are
constructed along with the proposed project, not waiting for the build out of an
extremely large regional project that will take years to construct.
As noted previously (see Responses J-7 and J-11), the RTIF is one of several sources of
funds, including state and federal funds, that will be needed to construct the NCC. The
Draft EIR concludes that the City cannot guarantee when the NCC will be built.
With regards to the Kiernan Avenue / Claribel Road / McHenry Blvd intersection, absent
the NCC project, a second westbound left turn lane could be installed at this
intersection to deliver LOS D under Existing Plus Approved Project and CWSP conditions.
The Draft EIR and associated traffic study have been revised to clarify this point.
Revisions to the Draft EIR are identified with Chapter 3.0, Errata, with revision marks
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(underline for new text, strike out for deleted text). The following changes were made
to pages 3.13-46 and 3.13-47 of Chapter 3.13 of the Draft EIR:

Impact 3.13-15: Under EPAP conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant impact at the McHenry Avenue /
Kiernan Avenue / Claribel Avenue intersection. (Significant and
Unavoidable)
Under the EPAP Plus Project conditions, the McHenry Avenue / Kiernan Avenue / Claribel
Avenue intersection would operate at LOS E. Based on the change to an unacceptable
LOS, this is a potentially significant impact.
Improving the LOS at this intersection would require additional intersection capacity, and
the NCC project includes improvements to this location. Absent the NCC, a second
westbound left turn lane on Claribel Avenue would yield LOS D, which would satisfy the
minimum LOS D requirement. However, while the CWSP could theoretically contribute
its fair share to the cost of this improvement, there is no mechanism in place to collect
the balance of the funds needed for this improvement. The NCC is included in the
County’s RTIF, although NCC funds are only one source of the overall funding needed to
complete the NCC. As with any regional improvement, short term impacts may occur
during the period prior to completion of the NCC. However, because the City of Riverbank
does not control the Regional Fee program, funding for the NCC is not secure and funding
for other alternative intersection improvement has not been identified, there is no
guarantee that the NCC or other improvements will be constructed in time to mitigate
the project impact. The Project applicant would be required to pay the fair share fee
towards the NCC project. Because installation cannot be assured by the City of Riverbank,
this impact would be significant and unavoidable.

MITIGATION MEASURE(S)
Mitigation Measure 3.13-13: Prior to issuance of Building Permits for each project in the
Plan Area, each project applicant shall pay the applicable County RTIF fee towards
construction of the North County Connector in order to satisfy their fair share obligation.

These revisions do not identify new significant environmental impacts, nor do the
revisions result in substantive changes to the Draft EIR. The new information to the
Draft EIR is intended to merely clarify the information.
Response J-13:

The commenter states “The following impacts only consider the segments between
Claribel Rd and NCC, while ignoring south of the NCC. As such, they also assume that
RTIF will make the necessary improvements, however, the proposed project’s land use
was not considered in the development of the NCC.” The commenter indicates that
under Impact 3.13-27, Oakdale Rd Impact is stated between Claribel Rd and NCC (In the
city of Modesto), which today is not inside the City only in their Sphere, and does not
include the segments south the NCC to Claratina. The commenter also indicates that
under Impact 3.13-28 Roselle Ave Impact is stated between Claribel Rd and NCC (In the
city of Modesto), which today is not inside the City only in their Sphere, and does not
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include the segments south the NCC to Claratina. The commenter states that “There
should be a mitigation measure to address widening of Roselle at minimum from
Claribel to NCC.”
The land use assumptions made as part of the development of the NCC by Stanislaus
County, the Stanislaus Council of Governments (StanCOG), and Caltrans were intended
to reflect a forecast for possible development occurring by 2042. As noted on pages
3.13-47 and 3.13-48 of the Draft EIR, these assumptions do not result in General Plan
Build out within any jurisdiction, including Riverbank. Long term traffic volume
forecasts at study locations were drawn from the NCC EIR but were adjusted to reflect
build out of the CWSP.
In regard to Impact 3.13-27 (pages 3.13-58 and 3.13-59 of the Draft EIR), the segment
of Oakdale Road south of NCC to Claratina Road is included in the City of Modesto CFF
program and a six-lane facility is planned. The Draft EIR assumes that completion of
CFF improvements south of NCC is reasonably certain by 2042.
In regard to Impact 3.13-28 (page 3.13-59 of the Draft EIR), the segment of Roselle Road
south of Claribel Road to NCC would need to be a four-lane facility to mitigate
cumulative impacts. This work is included in the City of Modesto CFF program, and the
NCC footprint includes a portion of this roadway. The Draft EIR concludes that
completion of CFF improvements north of NCC cannot be guaranteed, and that the
impact is significant and unavoidable.

Response J-14:

The commenter indicates that Mitigation Measure 3.13-16 (Impact 3.13-20) requires a
second northbound left turn lane at Claribel/Oakdale Rd as determined by the City of
Riverbank Engineer, but states that this approach is outside of the City’s jurisdiction and
should therefore be “as determined by the Stanislaus County Road Commissioner”.
The Draft EIR text has been revised to reflect determination by the Stanislaus County
Road Commissioner. Revisions to the Draft EIR are identified with Chapter 3.0, Errata,
with revision marks (underline for new text, strike out for deleted text). The following
changes were made to pages 3.13-53 and 3.13-54 of Chapter 3.13 of the Draft EIR:

Impact 3.13-20: Under Cumulative (Year 2042) conditions,
the proposed Project would result in a significant impact at
the Claribel Road / Oakdale Road intersection. (Significant
and Unavoidable)
With development of the Project, the Claribel Road / Oakdale Road intersection
will operate at LOS E. Based on the change from acceptable to unacceptable LOS,
this is a potentially significant impact.
Improving the LOS would require adding a second northbound left turn lane on
Oakdale Road and reorienting the four-lane westbound approach to provide dual
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left turns, a through lane, and a separate right turn lane. Improving the Oakdale
Road / Claribel Road intersection is not in the Riverbank impact fee program, but
the intersection is within the project area of the NCC. The second northbound
left turn lane has not been included in the NCC project as described in the Draft
EIR. With the aforementioned improvements, and contributing to the cost of the
NCC by paying regional fees to cover other intersection costs, the City’s minimum
LOS standard would be met. However, because the City of Riverbank does not
control the NCC Project, nor the regional fee program, there is no guarantee that
the improvement will be installed. Therefore, this impact would remain
significant and unavoidable.

MITIGATION MEASURE(S)
Mitigation Measure 3.13-16: Prior to approval of a Final Map or improvement
plans, each applicant in the Plan Area shall be responsible for the project’s fair
share impacts towards the cost of adding a second northbound left turn lane at
the Claribel Road / Oakdale Road intersection, as determined by the City of
Riverbank City Engineer. When warranted, the addition of a second northbound
left turn lane shall be required, to the satisfaction of the City of Riverbank City
EngineerStanislaus County Road Commissioner. When warranted, this roadway
improvement shall be noted on the improvement plans for such project.
This revision does not identify new significant environmental impacts, nor does the
revision result in substantive changes to the Draft EIR. The new information to the Draft
EIR is intended to merely clarify the information.
Response J-15:

The commenter states “The County would not take issue with the project mitigating it’s
impacts outside it’s jurisdictional boundary and therefore where the DEIR has
suggested that these impacts cannot be guaranteed outside of the City of Riverbank,
the County could enter into an agreement for improvements on County roads that are
directly impacted by the project. For instance, Mitigation Measure 3.13-2 includes
partial mitigation on a segment outside of the City of Riverbank, but inside the County
and the City of Modesto Sphere, this language and these types of mitigations can be
included for the projects immediate and direct impacts.”
This comment is noted. No further response is necessary.
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Response to Letter K:

Response K-1:

2.0-168

Scott Morgan, State of California Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning
Unit

The comment acknowledges that the City has complied with the State Clearinghouse
review requirements, pursuant to CEQA. No further response is necessary.
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Response to Letter L:
Response L-1:

2.0

Debra Hendricks, Sylvan Union School District

The commenter summarizes the number of students generated by the proposed CWSP
and the Crossroads East Specific Plan. The commenter also notes that proposed project
will require the construction of a middle and elementary school, and that the
development of a 20-acre a middle school will be the District’s first priority.
These comments are noted, and are reflected in the proposed CWSP. As noted on page
2.0-5 of Chapter 2.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Plan accommodates the
possibility for a future 10 to 12-acre elementary school as well as a 20-acre middle
school within the Plan Area. Ultimately, any development of a school on these sites is a
discretionary action by the School District. The City and the Project applicants will work
with the District relative to the development of future schools in the Plan Area.

Response L-2:

The commenter notes that the first school site is centrally located and is a preferred
location as communicated by the School District in a previous letter. The commenter
also notes that the second school site is not centrally located and is contrary to the
Plan’s assertion that schools will be planned to accommodate the concept of a
“neighborhood school”.
This comment is noted. The exact school locations shown in the Draft EIR are conceptual
and are subject to the School District accepting the site for future development of a
school facility. As shown in footnote three of Figure 2.0-8 in Chapter 2.0 of the Draft
EIR, the school locations are a placeholder within the Low Density Residential (LDR)
designation. The ultimate location of the school site would be determined by the
District in coordination with the City and applicant/property owners. A school facility
within the LDR land use is a compatible use with the residences that would be
constructed in this land use.

Response L-3:

The commenter indicates that students generated by the proposed project will not be
able to attend Crossroads Elementary School and Elizabeth Ustach Middle School
because of the lack of capacity. Instead, the commenter indicates that new students
will need to be bussed to existing schools throughout the entire district until a new
school is developed. The commenter indicates that a bussing plan should be developed
to ensure that the new students are accommodated. The commenter also indicates that
early planning for financing and building new schools is necessary to stay ahead of the
anticipated growth.
This comment is noted. The CWSP includes school sites, which is a reflection of early
plans to accommodate new schools for the new students generated by the growth. The
City and applicant will continue to work with the School District to refine and solidify
plans for new schools within the Plan Area. The financing of school facilities is beyond
the scope of a CEQA document, but it is noted that the applicant is subject to SB 50
school impact fees which are intended to pay for new school facilities. The City requires
all new development to pay mandatory school impact fees.
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The commenter references Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 and requests that, “If mitigation
measures are necessary to accommodate a centrally located schools as specified by the
City of Riverbank’s General Plan, the district respectfully requests that all mitigation
efforts are planned and agreed to prior to annexation of the property into the City of
Riverbank.”
This comment is noted. All mitigation measures presented in the EIR will become a
commitment of the project. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is included
in this Final EIR (Section 4.0), which outlines the timing of implementation.

Response L-5:

The comment summarizes the points made in the previous portions of the comment
letter. See Responses L-1 through L-4 for specific responses to each concerns and
requests.

Response L-6:

This comment serves as a conclusion to the comment letter and does not warrant a
response. No further response is necessary.
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This section includes minor edits and changes to the Draft EIR. These modifications resulted from
responses to comments received during the public review period for the Draft EIR, as well as City
staff-initiated edits to clarify language.
Revisions herein do not result in new significant environmental impacts, do not constitute
significant new information, nor do they alter the conclusions of the environmental analysis that
would warrant recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.
Other minor changes to various sections of the Draft EIR are also shown below. These changes are
provided in revision marks with underline for new text and strike out for deleted text.

3.1 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR
TOC

TABLE OF CONTENTS

No changes were made to Chapter TOC of the Draft EIR.

ES

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

No changes were made to Chapter ES of the Draft EIR.

1.0

INTRODUCTION

No changes were made to Chapter 1.0 of the Draft EIR.

2.0

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The following changes were made to page 2.0-5 of Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR:
The proposed Project includes development of up to 1,872 Low Density Residential (LDR)
units, up to 192 Medium Density Residential (MDR) units, and up to 388 High Density
Residential (HDR) units. The Project also includes up to 550,000 square feet (sf) of Mixed
Use 1 (MU-1) uses, and up to 27,000 sf of Mixed Use 2 (MU-2) uses. It is noted that
development in MU-1 could consist of a maximum of 550,000 sf of retail uses and no
residential uses, or up to 350 units of residential uses and 360,000 sf of retail uses. The
CWSP is designed to provide flexibility, so there are various other hypothetical
combinations of retail and residential development, but not more than the maximum
density presented would be allowed without an amendment approved by the City.
Additionally, the proposed Project would increase the size of the existing 11-acre Regional
Park, the Riverbank Sports Complex, to approximately 22 acres. The plan accommodates
the possibility for a future 10 to 12-acre elementary school, as well as a possible future 20
acre middle school, and a possible future location for a one- to two-acre west Riverbank
fire station within the Plan Area. The proposed Project would provide approximately 42
acres of park, open space, and Regional Sports Park uses.
The following changes were made to page 2.0-6 of Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR:
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The Project also includes a request for approval of General Plan Amendments, Specific
Plan, pre-zoning, and annexation of the entire Project site, Development Agreements,
Tentative Parcel Maps, and Conditions of Approval for the MU-1 area. The developers of
the MU-1 “Mixed Use” area have concurrently filed an application for a Development
Agreement, Tentative Map and Preliminary Development Plan to be considered as part of
the approval action. The proposed land use designations are shown in Figures 2.0-7a and
2.0-7b, respectively. The CWSP land use plan proposes three categories of residential land
uses: LDR, Low Density Residential; MDR, Medium Density Residential; and HDR, High
Density Residential. These residential designations provide varying densities that will
ensure a mix of housing types and styles across the Plan Area. All future development
within the residential land use categories will be subject to Design Review Approval to
ensure consistency with the Design Guidelines and Development Standards set forth in the
Crossroads West Specific Plan. The Conceptual Land Use Plan in Figure 2.0-8 identifies
locations for such land uses. It is expected that within the LDR areas, a ten- to twelve-acre
elementary school site will be provided as well as a fire station site to be located near the
corner of Crawford and Oakdale Road.
The land use plan as proposed suggests residential development of between 1,539 to
2,852 residential units. For LDR, the CWSP assumes between 1,170 and 1,872 units on 234
acres, assuming a buildout at between 5 and 8 du/ac, after removing parks, schools, and
collector and arterial road rights-of-way. For MDR, the CWSP assumes between 96 and 192
units on 12 acres, based upon a buildout of between 8 and 16 du/ac. Some MDR density
development would be allowed in the LDR areas, although they would need to fall within
the total LDR number unit range. The total number of allowed residential units for the
entire project cannot exceed the average density assumptions described below. For HDR,
the CWSP assumes between 248 and 388 units on 15.5 acres, based upon a buildout at
between 16 to 25 du/ac. It is noted that the CWSP is designed to provide maximum
flexibility for design and response to market demands, so there are various other
hypothetical combinations of residential development.
Additionally, the proposed mixed-use areas (MU-1 and MU-2) provide opportunities for
retail development, office/commercial development, as well as some residential uses. The
largest concentration of retail development will be located at the southern end of the Plan
Area at the intersection of Oakdale Road and Claribel Road and is identified as MU-1
property. The MU-1 property consists of approximately 54+/- acres of land intended for
mixed use development, including without limitation which as provided in the CWSP may
include commercial, retail, office, hospitality, entertainment, recreation, residential,
restaurants, neighborhood and regional commercial and/or other uses permitted within
the MU-1 designation. (See CWSP, Table 2.0-3.) Under the CWSP, the MU-1 property is
designed to provide flexibility to allow: (i) the MU-1 property to be developed as a phased
developmentin phases; (ii) residents, occupants, and future tenants of the MU-1 property
to be integrated within a regional and/or neighborhood commercial center and/or other
MU-1 uses permitted under the CWSP so that the development remains viable as market
conditions may change throughout the proposed 19-year buildout period; (iii) for potential
3.0-2
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future and/or additional retail and/or other permitted uses at the MU-1 Property going
forward; and (iviii) the development of the best possible project at the MU-1 property for
long-term implementation of the CWSP. At maximum development intensity, the buildout
of the 54-acre MU-1 property could reach an average commercial FAR of 0.35, resulting in
approximately 550,000 sf of commercial MU-1 development. Alternatively, at maximum
development intensity, subareas within the MU-1 property could be developed with up to
approximately 350 residential dwelling units and up to 360,000 sf of commercial MU-1
development, although subareas of commercial development could have individually
higher FARs, and if residential development is horizontally or vertically integrated into a
commercial area, the area of residential development will not be calculated into the
Commercial FAR. If residential development is vertically integrated into a commercial area,
such residential development would not be calculated into the retail/commercial FAR. This
Draft EIR evaluates the MU-1 Property at maximum development intensity of 550,000
square feet of retail/commercial to provide a reasonably conservative assessment of the
environmental effects of development of the MU-1 Property. In addition, the EIR’s traffic
impact analysis evaluates an alternative scenario where up to 350 residential dwelling
units could be constructed through horizontal or vertical integration in small development
subareas at low-, medium-, or high-density intensities and up to 360,000 square feet of
retail/commercial development occur at the MU-1 Property.
The following changes were made to page 2.0-7 of Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR:
Project buildout would be implemented in phases, based on future market conditions over
an approximateestimated 19-year period, through a series of future tract and parcel maps.
The phasing plan identified in Chapter 9 of the CWSP will ensure timely completion of
public facilities and improvements that coincide with each development. The phasing plan
will also ensure that each phase of development has the infrastructure necessary to meet
the demands of new construction. At this time, it is anticipated that the regional MU-1
property will develop first followed by various areas of residential and MU-2, which are
located north of MID Lateral No. 6. This phasing represents only today’sthe City’s best
estimate as to how the CWSP could be phaseddeveloped and should not be construed as a
final phasing plan. Project, as project development would be influenced by several factors,
including general economic conditions, demographics, occupancy rates, construction
schedule, construction costs, the emergence of other competitive projects, and possible
changes in the regional infrastructure and public facilities, including the possibility of the
North County Corridor (NCC) Project1, which is being administered by Stanislaus County.

1

The North County Corridor Project (McHenry Ave easterly to SR-120) is a high-priority project for Stanislaus
County, its communities and the growing urbanized cities of Modesto, Oakdale, and Riverbank. The purpose
of the project is to ultimately build a west-east roadway that would improve regional network circulation,
relieve existing traffic congestion, reduce traffic delay, accommodate future traffic, benefit commerce and
enhance safety. Funding for the project is being provided by regional transportation impact fees and the
state funding that was once part of the cancelled state Oakdale Bypass project. (See
http://www.dot.ca.gov/d10/x-project-sr108northcountycorridor.html)
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These phases have been designed, to the extent feasible, for independent utility and
development. Project conditions of approval, applicable MMRP requirements,
development agreement, and tentative maps for development of the MU-1 area, in
conjunction with this Specific Plan, are included and the impacts relevant thereto are
analyzed in this EIR. At the time of development for each phase the City will develop
conditions of approval to identify the infrastructure required, and determine which
mitigation measures apply to that phase of the project, and to what extent.
Table 2.0-3 provides a summary of the land uses proposed for the CWSP. In addition to
Since the proposed residential portion of the CWSP would not likely buildout to the
maximum allowed densities, this EIR assumes average densities are achieved; for example,
6.5 du/ac for the LDR areas (1,521 units), 12 du/ac for the MDR areas (144 units), 20 du/ac
for the HDR areas (310 units), up to 350 units for the MU-1 area and up to 38 units for the
MU-2 area. If additional residential units are proposed above the assumed average density
discussed, such modification would require that an amendment be approved by the City.
Such amendment would require a modification to this environmental document.

3.1

AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES

No changes were made to Chapter 3.1 of the Draft EIR.

3.2

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

No changes were made to Chapter 3.2 of the Draft EIR.

3.3

AIR QUALITY

No changes were made to Chapter 3.3 of the Draft EIR.

3.4

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The following changes were made to pages 3.4-25 and 3.4-26 of Chapter 3.4 of the Draft EIR:
Mitigation Measure 3.4-4: The project proponent shall implement the following measures
to avoid or minimize impacts on Swainson’s hawk:

3.0-4

•

No more than 30 days before the commencement of construction, a qualified
biologist shall perform preconstruction surveys for nesting Swainson’s hawk and
other raptors during the nesting season (February 1 through August 31).

•

Appropriate buffers shall be established and maintained around active nest sites
during construction activities to avoid nest failure as a result of project activities.
The appropriate size and shape of the buffers shall be determined by a qualified
biologist, in coordination with CDFW, and may vary depending on the nest
location, nest stage, and construction activity. The buffers may be adjusted if a
qualified biologist determines it would not be likely to adversely affect the nest.
Monitoring shall be conducted to confirm that project activity is not resulting in
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detectable adverse effects on nesting birds or their young. No project activity shall
commence within the buffer areas until a qualified biologist has determined that
the young have fledged or the nest site is otherwise no longer in use.
•

Before the commencement of construction, the project proponent shall provide
compensatory mitigation for the permanent loss of Swainson's hawk foraging
habitat. Mitigation shall be at the CDFW specified ratios, which are based on
distance to nests. The Plan Area’s distance to the closest nest currently falls within
the range of “within 5 miles of an active nest tree but greater than 1 mile from the
nest tree.” As such, the Project shall currently be responsible for 0.75 acres of each
acre of urban development authorized (0-75:1 ratio). The project proponent shall
either provide lands protected through fee title acquisition or conservation
easement (acceptable to the CDFW) on agricultural lands or other suitable habitats
which provide foraging habitat for Swainson's hawk.

The following change was made to page 3.4-29 of Chapter 3.4 of the Draft EIR:
Mitigation Measure 3.4-7: If construction activities would disturb a ditch/canal/basin
within the Plan Area, the property owner/applicant proposing the activity shall verify with
that the facility qualifies under the agricultural ditch exemption. If the facilities do not
qualify for the exemption and are determined to be jurisdictional by the regulatory
agencies, any fill activity would require authorization for fill from the regulatory agencies
(USACE-404 permit, RWQCB-401 certification, 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement). All
requirements of a permit shall be adhered to throughout the construction phase.

3.5

CULTURAL AND TRIBAL RESOURCES

No changes were made to Chapter 3.5 of the Draft EIR.

3.6

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

No changes were made to Chapter 3.6 of the Draft EIR.

3.7

GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE

No changes were made to Chapter 3.7 of the Draft EIR.

3.8

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

No changes were made to Chapter 3.8 of the Draft EIR.

3.9

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

No changes were made to Chapter 3.9 of the Draft EIR.

3.10

LAND USE, POPULATION, AND HOUSING

No changes were made to Chapter 3.10 of the Draft EIR.
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NOISE

No changes were made to Chapter 3.11 of the Draft EIR.

3.12

PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION

The following change was made to page 3.12-21 of Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR:
It is noted, however, that development of school facilitiesa fire station within the proposed
Plan Area would contribute to significant and unavoidable impacts related to aesthetics
(Impacts 3.1-1 and 4.2), agricultural resources (Impacts 3.2-1 and 4.4), air quality (Impacts
3.3-1,3.3-2, and 4.5), greenhouse gases (Impacts 3.7-1,3.7-2, and 4.9), noise (Impacts 3.113 and 4.17), and transportation and circulation (Impacts 3.13-1, 3.13-2, 3.13-5, 3.13-6,
3.13-7, 3.13-8, 3.13-10, 3.13-15, 3.13-16, 3.13-17, 3.13-18, 3.13-20, 3.13-22, 3.13-23, 3.1324, 3.13-25, 3.13-26, 3.13-27, 3.13-28, 4.17, 4.19, 4.20, 4.21, 4.23, 4.25, 4.26, 4.27, 4.28,
4.29, 4.30, and 4.31). Therefore, consistent with the analysis included in this Draft EIR,
impacts related to constructing new school facilities to serve the proposed Project are
considered significant and unavoidable.

3.13

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

The following change was made to page 3.13-1 of Chapter 3.13 of the Draft EIR:

S TUDY A REA R OADWAYS

AND I NTERSECTIONS

Two major streets front the Plan Area:
Claribel Road is a major east-west arterial that extends easterly from an intersection on
McHenry Avenue (SR 108) past the Plan Area along the south side of Riverbank into rural
Stanislaus County beyond Oakdale-Waterford Highway. The Stanislaus County General
Plan Circulation Element identified Claribel Road as a Minor Arterial in the areas that are
not within the future NCC alignment. Claribel Road is designated an Arterial in the
Riverbank General Plan Circulation Element. Claribel Road is currently a four-lane facility
from McHenry Avenue to Oakdale Road, but between Oakdale Road and Squire Wells
Way, the north side has been widened to its ultimate four-lane width. The posted speed
limit is 45 miles per hour (mph).
The following change was made to page 3.13-3 of Chapter 3.13 of the Draft EIR:
Future North County Corridor (NCC). Future plans for regional circulation in this area of
Stanislaus County involve the development of bypass routes to reduce traffic on existing
state routes and other major facilities. The NCC Expressway is expected to link SR 99 in
northern Modesto with SR 120/108 east of Oakdale. The NCC is identified in the Riverbank
General Plan Element, Stanislaus County General Plan Circulation Element, and the NCC’s
EIR for this two-lane / six-lane facility was available for public review as the CWSP traffic
study was being prepared. The alignment of NCC has not been adopted. NCC alternative
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alignments all make use of a similar route across the southern Riverbank – Northern
Modesto area, and four alternatives for the area east of Riverbank and east of Oakdale are
being evaluated in the EIR. The NCC will become State Route 108 when completed.
The following changes were made to pages 3.13-7 and 3.13-8 of Chapter 3.13 of the Draft EIR:

S TANISLAUS C OUNTY F ACILITIES
Service levels for roadways in Stanislaus County are determined by comparing traffic
volumes for selected roadway segments with the daily LOS capacity thresholds. These
thresholds are shown in Table 3.13-3 and were developed for the Stanislaus County
Circulation Element (Dowling Associates Inc., November 2005). The Stanislaus County
thresholds are much lower than the City of Riverbank thresholds. This is due to the rural
nature of Stanislaus County roadways. Rural roadway capacities are based on different
characteristics than urban roadways, such as amount of time spent following another
vehicle.
TABLE 3.13-3: STANISLAUS COUNTY ROADWAY SEGMENTS – LOS CRITERIA
FACILITY TYPE
2-lane Collector – Rural Minor
2-lane Collector – Rural Major
4-lane Collector – Rural Major
2-lane Arterial
4-lane Arterial – Rural Minor
4-lane Arterial – Rural Principal

LOS A

MAXIMUM DAILY VOLUME
LOS B
LOS C
LOS D

LOS E

700
700
5,600
1,400
12,000
10,080
15,000

1,900
1,900
9,400
3,800
20,000
16,520
25,000

10,000
10,000
20,000
20,000
40,000
36,000
50,000

3,400
3,400
13,200
6,800
28,000
23,760
35,000

5,900
5,900
15,800
11,800
33,600
28,440
42,000

SOURCE: TRAFFIC ANALYSIS OF STANISLAUS COUNTY CIRCULATION ELEMENT (DOWLING ASSOCIATES INC, NOVEMBER
2005). STANISLAUS COUNTY GENERAL PLAN CIRCULATION ELEMENT (AUGUST 23, 2016).

The following changes were made to pages 3.13-13 and 3.13-14 of Chapter 3.13 of the Draft EIR:

E XISTING R OADWAY S EGMENT LOS
Current daily and peak hour traffic volumes on key roadway segments in the vicinity of the
Plan Area were compared to adopted LOS thresholds. The results are presented in Table
3.13-6.
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TABLE 3.13-6: ROADWAY SEGMENT OPERATIONS – EXISTING CONDITIONS
ROADWAY

LOCATION

Coffee Rd

Oakdale Rd

Roselle Ave

LOS

2-lane Rural

1,965 vph 205 vph

B

Coffee Rd to Oakdale Rd

2-lane Rural

Riverbank

1,965 vph

42 vph

A

Oakdale Rd to Squire Wells Rd

2-lane Collector

Riverbank

4,890

C

McHenry Ave to Coffee Rd

4-lane Arterial

County

20,080

C

Coffee Rd to Oakdale Rd

4-lane Arterial

Riverbank

12,900
40,000
36,000
33,400

19,720

B

Oakdale Rd to Roselle Ave

2-lane Arterial

Riverbank

15,700

14,250

D

Roselle Ave to Claus Rd

2-lane Arterial

Riverbank

15,700

10,930

C

Patterson Rd to Morrill Rd

2-lane Rural

Riverbank

1,965 vph 330 vph

C

Morrill Rd to Crawford Rd

2-lane Rural

Riverbank

1,965 vph 442 vph

C

Crawford Rd to Claribel Rd

2-lane Rural

Riverbank

C

Claribel Rd to Claratina Ave

2-lane Arterial

Modesto

Patterson Road to Morrill Rd

4-lane Arterial

Riverbank

1,965 vph 476 vph
750 vph 507 vph
(one way)
33,400
13,790

Morrill Rd to Crawford Rd

2-lane Arterial

Riverbank

Crawford Rd to Claribel Rd

4-lane Arterial

Riverbank

33,400

17,510

Claribel Rd to Claratina Ave

2-lane Arterial

Modesto

750 vph

861 vph

1.15

F

Claribel Rd to Claratina Ave

2-lane Arterial

Modesto

750 vph

488 vph

0.65

B

Oakdale Rd to Jackson Ave

Claribel Rd

V/C

Coffee Rd to Oakdale Rd

Patterson Rd
Coffee Rd to Oakdale Rd
(SR 108)

Crawford Rd

CURRENT
VOL.

Caltrans /
County
Caltrans /
Riverbank
Caltrans /
Riverbank
Riverbank

McHenry Ave to Coffee Rd

Morrill Rd

CLASSIFICATION JURISDICTION MAX. VOL.
2-lane Arterial
2-lane Arterial
4-lane Arterial

20,000

14,100

E

15,700

15,600

E

33,400

16,700

B

15,700

0.68

B
B

13,620

D
B

NOTES: BOLD INDICATES UNACCEPTABLE OPERATIONS; V/C = VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY RATIO.
SOURCE: KDANDERSON & ASSOCIATES, 2018.

While most roadways carry volumes that satisfy the applicable minimum LOS goal, three
segments operate with unacceptable LOS:
•

•

The two-lane segment of Patterson Road west of Riverbank from McHenry Avenue
to Hot Springs Lane operates at LOS FE. This exceeds Stanislaus County and City of
Riverbank minimum standards. A four-lane roadway would be needed to deliver
the minimum LOS. The City of Riverbank mitigation fee program includes funds for
this work, but no construction in this area is currently programmed.
In Modesto, the two-lane segment of Oakdale Road south of Claribel Road carries
a directional peak hour volume (p.m. northbound) that is indicative of LOS F under
the City’s General Plan thresholds. A four-lane section would be needed to deliver
the minimum LOS today, and this roadway is included in the City of Modesto’s
Capital Facilities Fees (CFF) program as a six-lane major arterial street.

The following change was made to page 3.13-24 of Chapter 3.13 of the Draft EIR:
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Public Facilities Fee Program / Regional Traffic Impact Fee
Development in Stanislaus County and its incorporated cities pay fees toward the cost of
circulation system improvements of regional benefit through the Public Facilities Fee (PFF)
program’s Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF). The PFF was last published in
September 2017. The planned update to the Stanislaus County Public Facilities Fee have
yet to be adopted. The draft regional fees project list is shown in Table 3.13-12.
The North County Corridor (NCC) is a project that is included for funding in the PFF
program. However, the PFF is only one source of funds that would be needed to compete
the NCC, as federal and state funds are also needed.
The following changes were made to page 3.13-27 of Chapter 3.13 of the Draft EIR:
Intersections. A significant Project impact is defined to occur at a signalized or unsignalized intersection if the addition of Project traffic causes either of the following:
•
•

An intersection operating at an acceptable level (LOS DC or better) to degrade to
an unacceptable level (LOS ED or worse).
An increase in control delay of more than five seconds at an approach/movement
at a signalized or un-signalized intersection that currently operates at an
unacceptable level.

The following changes were made to page 3.13-31 of Chapter 3.13 of the Draft EIR:
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TABLE 3.13-16: ROADWAY SEGMENT OPERATIONS – EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS
ROADWAY

Patterson Rd
(SR 108)

Morrill Rd

LOCATION
McHenry Ave to Coffee Rd
Coffee Rd to Oakdale Rd
Oakdale Rd to Jackson Ave
Coffee Rd to NS Collector
NS Collector to Oakdale Rd

Claribel Rd

Coffee Rd

1,965 vph

V/C

LOS

14,100
-15,600
16,700

1.41 0.71
-0.99

E
-E
B

1,350

205 vph

LOS

80
1,750

15,450
15,400
15,680
18,450

1.550.77
0.43
1.00
0.55

FE
B
E

B

419 vph

624 vph

0.32

D

12,900

1,770

--

3,480

5,250

0.41

C

1,965 vph

42 vph

A

0 vph

42 vph

0.02

A

2-lane Collector

12,900

580

C

3,680

4,260

0.33

C

Oakdale Rd to Squire Wells Rd 2-lane Collector

12,900

NS Collector to Oakdale Rd

4,890

C

350

5,240

0.41

C

McHenry Ave to Coffee Rd

4-lane Arterial 40,00036,000

20,080

C

9,630

29,710

0.750.83

DE

Coffee Rd to NS Collector

4-lane Arterial

33,400

19,720

--

10,850

30,570

0.83

D

NS Collector to Oakdale Rd

4-lane Arterial

33,400

19,720

B

5,800

25,520

0.75

C

Oakdale Rd to Roselle Ave

2-lane Arterial

15,700

14,250

D

5,525

19,775

1.26

F

Roselle Ave to Claus Rd

--

2-lane Arterial

15,700

10,930

C

4,250

15,180

0.98

E

Patterson Rd to Morrill Rd

2-lane Rural

1,965 vph

330 vph

C

140 vph

470vph

0.24

C

Morrill Rd to Crawford Rd

2-lane Rural

1,965 vph

442 vph

C

294 vph

736 vph

0.37

D

Crawford Rd to Claribel Rd

2-lane Rural
2-lane Arterial
4-lane Arterial

1,965 vph
750 vph
1,500 vph

476 vph
507 vph
--

C
B
--

294 vph
231 vph
231 vph

732 vph (1)
738 vph
738 vph

0.37
0.98
0.50

D
E
A

Patterson Road to Morrill Rd

4-lane Arterial

33,400

13,790

B

2,620

16,405

0.49

B

Morrill Rd to Crawford Rd

2-lane Arterial
4-lane Arterial

15,700
--

13,620
--

D
--

5,250
5,075

18,870
18,870

1.20
0.56

F
B

4-lane Arterial
2-lane Arterial
4-lane Arterial
2-lane Arterial

33,400
750 vph
1,500 vph
750 vph

17,510
861 vph
-488 vph

B
F
-B

9,990
262 vph

27,500
1,123 vph
1,123 vph
547 vph

0.82
1.50
0.75
0.73

C
F
C
C

Crawford Rd to Claribel Rd
Claribel Rd to Claratina Ave

Roselle Ave

2-lane Rural

VOL.

2-lane Rural

Claribel Rd to Claratina Ave

Oakdale Rd

2-lane Arterial 10,00020,000
4-lane Arterial
36,000
2-lane Arterial
15,700
4-lane Arterial
33,400

EXISTING + PROJECT
VOLUME
V/C
PROJECT ONLY TOTAL

2-lane Collector

Coffee Rd to Project
Crawford Rd

EXISTING

CLASSIFICATION MAX. VOL.

Claribel Rd to Claratina Ave

0.68
--

--

1.15
-0.65

59 vph

NOTES: BOLD INDICATES UNACCEPTABLE OPERATIONS. (1) WITH PROJECT TRAFFIC PEAK VOLUME IS PM PEAK HOUR; V/C = VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY RATIO.
SOURCE: KDANDERSON & ASSOCIATES, 2018.
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The following changes were made to pages 3.13-34 and 3.13-35 of Chapter 3.13 of the Draft EIR:

Impact 3.13-5: Under Existing conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant impact at the segment of Patterson
Road from McHenry Avenue to Coffee Road. (Significant and
Unavoidable)
Under the Existing Plus Project condition, the two-lane segments of Patterson Road from
McHenry Avenue to Coffee Road would to continue to operate with a LOS that exceeds the
County / Caltrans minimum LOS C standard. Because conditions exceed the adopted
standard with and without the Project, the significance of the Project’s impact is based on
the incremental change in the v/c ratio. In this case, the difference is 0.140.07, which
exceeds the 0.05 increment permitted under County guidelines. This is a potentially
significant impact.
Improving the LOS in this area requires widening SR 108 to four lanes. This improvement
is addressed by the City of Riverbank Impact Fee program. As with any improvement
implemented by a fee program, the possibility exists that short-term impacts may occur as
the City of Riverbank and Caltrans assemble the funds needed to complete the widening.
With implementation of the following mitigation, operations at this segment would
improve. However, because improvements to this location are subject to Caltrans’
approval process regarding design and installation, improvements may not be installed
before the impact occurs. Because there is no guarantee regarding the timing of
installation, the impact is significant and unavoidable.

MITIGATION MEASURE(S)
Mitigation Measure 3.13-4: Prior to issuance of any Building Permits for each project in
the Plan Area, each project applicant shall pay the applicable City of Riverbank Impact Fee
towards widening of SR 108 to four-lanes in order to satisfy their fair share obligation.

Impact 3.13-6: Under Existing conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant impact at the segment of Claribel Road
from McHenry Avenue to Coffee Road. (Significant and Unavoidable)
Under the Existing Plus Project condition, the segment of Claribel Road from McHenry
Avenue to Coffee Road would operate at LOS E. Because the Project will cause the
minimum LOS standard to be exceeded, this impact is potentially significant.
Improving the LOS in this area would either require widening Claribel Road to six lanes
from McHenry Avenue to Coffee Road, or creating additional parallel east-west capacity to
reduce the volume of traffic on Claribel Road. While the Project could contribute funds as
a fair share towards widening Claribel Road to six-lanes as far as Coffee Road, there is no
other source of funds to complete this work. The future NCC will widen a portion of
Claribel Road and will also provide parallel east-west capacity, and this improvement is
included in the County’s RTIF. RTIF fees are a portion of the long-term funding needed to
complete the NCC, and federal and State funding is also needed. As with any regional
3.0-11
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improvement, short-term impacts may occur during the period prior to completion of the
NCC. Because the NCC is already included in the adopted RTIF program, payment of the
adopted fees would mitigate the Project impact. However, because the City of Riverbank
does not control the County RTIF program, and because funding to complete the NCC is
uncertain, there is no guarantee that the NCC will be constructed in time to mitigate the
Project impact. Even with implementation of the following mitigation, the proposed
Project would have a significant and unavoidable impact.

MITIGATION MEASURE(S)
Mitigation Measure 3.13-5: Prior to issuance of any Building Permits for each project in
the Plan Area, each project applicant shall pay the applicable County RTIF fee towards
construction of the North County Corridor Connector in order to satisfy their fair share
obligation.

Impact 3.13-7: Under Existing conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant impact at the segment of Claribel Road
from Oakdale Road to Claus Road. (Significant and Unavoidable)
Under the Existing Plus Project condition, the two-lane segments of Claribel Road from
Oakdale Road to Claus Road would operate at LOS F with the addition of Project trips,
which exceeds the City of Riverbanks’ minimum LOS D standard. Because the Project will
cause the minimum LOS standard to be exceeded, this is a potentially significant impact.
Improving the LOS in this area would either require widening Claribel Road to four lanes,
or creating additional parallel east-west capacity to reduce the volume of traffic on Claribel
Road. Widening Claribel Road is included in the City of Riverbank Impact Fee program.
The NCC would provide parallel east-west capacity, and this improvement is included in
the County’s RTIF program. However, RTIF is only one source of NCC Funding, and state
and federal funds will also be needed to complete the project. As with any regional
improvement, short term impacts may occur during the period prior to completion of
programmed improvements.
Because the widening Claribel Road is already included in the City of Riverbank Impact Fee
program and the NCC is already included in the adopted County RTIF program, paying the
adopted fees would mitigate the Project’s impact. However, because the City of Riverbank
does not control the Country RTIF program, and because funding for NCC is not secured,
there is no guarantee that the NCC will be constructed in time to mitigate the Project
impact. Even with implementation of the following mitigation, the proposed Project would
have a significant and unavoidable impact.

MITIGATION MEASURE(S)
Mitigation Measure 3.13-6. Prior to issuance of Building Permits for the Project, each
project applicant in the Plan Area shall pay the applicable City of Riverbank Impact Fee and
County RTIF fee towards the improvement of Claribel Road from Oakdale Road to Claus
Road in order to satisfy their fair share obligation.
3.0-12
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The following changes were made to page 3.13-37 of Chapter 3.13 of the Draft EIR:

Impact 3.13-10: Under Existing conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant impact at the segment of Oakdale Road
between Claribel Road and Claratina Avenue, located in the City of
Modesto. (Significant and Unavoidable)
Under the Existing Plus Project condition, the two-lane section of Oakdale Road between
Claribel Road and Claratina Avenue in the City of Modesto would operate at LOS F.
Because LOS F exceeds the City of Modesto’s minimum LOS D standard, and Project trips
would increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.05, this is a potentially significant impact.
Improving the LOS in this area would require improving Oakdale Road to Modesto’s fourlane arterial street standard. This improvement is included in the City of Modesto’s CFF
traffic impact fee program. However, development in the City of Riverbank does not
contribute Modesto CFF fees. This area is also within the project limits of the NCC, and the
limited portion of Oakdale Road within the NCC Footprint Oakdale Road is likely to be
widened with this improvement project funded via CFF fees. Because no mechanism
exists for the Project to contribute to the cost of improvements in the City of Modesto,
and because the City of Riverbank does not control the RTIF or Modesto CFF program,
there is no guarantee that the City of Modesto would allocate CFF funds to this
improvement. As such, because installation cannot be assured by the City of Riverbank,
this impact would be significant and unavoidable.
The following changes were made to page 3.13-38 of Chapter 3.13 of the Draft EIR:
Pedestrian and bicycle activity would occur as development in the Plan Area proceeds, and
the proposed improvements are consistent with the StanCOG Non-Motorized
Transportation Master Plan. The proposed alternative transportation circulation is shown
in Figure 2.0-10 in Section 2.0, Project Description. The CWSP identifies the locations of
Class II bike lanes on Morrill Road, Crawford Road, Coffee Road, Oakdale Road, and on a
portion of the new N-S Collector. Class I bike trails are planned along Oakdale Road, the
new N-S Collector, the MID Main Canal at the north end of the Plan Area and along MID
Lateral #6 to the south. These facilities would be linked by a trail on western Morrill Road
and on the N-S Collector. A Class I trail is also planned along Claribel Road. Ultimately,
pedestrian facilities would be created along the frontage of future development associated
with the Project. Thus, the Project does not interfere with the implementation of the
planned bicycle and pedestrian system.
The following changes were made to page 3.13-43 of Chapter 3.13 of the Draft EIR:
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TABLE 3.13-20: ROADWAY SEGMENT OPERATIONS – EPAP PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS
ROADWAY

Patterson Rd
(SR 108)
Morrill Rd

Crawford Rd

Claribel Rd

Coffee Rd

Oakdale Rd

Roselle Ave

LOCATION

EPAP

CLASSIFICATION MAX. VOL.
VOL.

V/C

LOS

EPAP + PROJECT
VOLUME
V/C
PROJECT ONLY TOTAL

LOS

McHenry Ave to Coffee Rd

2-lane Arterial 10,00020,000

14,360

1.440.71

FE

1,350

15,710

1.570.78

FE

Coffee Rd to Oakdale Rd

2-lane Arterial

15,725

1.00

E

80

15,805

1.01

E

Oakdale Rd to Jackson Ave

4-lane Arterial

33,400

16,990

B

1,750

18,740

0.56

B

Coffee Rd to NS Collector

2-lane Rural

1,965 vph

205 vph

B

419 vph

624 vph

0.32

D

15,700

NS Collector to Oakdale Rd

2-lane Collector

12,900

1,770

--

3,480

5,250

0.41

C

Coffee Rd to Project

2-lane Collector

1,965 vph

42 vph

C

0 vph

42 vph

0.02

A

NS Collector to Oakdale Rd

2-lane Collector

12,900

580

C

3,680

4,260

0.33

C

Oakdale Rd to Squire Wells Rd 2-lane Collector

12,900

4,890

C

350

5,240

0.41

C

McHenry Ave to Coffee Rd

4-lane Arterial 40,00036,000

20,570

C

9,630

31,200

0.760.83

DE

Coffee Rd to NS Collector

4-lane Arterial

33,400

20,235

B

10,850

31,085

0.83

C

NS Collector to Oakdale Rd

4-lane Arterial

33,400

20,210

B

5,800

26,020

0.75

C

Oakdale Rd to Roselle Ave

2-lane Arterial

15,700

14,920

E

5,525

20,445

1.30

F

Roselle Ave to Claus Rd

2-lane Arterial

15,700

11,550

C

4,250

15,800

1.01

F

Patterson Rd to Morrill Rd

2-lane Rural

1,965 vph

330 vph

C

140 vph

470 vph

0.24

C

Morrill Rd to Crawford Rd

2-lane Rural

1,965 vph

442 vph

C

294vph

736 vph

0.37

D

Crawford Rd to Claribel Rd

2-lane Rural

1,965 vph

476 vph

C

294 ph

734 vph (1)

0.37

D

Claribel Rd to Claratina Ave

2-lane Arterial

750 vph

512 vph

B

231 vph

743 vph

0.99

E

Patterson Road to Morrill Rd

4-lane Arterial

33,400

13,950

B

2,620

16,570

0.49

B

Morrill Rd to Crawford Rd

4-lane Arterial

33,400

13,840

B

5,250

19,090

0.57

B

Crawford Rd to Claribel Rd

4-lane Arterial

33,400

17,690

B

9,990

27,680

0.83

C

Claribel Rd to Claratina Ave

2-lane Arterial

750 vph

934 vph

1.2.5

F

262 vph

1,196vph

1.59

F

Claribel Rd to Claratina Ave

2-lane Arterial

750 vph

496 vph

0.66

B

59 vph

555 vph

0.73

C

0.68

NOTES: BOLD INDICATES UNACCEPTABLE OPERATIONS. (1) WITH PROJECT TRAFFIC PEAK VOLUME IS PM PEAK HOUR; V/C = VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY RATIO.
SOURCE: KDANDERSON & ASSOCIATES, 2017
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The following changes were made to pages 3.13-46 and 3.13-47 of Chapter 3.13 of the Draft EIR:

Impact 3.13-15: Under EPAP conditions, the proposed Project would
result in a significant impact at the McHenry Avenue / Kiernan
Avenue / Claribel Avenue intersection. (Significant and
Unavoidable)
Under the EPAP Plus Project conditions, the McHenry Avenue / Kiernan Avenue / Claribel
Avenue intersection would operate at LOS E. Based on the change to an unacceptable
LOS, this is a potentially significant impact.
Improving the LOS at this intersection would require additional intersection capacity, and
the NCC project includes improvements to this location. Absent the NCC, a second
westbound left turn lane on Claribel Avenue would yield LOS D, which would satisfy the
minimum LOS D requirement. However, while the CWSP could theoretically contribute its
fair share to the cost of this improvement, there is no mechanism in place to collect the
balance of the funds needed for this improvement. The NCC is included in the County’s
RTIF, although NCC funds are only one source of the overall funding needed to complete
the NCC. As with any regional improvement, short term impacts may occur during the
period prior to completion of the NCC. However, because the City of Riverbank does not
control the Regional Fee program, funding for the NCC is not secure and funding for other
alternative intersection improvement has not been identified, there is no guarantee that
the NCC or other improvements will be constructed in time to mitigate the project impact.
The Project applicant would be required to pay the fair share fee towards the NCC project.
Because installation cannot be assured by the City of Riverbank, this impact would be
significant and unavoidable.

MITIGATION MEASURE(S)
Mitigation Measure 3.13-13: Prior to issuance of Building Permits for each project in the
Plan Area, each project applicant shall pay the applicable County RTIF fee towards
construction of the North County Corridor Connector in order to satisfy their fair share
obligation.
The following change was made to page 3.13-49 of Chapter 3.13 of the Draft EIR:
The NCC project included the following study area improvements:
•
•

3.0-15

Realignment of Claribel Road west of CWSP along a new alignment to Coffee Road,
with improvements to Coffee Road between the NCC and Claribel Road.
Realignment of Claribel Road east of Roselle Avenue over the BN&SF to a new
intersection on Claus Road.
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It is important to note that NCC funding will be provided by a combination of RTIF funds
collected from new development, as well as federal and state funds. While funding for
NCC has not yet been secured and cannot be guaranteed in the short term, its completion
by 2042 is reasonably foreseeable.
The following changes were made to pages 3.13-53 and 3.13-54 of Chapter 3.13 of the Draft EIR:

Impact 3.13-20: Under Cumulative (Year 2042) conditions, the
proposed Project would result in a significant impact at the Claribel
Road / Oakdale Road intersection. (Significant and Unavoidable)
With development of the Project, the Claribel Road / Oakdale Road intersection will
operate at LOS E. Based on the change from acceptable to unacceptable LOS, this is a
potentially significant impact.
Improving the LOS would require adding a second northbound left turn lane on Oakdale
Road and reorienting the four-lane westbound approach to provide dual left turns, a
through lane, and a separate right turn lane. Improving the Oakdale Road / Claribel Road
intersection is not in the Riverbank impact fee program, but the intersection is within the
project area of the NCC. The second northbound left turn lane has not been included in
the NCC project as described in the Draft EIR. With the aforementioned improvements,
and contributing to the cost of the NCC by paying regional fees to cover other intersection
costs, the City’s minimum LOS standard would be met. However, because the City of
Riverbank does not control the NCC Project, nor the regional fee program, there is no
guarantee that the improvement will be installed. Therefore, this impact would remain
significant and unavoidable.

MITIGATION MEASURE(S)
Mitigation Measure 3.13-16: Prior to approval of a Final Map or improvement plans, each
applicant in the Plan Area shall be responsible for the project’s fair share impacts towards
the cost of adding a second northbound left turn lane at the Claribel Road / Oakdale Road
intersection, as determined by the City of Riverbank City Engineer. When warranted, the
addition of a second northbound left turn lane shall be required, to the satisfaction of the
City of Riverbank City EngineerStanislaus County Road Commissioner. When warranted,
this roadway improvement shall be noted on the improvement plans for such project.
The following changes were made to page 3.13-56 of Chapter 3.13 of the Draft EIR:
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TABLE 3.13-24: ROADWAY SEGMENT OPERATIONS – CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS
ROADWAY

Patterson Rd
(SR 108)
Morrill Rd
Crawford Rd

Claribel Rd
(Realigned)

LOCATION

LOS

LOS

4-lane Arterial 40,00036,000

17,825

0.450.50

BC

1,375

19,200

0.480.53

BC

4-lane Arterial

33,400

18,925

0.57

B

75

19,000

0.57

B

Oakdale Rd to Jackson Ave

4-lane Arterial

33,400

23,525

0.70

C

1,775

25,300

0.76

C

Coffee Rd to Oakdale Rd

2-lane Collector

12,900

5,325

0.41

C

3,875

9,200

0.71

D

Coffee Rd to Oakdale Rd

2-lane Collector

12,900

1,325

0.10

C

3,175

4,500

0.35

C

Oakdale Rd to Squire Wells Rd 2-lane Collector
Coffee Rd to N-S Collector
2-lane Arterial
N-S Collector to Oakdale Rd
4-lane Arterial

12,900

4.550

0.35

C

450

5,800

0.45

C

15,700

1,500

0.10

B

4,300

5,800

0.37

B

33,400

4,800

0.14

B

5,200

10,000

0.30

B

Oakdale Rd to Roselle Ave

4-lane Arterial

33,400

5,600

0.17

B

2,400

8,000

0.24

B

2-lane Arterial
2-lane Rural
2-lane Arterial
2-lane Rural
2-lane Arterial
2-lane Rural
2/4-lane Arterial
2-lane Rural
2/4-lane Arterial

15,700
1,965 vph
15,700
1,965 vph
15,700
1,965 vph
33,400
1,965 vph
33,400

5,575
364 vph
5,100
866 vph
11,050
857 vph
11,475
972vph
7,725

0.36
0.19
0.33
0.44
0.70
0.44
0.34
0.50
0.49

B
C
B
D
C
D
C(2)
E
B

125
166 vph
1,300
339 vph
3,050
573 vph
5,525
963 vph
9,275

5,700
530 vph
6,400
1,205 vph
14,100
1,430 vph
17,000
1,935 vph
17,000

0.36
0.25
0.41
0.61
0.902
0.56
0.51
0.98
0.51

B
C
B
E
D
E
B
F
B

NCC to Claratina Ave

6-lane Arterial

2,250 vph

801

0.36

A

219

1,020 vph

0.45

A

Patterson Road to Morrill Rd

4-lane Arterial

33,400

19,100

0.57

B

2,700

21,800

0.65

B

Morrill Rd to Crawford Rd

4-lane Arterial

33,400

12,225

0.37

B

5,275

17,500

0.52

B

Crawford Rd to Claribel Rd

4-lane Arterial
4-lane Arterial
6-lane Arterial
6-lane Arterial

33,400
33,400
50,300
2,250 vph

12,300
21,675
839

0.37
0.65
0.37

B
B
A

11,600
13,875
-311

23,900
35,500
-1,150

0.72
1.06
0.71
0.51

C
F
C
A

2-lane Arterial

750 vph

627 vph

0.84

D

143 vph

770 vph

1.03

F

4-lane Arterial

1,500 vph

--

--

--

--

--

0.52

A

Morrill Rd to Crawford Rd
Crawford Rd to Claribel Rd
Claribel Rd to NCC

Claribel Rd to NCC
NCC to Claratina Ave
Roselle Ave

V/C

Coffee Rd to Oakdale Rd

Patterson Rd to Morrill Rd

Oakdale Rd

VOL.

CUMULATIVE + PROJECT
VOLUME
V/C
PROJECT ONLY TOTAL

McHenry Ave to Coffee Rd

Roselle Ave to Claus Rd

Coffee Rd

CUMULATIVE

CLASSIFICATION MAX. VOL.

Claribel Rd to NCC

NOTES: BOLD INDICATES UNACCEPTABLE OPERATIONS. (1) WITH PROJECT TRAFFIC PEAK VOLUME IS PM PEAK HOUR; V/C = VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY RATIO.
SOURCE: KDANDERSON & ASSOCIATES, 2017
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The following changes were made to page 3.13-59 of Chapter 3.13 of the Draft EIR:

Impact 3.13-28: Under Cumulative (Year 2042) conditions, the
proposed Project would result in a significant impact at the segment
of Roselle Avenue between the Claribel Road intersection and NCC.
(Significant and Unavoidable)
The addition of trips generated by the Project would create LOS F conditions on the twolane section of Roselle Avenue between the Claribel Road intersection and NCC. Because
LOS F exceeds the minimum LOS D standard, this is a potentially significant impact.
Improving the LOS in this area would require improving Roselle Avenue to a four-lane
arterial standard. This work is not included in the City’s traffic impact fee program. A
portion of Roselle Road in thisThe area is within the limits of the NCC project area and is
included in Modesto’s CFF, and the project may contribute to this work through Regional
Impact Fees. However. RTIF fees are only one source of funds for the NCC, and federal and
state funds will need to be acquired.
Because no mechanism exists for the Project to contribute to the cost of improvements in
the City of Modesto, and because the City of Riverbank does not control the RTIF or
Modesto CFF program, there is no guarantee that the City of Modesto would allocate CFF
funds to this improvement. Because installation cannot be assured by the City of
Riverbank, the Project’s impact is significant and unavoidable.

3.14

UTILITIES

No changes were made to Chapter 3.14 of the Draft EIR.

3.15

URBAN DECAY

No changes were made to Chapter 3.15 of the Draft EIR.

4.0

OTHER CEQA-REQUIRED TOPICS

No changes were made to Chapter 4.0 of the Draft EIR.

5.0

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

No changes were made to Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIR.

6.0

REPORT PREPARERS

No changes were made to Chapter 6.0 of the Draft EIR.

7.0

REFERENCES

No changes were made to Chapter 7.0 of the Draft EIR.
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4.0

This document is the Final Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (FMMRP) for the
Crossroads West Specific Plan Project (Project). This FMMRP has been prepared pursuant to
Section 21081.6 of the California Public Resources Code, which requires public agencies to “adopt
a reporting and monitoring program for the changes made to the project or conditions of project
approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.” A FMMRP
is required for the proposed Project because the EIR has identified significant adverse impacts, and
measures have been identified to mitigate those impacts.
The numbering of the individual mitigation measures follows the numbering sequence as found in
the Draft EIR, some of which were revised after the Draft EIR were prepared. These revisions are
shown in Chapter 3.0 of the Final EIR. All revisions to mitigation measures that were necessary as a
result of responding to public comments and incorporating staff-initiated revisions have been
incorporated into this FMMRP.

4.1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
The FMMRP, as outlined in the following table, describes mitigation timing, monitoring
responsibilities, and compliance verification responsibility for all mitigation measures identified in
this Final EIR.
The City of Riverbank will be the primary agency responsible for implementing the mitigation
measures and will continue to monitor mitigation measures that are required to be implemented
during the operation of the Project.
The FMMRP is presented in tabular form on the following pages. The components of the FMMRP
are described briefly below:
•

Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measures are taken from the Draft EIR in the same
order that they appear in that document.

•

Mitigation Timing: Identifies at which stage of the Project mitigation must be completed.

•

Monitoring Responsibility:
monitoring.

•

Compliance Verification: This is a space that is available for the monitor to date and initial
when the monitoring or mitigation implementation took place.

Identifies the agency that is responsible for mitigation
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TABLE 4.0-1: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURE

MONITORING
RESPONSIBILITY

TIMING

AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES
Impact
3.1-3:
Project
implementation may result in
light and glare impacts.

Mitigation Measure 3.1-1: A lighting plan shall be prepared for each phase
of development. The lighting plan shall demonstrate that the lighting systems
and other exterior lighting throughout the phase of development has been
designed to minimize light spillage onto adjacent properties to the greatest
extent feasible. Use of LED lighting or other proven energy efficient lighting
shall be required for facilities to be dedicated to the City of Riverbank for
maintenance.

City of
Riverbank
Development
Services
Department

Prior to the
approval of the
Site Plan
review for each
phase

Mitigation Measure 3.2-1: Prior to the issuance of grading permits,
building permits, or final map approval on the subject residential property,
the Project applicant shall secure permanent protection of offsite farmland
based on a 1:1 ratio to the amount of gross Farmland converted as a result of
Project development, consistent with the requirements of the City’s
Sustainable Agricultural Strategy. The acreage requiring agricultural
mitigation shall be equal to the portion of the project site dedicated to
residential uses which would be subject to the discretionary development
entitlement and lands designated as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide
Importance, or Unique Farmland. Permanent preservation shall consist of the
purchase of agricultural conservation easements granted in perpetuity from
willing seller(s), enforceable deed restrictions, purchase of banked mitigation
credits, or other conservation mechanisms acceptable to the City. Land set
aside for permanent preservation shall: (1) be of equal or better soil quality,
have a dependable and sustainable supply of irrigation water, and be located
within Stanislaus County; and (2) not be previously encumbered by a
conservation easement of any nature.

City of
Riverbank
Development
Services
Department

Prior to the
issuance of
grading
permits,
building
permits, or
final map
approval on the
subject
residential
property

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES
Impact 3.2-1: The proposed
Project has the potential to result
in the conversion of Farmlands,
including
Prime
Farmland,
Unique Farmland, and Farmland
of Statewide Importance, as
shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping
and
Monitoring
Program of the California
Resources Agency, to nonagricultural uses.

The permanent protection of farmland shall be accomplished by either: (1)
the landowner/developer working directly with an established farmland
trust or similar organization, such as the Central Valley Farmland Trust, and
providing certification satisfactory to the City that such lands have been
permanently preserved at the specified ratio; or (2) it is the City’s intent to
work with a qualified land trust or similar organization, such as the Central
Valley Farmland Trust, to establish a fee for agricultural land conservation
easements.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

Impact 3.2-3: The proposed
Project has the potential to result
in conflicts with adjacent
agricultural lands or indirectly
cause conversion of agricultural
lands.

MITIGATION MEASURE

MONITORING
RESPONSIBILITY

TIMING

Mitigation Measure 3.2-2: Prior to the conversion of agricultural lands in
the Plan Area, the Project applicant shall participate in the Stanislaus
LAFCo’s Agricultural Preservation Policy (as amended on March 25, 2015),
consistent with the City’s Sustainable Agricultural Strategy. The Project
applicant shall prepare a “Plan for Agricultural Preservation”, which shall
include information such as the Project’s direct and indirect impacts to
agricultural resources, the availability of other lands in the City of
Riverbank’s existing boundaries, and relevant General Plan policies. The Plan
shall also specify the method or strategy proposed to minimize the loss of
agricultural lands. The information provided in the Plan shall be consistent
with the environmental documentation prepared by the City.

Stanislaus
LAFCo

Prior to the
conversion of
agricultural
lands in the
Plan Area

Mitigation Measure 3.2-3: Prior to approval of any Final Maps, “Right to
Farm” language shall be presented to the City for approval and recordation
against the affected property. The proposed language shall contain the
following statement: “All persons purchasing lots within the boundaries of
this approved map should be prepared to accept the inconveniences
associated with agricultural operations, such as noise, odors, flies, dust or
fumes. Stanislaus County has determined that such inconveniences shall not
be considered to be a nuisance if agricultural operations are consistent with
accepted customs and standards.”

City of
Riverbank
Development
Services
Department

Prior to
approval of any
Final Maps

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1: The Project proponent shall submit an Air
Impact Assessment (AIA) application to the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Control District in accordance with District Rule 9510 Indirect Source
Review (ISR) to obtain AIA approval from the District for the phase or
Project component that is to be constructed. Prior to the issuance of a
building permit of each individual phase or Project component, the Project
proponent shall incorporate mitigation measures into the proposed Project
and demonstrate compliance with District Rule 9510 including payment of
all fees.

San Joaquin
Valley Air
Pollution
Control District

Prior to final
approval of
improvement
plans for each
phase

Mitigation Measure 3.3-2: Prior to the approval of improvement plans, the
Project proponent shall incorporate measures that reduce vehicle emissions.
The measures will be implemented through project design, conditions of
approval, noticing and disclosure statements, or through the City’s plan
check and inspection process. This mitigation measure is intended to ensure
that the best available and practical approaches are used to reduce
operational emissions. Appropriate measures shall be selected by the City in

City of
Riverbank
Development
Services
Department

Prior to the
approval of
improvement
plans for each
phase

4.0
VERIFICATION
(DATE/INITIALS)

AIR QUALITY
Impact 3.3-1: Project operation
has the potential to conflict with
or obstruct implementation of an
applicable air quality plan, cause
a violation of an air quality
standard,
or
contribute
substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURE

MONITORING
RESPONSIBILITY

TIMING

consultation with SJVAPCD, and shall include, at a minimum, the following
features into the applicable Project plans (e.g. site, engineering, landscaping,
etc.):
•

Provide bus turnouts and transit improvements where requested by
the San Joaquin RTD.

•

Design streets and trails to maximize pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity, safety, and access to transit lines, including pedestrian
and bicycle signalization, signage and safety designs at signalized
intersections.

•

Provide traffic calming measures on all streets and intersections.
Traffic calming features may include marked crosswalks, countdown signal timers, curb extensions, speed tables, raised
crosswalks, raised intersections, median islands, tight corner radii,
narrow roadways, traffic circles, on-street parking, planter strips
with streets trees, chicanes/chokers, or other improvements
designed to reduce motor vehicle speeds and encourage pedestrian
and bicycle trips.

•

Provide street lighting along internal roadways and bike
lanes/paths, sidewalks.

•

Provide vanpool parking only spaces and preferential parking for
carpools to accommodate carpools and vanpools in employment
areas.

•

Provide bicycle parking areas near the entrance of commercial
establishments.

•

Provide pedestrian signalization, signage and safety designs at
signalized intersections.

•

Require shade trees to shade sidewalks in street-side landscaping
areas.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-3: Prior the approval of improvement plans, the
Project proponent shall prepare and implement, and/or require the
implementation of, high-efficiency lighting throughout all portions of the
Plan Area (for example: metal halide post top lights, or LEDs, as opposed to
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Impact
3.3-2:
Project
construction has the potential to
cause a violation of an air quality
standard
or
contribute
substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation.

MITIGATION MEASURE

MONITORING
RESPONSIBILITY

TIMING

typical mercury cobrahead lights).

Department

plans

Mitigation Measure 3.3-4: Prior to the approval of improvement plans, the
Project proponent shall prepare and implement, and the City shall require
the implementation of, the following additional mitigation measures:

City of
Riverbank
Development
Services
Department

Prior to the
approval of
improvement
plans

City of
Riverbank
Development
Services
Department

Prior to
issuance of a
grading or
building permit

•

Use low-VOC paint (indoor and outdoor, for both residential and
non-residential uses).

•

Use only natural gas hearths (or no hearths).

•

Apply a Water Conservation Strategy to achieve reductions in
outdoor water usage through installation of water-efficient
irrigation systems, and landscaping with native and droughttolerant plants that also reduce the need for gas-powered landscape
maintenance equipment.

•

Require all flat roofs on non-residential structures to have a white
or silver cap sheet to reduce energy demand.

•

Install low flow bathroom faucets.

•

Install low-flow kitchen faucets.

•

Install low-flow toilets.

•

Install low-flow showers.

•

Use water-efficient irrigation systems.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-5: To reduce construction-related emissions, the
following measures shall be implemented:
•

Prior to year 2025, construction contracts for development in the
Plan Area shall specify use of off-road construction equipment that
achieves fleet average emissions equal to or less than the Tier III
emissions standard of 4.8 NOx grams per horsepower-hour (g/hphr). The fleet average can be achieved through any combination of
uncontrolled engines complying with Tier III and above engine
standards. Beginning in 2025, construction contracts for
development in the Plan Area shall specify use of off-road
construction equipment that achieves fleet average emissions equal

4.0
VERIFICATION
(DATE/INITIALS)

San Joaquin
Valley Air
Pollution
Control District
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MITIGATION MEASURE
to or less than the Tier IV emissions standards of NOx g/hp-hr. The
fleet average can be achieved through any combination of
controlled engines complying with Tier IV and above engine
standards.
•

Prior to issuance of a grading or building permit, the project
applicant shall submit a Fugitive Dust Control Plan to SJVAPCD for
review and approval. The Fugitive Dust Control Plan shall reduce
emissions, during construction of PM10 and PM2.5 and shall include
the following:
o Names, addresses and phone numbers of persons responsible
for the preparation, submission and implementation of the
plan.
o Description and location of operations.
o Listing of all fugitive dust emissions sources included in the
operation.
o The following dust control measures shall be implemented:

4.0-6

▪

All on-site unpaved roads shall be effectively
stabilized using water or chemical stabilizers that
can be determined to be as efficient as or more
efficient for fugitive dust control than California Air
Resources Board approved soil stabilizers, and that
shall not increase any other environmental impacts
including loss of vegetation.

▪

All material excavated or graded will be sufficiently
watered to prevent excessive dust. Watering will
occur as needed with complete coverage of
disturbed areas. The excavated soil piles will be
watered as needed to limit dust emissions to less
than 20 percent opacity or covered with temporary
coverings.

▪

Construction activities that occur on unpaved
surfaces will be discontinued during windy
conditions when winds exceed 25 miles per hour and
those activities cause visible dust plumes.
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MONITORING
RESPONSIBILITY

TIMING

4.0
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Construction activities may continue if dust
suppression measures are used to minimize visible
dust plumes.
▪

Track-out debris onto public paved roads shall not
extend 50 feet or more from an active operation and
track-out shall be removed or isolated such as
behind a locked gate at the conclusion of each
workday.

▪

All hauling materials should be moist while being
loaded into dump trucks.

▪

All haul trucks hauling soil, sand and other loose
material on public roads shall be covered (e.g., with
tarps or other enclosures that would reduce fugitive
dust emissions).

▪

Soil loads shall be kept below 6 inches of the
freeboard of the truck.

▪

Drop heights should be minimized when loaders
dump soil into trucks.

▪

Gate seals should be tight on dump trucks.

▪

Traffic speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to a
maximum of 15 miles per hour.

▪

All grading activities shall be suspended when visible
dust emissions exceed 20 percent.

▪

Other fugitive dust control measures as necessary to
comply with SJVAPCD Rules and Regulations.

▪

Disturbed areas should be minimized.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Impact 3.4-2: The potential to
have direct or indirect effects on
special-status
reptile
and

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1: The project proponent shall implement the
following measures to avoid or minimize impacts on western pond turtle:

City of
Riverbank
Development

Prior to
commencement of any
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amphibian species.

MITIGATION MEASURE
•

Ground-disturbing activities in areas of potential pond turtle
nesting habitat shall be avoided during the nesting season (April–
August), to the extent feasible.

•

A preconstruction survey for western pond turtles within aquatic
habitats and adjacent suitable uplands to be disturbed by project
activities shall be conducted by a qualified biologist. In aquatic
habitats which may be dewatered during project construction,
surveys shall be conducted immediately after dewatering and
before any subsequent disturbance. Elsewhere, surveys shall be
conducted within 24 hours before project disturbance.

•

If pond turtles are found during preconstruction surveys, a qualified
biologist, with approval from CDFW, shall move the turtles to the
nearest suitable habitat outside the area subject to project
disturbance. The construction area shall be reinspected whenever a
lapse in construction activity of 2 weeks or more has occurred.

•

Construction personnel performing activities within aquatic
habitats and adjacent suitable uplands to be disturbed by project
activities shall receive worker environmental awareness training
from a qualified biologist to instruct workers to recognize western
pond turtle, their habitats, and measures being implemented for its
protection.

•

Construction personnel shall observe a 15-miles-per-hour speed
limit on unpaved roads.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-2: The project proponent shall implement the
following measures to avoid or minimize impacts on giant garter snake:

4.0-8

•

In areas within 200 feet of any irrigation ditch (potential GGS
aquatic habitat) construction will occur during the GGS active
season of May 1 through October 1.

•

Construction personnel shall receive worker environmental
awareness training to instruct workers to recognize giant garter
snake and their habitats.

•

Within 24 hours before construction activities, areas within 200
feet of any irrigation ditch (potential GGS aquatic habitat) shall be
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activities

California
Department of
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Biologist

City of
Riverbank
Development
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Department
California
Department of
Fish and
Wildlife

Prior to
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grading
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VERIFICATION
(DATE/INITIALS)

FINAL MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURE
surveyed for giant garter snake. The survey shall be repeated if a
lapse in construction activity of 2 weeks or greater has occurred. If
a giant garter snake is encountered during construction, activities
within 200 feet of the irrigation ditches shall cease until
appropriate corrective measures have been completed or it is
determined by the qualified biologist and City staff, in coordination
with USFWS and CDFW, that the giant garter snake shall not be
harmed. Any sightings shall be reported to USFWS and CDFW
immediately.

Impact 3.4-3: The potential to
have direct or indirect effects on
special-status bird species.

•

A biological onsite monitor will be present during initial grounddisturbing activities within 200 feet of any irrigation ditch or
potential GGS habitat within the CWSP Plan Area

•

Construction vehicles would require low-speed limits within such
sites to lessen the probability that the species could be run over by
vehicles and equipment.

•

Any aquatic habitat for the snake that is dewatered shall remain
dry for at least 15 consecutive days after April 15 and before
excavating or filling of the dewatered habitat. If complete
dewatering is not possible, potential snake prey (e.g., fish and
tadpoles) will be removed so that snakes and other wildlife are not
attracted to the construction area.

•

Giant garter snake aquatic habitat to be avoided (i.e. irrigation
ditches) within or adjacent to construction areas will be fenced and
designated as environmentally sensitive areas. These areas shall be
avoided by all construction personnel.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-3: The project proponent shall implement the
following measure to avoid or minimize impacts on western burrowing owl:
•

No less than 14 days before initiating ground disturbance activities,
a qualified biologist shall complete an initial take avoidance survey
using the recommended methods described in the Detection Surveys
section of the March 7, 2012, CDFW Staff Report on Burrowing Owl
Mitigation (CDFW 2012). Implementation of avoidance and
minimization measures (as presented in the March 7, 2012, CDFW
Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation) would be triggered if
the initial take avoidance survey results in positive owl presence in

MONITORING
RESPONSIBILITY

TIMING

4.0
VERIFICATION
(DATE/INITIALS)

Qualified
Biologist
U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service

City of
Riverbank
Development
Services
Department
Qualified
Biologist

No less than 14
days before
initiating
ground
disturbance
activities

California
Department of
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MITIGATION MEASURE
the Plan Area where project activities shall occur. If needed, the
development of avoidance and minimization approaches shall be
developed in coordination with CDFW.
Mitigation Measure 3.4-4: The project proponent shall implement the
following measures to avoid or minimize impacts on Swainson’s hawk:
•

No more than 30 days before the commencement of construction, a
qualified biologist shall perform preconstruction surveys for
nesting Swainson’s hawk and other raptors during the nesting
season (February 1 through August 31).

•

Appropriate buffers shall be established and maintained around
active nest sites during construction activities to avoid nest failure
as a result of project activities. The appropriate size and shape of
the buffers shall be determined by a qualified biologist, in
coordination with CDFW, and may vary depending on the nest
location, nest stage, and construction activity. The buffers may be
adjusted if a qualified biologist determines it would not be likely to
adversely affect the nest. Monitoring shall be conducted to confirm
that project activity is not resulting in detectable adverse effects on
nesting birds or their young. No project activity shall commence
within the buffer areas until a qualified biologist has determined
that the young have fledged or the nest site is otherwise no longer
in use.

•
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TIMING

Fish and
Wildlife

City of
Riverbank
Development
Services
Department

No more than
30 days before
commencement of
construction

Qualified
Biologist
California
Department of
Fish and
Wildlife

Before the commencement of construction, the project proponent
shall provide compensatory mitigation for the permanent loss of
Swainson's hawk foraging habitat. Mitigation shall be at the CDFW
specified ratios, which are based on distance to nests. The Plan
Area’s distance to the closest nest currently falls within the range of
“within 5 miles of an active nest tree but greater than 1 mile from
the nest tree.” As such, the Project shall currently be responsible for
0.75 acres of each acre of urban development authorized (0-75:1
ratio). The project proponent shall either provide lands protected
through fee title acquisition or conservation easement (acceptable
to the CDFW) on agricultural lands or other suitable habitats which
provide foraging habitat for Swainson's hawk.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-5: The project proponent shall implement the
following measure to avoid or minimize impacts on other protected bird
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MONITORING
RESPONSIBILITY

City of
Riverbank
Development

Prior to ground
disturbing

VERIFICATION
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species that may occur on the site:

Impact 3.4-4: The potential to
result in direct or indirect effects
on
special-status
mammal
species.

•

Preconstruction surveys for active nests of special-status birds shall
be conducted by a qualified biologist in all areas of suitable habitat
within 500 feet of project disturbance. Surveys shall be conducted
within 14 days before commencement of any construction activities
that occur during the nesting season (February 15 to August 31) in
a given area.

•

If any active nests, or behaviors indicating that active nests are
present, are observed, appropriate buffers around the nest sites
shall be determined by a qualified biologist to avoid nest failure
resulting from project activities. The size of the buffer shall depend
on the species, nest location, nest stage, and specific construction
activities to be performed while the nest is active. The buffers may
be adjusted if a qualified biologist determines it would not be likely
to adversely affect the nest. If buffers are adjusted, monitoring will
be conducted to confirm that project activity is not resulting in
detectable adverse effects on nesting birds or their young. No
project activity shall commence within the buffer areas until a
qualified biologist has determined that the young have fledged or
the nest site is otherwise no longer in use.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-6: The project proponent shall implement the
following measures to avoid or minimize impacts on special-status bats:
•

•

If removal of suitable roosting areas (i.e. buildings, trees, shrubs,
bridges, etc.) must occur during the bat pupping season (April 1
through July 31), surveys for active maternity roosts shall be
conducted by a qualified biologist. The surveys shall be conducted
from dusk until dark.
If a special-status bat maternity roost is located, appropriate
buffers around the roost sites shall be determined by a qualified
biologist and implemented to avoid destruction or abandonment of
the roost resulting from habitat removal or other project activities.
The size of the buffer shall depend on the species, roost location,
and specific construction activities to be performed in the vicinity.
No project activity shall commence within the buffer areas until the
end of the pupping season (August 1) or until a qualified biologist

MONITORING
RESPONSIBILITY
Services
Department

TIMING

4.0
VERIFICATION
(DATE/INITIALS)

activities

Qualified
Biologist

City of
Riverbank
Development
Services
Department
Qualified
Biologist

If removal of
suitable
roosting areas
(i.e. buildings,
trees, shrubs,
bridges, etc.)
must occur
during the bat
pupping season
(April 1
through July
31)
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MONITORING
RESPONSIBILITY

TIMING

conforms the maternity roost is no longer active.
Impact 3.4-6: The potential to
effect protected wetlands and
jurisdictional waters.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-7: If construction activities would disturb a
ditch/canal/basin within the Plan Area, the property owner/applicant
proposing the activity shall verify that the facility qualifies under the
agricultural ditch exemption. If the facilities do not qualify for the exemption
and are determined to be jurisdictional by the regulatory agencies, any fill
activity would require authorization for fill from the regulatory agencies
(USACE-404 permit, RWQCB-401 certification, 1600 Streambed Alteration
Agreement). All requirements of a permit shall be adhered to throughout the
construction phase.

City of
Riverbank
Development
Services
Department

Mitigation Measure 3.5-1: Prior to ground disturbing activities for each
phase of the Project that would potentially affect one or more of the listed
resources below, the resources shall be evaluated for their potential
architectural and/or historic importance by a Qualified Architectural
Historian, at the cost of the Project applicant. The potentially historic
resources within the Project site include the following:

City of
Riverbank
Development
Services
Department

Qualified
Biologist

If construction
activities would
disturb a ditch
/ canal / basin
within the Plan
Area

CULTURAL AND TRIBAL RESOURCES
Impact
3.5-1:
Project
implementation has the potential
to cause a substantial adverse
change to a significant historical
resource, as defined in CEQA
Guidelines §15064.5, or a
significant
tribal
cultural
resource, as defined in Public
Resources Code §21074.

•

Buildings or building complexes located northwest of the Oakdale
Road / Morrill Road intersection, east of the existing Riverbank
Sports Complex (on APN 074-006-013);

•

Buildings or building complexes located southwest of the Oakdale
Road / Morrill Road intersection, approximately 0.18 miles south of
the Riverbank Sports Complex (on APN 074-011-009);

•

Buildings or building complexes located northwest of the Oakdale
Road / Crawford Road intersection, located along Oakdale Road
(on APN 074-011-009);

•

Buildings or building complexes located southwest of the Oakdale
Road / Crawford Road intersection, located 0.14 to 0.27 miles west
of Oakdale Road (on APN 074-014-006); and

•

The MID Lateral No. 6 that crosses the southern portion of the
Project site.

Work shall not continue at the above-listed site(s) until the Qualified
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Architectural Historian conducts sufficient research and data collection to
determine if the above-listed site(s) is eligible for listing on the NRHP or
CRHR; or not a significant Public Trust Resource. Should the site(s) be
determined to not be significant or eligible, no further action is required.
Should the site(s) be determined to be significant or eligible, the Project
applicant shall work with the Registered Professional Historian to develop a
cultural resource plan for the site(s).
If a building or building complex is determined to be important under the
criteria of the California Register of Historical Resources, and the buildings
cannot be preserved, then it is recommended that the buildings be
documented through the preparation of the DPR 523 forms with large scale
“HABS-like” photographs taken. Sets of these photographs shall be placed
with the County museum or a suitable archival facility and the Central
California Information Center, thereby preserving information on early
architecture for future researchers.
Mitigation Measure 3.5-2: All construction workers shall receive a cultural
resources sensitivity training session before they begin site work in order to
identify any potentially significant cultural or similar resources that may
result during construction. The sensitivity training session shall be instructed
by a professional archaeologist. The sensitivity training shall inform the
workers of their responsibility to identify and protect any cultural resources,
including prehistoric or historic artifacts, or other indications of
archaeological resources, within the Plan Area. The sensitivity training shall
cover laws pertaining to cultural resources, examples of cultural resources
that may be discovered in the Plan Area, and what to do if a cultural
resource, or anything that may be a cultural resource, is discovered.

City of
Riverbank
Development
Services
Department

Prior to ground
disturbance

Qualified
Archaeologist

If any cultural resources, including prehistoric or historic artifacts, or other
indications of archaeological resources, are found during grading and
construction activities during any phase of the Project, all work shall be
halted immediately within a 200-foot radius of the discovery until an
archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Professional
Qualifications Standards in prehistoric or historical archaeology, as
appropriate, has evaluated the find(s).
Work shall not continue at the discovery site until the archaeologist
conducts sufficient research and data collection to make a determination
that the resource is either 1) a significant find; 2) not cultural in origin; or 3)
not potentially significant or eligible for listing on the NRHP or CRHR; or 4)
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not a significant Public Trust Resource.
If a significant finding is made, a plan must be developed for this inadvertent
finding. Measures to potentially address a subsurface finding could include
one or more of the following depending upon the nature of the find:
recordation of the finding; further efforts to define the extent and nature of
the resource; preservation in place, and re-design to ensure long-term
preservation of the resource; and/or data recovery excavations.
If Native American resources are identified, a Native American monitor,
following the Guidelines for Monitors/Consultants of Native American
Cultural, Religious, and Burial Sites established by the Native American
Heritage Commission, may also be required and, if required, shall be
retained at the Project applicant’s expense.
Impact
3.5-2:
Project
implementation has the potential
to cause a substantial adverse
change
to
a
significant
archaeological
resource,
as
defined in CEQA Guidelines
§15064.5.

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-2.

See Mitigation
Measure 3.5-2

See Mitigation
Measure 3.5-2

Impact
3.5-3:
Project
implementation has the potential
to directly or indirectly destroy a
unique paleontological resource.

Mitigation Measure 3.5-3: If paleontological resources are discovered
during the course of construction during any phase of the Project, work shall
be halted immediately within 50 meters (165 feet) of the discovery, the City of
Riverbank shall be notified, and a qualified paleontologist shall be retained to
determine the significance of the discovery. If the paleontological resource is
considered significant, it should be excavated by a qualified paleontologist
and given to a local agency, State University, or other applicable institution,
where the resource could be curated and displayed for public education
purposes.

City of
Riverbank
Development
Services
Department

If
paleontological
resources are
discovered
during the
course of
construction

Mitigation Measure 3.5-4: If human remains are discovered during the
course of construction during any phase of the Project, work shall be halted
at the site and at any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent
human remains until the Stanislaus County Coroner has been informed and
has determined that no investigation of the cause of death is required. If the
remains are of Native American origin, either of the following steps will be
taken:

City of
Riverbank
Development
Services
Department

Impact
3.5-4:
Project
implementation has the potential
to disturb human remains,
including those interred outside
of formal cemeteries.
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•

The Coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage
Commission in order to ascertain the proper descendants from the
deceased individual. The coroner shall make a recommendation to
the landowner or the person responsible for the excavation work,
for means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the
human remains and any associated grave goods, which may include
obtaining a qualified archaeologist or team of archaeologists to
properly excavate the human remains.

•

The landowner shall retain a Native American monitor, and an
archaeologist, if recommended by the Native American monitor,
and rebury the Native American human remains and any
associated grave goods, with appropriate dignity, in a location that
is not subject to further subsurface disturbance when any of the
following conditions occurs:
o

The Native American Heritage Commission is unable to
identify a descendent.

o

The descendant
recommendation.

o

The City of Riverbank or its authorized representative
rejects the recommendation of the descendant, and the
mediation by the Native American Heritage Commission
fails to provide measures acceptable to the landowner.

identified

fails

to

make

TIMING

San Joaquin
County Coroner

project

City of
Riverbank
Development
Services
Department

Prior to
clearing,
grading, and
disturbances to
the ground
such as
stockpiling, or
excavation for
each phase of
the Project

4.0
VERIFICATION
(DATE/INITIALS)

a

GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Impact 3.6-2: Implementation
and construction of the proposed
Project may result in substantial
soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.

Mitigation Measure 3.6-1: Prior to clearing, grading, and disturbances to
the ground such as stockpiling, or excavation for each phase of the Project,
the Project proponent shall submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) and Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to the RWQCB to obtain coverage under
the General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with
Construction Activity (Construction General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ
amended by 2010-0014-DWQ & 2012-0006-DWQ). The SWPPP shall be
designed with Best Management Practices (BMPs) that the RWQCB has
deemed as effective at reducing erosion, controlling sediment, and managing
runoff. These include: covering disturbed areas with mulch, temporary
seeding, soil stabilizers, binders, fiber rolls or blankets, temporary vegetation,
and permanent seeding. Sediment control BMPs, installing silt fences or
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placing straw wattles below slopes, installing berms and other temporary
run-on and runoff diversions. These BMPs are only examples of what should
be considered and should not preclude new or innovative approaches
currently available or being developed. Final selection of BMPs will be subject
to approval by City of Riverbank and the RWQCB. The SWPPP will be kept on
site during construction activity and will be made available upon request to
representatives of the RWQCB.
Impact 3.6-3: The proposed
Project has the potential to be
located on a geologic unit or soil
that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of
Project implementation, and
potentially result in landslide,
lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse.

Mitigation Measure 3.6-2: Prior to earthmoving activities for each phase of
the Project, a certified geotechnical engineer, or equivalent, shall be retained
to perform a final geotechnical evaluation of the soils at a design-level as
required by the requirements of the California Building Code Title 24, Part 2,
Chapter 18, Section 1803.1.1.2 related to expansive soils and other soil
conditions. The evaluation shall be prepared in accordance with the
standards and requirements outlined in California Building Code, Title 24,
Part 2, Chapter 16, Chapter 17, and Chapter 18, which addresses structural
design, tests and inspections, and soils and foundation standards. The final
geotechnical evaluation shall include design recommendations to ensure that
soil conditions do not pose a threat to the health and safety of people or
structures, including threats from liquefaction or lateral spreading. The
grading and improvement plans, as well as the storm drainage and building
plans for each phase of the Project shall be designed in accordance with the
recommendations provided in the final geotechnical evaluation.

City of
Riverbank
Development
Services
Department

Prior to
earthmoving
activities for
each phase of
the Project

Impact 3.6-4: Potential for
expansive
soils
to
create
substantial risks to life or
property.

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.6-2.

See Mitigation
Measure 3.6-2

See Mitigation
Measure 3.6-2

City of
Riverbank
Development
Services
Department

Prior approval
of tentative
subdivision
maps

Certified
Geotechnical
Engineer

GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE
Impact 3.7-1: Potential to
generate
greenhouse
gas
emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the
environment or potential to
conflict with an applicable plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for
the purpose of reducing the
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Mitigation Measure 3.7-1: The City shall require GHG reduction measures
in connection with tentative subdivision maps submitted for approval,
including but not limited to the following:
•

Actions included in Mitigation Measures 3.3-1 through 3.3-5 (see
Section 3.3: Air Quality) that also reduce GHG emissions;

•

Actions that further improve energy efficiency, such as requiring
that all buildings exceed Title 24 energy-efficiency requirements by
a certain percentage, requiring on-site renewable energy
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production to meet a specified percent of the subdivision’s
electricity needs, etc.
•

Actions that further reduce vehicle miles traveled, such as providing
transit hubs that would be accessible by local and regional transit
routes and community multimodal paths and trails; providing
general pedestrian connectivity throughout the project, etc.

•

Payment for GHG offsets, as determined to be feasible by the City.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Impact
3.8-1:
Project
implementation has the potential
to create a significant hazard
through the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous
materials or through the
reasonably foreseeable upset
and
accident
conditions
involving
the
release
of
hazardous materials into the
environment.

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.6-1.

Mitigation Measure 3.8-1: Prior to the approval of any map, Preliminary
Development Plan, or site plan, the City shall review the 2017 Phase I ESA
(Geocon Consultants, Inc., July 2017) cited in the Draft EIR for the CWSP to
determine if it is still applicable. After July 1, 2020, the City shall require an
updated Phase I ESA for the specific property. The Phase I ESA shall evaluate
the specific property proposed to be developed, to ensure that no material
changes have occurred since preparation of the 2017 Phase I ESA (Geocon
Consultants, Inc., July 2017).
Mitigation Measure 3.8-2: The applicant shall hire a qualified consultant to
perform additional soil and site testing for the areas identified in this EIR to
have potential hazardous conditions present prior to any mapping approvals.
The following areas have been deemed to have potential hazardous
conditions present:
•

The residential units and adjoining structures.

•

The remnant construction and/or farming materials (i.e. remnant
pipes, etc.).

•

The soils in the area where farming equipment and above ground
tanks have been stored, including, but not limited to, the following:
o

See Mitigation
Measure 3.6-1

See Mitigation
Measure 3.6-1

City of
Riverbank
Development
Services
Department

Prior to the
approval of any
map,
Preliminary
Development
Plan, or site
plan

City of
Riverbank
Development
Services
Department

Prior to any
mapping
approvals

The parcels associated with the Alexander Dairy (APNs
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074-011-009 and 074-014-006).
o

The parcels associated with the properties located at
5817 Oakdale Road, 5525 Oakdale Road, and 2054
Crawford Road.

o

The Harrigfeld property located at 1901 Morrill Road.

o

All parcels located south of Morrill Road.

The intent of the additional testing is to investigate whether any of the
buildings, facilities, or soils in any of the above parcels contain hazardous
materials. If asbestos-containing materials and/or lead are found in the
buildings, a California Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(Cal/OSHA) certified asbestos containing building materials (ACBM) and
lead based paint contractor shall be retained to remove the asbestoscontaining materials and lead in accordance with EPA and Cal/OSHA
standards. In addition, all activities (construction or demolition) in the
vicinity of these materials shall comply with Cal/OSHA asbestos and lead
worker construction standards. The ACBM and lead shall be disposed of
properly at an appropriate offsite disposal facility.
Mitigation Measure 3.8-3: If the site investigation required by Mitigation
Measure 3.8-2 indicates a probability that hazardous materials may be found
on any parcel, the applicant for that parcel shall submit a Phase II ESA, which
shall further evaluate on-site conditions. The Phase II ESA shall address the
likely presence of hazardous substances and/or petroleum products
identified in the previous Phase I ESA (Geocon Consultants, Inc., 2017)
prepared for the Plan Area.
In addition, due to the past agricultural operations in the Plan Area, a soil
sampling program shall be implemented to assess potential agrichemical
(including pesticides, herbicides, diesel, petrochemicals, etc.) impacts to
surface soil within the Plan Area, as follows:
A soil sampling and analysis workplan shall be submitted for approval the
Stanislaus County Department of Environmental Resources. The sampling
and analysis plan shall meet the requirements of the Department of Toxic
Substances Control Interim Guidance for Sampling Agricultural Properties
(2008), and the County Department of Environmental Resources
Recommended Soil and Groundwater Sampling for Underground Tank
Investigations (2013). The soils in the area where farming equipment and
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tanks have been stored, including, but not limited to, the following, should be
included in the soil sampling and analysis workplan:
•

The parcels associated with the Alexander Dairy (APNs 074-011-009
and 074-014-006).

•

The parcels associated with the properties located at 5817 Oakdale
Road, 5525 Oakdale Road, and 2054 Crawford Road.

•

The Harrigfeld property located at 1901 Morrill Road.

•

All parcels located south of Morrill Road.

If the sampling results indicate the presence of agrichemicals that exceed
commercial screening levels, a removal action workplan shall be prepared in
coordination with Stanislaus County Department of Environmental
Resources. The removal action workplan shall include a detailed engineering
plan for conducting the removal action, a description of the onsite
contamination, the goals to be achieved by the removal action, and any
alternative removal options that were considered and rejected and the basis
for that rejection. A no further action letter shall be issued by Stanislaus
County Department of Environmental Resources upon completion of the
removal action. The removal action shall be deemed complete when the
confirmation samples exhibit concentrations below the commercial screening
levels, which will be established by the agencies.
If any stained soil or odor-impacted areas are encountered during the Phase
II ESA, then soil sampling of these areas shall be included in the above soil
sampling workplan, and depending upon the sampling results, included in the
removal action workplan as well.
Mitigation Measure 3.8-4: Prior to bringing hazardous materials onsite, the
applicant shall submit a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) to the
Stanislaus County Division of Environmental Resources (CUPA) for review
and approval. If during the construction process the applicant or any
subcontractors generates hazardous waste, the applicant must register with
the CUPA as a generator of hazardous waste, obtain an EPA ID# and
accumulate, ship and dispose of the hazardous waste per Health and Safety
Code Ch. 6.5. (California Hazardous Waste Control Law).
Mitigation Measure 3.8-5: Prior to initiation of any ground disturbance

Stanislaus
County Division
of
Environmental
Resources

Prior to
bringing
hazardous
materials
onsite

City of
Riverbank

Prior to
initiation of any
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activities within 50 feet of a well, the applicant shall hire a licensed well
contractor to obtain a well abandonment permit from Stanislaus County
Department of Environmental Resources, and properly abandon the on-site
wells, pursuant to review and approval of the City Engineer and the
Stanislaus County Department of Environmental Resources.

Development
Services
Department

ground
disturbance
activities
within 50 feet
of a well

Implement Mitigation Measures 3.8-1, 3.8-2, 3.8-3, 3.8-4, and 3.8-5.

See Mitigation
Measures 3.8-1,
3.8-2, 3.8-3,
3.8-4, and 3.8-5

See Mitigation
Measures 3.8-1,
3.8-2, 3.8-3,
3.8-4, and 3.8-5

Mitigation Measure 3.11-1: Construction activities shall not occur between
6:30 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. on weekdays or 5:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m. on weekends
and legal holidays, as required by the City of Riverbank Municipal Code. This
requirement shall be noted in the improvements plans prior to approval by
the City’s Public Works Department.

City of
Riverbank
Public Works
Department

During
construction
activities

NOISE
Impact 3.11-1: Construction of
the proposed Project may
generate significant noise.

Mitigation Measure 3.11-2: In an effort to comply with the City General
Plan standards contained in Table 3.11-6 (Table N-3 of the General Plan), all
equipment shall be fitted with factory equipped mufflers, and in good
working order. In addition, all staging areas shall be located as far as feasibly
possible from residential areas. This requirement shall be noted in the
improvements plans prior to approval by the City’s Public Works
Department.
Impact 3.11-4: The proposed
Project may result in traffic noise
at new sensitive receptors.

4.0-20

Mitigation Measure 3.11-3: The Project applicant(s) shall determine the
appropriate methods for reducing traffic noise levels at the Project site to
within the City of Riverbank noise level criteria. It is expected that traffic
noise levels could exceed the City standards at residential areas adjacent to
Oakdale Road, Morrill Road and Claribel Road. Mitigation can take the form
of sound walls, berms, a combination of walls and berms, setbacks and
shielding from building facades. The effectiveness of the proposed mitigation
shall be documented by acoustical analyses. The appropriate mitigation will
be determined prior to the approval of tentative maps or site plans, and
subject to review and approval by the City of Riverbank.
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Impact 3.11-5: The proposed
Project may result in noise from
on-site activities at sensitive
receptors.

Mitigation Measure 3.11-4: The center of the play fields shall be located at
a minimum distance of 275-feet from the nearest residences. This
requirement shall be noted in the improvements plans prior to approval by
the City’s Public Works Department.

City of
Riverbank
Public Works
Department

Prior to
approval of
improvement
plans

Mitigation Measure 3.11-5: Use of the play fields shall be restricted to the
daytime hours of 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. This requirement shall be noted in
the improvements plans prior to approval by the City’s Public Works
Department.

City of
Riverbank
Public Works
Department

Prior to
approval of
improvement
plans

Mitigation Measure 3.11-6: When school site plans have been developed, a
detailed analysis of school site noise impacts shall be identified and
appropriate mitigation measures shall be included in the project designs. The
City shall review and approve the analysis of school site noise impacts, as well
as any mitigation measures resulting from the analysis.

City of
Riverbank
Public Works
Department

Prior to
approval of
improvement
plans

Impact 3.12-1: The proposed
Project has the potential to
require the construction of police
department facilities which may
cause
substantial
adverse
physical environmental impacts.

Mitigation Measure 3.12-1: Prior to the City recording a “Final Map” for
each Project within the Plan Area, the owner of the project/map shall either
annex the mapped property into a Community Facilities District (“CFD”), or
create a new CFD for the mapped property, which will include funding for
operational services with the Riverbank Police Department (Stanislaus
County Sheriff).

City of
Riverbank
Development
Services
Department

Prior to the City
recording a
“Final Map” for
each Project
within the Plan
Area

Impact 3.12-5: The proposed
Project has the potential to
require the construction of park
and recreational facilities which
may cause substantial adverse
physical environmental impacts.

Mitigation Measure 3.12-2: Prior to the recording of any Final Maps, or in
connection with any other final approvals for the MU-1 “Mixed Use Retail”
area dedicated to residential development, the project developer shall
dedicate and finance the improvement of sufficient park land in accordance
with a park improvement plan, subject to approval by the City, or pay
sufficient in lieu fees in accordance with the Quimby Act and the City’s
General Plan policy, to develop at least five acres of parkland per 1,000
residents. If sufficient park area is not provided for in the subdividable lands
in accordance with the Quimby Act and City Ordinances, the Project
applicant shall demonstrate where the parkland dedication may occur and
provide surety of its dedication and improvement according to a defined time
line for dedication and improvement. This dedication requirement shall
include development of full park improvement plans to be approved by the
Director of Parks and Recreation. The timing of the park improvements shall
be negotiated with the developer unless stipulated in a Development

City of
Riverbank
Development
Services
Department

Prior to the
recording of
any Final Maps,
or in
connection
with any other
final approvals
for the MU-1
“Mixed Use
Retail” area
dedicated to
residential
development
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Agreement or Subdivision Improvement Agreement.
TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
Impact 3.13-1: Under Existing
conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant
impact at the Patterson Road /
Coffee Road intersection.

Mitigation Measure 3.13-1: Prior to issuance of any Building Permits for
the CWSP Project, each project applicant in the Plan Area shall pay the
applicable City of Riverbank Impact Fee towards the improvement of the
Patterson Road / Coffee Road intersection in order to satisfy their fair share
obligation.

City of
Riverbank
Public Works
Department

Prior to
issuance of any
Building
Permits for the
CWSP Project

Impact 3.13-2: Under Existing
conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant
impact at the Claribel Road /
Oakdale Road intersection.

Mitigation Measure 3.13-2: Prior to the approval of a Final Map or
improvement plans, each applicant within the CWSP Project shall be
responsible for the project’s fair share impacts towards the cost of widening
Oakdale Road to provide a second southbound travel lane that continues
beyond Claribel Road a distance sufficient to accommodate efficient
intersection traffic operations and a transition back to a single lane, as well
as a northbound right turn lane. The distance needed to accommodate the
auxiliary through lane and transition back to a single lane is roughly ¼ mile.
This roadway improvement shall be noted on the project improvement plans.

City of
Riverbank City
Engineer

Prior to the
approval of a
Final Map or
improvement
plans

City of
Riverbank City
Engineer

Prior to
approval of a
Final Map or
improvement
plans

The sum of each project applicant’s fair share cost shall be equal to the total
cost to construct the entire improvement, and the sum of the fair share costs
shall be used by the developer(s) to construct the entire improvement. The
specific segments of roadway which would be widened shall be completed as
determined by the City Engineer based on the level of development being
proposed at the time.
Impact 3.13-3: Under Existing
conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant
impact at the Claribel Road / N-S
Collector intersection.

Mitigation Measure 3.13-3: Prior to approval of a Final Map or
improvement plans, each applicant within the CWSP Project shall be
responsible for the project’s fair share impacts towards the cost of
constructing a traffic signal and ancillary lanes at the Claribel Road / N-S
Collector intersection. When warranted, construction of the traffic signal
shall be required, to the satisfaction of the City of Riverbank City Engineer.
The additional ancillary lanes shall be completed as determined by the City
Engineer based on the level of development being proposed at the time.
When warranted, this roadway improvement shall be noted on the
improvement plans for such project.
The sum of each project applicant’s fair share cost shall be equal to the total
cost to construct the entire improvement, and the sum of the fair share costs
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shall be used by the developer(s) to construct the entire improvement.
Impact 3.13-5: Under Existing
conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant
impact at the segment of
Patterson Road from McHenry
Avenue to Coffee Road.

Mitigation Measure 3.13-4: Prior to issuance of any Building Permits for
each project in the Plan Area, each project applicant shall pay the applicable
City of Riverbank Impact Fee towards widening of SR 108 to four-lanes in
order to satisfy their fair share obligation.

City of
Riverbank
Public Works
Department

Prior to
issuance of any
Building
Permits for
each project in
the Plan Area

Impact 3.13-6: Under Existing
conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant
impact at the segment of Claribel
Road from McHenry Avenue to
Coffee Road.

Mitigation Measure 3.13-5: Prior to issuance of any Building Permits for
each project in the Plan Area, each project applicant shall pay the applicable
County RTIF fee towards construction of the North County Corridor in order
to satisfy their fair share obligation.

Stanislaus
Council of
Governments

Prior to
issuance of any
Building
Permits for
each project in
the Plan Area

Impact 3.13-7: Under Existing
conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant
impact at the segment of Claribel
Road from Oakdale Road to Claus
Road.

Mitigation Measure 3.13-6. Prior to issuance of Building Permits for the
Project, each project applicant in the Plan Area shall pay the applicable City
of Riverbank Impact Fee and County RTIF fee towards the improvement of
Claribel Road from Oakdale Road to Claus Road in order to satisfy their fair
share obligation.

Stanislaus
Council of
Governments

Prior to
issuance of
Building
Permits for the
Project

Impact 3.13-9: Under Existing
conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant
impact at the Oakdale Road
between Morrill Road and
Crawford Road segment.

Mitigation Measure 3.13-7: Prior to issuance of any Building Permits each
project within the Plan Area, each project applicant shall be responsible for
contributing the fair share contribution towards the costs of widening
Oakdale Road to four lanes by providing a second southbound through travel
lane between Morrill Road and Crawford Road. The applicant shall be
responsible for widening Oakdale Road when determined by the City
Engineer.

City of
Riverbank City
Engineer

Prior to
issuance of any
Building
Permits each
project within
the Plan Area

Impact 3.13-11: The proposed
Project would adversely affect
pedestrian and bicycle facilities.

Mitigation Measure 3.13-8: Each project applicant in the Plan Area shall
work with City of Riverbank staff to identify applicable pedestrian crossing
features and shall install the features, when warranted, to the satisfaction of
the City of Riverbank City Engineer.

City of
Riverbank City
Engineer

When
warranted, as
determined by
the City
Engineer

City of
Riverbank City

When
warranted, as

Mitigation Measure 3.13-9: Each project applicant in the Plan Area shall
monitor pedestrian, bicycle, and motor vehicle safety conditions as
development proceeds. Any identified safety conditions as a result of this
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monitoring shall be installed to alleviate these concerns, as applicable, to the
satisfaction of the City of Riverbank City Engineer.

Engineer

determined by
the City
Engineer

Mitigation Measure 3.13-10: The project applicants in the CWSP Area shall
install the transit elements included in the CWSP. The project applicants shall
work with Stanislaus Regional Transit staff to identify applicable on-site
transit facilities and features in order to ensure that transit facilities are
incorporated into the project. The transit facilities and features may include,
but would not be limited to, bus turnouts, bus stops, and signage. The project
applicants shall install the features, when warranted, to the satisfaction of
the City Engineer.

City of
Riverbank City
Engineer

When
warranted, as
determined by
the City
Engineer

Impact 3.13-13: Under EPAP
conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant
impact to queue lengths.

Mitigation Measure 3.13-11: Prior to approval of a Final Map or
improvement plans, each project applicant within the CWSP Area shall be
responsible for lengthening the available storage in left turn lanes at the
Oakdale Road / Crawford Road, Oakdale Road / Freddi Lane, and Oakdale
Road / Claribel Road intersections. The applicants shall be responsible for
lengthening specific turn lanes when determined by the City Engineer. These
roadway improvements shall be noted on the project improvement plans.

City of
Riverbank City
Engineer

Prior to
approval of a
Final Map or
improvement
plans

Impact 3.13-14: Under EPAP
conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant
impact at the proposed mixed
use retail area access.

Mitigation 3.13-12: Prior to approval of a Final Map or improvement plans
for the “MU-1 Mixed Use Retail” area, the project applicant shall be
responsible for providing a design for vehicular access to the satisfaction of
the City of Riverbank City Engineer when development of the “MU-1 Mixed
Use Retail” area proceeds. This roadway design shall be noted on the project
improvement plans.

City of
Riverbank City
Engineer

Prior to
approval of a
Final Map or
improvement
plans for the
“MU-1 Mixed
Use Retail” area

Impact 3.13-15: Under EPAP
conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant
impact at the McHenry Avenue /
Kiernan Avenue / Claribel
Avenue intersection.

Mitigation Measure 3.13-13: Prior to issuance of Building Permits for each
project in the Plan Area, each project applicant shall pay the applicable
County RTIF fee towards construction of the North County Corridor in order
to satisfy their fair share obligation.

Stanislaus
Council of
Governments

Prior to
issuance of
Building
Permits for
each project in
the Plan Area

Impact
3.13-16:
Under
Cumulative
(Year
2042)
conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant
impact at the Patterson Road /

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.13-1.

See Mitigation
Measure 3.13-1

See Mitigation
Measure 3.13-1

Impact 3.13-12: The proposed
Project would adversely affect
transit services or facilities.
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Coffee Road intersection.
Impact
3.13-17:
Under
Cumulative
(Year
2042)
conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant
impact at the Coffee Road /
Morrill Road intersection.

Mitigation Measure 3.13-14: Prior to approval of a Final Map or
improvement plans, each applicant within the CWSP Project shall be
responsible for the project’s fair share impacts towards the cost of installing
a traffic signal at the Coffee Road / Morrill Road intersection. When
warranted, construction of the traffic signal shall be required, to the
satisfaction of the City of Riverbank City Engineer. When warranted, this
roadway improvement shall be noted on the improvement plans for such
project.

City of
Riverbank City
Engineer

Prior to
approval of a
Final Map or
improvement
plans

Impact
3.13-18:
Under
Cumulative
(Year
2042)
conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant
impact at the Coffee Road /
Relocated
Crawford
Road
intersection.

Mitigation Measure 3.13-15: Prior to approval of a Final Map or
improvement plans, each project applicant shall be responsible for its fair
share of the cost of installing traffic signal at the Coffee Road / Relocated
Crawford Road intersection. The signal shall be installed when conditions
warrant, as determined by the City of Riverbank City Engineer.

City of
Riverbank City
Engineer

Prior to
approval of a
Final Map or
improvement
plans

Impact
3.13-19:
Under
Cumulative
(Year
2042)
conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant
impact at the Claribel Road / N-S
Collector intersection.

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.13-3.

See Mitigation
Measure 3.13-3

See Mitigation
Measure 3.13-3

Impact
3.13-20:
Under
Cumulative
(Year
2042)
conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant
impact at the Claribel Road /
Oakdale Road intersection.

Mitigation Measure 3.13-16: Prior to approval of a Final Map or
improvement plans, each applicant in the Plan Area shall be responsible for
the project’s fair share impacts towards the cost of adding a second
northbound left turn lane at the Claribel Road / Oakdale Road intersection,
as determined by the City of Riverbank City Engineer. When warranted, the
addition of a second northbound left turn lane shall be required, to the
satisfaction of the Stanislaus County Road Commissioner. When warranted,
this roadway improvement shall be noted on the improvement plans for such
project.

City of
Riverbank City
Engineer

Prior to
approval of a
Final Map or
improvement
plans

Impact
3.13-24:
Under
Cumulative
(Year
2042)
conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant
impact at the segment of Coffee

Mitigation Measure 3.13-17: Prior to approval of a Final Map or
improvement plans, each project applicant in the Plan Area shall be
responsible for the fair share of the cost of improving Coffee Road from
Morrill Road to the relocated Crawford Road intersection to provide the
functional equivalent of a two-lane arterial street standard, as determined by

City of
Riverbank City
Engineer

Prior to
approval of a
Final Map or
improvement
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Road between Morrill Road and
the relocated Crawford Road.

the City of Riverbank City Engineer.

plans

Impact
3.13-25:
Under
Cumulative
(Year
2042)
conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant
impact at the segment of Coffee
Road between the relocated
Crawford Road and the realigned
Claribel Road intersection.

Mitigation Measure 3.13-18: Prior to approval of a Final Map or
improvement plans, each project applicant in the Plan Area shall be
responsible for contributing its fair share to the cost of improving Coffee
Road from the relocated Crawford Road intersection to the realigned Claribel
Road intersection to the equivalent of a four-lane arterial street standard, as
determined by the City of Riverbank City Engineer.

City of
Riverbank City
Engineer

Prior to
approval of a
Final Map or
improvement
plans

Impact
3.13-26:
Under
Cumulative
(Year
2042)
conditions, the proposed Project
would result in a significant
impact at the segment of Coffee
Road between the realigned
Claribel Road intersection and
NCC.

Mitigation Measure 3.13-19: Prior to approval of a Final Map or
improvement plans, each project applicant in the Plan Area shall be
responsible for contributing its fair share fee to the cost of improving Coffee
Road from the realigned Claribel Road intersection to NCC to a four-lane
arterial street standard.

City of
Riverbank City
Engineer

Prior to
approval of a
Final Map or
improvement
plans

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1: Prior to the issuance of a building or grading
permit, the Project applicant shall submit a drainage plan to the City of
Riverbank for review and approval. The plan shall include an engineered
storm drainage plan that demonstrates attainment of pre-Project runoff
requirements prior to release and describes the volume reduction measures
and treatment controls used to reach attainment consistent with the
Riverbank Low Impact Development Design and Specifications Manual, the
Riverbank Storm Drain System Master Plan, and the Crossroads West Specific
Plan.

City of
Riverbank City
Engineer

Prior to the
issuance of a
building or
grading permit

UTILITIES
Impact 3.14-6: The proposed
Project has the potential to
require or result in the
construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion
of
existing
facilities,
the
construction of which could
cause significant environmental
effects.
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