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SAN:JOAQUIN Community Development Department

—COUNTY—

SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY
NOTICE OF PREPARATION
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
AND NOTICE OF PUBLIC
SCOPING MEETING

GILL WOMEN'’S MEDICAL CENTER, LLC
WOMEN’'S HEALTH FACILITY &
HOSPITAL PROJECT

Date: January 13, 2020
To: Responsible Agencies, Trustee Agencies, & Interested Persons
Re: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Gill

Women’s Medical Center

Project Number(s): PA-1900240 (SA) & PA-2000014 (ER)
Property Owner(s): Jasbir S. Gill Family LTD PTP
Applicant(s): Gill Women’s Medical Center, LLC

Lead Agency: San Joaquin County

Contact: Stephanie Stowers, Senior Planner
1810 E. Hazelton Avenue
Stockton, CA 95205
sstowers@sjgov.org
(209) 468-9653

Comment Period: January 15, 2020 to February 14, 2020

In accordance with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), San
Joaquin County (County) has determined that the proposed Gill Women’s Medical Center will
require the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The purpose of this Notice of
Preparation (NOP) is to provide sufficient information describing the proposed project and the
potential environmental effects to enable meaningful input related to the scope and content of the
information to be included in the EIR.

This NOP initiates the CEQA scoping process. The County will be the lead agency for the
preparation of the EIR.

Documents related to the project and EIR will be available for review on the County’s website at:

https://www.sjgov.org/commdev/cgi-bin/cdyn.exe?grp=planning&htm=actlist&typ=apd

Planning - Building - Neighborhood Preservation



PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD

This NOP is being circulated for public review and comment for a period of thirty (30) days,
beginning January 15, 2020 and concluding on February 14, 2020. The County, as the lead
agency, requests that responsible and trustee agencies, and the Office of Planning and Research,
respond in a manner consistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15082(b). Responsible and trustee
agencies, and the Office of Planning and Research must submit any comments in response to
this notice no later than 30 days after receipt. In the event that the County does not receive a
response or request for additional review time from a responsible or trustee agency by the end of
the review period, the County may presume that the agency has no response to make.

PROVIDING COMMENTS ON THIS NOTICE OF PREPARATION

Comments on how the proposed project may affect the environment are welcomed. Please
contact Ms. Stowers if you have any comments regarding the project or questions about the
environmental review process. Comments in response to this notice must be submitted in writing.

Written and/or email comments on the NOP should be provided at the earliest possible date, but
must be received no later than 5:00 p.m. on February 14, 2020.

Comments should include the name and mailing address (email or physical) of the commenter in
the body of the response. Please provide the name of an applicable contact person if you are
providing comments on behalf of an agency.

SCOPING MEETING
The County will hold two (2) scoping meetings to provide an opportunity for agency

representatives and the public to assist the County in determining the scope and content of the
EIR.

Agency Scoping Meeting: Public Scoping Meeting:
Wednesday, February 5, 2020 Wednesday, February 5, 2020
3:30-5:00 PM 5:30-7:00 PM
Public Health Auditorium Public Health Auditorium
1601 East Hazelton Avenue 1601 East Hazelton Avenue
Stockton, CA 95205 Stockton, CA 95205

FOCUS OF INPUT

The County relies on responsible and trustee agencies to provide information relevant to the
analysis of resources falling within its jurisdiction. The County encourages input for the proposed
EIR, with a focus on the following topics:

Scope of Environmental Analysis: Guidance on the scope of analysis for this EIR, including
identification of specific issues that will require closer study due to the location, scale, and
character of the proposed project;

Mitigation Measures: Ideas for feasible mitigation that could potentially be imposed by the
County to avoid, eliminate, or reduce potentially significant or significant impacts;

Alternatives: Suggestions for alternatives to the Gill Women’s Medical Center that could
potentially reduce or avoid potentially significant or significant impacts; and



Interested Parties: Identification of public agencies, public and private groups, and individuals
the County should notice regarding the Gill Women’s Medical Center and the accompanying EIR.

PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed Gill Women’'s Medical Center is located at 11000 N. West Lane, within
unincorporated San Joaquin County, approximately one (1) mile north of the City of Stockton. The
project encompasses three (3) parcels, totaling 60.83 acres; APNs: 059-080-07, -29, & -30 (See
attached, Exhibit A for a detailed project location map). The site is currently primarily planted in
vineyards, with one existing residence (Address: 11013 N. Ham Lane). Surrounding land uses
are primarily agricultural with scattered residences; detailed surrounding land uses are as follows:

North of the project site: Pixley Slough (one half [2] mile north), City of Lodi (two and a half [2
2] miles north)

East of the project site: Union Pacific Railroad (Fresno) (one half ['2] mile east), City of Stockton
(one half [2] of a mile east), State Route 99 (one and a half [1 2] miles east)

South of the project site: Industrial development (500 feet south), Bear Creek (one [1] mile
south), City of Stockton (one [1] mile south)

West of the project site: City of Stockton (three quarter [%] mile west), Union Pacific Railroad
(Sacramento) (one and a half [1 /2] miles west)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project is a Site Approval application to establish a medical facility, including a
women’s health facility and hospital with heliport, in two (2) phases (Use Types: Public Services
— Essential). The proposed project includes a Development Agreement application, which, if
approved, will permit Phase 1 improvements to be constructed over five (5) years, and Phase 2
improvements to be constructed over ten (10) years (See attached, Exhibit B for site plan).

Phase 1 includes the construction of a 36,000 square foot single story women’s health facility,
which will provide labor, delivery, emergent medicine, and outpatient surgery center services
(OSHPD-3 “Alternative Birthing Center’ as designated by Health & Safety Code §1204[b][4]
including accessory urgent care medicine and outpatient surgery). On-site improvements
including encroachment from West Lane, parking, and private facilities for wastewater, water, and
stormwater will be provided with Phase 1.

Phase 2 includes the construction of a 28,000 square foot medical office building, a 140,000
square foot hospital with 100 beds, an emergency heliport landing area, and a 6,000 square foot
physical plant building (Level Ill Trauma Center designation from EMS pursuant to 22 Cal. Code
Regs. § 100263). On-site improvements including encroachment from Ham Lane and Eight Mile
Road, parking expansion, and expansion of private facilities for wastewater, water, and
stormwater will also be provided with Phase 2.

The project site encompasses three (3) parcels, and a Lot Line Adjustment is proposed to result
in Phase 1 and Phase 2 development to be located on stand-alone parcels.

RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES
For the purposes of CEQA, the term “Responsible Agency” includes all public agencies (other

than federal agencies) beyond the Lead Agency that have discretionary approval power over the
project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15381). Discretionary approval power may include such
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actions as issuance of a permit, authorization, or easement needed to complete some aspect of
the proposed project. Responsible Agencies may include, but are not limited to, the following:

» California Department of Transportation (Caltrans): Encroachment permits for placement of
encroachments within, under, or over the state highway rights of way if improvements are
required at freeway interchanges

» California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) — Division of Aeronautics: Approval of
heliport-related permits

= California Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development (OSHPD): Approval and
construction inspection of hospital buildings

= California Department of Public Health, Licensing, and Certification: Licensing and
certification of healthcare facilities

= Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB): Clean water quality
certification, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit

» San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD): Authority to construct, permit
to operate

» San Joaquin Council of Governments: Approval of participation and certificate of payment
confirming participation in the San Joaquin Multi-Species and Habitat Conservation Plan

» Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR): Encroachment permit for placement of encroachments within,
under, or over the UPRR rights-of-way

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The County has determined that the proposed project may have a significant effect on the
environment and, therefore, an EIR should be prepared. As required by CEQA, the EIR will
describe the existing conditions and evaluate the potential for environmental effects of the
proposed project and a reasonable range of alternatives, including the no-project alternative. It
will address direct, indirect, and cumulative effects. The EIR will also discuss potential growth-
inducing impacts and summarize significant and unavoidable environmental effects. The EIR will
identify feasible mitigation measures, if available, to reduce potentially significant impacts. The
EIR will focus on the potentially significant environmental impacts of the project. At this time, the
County has identified a potential for environmental impact in the areas identified below:

Aesthetics: The analysis will address the alteration of visual characteristics from the
development of the proposed hospital facility, and the potential for increases in light and glare in
within the vicinity of the project site.

Agriculture and Forestry Resources: The analysis will evaluate potential direct and indirect
effects on the existing surrounding agricultural uses that could result from implementation of the
proposed project.

Air Quality: The analysis will address short-term construction-related and long-term operations-
related increases in criteria air pollutants and precursors (e.g., reactive organic gases [ROG],
oxides of nitrogen [NOX], respirable particulate matter [PM10], and fine particulate matter
[PM2.5]). The analysis will also assess the potential for construction- and operations-related toxic
air contaminants (TACs) to result in levels of health risk exposure at off-site sensitive receptors.



The analysis will focus on diesel particulate emitted by heavy equipment during project
construction, and any additional trucks serving the project during operations.

Biological Resources: The analysis will evaluate potential direct and indirect impacts on
biological resources, including riparian habitat, special-status fish, and other terrestrial and
aquatic resources, that could result from implementation of the proposed project.

Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources: A record search will be conducted at the
Central California Information Center and pedestrian surveys of areas proposed for ground
disturbance will be conducted by a qualified archaeologist. Any tribal or other cultural resources
that are known or have the potential to occur on the project site will be assessed, and the potential
impacts that may occur to known and unanticipated resources because of project implementation
will be evaluated. The EIR will also document the results of required consultation and any
agreements on mitigation measures for California Tribal Cultural Resources.

Energy: The levels of electricity, natural gas, propane, gasoline, and diesel consumed in the
construction and operation of the project will be estimated, and whether the project would result
in the wasteful use of energy will be determined.

Geology and Soils: The analysis will evaluate the potential for project-related construction and
operations to cause impacts related to geology and soils, including mineral resources, which could
result from the development of the proposed project.

Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change: The analysis will evaluate the project’s consistency
with California’s GHG reduction goals and related regulations and policies, and will determined
whether project-generated GHG emissions would be cumulatively considerable contribution to
the global impact of climate change.

Growth Inducement: The analysis will evaluate the project’s direct and indirect impacts on
economic and/or population growth including the construction of additional housing, in the project
vicinity.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials: The analysis will address the potential for project-related
construction and operations to create significant hazards to the public of the environment through
use of hazardous materials, or cause reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials.

Hydrology and Water Quality: The analysis will describe the existing drainage and water quality
conditions of the site, and provide a description of the applicable regulatory environment, and
evaluate the project’s hydrology and water quality impacts including” short-term construction-
related effects; permanent stormwater changes’ impacts to surface water quality’ impacts to
groundwater quality and quantity; and cumulative on- and off-site impacts.

Land Use: The analysis will describe the existing and proposed land uses in the project area and
evaluate the potential inconsistencies between the proposed project and the applicable General
Plan and zoning. The analysis will focus on changes in land use, land use compatibility, and
general plan consistency, to the extent that potential General Plan conflicts may lead to physical
impacts on the environment.

Noise and Vibration: The analysis will include information on the location of existing sensitive
receptors, ambient noise levels, and natural factors that relate to the attenuation thereof. Noise
and vibration impacts that would be anticipated to occur with construction and operational
activities associated with the proposed project will be assessed.



Public Services and Recreation: The analysis will address the potential impacts on public
services as a result of the proposed project. Public services include fire protection, law
enforcement, schools, parks and recreation, and libraries.

Transportation: The analysis will include a Traffic Study. The traffic study will analyze the
increase in vehicle traffic, and Level of Service and Vehicle Miles Travelled impacts to streets and
intersections potentially impacted by the project, including West Lane, Eight Mile Road, and Ham
Lane, and other surrounding roads.

Utilities and Service Systems: The analysis will address the potential for environmental affects
as a result of the proposed project’s increased impact on water supply, distribution, and treatment;
wastewater collection, conveyance, and treatment; solid waste collection and disposal; and
electricity and natural gas.










































Ms. Stowers
January 28, 2020
Page 3

If you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 255-3710 or via email at
Gavin.McCreary@dtsc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

- W//%wfy -

Gavin McCreary

Project Manager

Site Evaluation and Remediation Unit
Site Mitigation and Restoration Program
Department of Toxic Substances Control

cc.  (via email)

Governor's Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov

Ms. Lora Jameson, Chief

Site Evaluation and Remediation Unit
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Lora.Jameson@dtsc.ca.gov

Mr. Dave Kereazis

Office of Planning & Environmental Analysis
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Dave.Kereazis@dtsc.ca.gov




f %) Gavin Newsom
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CALIFORMNIA L ‘ JARED BLUMENFELD

\‘ y SECRETARY FOR

Water Boards

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board

28 January 2020
Stephanie Stowers CERTIFIED MAIL
San Joaquin County 7019 0700 0002 0111 6616

Community Development Department
1810 East Hazelton Avenue
Stockton, CA 95205

COMMENTS TO REQUEST FOR REVIEW FOR THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION
FOR THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, PA-1900240 AND PA-
2000014 (ER) GILL WOMEN'S MEDICAL CENTER PROJECT, SCH#2020010176,
SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY

Pursuant to the State Clearinghouse’s 14 January 2020 request, the Central Valley

Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Water Board) has reviewed the

Request for Review for the Notice of Preparation for the Draft Environmental Impact

Report for the PA-1900240 and PA-2000014 (ER) Gill Women's Medical Center Project,
-located in San Joaquin County.

Our agency is delegated with the responsibility of protecting the quality of surface and
groundwaters of the state; therefore our comments will address concerns surrounding
those issues.

.  Regulatory Setting

Basin Plan

The Central Valley Water Board is required to formulate and adopt Basin Plans for
all areas within the Central Valley region under Section 13240 of the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Each Basin Plan must contain water quality
objectives to ensure the reasonable protection of beneficial uses, as well as a
program of implementation for achieving water quality objectives with the Basin
Plans. Federal regulations require each state to adopt water quality standards to
protect the public health or welfare, enhance the quality of water and serve the
purposes of the Clean Water Act. In California, the beneficial uses, water quality
objectives, and the Antidegradation Policy are the State’s water quality standards.
Water quality standards are also contained in the National Toxics Rule, 40 CFR
Section 131.36, and the California Toxics Rule, 40 CFR Section 131.38.

The Basin Plan is subject to modification as necessary, considering applicable
laws, policies, technologies, water quality conditions and priorities. The original
Basin Plans were adopted in 1975, and have been updated and revised periodically

KarL E. LonGLEY ScD, P.E., cHAIR | PATRICK PULUPA, ESQ., EXECUTIVE OFFICER

11020 Sun Center Drive #200, Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 | www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley
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as required, using Basin Plan amendments. Once the Central Valley Water Board
has adopted a Basin Plan amendment in noticed public hearings, it must be
approved by the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board), Office
of Administrative Law (OAL) and in some cases, the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA). Basin Plan amendments only become effective after
they have been approved by the OAL and in some cases, the USEPA. Every three
(3) years, a review of the Basin Plan is completed that assesses the
appropriateness of existing standards and evaluates and prioritizes Basin Planning
issues. For more information on the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento
and San Joaquin River Basins, please visit our website:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/basin_plans/

Antidegradation Considerations

All wastewater discharges must comply with the Antidegradation Policy (State
Water Board Resolution 68-16) and the Antidegradation Implementation Policy
contained in the Basin Plan. The Antidegradation Implementation Policy is
available on page 74 at:
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/basin plans/sacsjr 201

805.pdf
In part it states:

Any discharge of waste to high quality waters must apply best practicable
treatment or control not only to prevent a condition of pollution or nuisance from
occurring, but also to maintain the highest water quality possible consistent with
the maximum benefit to the people of the State.

This information must be presented as an analysis of the impacts and potential
impacts of the discharge on water quality, as measured by background
concentrations and applicable water quality objectives.

The antidegradation analysis is a mandatory element in the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System and land discharge Waste Discharge Requirements
(WDRs) permitting processes. The environmental review document should
evaluate potential impacts to both surface and groundwater quality.

Permitting Requirements

Construction Storm Water General Permit

Dischargers whose project disturb one or more acres of soil or where projects
disturb less than one acre but are part of a larger common plan of development that
in total disturbs one or more acres, are required to obtain coverage under the
General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activities
(Construction General Permit), Construction General Permit Order No. 2009-009-
DWQ. Construction activity subject to this permit includes clearing, grading,
grubbing, disturbances to the ground, such as stockpiling, or excavation, but does
not include regular maintenance activities performed to restore the original line,
grade, or capacity of the facility. The Construction General Permit requires the
development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
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(SWPPP). For more information on the Construction General Permit, visit the State
Water Resources Control Board website at:

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water issues/programs/stormwater/constpermits.sht
ml :

Phase | and Il Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permits'

The Phase | and || MS4 permits require the Permittees reduce pollutants and runoff
flows from new development and redevelopment using Best Management Practices
(BMPs) to the maximum extent practicable (MEP). MS4 Permittees have their own
development standards, also known as Low Impact Development (LID)/post-
construction standards that include a hydromodification component. The MS4
permits also require specific design concepts for LID/post-construction BMPs in the
early stages of a project during the entitlement and CEQA process and the
development plan review process.

For more information on which Phase | MS4 Permit this project applies to, visit the
Central Valley Water Board website at: ‘
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water issues/storm water/municipal p
ermits/ :

For more information on the Phase || MS4 permit and who it applies to, visit the
State Water Resources Control Board at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water issues/programs/stormwater/phase ii munici

pal.shtmi

Industrial Storm Water General Permit

Storm water discharges associated with industrial sites must comply with the
regulations contained in the Industrial Storm Water General Permit Order No. 2014-
0057-DWQ. For more information on the Industrial Storm Water General Permit,
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water _issues/storm_water/industrial g
eneral _permits/index.shtml

Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit

If the project will involve the discharge of dredged or fill material in navigable waters
or wetlands, a permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act may be
needed from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). If a Section
404 permit is required by the USACE, the Central Valley Water Board will review
the permit application to ensure that discharge will not violate water quality
standards. If the project requires surface water drainage realignment, the applicant
is advised to contact the Department of Fish and Game for information on

' Municipal Permits = The Phase | Municipal Separate Storm Water System (MS4)
Permit covers medium sized Municipalities (serving between 100,000 and 250,000
people) and large sized municipalities (serving over 250,000 people). The Phase |l
MS4 provides coverage for small municipalities, including non-traditional Small MS4s,
which include military bases, public campuses, prisons and hospitals.
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Streambed Alteration Permit requirements. If you have any questions regarding the
Clean Water Act Section 404 permits, please contact the Regulatory Division of the
Sacramento District of USACE at (916) 557-5250.

Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit — Water Quality Certification
If an USACE permit (e.g., Non-Reporting Nationwide Permit, Nationwide Permit,

Letter of Permission, Individual Permit, Regional General Permit, Programmatic
General Permit), or any other federal permit (e.g., Section 10 of the Rivers and
Harbors Act or Section 9 from the United States Coast Guard), is required for this
project due to the disturbance of waters of the United States (such as streams and
wetlands), then a Water Quality Certification must be obtained from the Central
Valley Water Board prior to initiation of project activities. There are no waivers for
401 Water Quality Certifications. For more information on the Water Quality
Certification, visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water issues/water quality certificati
on/ ‘

Waste Discharge Requirements — Discharges to Waters of the State

If USACE determines that only non-jurisdictional waters of the State (i.e., “non-
federal” waters of the State) are present in the proposed project area, the proposed
project may require a Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit to be issued by
Central Valley Water Board. Under the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act, discharges to all waters of the State, including all wetlands and other
waters of the State including, but not limited to, isolated wetlands, are subject to
State regulation. For more information on the Waste Discharges to Surface Water
NPDES Program and WDR processes, visit the Central Valley Water Board website
at:https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water issues/waste to surface w
ater/

Projects involving excavation or fill activities impacting less than 0.2 acre or 400
linear feet of non-jurisdictional waters of the state and projects involving dredging
activities impacting less than 50 cubic yards of non-jurisdictional waters of the state
may be eligible for coverage under the State Water Resources Control Board Water
Quality Order No. 2004-0004-DWQ (General Order 2004-0004). For more
information on the General Order 2004-0004, visit the State Water Resources
Control Board website at:

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board decisions/adopted orders/water_quality/20
04/wgo/wgqo2004-0004.pdf

Waste Discharge Requirements — Discharges to Land

The discharge of wastewater and solids to land is subject to regulation under
individual WDRs, Central Valley Water Board Waivers, or State Water Board
General Orders.

In accordance with California Water Code Section 13260, the project proponent is
required to submit a Report of Waste Discharge (RWD) to apply for individual
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WDRs. We recommend that the RWD be submitted 12 to 18 months before the
expected startup date.

For more information on waste discharges to land, visit the Central Valley Water
Board website at:

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water issues/waste to land/index.sht
mi

Pursuant to the State Board’s Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems Policy, the
regulation of septic systems with design flows less than 10,000 gpd may be
regulated under the local agency’s management program.

For more information on septic system regulations, visit the Central Valley Water
Board’s website at:

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/owts/sb_owts_policy.pdf

Domestic wastewater treatment systems with flows greater than 10,000 gpd or that
use ponds as part of the treatment system may be eligible for coverage under State
Water Resources Control Board Order WQ 2014-0153-DWQ (General Order 2014-
0153-DWQ). For more information on the General Order, visit the Central Valley
Water Board’s website at:

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board decisions/adopted orders/gen
eral orders/wqg-2014-0153-dwq.pdf

Dewatering Permit

If the proposed project includes construction or groundwater dewatering to be
discharged to land, the proponent may apply for coverage under State Water Board
General Water Quality Order (Low Threat General Order) 2003-0003 or the Central
Valley Water Board’s Waiver of Report of Waste Discharge and Waste Discharge
Requirements (Low Threat Waiver) R5-2018-0085. Small temporary construction
dewatering projects are projects that discharge groundwater to land from
excavation activities or dewatering of underground utility vaults. Dischargers
seeking coverage under the General Order or Waiver must file a Notice of Intent
with the Central Valley Water Board prior to beginning discharge.

For more information regarding the Low Threat General Order and the application
process, visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted orders/water quality/200
3/wqo/wgo2003-0003.pdf

For more information regarding the Low Threat Waiver and the application process,
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board decisions/adopted orders/wai
vers/r5-2018-0085.pdf

Limited Threat General NPDES Permit
If the proposed project includes construction dewatering and it is necessary to
discharge the groundwater to waters of the United States, the proposed project will
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require coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit. Dewatering discharges are typically considered a low or limited
threat to water quality and may be covered under the General Order for Limited
Threat Discharges to Surface Water (Limited Threat General Order). A complete
Notice of Intent must be submitted to the Central Valley Water Board to obtain
coverage under the Limited Threat General Order. For more information regarding
the Limited Threat General Order and the application process, visit the Central
Valley Water Board website at:

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board decisions/adopted orders/gen
eral_orders/r5-2016-0076-01.pdf

NPDES Permit

If the proposed project discharges waste that could affect the quality of surface
waters of the State, other than into a community sewer system, the proposed
project will require coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit. A complete Report of Waste Discharge must be submitted
with the Central Valley Water Board to obtain a NPDES Permit. For more
information regarding the NPDES Permit and the application process, visit the
Central Valley Water Board website at:
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/help/permit/

If you have questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (916) 464-4856
or Nicholas.White@waterboards.ca.gov.

A - &
/ | 4/ {A | /,Lr
[ W WY \»
Nicholas White

Water Resource Control Engineer

cc:  State Clearinghouse unit, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research,
Sacramento (via email)
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February 4, 2020

Attn: Stephanie Stowers

San Joaquin County Community Development Department
Development Services Division

1810 East Hazelton Avenue

Stockton, CA 95205

Re: PA-1900240 (SA), PA-2000014 (ER)

Dear Ms. Stowers:

The San Joaquin Farm Bureau Federation is a private, not for profit organization dedicated to the
advancement of the agricultural industry within San Joaquin County. The protection of our
increasingly threatened agricultural land remains one of our highest priorities. Because of the unique
nature of this invaluable resource, we oppose the use of agricultural land for a women’s health
facility and hospital.

Uses that are open daily to the general public are not agricultural in nature and are disruptive to
adjacent agricultural uses because of traffic and parking, setbacks, and trash concerns. Non-
agricultural uses on agriculturally zoned property presents many challenges and conflicts for
existing, commercially productive agricultural operations that neighbor these sites. Agricultural
operations vary with different times of the year, which non-rural visitors may not be use to and find
inconvenient to themselves without regard to the necessity of the timing and procedure for the
grower to produce quality and safe food. Growers are under tremendous pressure from various
regulatory agencies because of the integration of public uses in rural, agricultural areas. Greater
buffer zones on the subject parcel are needed to avoid any restrictions on agricultural practices for
surrounding properties. Traffic in this small area will greatly impact and hinder the agricultural
operations and community residents.

Should this project move forward, the applicants must acknowledge the Right to Farm ordinance and
minimize disruption to the commercial agricultural production in the vicinity of the project site. In
addition, adequate setbacks should be required to limit potential impacts to those neighboring
agricultural production in regard to food safety and restrictions on normal farming practices.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this application, please keep us apprised of its status.

Sincerely,

C oy A
AR

David Strecker
President

3290 NORTH AD ART ROAD e (209) 931-4931 » STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA 95215
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Gill Medical Center

Heliport Design and Operations Assumptions
21 October 2021

Introduction

The Gill Medical Center (GMC) project will include a heliport for rapid transport of patients to facilities
with more critical care facilities when needed. It could also be used for incoming helicopters with at-
risk mothers on board. Therefore, the heliport would result in a community benefit in rapidly
transporting patients in need. The heliport would be built as part of the second phase of campus
development.

Note 1: Helicopter landing facilities are commonly referred to by a variety of names including
heliport, helistop, helipad, landing zone (LZ), etc. All meet the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
definition of “heliport”: “The area of land, water, or a structure used or intended to be used for the
landing and takeoff of helicopters, together with appurtenant buildings and facilities.” It is important to
understand that a “helistop” is simply a low intensity heliport that does not include helicopter
maintenance, rental, refueling, flight training, etc., activities that might occur at a more comprehensive
heliport. For example, a hospital “helistop” is typically a facility for helicopters to drop off or pick up
passengers (patients, medical teams, etc.) and/or cargo (live organs or medical equipment).
However, a helistop still meets FAA’s definition of a heliport. The term “heliport” is therefore used
herein as an all-inclusive term for all helicopter landing facilities.

Note 2: All directions used herein are referenced to true north

Basic Heliport Desigh Assumptions

2.1. Heliport Location
The heliport would be located on the northern half of the campus near the Emergency
Department. Due to airspace obstruction-clearance requirements, the heliport would be
elevated above grade on a berm or a free-standing structure, as will be described later.

2.1.1.Proximity to Emergency Department
In most hospitals, outgoing patients are prepped in the Emergency Department (ED) in
preparation for gurney transfer to the heliport. By the same token, patients can be
transported to the ED via helicopter. The heliport would be within easy gurney transport of
the heliport but far enough from the ED entrance so that rotorwash will not blow debris into
the ED when doors are opened.

2.1.2.Design Helicopter Model
FAA'’s heliport design criteria are based on helicopter size, under the principal that larger
helicopters need more room to operate than do smaller helicopters. Therefore, the
proposed heliport is sized, as described below, to accommodate helicopters used by
regional emergency medical services (EMS) who might be called to transport patients to or
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from the hospital. Helicopters used at this facility would be similar in size to those used at
other nearby hospitals including:

e Kaiser Permanente Manteca

e Mercy San Juan Hospital, Carmichael

e St. Joseph’s Medical Center, Stockton

Operators using helicopters within this size include:
REACH/CALSTAR

SkyLife of Central California

Air George, based at Valley Children’s Hospital in Madera
Stanford Life Flight.

The worst case (largest) helicopter generally used by such operators is the Airbus
Helicopters H145 (previously Eurocopter EC145). The newest version of the H145 weighs
under 9,000 pounds. Other helicopters in this class generally weigh less than 7,000
pounds. At this point, the heliport is envisioned to be ground-based. Should that change
(i.e., an elevated structure or a rooftop heliport) it would be designed to support at least
9,000 pounds static load and 13,500 pounds (50% safety factor) for dynamic (impact)
loading.

2.1.3.Non-trauma
GMC would not have a trauma designation. Therefore, there would be no need to design
for larger helicopters such as the Sikorsky UH-60 Blackhawk or its Firehawk variant used by
agencies such as the National Guard or Cal Fire. Such helicopters might be used in natural
disasters, widespread mass casualty events, etc. They are significantly larger and heavier
(22,000 pounds) than helicopters envisioned for use at GMC.

2.1.4.Long-range assumptions
Expectations are that the size and weight of helicopter using the GMC heliport will remain
relatively constant over time. Therefore, the small, light-weight helicopters currently
envisioned should be sufficient for the hospital’s long-term needs.

2.2. Flightpath alignments
Helicopter flightpaths are determined by a number of factors including prevailing winds, airspace
obstruction-clearance criteria, land use compatibility needs including noise abatement, etc.

2.2.1.Prevailing winds
Helicopters, like airplanes, realize safety and performance advantages by taking off and
landing into the wind. Headwinds are preferable. Moderate crosswinds are acceptable
within reason. Strong tailwinds can cause safety issues during landings and takeoffs,
resulting in a dangerous aerodynamic condition known as “loss of tailrotor effectiveness”
and should be avoided. Therefore, approach and departure flightpaths should be designed
as closely as possible to align with local prevailing winds. Prevailing winds in the Lodi-
Stockton area appear to be from the west through northwest. This is in keeping with
runway alignments at nearby airports (Stockton Metro Airport, Kingdon Airport, Lodi Airport,
etc.) which are typically laid out with prevailing winds and general wind behavior in the
northern San Joaquin Valley.

2.2.2.Airspace Obstruction Clearance
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Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace, of the Federal
Aviation Regulations (FARs) stipulates a series of obstruction-clearance surfaces in the
airspace surrounding airports and heliports. Their purpose is to provide a framework to
ensure obstruction-free airspace in which pilots can safely operate, especially under low
visibility conditions such as dusk and nighttime. The heliport owner’s obligation, as well as
that of regulatory agencies, is to maintain the airspace clear of obstructions per FAR Part
77 criteria. The criteria specific to heliports are depicted generically in Exhibit A-1 and
described below.

e A TLOF (touchdown and liftoff area) is the physical landing pad. It is the area upon
which a pilot lands and from which he/she takes off.

e A FATO (final approach and takeoff area) represents an area that is clear of
obstructions above TLOF elevation to provide maneuvering room for pilots while
executing a landing or takeoff.

o The Safety Area represents an additional margin surrounding the FATO. It must
also be kept clear of obstructions above TLOF elevation.

e Approach/Departure Surfaces slope up and out from the FATO edges along each
designated flightpath. They are sloped surfaces (8 feet horizontal to one foot
vertical). No object may penetrate an Approach Departure Surfaces.

e Transitional Surfaces slope up and out to the sides of each designated flightpath.
They start at the Approach/Departure Surface and FATO edges and extend laterally
to 250 feet from flightpath centerlines. Ideally, no object should penetrate a
Transitional Surface.

[

FLIGHT PATH CENTER LINE

Exhibit A-1 NOT TO SCALE

FAA Airspace Obstruction-Clearance Surfaces
\Isometric View

HELIPLANNERS hotpmners.com
Aviation Planning Consultants

2.2.3.Land Use Compatibility
See Exhibit 1. The property is adjacent to existing rural residential properties to the south
(along East 8 Mile Road) and to the east (along North Ham Lane). These land uses may be
sensitive from a helicopter noise standpoint. Other nearby uses (agricultural and light
industrial) appear could be considered compatible with heliport operations. There do not
appear to be schools, houses of worship, areas of public assembly or other noise sensitive
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uses nearby. The closest house of worship appears to be The Home Church,
approximately three fourths of a mile to the north-northwest from the proposed heliport site.
The closest school appears to be George Mosher Lincoln Elementary School approximately

1.4 miles to the southeast.

Given the above factors, the heliport is assumed to have a preliminary southeast/northwest
flightpath alignment as shown in Exhibit 1. Other factors could affect flightpath layout at the
actual time of heliport design during development Phase 2.
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Exhibit 1: Preliminary heliport and flightpath alignment layout

2.2.4 Preliminary Heliport Layout (Exhibit 1)
The heliport has not been designed at this early stage. It has only been planned in
conceptual terms. It is expected to be ground-based, although not at grade due to
proposed nearby on-campus driveways and parking areas. Cars, ambulances, etc. must be
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considered when applying the FAR Part 77 airspace obstruction-clearance criteria. A
heliport in its currently proposed location would need to be elevated on a berm or on a free-
standing structure sufficiently to provide specified clearance above grade for vehicles. The
maximum elevation would likely be ten feet and may be less, especially if the currently
proposed automobile circulation could be adjusted. A berm heliport is considered ground-
based and the dimensions to accommodate the design helicopter size would be 40 feet by
40 feet (or 40 feet in diameter). This represents FAA’s minimum design size for a hospital
heliport TLOF and is sufficient to accommodate the design helicopter size. A free-standing
structure would be considered an “elevated” heliport. The FAA and Caltrans Division of
Aeronautics, when permitting a heliport, apply more restrictive criteria for elevated heliports
(on free-standing structures or rooftops). Therefore, a heliport on a free-standing structure
would be slightly larger, at 45 feet by 45 feet.

3. Basic Helicopter Operational Assumptions

3.1.

3.2,

3.3.

Monthly Helicopter Operational Estimates

At this point, helicopter operational levels can only be based on the writer’'s educated judgement
based on many heliport development projects. There is obviously no historical record of
helicopter activity at the site from which to make estimates. And there will be no way of knowing
until the Medical Center is built and operational. Helicopter activity at a hospital is driven entirely
be medical emergency needs, not by schedule. Seasonal or weather-related variations can be
experienced as well. It is reasonable to assume an average of one landing and one takeoff per
week (or an average of 1/7 landing and 1/7 takeoff per day). This is an assumed average.
There may be no landings for two or three weeks and then one week may experience two or
three landings.

Daytime/Evening/Nighttime Breakdown
Transportation-related noise analysis in California uses the Community Noise Equivalent Level
(CNEL) metric. The CNEL methodology breaks a 24-hour day into three distinct sections as
listed below. Acoustics analysis is prepared by others. However, again using an “educated
guess” approach, the following estimates appear to be reasonable for a general analysis:
e Daytime (7:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m.) 75% (0.11 landings per day during this time period)
e Evening (7:00 p.m.—10:00 p.m.) 12.5% (0.18 landings per day during this time period)
¢ Nighttime (10:00 p.m. —7:00 a.m.) 12.5% (0.18 landings per day during this time period)

Descent/Ascent Profiles

Helicopters would descend to and climb from the GMC heliport on different vertical profiles that
may vary according to the pilot, weather, helicopter loading characteristics, etc. In general, it is
assumed for noise analysis purposes that default vertical flight profiles as included in computer
noise models would be used.

Aviation Safety Analysis

A number of documents provide safety-related heliport design criteria. Key documents described
below would be used during the heliport design process to help ensure operational safety.

4.1.

FAR Part 77
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Discussed above, this document lays out airspace obstruction-clearance surfaces to provide
clear airspace for a pilot to conduct approaches and departures. FAR Part 77 criteria extend
4,000 feet from the FATO edges along designated fligthpaths. Therefore, they not only protect
the airspace immediately surrounding the heliport but also provide enhanced safety over nearby
properties. The heliport would be designed to comply with FAR Part 77 to Caltrans Division of
Aeronautics’ (state permitting agency) satisfaction in order to qualify for the State’s Heliport
Permit. This is common with virtually all hospital heliports. Maintaining the areas clear of
obstructions is the responsibility of the owner, not the FAA or Caltrans Division of Aeronautics.
Only the local jurisdiction (County of San Joaquin) can provide legal protection against erection
of obstructions through its zoning powers. However, meeting FAR Part 77 criteria does not
typically result in the establishment of or requirement for avigation easements over neighboring
properties.

4.2. FAR Part 157
FAR Part 157, Notice of Construction, Alteration, Activation and Deactivation of Airports,
specifies requirements for requesting FAA staff to conduct an “airspace study” for a proposed
new landing facility. (A heliport is defined as an airport under Federal regulations.) FAA’s
airspace study includes a site visit by a helicopter pilot Aviation Safety Inspector assigned to the
local (Oakland) Flight Standards District Office. That inspector reviews the site and campus
development plans and sends his or her comments to FAA’s San Francisco Airports District
Office for inclusion in the Heliport Airspace Analysis Determination. The Determination can
include any conditions that FAA’s inspector considers pertinent to enhance operational safety.

4.3. Caltrans Division of Aeronautics Heliport Permit
When granting its Heliport Permit, Caltrans Aeronautics staff conducts a final inspection to
ensure that the completed heliport and surrounding airspace environment fully comply with its
safety-related design criteria. Additionally, Caltrans Aeronautics’ Aviation Safety Officer
conducts annual inspections of all hospital heliports to ensure ongoing compliance. Should he
or she find discrepancies, they notify the hospital in writing of steps to be taken to remedy the
situation. Caltrans Aeronautics has the authority to order helicopter operations to cease if
discrepancies identified in its annual inspections are not corrected.

4.4. NFPA 418, Standard for Heliports
The National Fire Protection Association publishes its Standard for Heliports. The document
provides guidance on fire protection, emergency access, etc. The heliport would be designed to
comply with NFPA 418 criteria.

4.5. Beyond the above documents, EMS helicopter operators are responsible for operating the
helicopters that would land at GMC. All commercial helicopter pilots are licensed by the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA). A fully equipped EMS helicopter costs several million dollars and
is staffed by a pilot with at least 1500 hours of flight time (frequently several thousand hours) as
well as, typically, a flight nurse and a flight paramedic. Helicopter accidents at or near a hospital,
while not unheard of, are extremely rare.

5. Heliport Regulatory Compliance Process

Heliports in California must undergo regulatory compliance processes at several governmental levels,
as summarized below.
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FEDERAL

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA): Part 157 of the Federal Aviation Regulations requires that
the proponent submit a proposed landing area to FAA for an “airspace study”. The study results in
an “Heliport Airspace Analysis Determination” (HAAD) stating that FAA “does not object” to the
project. Therefore, it is not an “approval” per se. The process is initiated with an online “Landing
Area Proposal” with an explanatory cover letter and exhibits. The process normally takes three to
eight months, during which time a helicopter specialist with FAA’s local Flight Standards District
Office (FSDO) visits the site and then sends his/her comments back to the Airports District Office for
inclusion in the HAAD.

STATE
Caltrans Division of Aeronautics: Caltrans Aeronautics’ approval is required for all heliports in
California (with certain exceptions). Caltrans’ process normally involves three parts:
1. “Conditional Plan Approval’ represents Caltrans’ agreement with the design concept
2. “Heliport Site Approval Permit” is issued once we can provide documentation of all other
agency processes (FAA, Airport Land Use Commission, CEQA and County Board of
Supervisors). This approval authorizes heliport construction.
3. “Heliport Permit”, which authorizes startup of flight operations, following Caltrans Aeronautics’
final inspection.

COUNTY

Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC): California’s PUC mandates ALUC review; normally a
finding of consistency with the County’s Airports Comprehensive Land Use Plan (ACLUP). The San
Joaquin County planning staff tasks one person with ALUC liaison responsibilities. Application
procedures, fees and review procedures vary from county to county. It is important to check a
county’s current procedures and fees, as they can change over time.

County Planning and Environmental: The local jurisdiction (San Joaquin County in this case,
because the project site lies outside Lodi city boundaries) will require that the project comply with its
zoning ordinance. While a project may occasionally be either “permitted” or “prohibited” in a parcel’s
specific zoning classification, most fall under the “conditional” category, requiring a conditional use
permit, (or similar terminology). It also requires compliance with applicable environmental review as
outlined in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors: California’s PUC requires that a county’s Board of
Supervisors approve the plans to build and operate a heliport when it falls outside city boundaries.
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http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/soils/?cid=nrcs142p2_053624
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/soils/?cid=nrcs142p2_053624
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/nrcs142p2_052290.pdf
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/nrcs142p2_052290.pdf
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Biological Resources Assessment, Gill Medical Center
February 2022-
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APPENDIX G2

Test Boring, Well Installation and Sampling, and
Aquifer Testing Summary Report

Gill Women’s Medical Center Project,
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APPENDIX G3

Percolation Test Results Letter, Gill Women’s Medical Center
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APPENDIX H

Noise Impact Assessment, Gill Medical Center LLC, Health Facility and Hospital Project
February 2022
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APPENDIX |

Economic Assessment of Demand and Urban Decay in the Stockton Area for
Proposed Gill Medical Center, September 30, 2021
Philip G. King, PH.D.






































































































APPENDIX J

Traffic Impact Analysis and Updated Traffic Impact Analysis, September 27, 2021
KD Anderson & Associates, Inc.
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