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Figure 4.14-5
San Joaquin County Circulation Diagram
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In the event of a wildfire, future employees and students located on-site would be
provided sufficient warning through SJReady, a community notification system
implemented through partnership between San Joaquin County and Everbridge to
alert residents about emergency events and other important public safety information.
SJReady enables San Joaquin County to provide the public with critical information
through various channels, including wireless emergency alerts, direct broadcasts, and
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) weather radio.® All
members of the public can sign up for SUReady through their website and elect to
receive notifications of emergency situations, thereby facilitating easier responses.

During wildfire events, emergency responders would be able to access the project site
to combat fires, which would serve to reduce the hazardous conditions that lead to
evacuation. As part of the proposed project, new internal roadways would be
constructed, which would connect to existing roads in the project vicinity.

The internal roadway network would provide access throughout the project site by way
of a looped route and would consist of two-lane local industrial streets. The looped
network would provide access to the individual industrial warehouses and would
feature ROWs wide enough to accommodate emergency vehicles. Accordingly, the
proposed project would provide adequate emergency access to the project site and
would not be expected to conflict with any potential evacuation routes. In addition, the
proposed project would include a new fire station within the Pacific Gateway East
development area, which would be staffed with a three-person ALS engine company.
According to SSJCFA correspondence, the proposed fire station would ensure that
adequate fire protection services are available to safeguard the proposed
development and surrounding areas.®

During project construction, temporary lane closures on nearby roads could be
required; however, any temporary lane closures would be coordinated with County
OES and local emergency services providers. Furthermore, complete closure of the
roadways may only be necessary when bridge replacement work is being conducted
at the Delta-Mendota Canal and California Aqueduct crossings for road widening
purposes. The closures would be addressed through implementation of a traffic control
plan, as required by Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 included in Chapter 4.12,
Transportation, of this EIR.

Based on the above, the proposed project would not substantially impair an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, and a less-than-significant
impact would occur.

Off-Site Improvements Study Area

The proposed project includes improvements to nearby roadways, including the
widening of off-site sections of South Chrisman Road into four-lane major arterial, as
well as the construction of new off-site roads, including North Street and West
University Street. Portions of South MacArthur Drive would also be improved to be

San Joaquin County Office of Emergency Services. Stay Informed. Available at: https://sjready.org/stay-informed.
Accessed January 2025.

South San Joaquin County Fire Authority. Fire Protection Requirements for Pacific Gateway Project. December
23, 2024.
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two-lane industrial streets. Other potential off-site roadway improvements may be

implemented by the proposed project, subject to approval by other involved agencies,
such as the City of Tracy and Caltrans.

Similar to the Initial Phase and the Specific Plan Buildout discussion above, temporary
lane closures could be required during project construction. Complete closure of the
roadways may be required in limited cases and would be coordinated with the County
and local emergency services through implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 in
Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of this EIR. The proposed roadway improvements would
be constructed to San Joaquin County, City of Tracy, or Caltrans standards depending
on the location of the improvement. Such roadway improvements would aid the
evacuation of the project site during any emergency situations during project
operation. Furthermore, as previously discussed, first responders would provide active
traffic control at intersections during evacuation events and may close the new roads,
provide detours for through traffic, and/or actively manage the proposed travel lanes
to facilitate evacuation away from the emergency.

Conclusion

Based on the above, the proposed project would not substantially impair an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, and a less-than-significant
impact would occur.

Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.

Due to factors such as on-site fuel sources, slope, and
prevailing winds, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby
expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. Based on the
analysis below, the impact is less than significant.

CEQA Guidelines Appendix G indicates that the extent and nature of on-site fuel
sources, such as vegetation, which would serve as fuel for a wildfire, should be
evaluated to determine the potential for a project to exacerbate wildfire risk. The
project site is located in a predominantly agricultural area of southern San Joaquin
County and contains the associated agricultural vegetation (predominantly orchard
trees). The project site also contains limited buildings and frontage trees associated
with the on-site agricultural machinery manufacturing facility (A.B. FAB, Inc.). Areas
surrounding the site also currently contain agricultural vegetation and trees.

Development of the Initial Phase and the Specific Plan Buildout would result in the
construction of similar land uses on contiguous parcels. Thus, the following
discussions evaluate the potential impacts associated with both components of the
proposed project related to the exacerbation of wildfire risks due to factors such as on-
site fuel sources, slope, and prevailing winds.
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Initial Phase, Specific Plan Buildout
Wildfire risks due to on-site fuel sources, slope, and prevailing winds are discussed
below.

Wildfire Risks Due to Existing On-Site Fuel Sources

Development of the proposed project would include site clearing activities, which
would remove on-site vegetation and would create buffers between the proposed
industrial development and any agricultural vegetation that would remain between the
initial and future construction phases. The primary natural vegetation area near the
project site is located west of [-580 in the foothills. The area is not irrigated, as
compared to the on-site orchards and surrounding agricultural uses; thus, the area
would be more subject to drying and serving as a fuel source (as evidenced by the
Hollow Fire). The project site is separated from the natural vegetation area by [-580.
Development of the site with industrial uses would also reduce the risk of wildland fire
to surrounding areas, because site improvements, such as roadways, driveways, and
irrigated landscaping, would reduce readily combustible vegetation. Additionally,
wildfire risks would not be anticipated to be exacerbated during project operation, as
none of the proposed uses involve operation components that would increase the risk
of wildfire.

More specifically, the proposed project would reduce on-site fuel sources through the
development of approximately 1,375.80 acres of limited industrial use, 160,000 sf of
general commercial use, 93,000 sf of industrial park use, a university campus, a VFW
facility, a new fire station, and various open space and public park facilities across the
1,576.70-acre project site, the sum of which would remove the maijority of on-site
vegetation. The proposed project would be required to comply with all applicable State
and local standards and regulations associated with prevention of wildfire hazards,
including the San Joaquin County Building and Fire Prevention Codes, which serve to
adopt and amend the CBC and CFC. The CFC requires that an automatic fire sprinkler
and/or fire extinguishing system be installed throughout commercial buildings 3,600 sf
and larger. In addition, the project would be subject to the applicable provisions set
forth in County Code Title 4, Division 5, Chapter 2, which contains requirements
related to protecting critical infrastructure throughout the County. Although large
portions of the project site are not located within a WUI or Very High/High FHSZ,
County Code Chapter 6 of Title 4, Division 1 establishes hazardous vegetation
abatement standards for improved parcels with which the proposed project would be
required to comply. Furthermore, the adopted CBC requires the installation of fire
sprinkler systems, which would further reduce wildfire risks. Overall, both State and
local requirements would significantly reduce the threat of wildfire spreading from
undeveloped land to the proposed structures, as well as the potential of fire spreading
from the site to surrounding areas.

The proposed project would incorporate the Delta-Mendota Canal and California
Aqueduct as buffers and setbacks throughout the project site between the proposed
industrial uses and the existing surrounding agricultural uses. The buffers would vary
in width but would generally include landscaping adjacent to the internal roadways and
the proposed buildings. Such landscaping would introduce new sources of vegetation
after any existing vegetation was cleared during site preparation. However, as set forth
in the General Landscaping Standards of the County’s Development Title, the
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landscape buffers would include irrigation scheduling in accordance with the County’s
Maximum Applied Water Allowance limit, which would ensure the proposed vegetation
is sufficiently watered to not result in excessively dry fuel sources.'" In addition, the
majority of the landscape buffers would be located adjacent to the parking lots
associated with the proposed warehouses and industrial buildings. The lack of fuel in
such areas would reduce the risk of fire spreading to adjacent areas.

During project construction, equipment without appropriate CAL FIRE-approved spark
arrestors could result in direct flame impingement on combustible materials, such as
existing on-site vegetation or building construction supplies. The proposed project
would include such spark arrestors. In addition, as discussed in Chapter 4.3, Air
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, as required by San Joaquin County
Air Pollution Control District (SJCAPCD) rules and regulations, such as Regulation
VIII, the project site’s unpaved surfaces and bulk materials would be watered regularly
during construction, minimizing fire hazards should sparks created by construction
equipment contact combustible materials on-site. As such, the risk of direct flame
impingement on combustible materials during project construction would be
minimized.

Overall, development of the proposed project would not exacerbate wildfire risks due
to on-site vegetation and building construction supplies, thereby exposing residents in
the project vicinity to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread
of a wildfire, and a less-than-significant impact would occur.

Wildfire Risks Due to Slope

The project site does not contain steep or significant slopes, such as those in canyons
or mountainous valleys. The lack of slopes limits wildfire risks related to topography in
the project region. As such, slope would not affect on-site fire behavior, as compared
to the mountainous areas associated with the Diablo Range in the County’s
southernmost region. Therefore, the proposed project would not exacerbate wildfire
risks due to slope, and a less-than-significant impact would occur.

Wildfire Risks Due to Prevailing Winds

With respect to prevailing winds at the project site, as previously discussed, winds
from the west are most dominant at the site for the majority of the year. In addition,
winds occur from the north during winter. The predominant direction of prevailing winds
suggests that, during the maijority of the year, winds could be reasonably assumed to
facilitate spread of fire towards the east of the site. Additionally, a fire burning to the
west of the project site could potentially move towards the project site, such as the
Hollow Fire. However, as discussed above, the majority of on-site fuel sources would
be removed as part of project development, which would ensure the proposed project
does not exacerbate the wildfire risk due to prevailing winds during project operation.

During project construction, equipment without appropriate spark arrestors could result
in sparks being carried by the wind onto combustible materials. As previously
discussed, use of CAL FIRE-approved spark arrestors and compliance with SUICAPCD
rules and regulations, including Regulation VIII related to project site watering, would

" San Joaquin County. San Joaquin County Development Title Update. [pg. 189]. November 29, 2022.
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minimize fire hazards should sparks created by construction equipment contact

combustible materials on-site. As such, the risk of direct flame impingement on

combustible materials during project construction would be minimized and a less-than-
significant impact would occur.

Off-Site Improvements Study Area

As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this EIR, the prospective off-site
development areas include a range of intersection and roadways located between the
project site and Interstate 205 (I-205), located north of the City of Tracy. The off-site
improvements would be limited to existing roadways, which are not subject to wildfire
risks. Because the proposed off-site improvements would occur within areas lacking
substantial fuel sources or slopes, and would include the further removal of vegetation,
development of the off-site improvements would not exacerbate wildfire risks.

Conclusion

Based on the above, the proposed project would not exacerbate wildfire risks and
thereby expose project occupants and residents in the project vicinity to pollutant
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. Therefore, a
less-than-significant impact could occur.

Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.

Require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate
fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts
to the environment. Based on the analysis below, the impact
is less than significant.

Development of the Initial Phase and Specific Plan Buildout would result in the
construction of similar land uses on contiguous parcels. Thus, the following discussion
applies to the potential for both components to require the installation or maintenance
of associated infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk.

Initial Phase, Specific Plan Buildout

The proposed project would include installation of various infrastructure components,
including roadways, new site-specific fire water sources, power lines, on-site sewer lift
stations, and other utilities. All potential physical environmental impacts that could
result from development of the proposed project, including the off-site improvements,
have been evaluated throughout the technical chapters of this EIR.

The proposed roadways would not exacerbate fire risks, as General Plan Policy PHS-
4.3 requires new development to use fire-resistant ground cover, participate in fuel
load reduction, and take other appropriate fire prevention measures. Any landscaping
located adjacent to or within the proposed roadways would include irrigation
scheduling to ensure the proposed vegetation would not result in excessively dry fuel
sources. Additionally, power lines and other utilities constructed for the proposed
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project would be undergrounded, which would reduce fire risks during operations.
Through compliance with the San Joaquin County Code, the proposed project would
be required to ensure that regular maintenance of the vegetation within the proposed
open space areas is conducted. Such maintenance activities would include the
removal and reduction of hazardous fuels, which would reduce the potential for fire to
occur within the project site and spread to adjacent areas. Furthermore, as discussed
under Impact 4.14-2 above, the proposed buildings would be subject to all applicable
standards set forth by the CBC and CFC, including the use of automatic fire sprinkler
and/or fire extinguishing systems. Therefore, the proposed infrastructure
improvements would not substantially exacerbate wildfire risk.

The proposed project would also maintain an independent water supply for the
purposes of fire flow. As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this EIR, the
proposed project would include a separate groundwater well to meet the fire water
quantity and pressure needs for all phases of project development. Fire water would
be provided through a dedicated fire system separate from the proposed domestic
water system and would include an estimated 600,000-gallon storage tank and an
associated booster pump. The storage volume may be split between pressure zones,
but a fire booster pump would be necessary at each tank location. The proposed
location for the primary fire system components, including the fire well, storage tank,
and booster pump, would be located within the Initial Phase boundaries. The fire
hydrants within the project site would meet all applicable SSJCFA requirements. The
emergency water supply infrastructure would be sized to accommodate only the
proposed project, and long-term maintenance and operation of such would not involve
any activities that would result in an increase in wildfire risk.

The initial construction and utility placement activities associated with project
development could cause a temporary increase in fire risks due to the use of heavy
equipment, which would contain such combustible materials as fuels and oils.
However, the project contractor would be required to comply with all California Health
and Safety Codes and local County ordinances regulating the handling, storage, and
transportation of hazardous materials, which would help to minimize the potential for
accidents, including fire. Furthermore, equipment used for cutting on-site vegetation
would be equipped with CAL FIRE-approved spark arrestors to prevent the escape of
carbon or other flammable particles.

Off-Site Improvements Study Area

The long-term maintenance of the proposed roadways would not exacerbate fire risks.
During the construction activities associated with off-site improvements, a temporary
increase in fire risks associated with the use of heavy equipment, which would contain
such combustible materials as fuels and oils, could occur. However, as discussed
above, the project contractor would be required to comply with all California Health
and Safety Codes and local County ordinances regulating hazardous materials, which
would help to minimize the potential fire.

Conclusion
Based upon the above, the proposed project would not require the installation or
maintenance of associated infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk or that may

Chapter 4.14 - Wildfire
Page 4.14-23



4.14-4

Draft EIR

Pacific Gateway Project

) - - ~ November 2025

result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment. Therefore, the project
would result in a less-than-significant impact.

Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.

Expose people or structures to significant risks, including
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result
of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes.
Based on the analysis below, the impact is /less than
significant.

Wildfires alter landscapes and can result in post-event hazards triggered primarily by
rainfall. Rainfall that is normally captured and stored by vegetation can run off across
post-wildfire landscapes almost instantly, causing creeks and drainage areas to flood
much sooner during a storm and with more water than is expected under unburned
conditions. Soils burned at moderate and high severities tend to have reduced
infiltration capacity and are more easily eroded. The potential post-fire flooding, soil
erosion, and debris flows can impact recreational areas, homes, structures, roads, and
other infrastructure within, adjacent to, and downstream from burned areas.

Wildfire-related flooding and increased runoff may continue for several years in a burn
area. However, while some of the largest debris-flow events happen during the first
post-fire storm season, post-fire debris flows do not typically occur beyond the second
rainy season. While multiple factors can affect debris-flow occurrence, such flows are
generally triggered by one of two processes: surface erosion caused by rainfall runoff,
and landsliding caused by rainfall seeping into the ground. Surface erosion runoff
processes are by far the most prevalent contributors to debris flows. Landsliding
contributes less to fire-related debris flow, but prolonged heavy rains may increase soil
moisture even after a wildfire.’> The wetted soil can then fail, producing infiltration-
triggered landslides. The landslides could be shallow or deep-seated (i.e., greater than
10 to 15 feet deep).

Development of the Initial Phase and Specific Plan Buildout would result in the
construction of similar land uses on contiguous parcels. Thus, the following discussion
applies to the potential for both components to expose people or structures to
significant risks related to fire.

Initial Phase, Specific Plan Buildout

The project site does not feature steep or significant slopes. As such, the proposed
project would not be vulnerable to risks associated with downslope or downstream
flooding or landslides. Additionally, through development of the proposed project, the
majority of on-site fuel sources would be removed as part of site improvements,
thereby reducing the potential for substantial fire-burned areas to occur on-site. The
reduction in on-site areas vulnerable to wildfires would similarly reduce the potential
for post-fire on-site runoff to transport substantial sediment.

2 Us.

Geological Survey. Post-Fire Flooding and Debris Flow. Available at:

https://ca.water.usgs.gov/wildfires/wildfires-debris-flow.html. Accessed January 2025.

' &»
)
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Off-Site Improvements Study Area

The prospective off-site improvement areas include a range of intersections and
roadways located between the project site and [-205, none of which are located on
steep slopes. In addition, the region surrounding the project site does not contain steep
or significant slopes, such as canyons or mountainous valleys. Therefore,
development of the off-site improvements would not risks related to runoff, post-fire
slope instability, or drainage changes.

Conclusion

Based on the above, the proposed project would not expose people or structures to
significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result
of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. Therefore, a less-than-
significant impact would occur.

Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures
As defined in Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines, “cumulative impacts” refers to two or more

individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable, compound, or increase
other environmental impacts. The effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a
number of separate projects. The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the
environment that results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely
related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. For more details
regarding the cumulative setting, see Chapter 6, Statutorily Required Sections, of this EIR.

4.14-5 Increase in wildfire risk attributable to the proposed project,

in combination with cumulative development. Based on the
analysis below, the cumulative impact is less than significant.

Development of the Initial Phase and Specific Plan Buildout would result in the
construction of similar land uses on contiguous parcels. Thus, the following discussion
applies to the potential for both components to require the installation or maintenance
of associated infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk.

Initial Phase, Specific Plan Buildout

The cumulative setting for this EIR encompasses full project buildout, as well as
various industrial, commercial, and residential projects within the City of Tracy and the
County. Future development within the project site would result in changes to the
existing land use environment through conversion of agricultural land to developed
uses that would result in a reduction of existing vegetation. Development of other
projects in the area, such as the Tracy Hills development northeast of the project site,
would change the existing landscape from undeveloped and agricultural land to more
intensively developed areas. Other projects would consist of impervious surfaces,
which serve as fire breaks.

The project site is not located within an SRA. As shown in Figure 4.14-1, the entirety
of the project site is located outside of a Very High FHSZ, but portions are located in
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Moderate and High FHSZs. Additionally, all development facilitated by full project
buildout would be subject to existing regulations and guidelines designed to prevent
wildlife hazards. In addition, the projects would be required to comply with the CBC
and CFC as adopted by the County and City Codes. As such, all buildings constructed
in the area would be required to include fire sprinklers and fire alarms where
applicable, as determined by the County Fire Marshal at building permit stage. In
addition, future development projects would be subject to the applicable County Code
provisions related to the protection of critical infrastructure throughout the County and
the hazardous vegetation abatement standards for improved parcels. Finally, similar
to the project site, development of any parcels within the area currently containing
agricultural vegetation would remove such existing fuel sources, thereby reducing the
cumulative risk of wildfire hazards. Overall, compliance with State and local standards
would minimize wildfire risks at each cumulative project location.

Based on the above, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant
cumulative impact related to exacerbating wildfire risk in combination with buildout of
the Pacific Gateway Specific Plan and the projects planned for the area.

Mitigation Measure(s)
None required.
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5. EFFECTS NOT FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT ¢

5.1 INTRODUCTION

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR briefly describe why various
environmental effects were determined not to be significant and therefore were not discussed in
detail in the EIR. The Effects Not Found to be Significant chapter of this EIR summarizes
environmental issues that were determined not to be significant with implementation of the
proposed project. The reasons for the conclusion of non-significance are provided for each issue
area, as applicable, below.

5.2 FORESTRY RESOURCES

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project was determined to
have no impact with regard to the following issue areas:

o Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code [PRC] Section 12220[g]), timberland (as defined by PRC Section 4526),
or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section
51104[g]);

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use; or

¢ Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature,

could result in conversion of forest land to non-forest use.

The project site and the Off-Site Improvements Study Area are not considered forest land (as
defined in PRC Section 12220[g]), timberland (as defined by PRC Section 4526), and are not
zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104[g]). As such, the
proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land,
timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland, or result in the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use. In addition, the project site, off-site stormwater detention basin, and
associated storm drain pipe are generally located in an existing agricultural area or areas that
consist of previously paved roadways. Similarly, potential improvements within the Off-Site
Improvements Study Area would consist of a range of intersection and roadway improvements
that would be triggered by full buildout of the proposed project, as shown in Figure 3-14 and
Figure 3-15 of Chapter 3, Project Description, of this EIR. Such improvements would be located
either within the existing rights-of-way (ROWSs) or other previously-disturbed areas associated
with the intersection or roadway being improved. As such, development of the project site or the
Off-Site Improvements Study Area associated with the proposed project would not result in
environmental changes which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of forest
land to non-forest use. Therefore, the project would result in no impact.

5.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project was determined to
have no impact with regard to the following issue areas:
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e Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the CDFW or
USFWS; or

o Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a
tree preservation policy or ordinance.

As discussed in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of this EIR, sensitive vegetation communities
were not mapped within the project site or Off-Site Improvements Study Area. However, cattail
marsh and other wetland features were identified within the project site, including one water basin
and 10 marshes, and two artificial agricultural water basins, south of the Delta-Mendota Canal. In
addition, wetlands were identified in the Off-Site Improvements Study Area where Corral Hollow
Creek bisects South Chrisman Road, as well as at the Vernalis Road/South Bird Road
intersection. The Biological Resources Assessments (BRAs) prepared for the project site and the
Off-Site Improvements Study Area by Bargas Environmental Consulting (Bargas) (see Appendix
G and Appendix H of this EIR)"? concluded that the aquatic resources identified within the project
site and the Off-Site Improvements Study Area lack bed, bank, and associated riparian habitat.
Therefore, it is reasonably anticipated that the features would not be regulated by CDFW, do not
contain sensitive natural communities or riparian habitat pursuant to the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the proposed project
would not result in impacts to riparian habitats or other sensitive communities.

Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, of this EIR, presents the local policies and ordinances
protecting biological resources in San Joaquin County, including General Plan policies and the
San Joaquin County Municipal Code, that are relevant to the proposed project. As analyzed
throughout this EIR, due to the nature of the proposed project, or through implementation of
mitigation measures, development of the proposed project and the Off-Site Improvements Study
Area would be consistent with all applicable County General Plan policies, as well as the San
Joaquin County Municipal Code. As discussed in Chapter 4.4 of this EIR, the project site is
comprised mostly of orchards and is planted primarily with commercial fruit- and nut-bearing trees,
including almond and cherry. Additionally, tree tobacco (Nicotiana glauca) were observed within
the project site. The removal of a native oak, heritage oak tree, or historical tree requires an
approved improvement plan application (Chapter 9-1505.3), which requires replacement of the
tree subject to requirements described in Chapter 9-1505.4. Such provisions do not apply to
horticultural or orchard trees proposed for removal. Therefore, the on-site tree species are not
protected. As such, although the proposed project would require the removal of on-site trees,
Specific Plan Buildout would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance.

Based on the above, the proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the CDFW or USFWS, or, conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. Therefore, the project would
result in no impact.

Bargas Environmental Consulting. Biological Resources Assessment, Pacific Gateway Specific Plan Project, San
Joaquin County, California. February 2025.

2 Bargas Environmental Consulting. Biological resources letter report for the Pacific Gateway Specific Plan Project
off-site areas at Chrisman Road in San Joaquin County, California. February 28, 2025.
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5.4 POPULATION AND HOUSING

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project was determined to
have no impact with regard to the following issue areas:

¢ Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure); or

o Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere.

The project site is currently developed with active agricultural land, including almond and cherry
orchards, and an agricultural machinery manufacturing facility (A.B. FAB, Inc.). In addition,
potential implementation of intersection and roadway improvements within the Off-Site
Improvements Study Area would occur either in existing roadway ROW or in other previously
disturbed areas. The project site, at its nearest point, is approximately one mile from the southern
boundary of the City of Tracy; yet the site is nonetheless generally located in an existing
agricultural area with agricultural uses located to the north (e.g., orchards, Crown Nut almond
processing plant), to the south between the Aqueduct and 1-580, and to the east of Bird Road.
Because neither the project site nor the Off-Site Improvements Study Area is currently developed
with residences that would be demolished as part of project buildout, the proposed project would
not result in the displacement of existing housing or residents, and no impact would occur.

The County’s General Plan designates the majority of the project site as General Agriculture
(A/G). In addition, 19 acres located at the furthest eastern point of the project site, is designated
Resource Conservation (OS/RC), and a parcel in the southernmost portion of the site is
designated Rural Service Commercial (C/RS). The project site is zoned by the County as AG-40-
acres (AG-40), and the parcel in the southernmost portion of the site that is designated C/RS is
zoned Rural Service Commercial (C-RS). The proposed project would include a General Plan
Map Amendment to redesignate the site from 1,556.61 acres of Agriculture, 19 acres of OS/RC,
and 1.09 acres of C/RS to approximately 1,387.35 acres of Limited Industrial (I/L), 18.54 acres of
General Commercial (C/G); 86.13 acres of Public Facilities (P/F), 28.91 acres of Parks and
Recreation (OS/PR), and 40 acres of A/G, with the remaining acreage allocated to roads. The
proposed project would also include a Rezone to ensure conformance with the proposed General
Plan Amendments. The proposed General Plan Amendment and Rezone would result in industrial
and commercial uses not anticipated for the project site, and would generate new employees.

As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this EIR, the proposed project includes
implementation of a Specific Plan that would result in up to 24,675,000 square feet (sf) of Limited
Industrial use, 160,000 sf of General Commercial use, 93,000 sf of Industrial Park use, a 66.5-
acre University campus plus 9.8 acres for future expansion, a Veterans of Foreign Wars (VFW)
post, and various open space, parks, a new fire station, stormwater management basins, and
pedestrian and bicycle facilities within the 1,576.7-acre project site.

According to Chapter 4.13, Urban Decay, of this EIR, the maximum anticipated number of on-site
employees by land use resulting from the proposed project include 14,955 industrial workers, 300
University workers, 94 retail workers, and 60 hotel workers. It should be noted that the University
would include the development of 1,000 “beds” for prospective students, however, the housing
would be temporary in nature and would not constitute residential use or contribute to the
anticipated residential population. According to the 2024 U.S. Census, the population in San

Chapter 5 - Effects Not Found to be Significant
Page 5-3



Draft EIR
Pacific Gateway Project
November 2025

Joaquin County is 816,108 people. Conservatively assuming, even if all new employees would
be new County residents, the County population would only increase by approximately two
percent ((14,955+300+94+60)/816,108= 0.0188). As such, the increase in population would
comprise only a portion of the County’s existing population, and would not result in a substantial
increase in population or demand for housing in the vicinity of the project site.

Based on the above, the proposed project would not induce substantial population growth in an
area, either directly or indirectly; or displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing,
and no impact would occur.

Chapter 5 — Effects Not Found to be Significant
£~ Page 5-4



6. STATUTORILY REQUIRED SECTIONS




Draft EIR
Pacific Gateway Project
November 2025

6. STATUTORILY REQUIRED SECTIONS

6.1 INTRODUCTION

The Statutorily Required Sections chapter of the Draft EIR includes discussions regarding those
topics that are required to be included in an EIR, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15126.2. The chapter includes a discussion of the proposed
project’s potential to result in growth-inducing impacts; the cumulative setting analyzed in this
EIR; energy conservation; significant irreversible environmental changes; and significant and
unavoidable impacts caused by the proposed project.

6.2 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(e) requires an EIR to evaluate the potential growth-
inducing impacts of a proposed project. Specifically, an EIR must discuss the ways in which a
proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional
housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Growth can be induced in a
number of ways, including the elimination of obstacles to growth, or by encouraging and/or
facilitating other activities that could induce growth. Examples of projects likely to have growth-
inducing impacts include extensions or expansions of infrastructure systems beyond what is
needed to serve project-specific demand, and development of new residential subdivisions or
office complexes in areas that are currently only sparsely developed or are undeveloped.

The CEQA Guidelines are clear that while an analysis of growth-inducing effects is required, it
should not be assumed that induced growth is necessarily significant or adverse. This analysis
examines the following potential growth-inducing impacts related to implementation of the
proposed project and assesses whether the effects are significant and adverse (see CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15126.2[e]):

Foster population and economic growth, or the construction of housing.

Eliminate obstacles to population growth.

Affect service levels, facility capacity, or infrastructure demand.

Encourage or facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment.

i

Foster Population and Economic Growth, or the Construction of

Housing
As discussed in further detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this EIR, the proposed project

includes implementation of a Specific Plan that would result in up to 24,675,000 square feet (sf)
of Limited Industrial (I-L) use, 160,000 sf of General Commercial use, 93,000 sf of Industrial Park
use, a 66.5-acre University campus plus 9.8 acres for future expansion, a Veterans of Foreign
Wars (VFW) post, as well as various open space, parks, a new fire station, stormwater
management basins, and pedestrian and bicycle facilities within the 1,576.7-acre project site.
Because the project requires approval of a General Plan Amendment (GPA) and Zone
Reclassification, buildout of the project site with the proposed uses, as well as any associated
population or economic growth, has not been anticipated or analyzed in the San Joaquin County
2035 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (General Plan EIR). However, because the
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proposed project is limited to industrial, commercial, and public uses, buildout would not directly
result in an increase in population or construction of housing. It should be noted that the University
would include the development of student housing offering 1,000 beds, and the Specific Plan
would incorporate an “Expansion Area” for potential future growth which could accommodate up
to 600 additional beds of student housing. A hotel would also be developed within the General
Commercial area. However, such housing would be temporary in nature and would not constitute
residential use. Therefore, the proposed project would not directly induce population growth.

While construction of the proposed project would result in an increase in construction employment
opportunities, construction would be temporary, and jobs would likely be filled by the local
employee base. Therefore, an increase in permanent population and a demand for housing in the
vicinity of the project site as a result of the construction-related employment opportunities
associated with the proposed project would not occur.

The proposed project would also provide long-term employment opportunities associated with
operation of the proposed industrial, commercial, and public facilities. Full buildout of the
proposed project would include 24,675,000 sf of new industrial space. As discussed in further
detail in Chapter 4.13, Urban Decay, of this EIR, the proposed industrial space comprises a 17.8
percent addition to the existing 138.4 million sf of industrial space in San Joaquin County (as of
the third quarter of 2024). The San Joaquin County economy as a whole is projected to experience
demand for new industrial space in the near- and long-term future. During the 2024 to 2040 period,
Pacific Gateway East along with a portion of Pacific Gateway Central is estimated to develop
approximately 12,647,935 sf of industrial space, representing approximately 28 percent of the
forecast San Joaquin County industrial space demand. Considering the longer-term projection,
the balance of the Pacific Gateway Central development area plus the Pacific Gateway West and
Gateway Center development areas are anticipated to be delivered in the 2040 to 2060 period
(e.g., by 2056). Projected demand during this time totals 98.5 million sf, or 4.9 million sf per year.
For the time period from 2040 to 2060, the project’s space represents approximately 12 percent
of the forecast demand in San Joaquin County. Overall, the project represents less than one-fifth
of the County’s anticipated demand for industrial uses for the 2024 to 2060 period. As such, the
increase in jobs associated with project buildout, consisting of 14,955 industrial workers, 300
University workers, 94 retail workers, and 60 hotel workers, would comprise only a portion of the
County’s existing and anticipated employment levels. Based on the above, while the project would
generate economic growth, such growth would be within the anticipated demand for industrial
uses. Conservatively assuming, even if all new employees were new County residents, the
County population would only increase by  approximately  two percent
((14,955+300+94+60)/816,108= 0.0188). As such, the increase in population would comprise
only a portion of the County’s existing population, and would not result in a substantial increase
in population or demand for housing in the vicinity of the project site.

Thus, while the project would foster economic growth, a less-than-significant impact related to
population and economic growth would occur.

Eliminate Obstacles to Population Growth

The elimination of either physical or regulatory obstacles to growth is considered to be a growth-
inducing effect. A physical obstacle to growth typically involves the lack of public service
infrastructure. The extension of public service infrastructure, including roadways, water mains,
and sewer lines, into areas that are not currently provided with such services, would be expected
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to support new development. Similarly, the elimination or change to a regulatory obstacle,
including existing growth and development policies, could result in new growth.

As discussed in Chapter 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, of this EIR, the proposed project is
currently served by surface water, well, and groundwater sources. The proposed project’s
domestic water needs would be met primarily through surface water supplied by Byron-Bethany
Irrigation District (BBID), with supplemental use of groundwater, if needed, through installation of
one or more new wells. Treated water would be provided by a new public water system created
to serve the project and permitted through the State of California, or through County Service Area
16 (CSA-16), if it is feasible to administratively consolidate with that existing system. Necessary
facilities would be constructed to serve the entire pressure zone for the Initial Phase and the
proposed University and VFW sites. The potable water storage would be expanded as the project
builds out. However, the on-site water system would be sized to serve only the proposed project.
Water infrastructure would not be extended beyond the project site to serve other areas, and the
proposed project does not include residential uses. Thus, the proposed water system is not
anticipated to result in elimination of obstacles to population growth, nor would the proposed water
system directly or indirectly induce population growth.

As detailed in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this EIR, the proposed wastewater system would
be self-contained and would not require service from an outside agency. Wastewater produced
by the proposed project would be treated and disposed of on-site at a wastewater treatment facility
(WWTP) located in the Pacific Gateway East development area. Similarly, storm drainage for the
project would consist of a system of storm drain inlets, piping, and bio-treatment and retention
basins sized for the 100-year, 10-day storm. The proposed systems would be sized to
accommodate the proposed project only. Therefore, the proposed wastewater treatment and
storm drainage systems would not serve to eliminate obstacles to population growth in the project
vicinity.

Based on the above, all utility infrastructure improvements involved in the proposed project would
exclusively serve the proposed project. Therefore, the project would not be anticipated to
eliminate any obstacles to population growth.

Affect Service Levels, Facility Capacity, or Infrastructure Demand
Increases in population that could occur as a result of a proposed project may tax existing

community service facilities, requiring construction of new facilities that could cause significant
environmental impacts. As previously discussed, the proposed project primarily consists of
industrial uses, with some commercial and public service uses also proposed. While the project
includes a University with 1,600 dorm rooms, increased demand for fire protection and emergency
medical response would be accommodated by the new on-site fire station. As a condition of
approval, the proposed project would be required to fund and construct the fire station located on
a 2.59-acre parcel east of South Chrisman Road and north of the California Aqueduct, within the
Pacific Gateway East development area once the project site exceeds 6,000,000 sf, which would
be after the Initial Phase development. The SSJCFA, on behalf of the TRFD, confirmed that with
the provision of the on-site fire station, adequate capacity would be available to provide fire
protection services for the proposed project. In a personal communication, the San Joaquin
County Sheriff’s Office stated that the proposed project would not generate the demand for police
protection services such that the construction of a new facility would be required.
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Similarly, because the proposed project primarily consists of industrial, commercial, and public
service uses, and does not include new residential units, the proposed project would not be
anticipated to result in a direct increase in new school-aged population within the Tracy Unified
School District (TUSD) and Jefferson Elementary School District (JESD) boundaries. Additionally,
full Specific Plan Buildout would include the development of an on-site university campus with
1,600 dorm beds, which would be intended to meet a need for higher education in the region.
Therefore, the proposed project would not be expected to substantially increase demand for
school services provided by the TUSD and JESD.

Regarding water supply, it is intended that the proposed project’s domestic water needs would be
met primarily through surface water supplied by BBID, with supplemental use of groundwater, if
needed, through installation of one or more new wells. As discussed in Chapter 4.11, Public
Services, and Utilities, of this EIR, water storage would be required for the Initial Phase of the
proposed project and potable water storage would be expanded as the project builds out. The
need for water supplies generated by the proposed project would be accommodated by
wastewater treatment facilities and infrastructure proposed as part of the project. The projected
future demand for primary water supply sources is 801 acre-feet per year (AFY), which is below
the current demand of existing agricultural uses at the project site of 4,538 AFY and below the
total existing groundwater use within the project site of 2,380 AFY. The proposed project would
result in a reduction in water pumped from the Delta-Mendota and Tracy Subbasins when
compared to existing use of groundwater for agriculture at the project site.

Similarly, wastewater generated by the proposed project would be accommodated by wastewater
treatment facilities and infrastructure proposed as part of the project. Wastewater generated by
the proposed project will be treated on-site through a new WWTP located in the Pacific Gateway
East development area. The WWTP would use Membrane Bioreactor (MBR) technology in above-
ground steel tank systems to produce treated wastewater suitable for irrigation and waste
activated sludge suitable for landfill disposal. To serve the Initial Phase of the proposed project,
the sewer collection system and package wastewater treatment facility would be constructed, as
would the recycled water storage and pump station. Any expansions to the wastewater system
over the years of project operations would be accomplished by the addition of treatment package
units. The new sewer infrastructure would be designed and constructed in accordance with the
applicable standards set forth in the San Joaquin County Improvement Standards, ensuring the
new sewer infrastructure is constructed in conformance with proper materials and sizing. Because
wastewater generated by the proposed project would be treated in an on-site WWTP, specifically
sized to serve the proposed project, and which could be expanded to match buildout of the
Specific Plan, adequate capacity would be available to treat wastewater flows generated by the
proposed project.

The landfill that would serve the proposed project has adequate capacity to manage the solid
waste generated as result of the project.

In conclusion, the proposed project would not increase population such that service levels, facility
capacity, or infrastructure demand would require construction of new facilities that could cause
significant environmental impacts.
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Encourage or Facilitate Other Activities That Could Significantly Affect
the Environment

This EIR provides a comprehensive assessment of the potential for environmental impacts
associated with implementation of the proposed project. Please refer to Chapters 4.1 through
4.14 of this EIR, which comprehensively address the potential for impacts from development on
the project site.

6.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130 requires that an EIR discuss the cumulative and long-term
effects of the proposed project that would adversely affect the environment. “Cumulative impacts”
are defined as “two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable
or which compound or increase other environmental impacts” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355).
“[lIndividual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate
projects” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355[a]). “The cumulative impact from several projects is
the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the project when
added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking
place over a period of time” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355[b]).

The need for cumulative impact assessment reflects the fact that, although a project may cause
an “individually limited” or “individually minor” impact that, by itself, is not significant, the increment
may be “cumulatively considerable,” and, thus, significant, when viewed together with
environmental changes anticipated from past, present, and probable future projects (CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15064[h][1], Section 15065[c], and Section 15355[b]). Accordingly, particular
impacts may be less than significant on a project-specific basis but significant on a cumulative
basis if their small incremental contribution, viewed against the larger backdrop, is cumulatively
considerable. However, it should be noted that CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064(h)(4) states,
“[...]the mere existence of significant cumulative impacts caused by other projects alone shall not
constitute substantial evidence that the proposed project’s incremental effects are cumulatively
considerable.” Therefore, even where cumulative impacts are significant, any level of incremental
contribution is not necessarily deemed cumulatively considerable.

Section 15130(b) of CEQA Guidelines indicates that the level of detail of the cumulative analysis
need not be as great as for the project impact analyses, but that analysis should reflect the
severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, and that the analysis should be focused,
practical, and reasonable. To be adequate, a discussion of cumulative effects must include the
following elements:

(1) Either (a) a list of past, present and probable future projects, including, if necessary,
those outside the agency’s control, or (b) a summary of projections contained in an
adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a prior certified EIR, which
described or evaluated regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative
impact, provided that such documents are referenced and made available for public
inspection at a specified location;

(2) A summary of the individual projects’ environmental effects, with specific reference to
additional information and stating where such information is available; and
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(3) A reasonable analysis of all of the relevant projects’ cumulative impacts, with an
examination of reasonable, feasible options for mitigating or avoiding the project’s
contribution to such effects (Section 15130[b]).

For some projects, the only feasible mitigation measures will involve the adoption of ordinances
or regulations, rather than the imposition of conditions on a project-by-project basis (Section
15130[c]). Section 15130(a)(3) states that an EIR may determine that a project’s contribution to
a significant cumulative impact will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable, and thus not
significant, if a project is required to implement or fund the project’s fair share of a mitigation
measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.

A discussion of cumulative impacts is provided within each of the technical chapters of this EIR
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130.

Cumulative Setting
The lead agency should define the relevant geographic area of inquiry for each impact category

(id., Section 15130[b][3]), and should then identify the universe of “past, present, and probable
future projects producing related or cumulative impacts” relevant to the various categories, either
through the preparation of a “list” of such projects or through the use of “a summary of projections
contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a prior environmental
document which has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated regional or area
wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact” (id. Section 15130[b][1]).

As discussed above, two approaches exist for identifying cumulative projects and their associated
impacts. The “list” approach identifies individual projects known to be occurring or proposed in
the surrounding area in order to identify potential cumulative impacts. The “projection” approach
uses a summary of projections in adopted General Plans or related planning documents to identify
potential cumulative impacts. This EIR uses the list approach for the cumulative analysis, which
is based upon a summary of anticipated projects in the County and surrounding areas.

Projects considered within the cumulative setting for this EIR include those that have the potential
to impact similar environmental resources, infrastructure, or public services and facilities as
compared to the proposed project. For the purposes of this EIR, a list of reasonably foreseeable
industrial, retail, and residential development projects was compiled for the project region
(including San Joaquin County, and the cities of Stockton, Tracy, and Lathrop) (see Appendix Q).
Based on the list of reasonably foreseeable projects included in the City of Tracy New
Construction Industrial & Commercial Development Pipeline Report and the City of Lathrop
Commercial - Industrial Development Pipeline Report Status; as well as information from the City
of Stockton Community Development Department; San Joaquin County Planning Department;
Colliers; Cushman & Wakefield; and ALH Urban & Regional Economics, the cumulative
development totals are listed in Table 6-1.

Table 6-1
Cumulative Development Potential
Jurisdiction Industrial (sf) Retail (sf) Residential (Units)

San Joaquin County 11,055,673 -- --
City of Tracy 17,612,132 287,555 9,011
City of Stockton 3,202,910 -- --
City of Lathrop 1,197,188 - -

Total 33,067,903 287,555 9,011
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In general, the cumulative development potential in Table 6-1 was used to assess cumulative
impacts within each technical chapter of the EIR. However, geographic setting features
prominently in any cumulative impact analysis. For example, for hydrology, as discussed in
Chapter 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this EIR, the geographic setting for the cumulative
analysis is defined by watershed boundaries. The project site is located within a 15,590-acre
watershed comprised of various drainage areas (see Figure 4.8-1 of this EIR). Therefore, the
inquiry focuses on whether any of the above-listed cumulative development potential could occur
within the defined watershed boundaries.! This approach is confirmed by CEQA Guidelines
Section 15130(b)(2), which states:

When utilizing a list, as suggested in paragraph (1) of subdivision (b), factors to consider
when determining whether to include a related project should include the nature of each
environmental resource being examined, the location of the project and its type. Location
may be important, for example, when water quality impacts are at issue since projects
outside the watershed would probably not contribute to a cumulative effect.

The geographic setting may also differ for certain CEQA topics. Examples include air quality and
criteria pollutants analysis, for which the cumulative geographic setting is the San Joaquin Valley
Air Basin (SJVAB). Global climate change is, by nature, a cumulative impact. Emissions of GHG
contribute, on a cumulative basis, to the significant adverse environmental impacts of global
climate change (e.g., sea level rise, impacts to water supply and water quality, public health
impacts, impacts to ecosystems, impacts to agriculture, and other environmental impacts). A
single project could not generate enough GHG emissions to contribute noticeably to a change in
the global average temperature. However, the combination of GHG emissions from a project in
combination with other past, present, and future projects could contribute substantially to the
world-wide phenomenon of global climate change and the associated environmental impacts.
Although the geographical context for global climate change is the Earth, for analysis purposes
under CEQA, and due to the regulatory context pertaining to GHG emissions and global climate
change applicable to the proposed project, the geographical context for global climate change in
this EIR is limited to the State of California.

In the case of aesthetics, other proposed and pending projects in the region under the cumulative
context would generally include buildout of the project site in conjunction with cumulative
development within the same viewshed. As shown in Figure 4.1-25 of the Aesthetics chapter,
cumulative development within the same viewshed would consist of the Tracy Hills Specific Plan,
anticipated to result in the conversion of approximately 2,725 acres of farmland;? the Cordes
Ranch Specific Plan, anticipated to result in the conversion of approximately 1,700 acres of
farmland;® and the Ellis Specific Plan, anticipated to result in the conversion of approximately 320
acres of farmland.*

In the case of transportation, the cumulative analysis is based on a set of protections included in
a widely used model - the City of Tracy Refined travel demand model. The cumulative
transportation setting corresponds to the Year 2042, which is the horizon year of the City of Tracy
travel demand model, which was used to develop cumulative traffic forecasts. This model has

T As discussed in Chapter 4.8, none of the reasonably foreseeable projects are located within the watershed
boundaries.

2 City of Tracy. Tracy Hills Specific Plan: Recirculated Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report [pg. 4.2-1].
October 2015.

3 City of Tracy. The Cordes Ranch Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report [pg. 4.2-7]. April 5, 2013.

4 City of Tracy. Modified Ellis Project Draft Revised Environmental Impact Report [pg. 4.2-1]. July 2012.
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more granularity than the more regional SJICOG model and is therefore better capable of
developing forecasts at a neighborhood/community level. The cumulative traffic noise analysis
performed by the project noise consultant, Saxelby Acoustics, is based on the cumulative traffic
volumes provided by the project transportation consultant, Fehr & Peers.

In the case of urban decay, the competitive market helps define the cumulative setting, which
primarily focuses on the cities of Tracy, Lathrop, and Stockton, as well as southern San Joaquin
County. Patterson, located in western Stanislaus County, about 18 miles southeast of the project
site, is considered a secondary competitive location.

Please refer to the Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures section of each technical chapter
for a discussion of cumulative impacts for each CEQA topic.

6.4 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d), this EIR is required to include consideration of
significant irreversible environmental changes that would be caused by the proposed project,
should the project be implemented. An impact would be determined to be a significant and
irreversible change in the environment if:

o Buildout of the project area could involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources;

e The primary and secondary impacts of development could generally commit future
generations to similar uses (e.g., a highway provides access to a previously remote area);

o Development of the proposed project could involve uses in which irreversible damage
could result from any potential environmental accidents associated with the project; or

e The phasing and eventual development of the project could result in an unjustified
consumption of resources (e.g., the wasteful use of energy).

The proposed project would likely result in, or contribute to, the following significant irreversible
environmental changes:

e lrreversible consumption of construction materials, such as lumber, associated with the
proposed project;

¢ Irreversible consumption of energy and natural resources, such as water, electricity, and
natural gas, associated with project buildout;
Irreversible conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural use; and

e lIrreversible conversion of biological habitat to urban use.

6.5 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

According to the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must include a description of those impacts identified
as significant and unavoidable should the proposed action be implemented (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.2[b]). Such impacts would be considered unavoidable when the determination is
made that either mitigation is not feasible or only partial mitigation is feasible such that the impact
is not reduced to a level that is less than significant. This section identifies significant impacts that
could not be eliminated or reduced to a less-than-significant level by mitigations imposed by the
County. The final determination of the significance of impacts and the feasibility of mitigation
measures would be made by the County as part of the County’s certification action. The significant
and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project are summarized below.
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Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic

highway. (Impact 4.1-1 [Specific Plan Buildout only])

Interstate-580 forms a portion of the western boundary of the project site and is the only officially
designated State scenic highway located within San Joaquin County. The Pacific Gateway West,
Pacific Gateway Central, and Gateway Center development areas are located in close proximity
to Interstate 580 (I-580) and would include a considerable amount of new industrial development.
The current condition of the proposed development areas is characterized by open agricultural
lands (e.g., orchards and vineyards), which are considered a scenic resource by the County. The
project at full buildout would significantly disrupt the visual quality of the open agricultural
landscape to the east of I-580. Based on the above, Specific Plan Buildout would substantially
damage scenic resources within view of a State scenic highway. Feasible mitigation does not
exist to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. Due to the substantial damage to scenic
resources within a State scenic highway, the impact associated with buildout of the proposed
Specific Plan would remain significant and unavoidable.

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or, in a non-
urbanized area, substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of public views of the site and its surroundings (public views
are those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage

point). (Impact 4.1-2 [Initial Phase and Specific Plan Buildout only])
Given that the immediate vicinity of the site is primarily rural in nature, the analysis within this EIR
considers the project area to be non-urbanized. Thus, the relevant CEQA threshold, pursuant to
Appendix G, is whether the proposed project would substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings. The project site area contains
multiple key viewpoints, including views from |-580 and South Chrisman Road towards the project
site. Several of the views analyzed in the EIR from public roadways consist of agricultural land
and/or the Diablo foothills, west of 1-580. Depending on the view, in some cases, the proposed
project would change existing public viewsheds of the site from predominantly agricultural
landscape to industrial and commercial development. In addition, the proposed project would
substantially interfere with existing scenic vistas of the Diablo Range foothills from a select
number of views identified in Impact 4.1-2.

Feasible mitigation does not exist to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level beyond the
development standards included in the Specific Plan. Due to the substantial adverse effects on a
scenic vista and the substantial degradation of the existing visual character and quality of public
views of the project site, the impact associated with buildout of both the Initial Phase of the
proposed project and the full Specific Plan would remain significant and unavoidable.

Long-term changes in scenic resources within a state scenic highway,
scenic vistas and visual character associated with development of the
proposed project in combination with cumulative development.
(Impact 4.1-4)

The geographic setting for analysis of long-term cumulative changes in scenic resources along a
state scenic highway, scenic vistas and visual character associated with the proposed project is
cumulative buildout of the project site in conjunction with all other development within the same
viewshed. As shown in Figure 4.1-25, this would consist of the Tracy Hills Specific Plan; the
Cordes Ranch Specific Plan; and the Ellis Specific Plan. I-580 is an officially designated state
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scenic highway from [-205 to I-5 with views of the Diablo Range foothills, open agricultural lands,
and, on especially clear days, the Sierra Nevada foothills. Similar to the project, the identified
cumulative development abuts 1-580 and may also significantly damage the highway’s scenic
resources. The cumulative impacts to scenic resources along a state scenic highway could be
cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable.

A large portion of the foregoing development is proposed on what is currently agricultural land.
While the General Plan EIR determined that compliance with the General Plan’s goals, policies,
and actions, combined with other State and local regulations, would reduce project-level aesthetic
impacts to a less-than-significant level, the project would require a GPA. As the site was not
anticipated for development as part of the General Plan EIR, and as discussed under Impact 4.1-
2, the quality of scenic vistas and the existing visual character of the project site would be
significantly altered with implementation of the proposed project, a significant impact to scenic
vistas and visual character associated with the proposed project would occur. Feasible mitigation
does not exist to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. Due to the substantial adverse
effects on scenic resources within a state scenic highway and scenic vistas and the substantial
degradation of the existing visual character and quality of public views of the project site, the
impact associated with the proposed project in combination with cumulative development would
remain cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable.

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to
the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use, or conflict with existing
zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract. (Impact 4.2-
1)

The majority of the project site is currently zoned for agricultural uses by San Joaquin County and
is comprised of cherry and almond orchards. As such, the proposed commercial, industrial, and
public service uses would conflict with the project site’s existing zoning designation. With respect
to Williamson Act contracts, eight parcels within the project site, totaling approximately 789.85
acres, are currently subject to Williamson Act contracts. Notices of Nonrenewal have been filed
for the Williamson Act Parcels, and a Williamson Act contract cancellation application was filed
separately on November 8, 2024. Approval of the Williamson Act contract cancellation application
is considered an administrative function. Nonetheless, the reasonably foreseeable consequence
of site development and Willamson Act contract cancellation is the conversion of agricultural land
for another non-agricultural use.

According to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), approximately 1,454 acres
of the project site are mapped as Prime Farmland, with approximately 65 acres of the site mapped
as Farmland of Local Importance; the on-site agricultural machinery manufacturing facility is
mapped as Other Land Specified as Semi-agricultural and Rural Commercial Land. Because the
proposed project would result in the conversion of Prime Farmland to non-agricultural use and
would conflict with Williamson Act contracts, a significant impact would occur. Furthermore,
pursuant to the County’s Code of Ordinances, because the entire project site is designated for
agricultural uses, the proposed General Plan Map Amendment, Rezone, and Specific Plan would
result in a significant impact. While implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 would preserve
an equivalent acreage of Farmland elsewhere through compliance with the County’s Agricultural
Mitigation Ordinance, the proposed project would result in the conversion of agricultural land to
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urban uses, and would not create new agricultural land; as such, the proposed project would lead
to an overall loss of Farmland. Therefore, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

Impacts related to the cumulative loss of agricultural land. (Impact
4.2-3)

Based on a cumulative list of projects within San Joaquin County and the City of Tracy, a
cumulative total of approximately 28,667,805 sf of industrial uses, approximately 364,591 sf of
retail uses, and approximately 9,011 residential units are reasonably foreseeable; a large portion
of the foregoing development is proposed on what is currently agricultural land. As discussed
above, Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 would require the proposed project to comply with the County’s
Agricultural Mitigation Ordinance; other reasonably foreseeable projects located in the project
vicinity would similarly be required to comply with either the County Ordinance or the City of
Tracy’s Agricultural Mitigation Fee Ordinance (Chapter 12.28). However, even with the
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.2-3, which implements Mitigation Measure 4.2-1, the
proposed project, in combination with other reasonably foreseeable development, would convert
Prime Farmland to non-agricultural uses. Thus, the proposed project would result in the
permanent loss of agricultural land attributable to the project and development of the Initial Phase
and Specific Plan Buildout, as well as other cumulative development, would contribute
incrementally towards the cumulative impact related to conversion of important farmland.
Therefore, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan. (Impact 4.3-1)

According to Chapter 4.3-1, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of this EIR, if
a project proposes development that is greater than anticipated in the San Joaquin Council of
Government’s (SJCOG’s) growth projections, the project would be considered to conflict with the
regional air quality attainment plans and the State Implementation Plan (SIP), and could
potentially result in a significant air quality impact. Given that the proposed project would require
a GPA, the proposed project has not been anticipated by the County in the General Plan. Thus,
development of the project would not have been included in the growth assumptions of the SIP.
Because the SIP takes into account growth assumptions to determine when and how air quality
standards could be achieved, emissions that are not accounted for in the SIP have the potential
to conflict with the attainment goals set forth in the SIP.

In addition, adopted San Joaquin County Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) rules and
regulations, as well as the thresholds of significance, have been developed with the intent to
ensure continued attainment of ambient air quality standards (AAQS), or to work towards
attainment of AAQS for which the area is currently designated nonattainment, consistent with the
applicable air quality plan. Thus, if a project’s operational emissions exceed the SJVAPCD’s
thresholds of significance, a project would be considered to conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the SJVAPCD’s air quality planning efforts. While the proposed project
incorporates various policy and rule-required implementation measures, as well as project-
specific mitigation measures, that would reduce project-related emissions even with inclusion of
such measures, operational emissions associated with the Initial Phase and Specific Plan
Buildout would exceed the SIVAPCD’s thresholds of significance, as shown in the quantitative
analysis provided in Impact 4.3-3.

The EIR includes several mitigation measures to address the impact; however, additional feasible
mitigation sufficient to reduce the proposed project’s operational criteria pollutant emissions to
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below the SUIVAPCD'’s thresholds of significance is not currently available. Therefore, even with
implementation of the aforementioned mitigation measures, the impact would remain significant
and unavoidable.

Result in a net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient

air quality standard during project operation. (Impact 4.3-3)

Emissions of reactive organic gas (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) would be generated during
operations of the proposed project from both mobile and stationary sources. As shown in Table
4.3-14 and Table 4.3-15 of Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of
this EIR, maximum annual and daily unmitigated operational ROG, NOx, carbon monoxide (CO),
and respirable particulate matter (PM1o — annual only) emissions associated with the Initial Phase
are projected to exceed the SJIVAPCD annual thresholds of significance. Similarly, based on the
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) results, the estimated maximum annual
unmitigated operational ROG, NOx, CO, PM1o, and fine particulate matter (PM2.5) emissions from
Specific Plan Buildout are projected to exceed the SIVAPCD annual thresholds of significance.
Thus, the proposed project would result in a net increase of a criteria pollutant for which the project
region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard.

With implementation of mitigation measures included in the EIR, maximum daily operational
emissions associated with the Initial Phase are projected to be below the applicable thresholds of
significance for all criteria pollutants. However, maximum annual operational emissions
associated with the Initial Phase are projected to still exceed the applicable thresholds of
significance for ROG, NOx, and PM+1o, and maximum annual operational emissions from Specific
Plan Buildout are also projected to remain above the applicable thresholds of significance for
ROG, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2_5.

In addition, a development project would be subject to the Indirect Source Review (ISR)
requirements under SUIVAPCD Rule 9510 if full buildout of the project would include or exceed
the size limits specified by the SUIVAPCD. As the proposed project would exceed the size limit
specified, the proposed project would be subject to Rule 9510, which requires a reduction of
operational NOx and PM+, emissions of 33.3 percent and 50 percent, respectively, compared to
the unmitigated baseline. While implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3-3(a) and 4.3-3(b)
would reduce the proposed project’s operational NOx emissions by more than 33.3 percent below
the unmitigated baseline, PM, emissions would not be reduced by 50 percent. Thus, the
proposed project would be required to implement further SIVAPCD-approved on-site emission
reduction measures and/or off-site mitigation fees to reduce the proposed project’s operational
PMi, emissions sufficient to comply with Rule 9510. Even with implementation of further
measures and/or fees sufficient to meet the ISR requirements, the proposed project’s operational
emissions would still exceed the SIVAPCD’s thresholds of significance.

Finally, implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.12-4(a) through 4.12-4(f) as set forth in the
Transportation Chapter of this EIR, would require compliance with SIVAPCD Rule 9410 and
implementation of TDM strategies to reduce the number of vehicle trips that would be generated
by employees associated with the proposed project. However, existing evidence indicates that
the effectiveness of the TDM strategies with regard to vehicle trip reduction can vary based on a
variety of factors, including the context of the surrounding built environment (e.g., urban versus
suburban) and the aggregate effect of multiple TDM strategies deployed together. Moreover,
many TDM strategies are not just site specific, but also rely on implementation and/or adoption
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by private entities (e.g., elective use of carpool program by residents) and other agencies (e.g.,
transit service operators). Thus, the effectiveness of Rule 9410 and the TDM strategies set forth
within Mitigation Measures 4.12-4(a) through 4.12-4(f) cannot be quantified at this time and
subsequent vehicle trip reduction effects cannot be guaranteed.

Additional measures for the reduction of mobile source emissions (beyond the proposed project’s
inherent site and/or design features and the measures included in Mitigation Measures 4.12-4[a]
through 4.12-4[f]), sufficient to reduce criteria pollutant emissions to below the applicable
thresholds of significance, are not available, nor feasible for the proposed project at this time. As
such, even with the implementation of the aforementioned mitigation measures, the impact would
remain significant and unavoidable.

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
(Impact 4.3-4)

As discussed in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of this EIR,
operations during Specific Plan Buildout conditions (i.e., Scenario 3) would result in a cancer risk
impact in excess of the SJVAPCD'’s thresholds to two residences located near the center of the
project site along South Chrisman Road, just below the University Center development area.
Thus, Specific Plan Buildout could expose sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of
toxic air contaminants (TACs) during operations.

Mitigation Measure 4.3-4 would require the installation of high efficiency particulate air (HEPA)
filters within the maximally exposed sensitive receptors within the project area, as recommended
by various guidance documents as an approach to addressing operational impacts, including the
California Department of Justice’s Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation Measures
to Comply with the California Environmental Quality Act. As shown in Table 4.3-23 of Chapter
4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of this EIR, with implementation of
Mitigation Measure 4.3-4, cancer risks would be reduced to below the SJVAPCD significance
threshold. However, because installation of HEPA filters in the existing residences would require
resident approval, neither San Joaquin County, nor the project applicant, can legally impose such
improvements on private properties. Therefore, impacts associated with Specific Plan Buildout
operations could remain significant and unavoidable.

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment under an
applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard. (Impact 4.3-
7)

As discussed under Impact 4.3-3 in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and
Energy, of this EIR, operation of the proposed project would result in emissions that exceed the
SJVAPCD'’s thresholds of significance. In accordance with SIVAPCD guidance, because the
proposed project would result in emissions above the applicable thresholds of significance, the
proposed project would correspondingly be considered to result in a significant cumulative impact
to air quality. Furthermore, if a project’s criteria pollutant emissions exceed the SIVAPCD’s
emission thresholds of significance, a project would be considered to conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the SJVAPCD’s air quality planning efforts, thereby delaying attainment of the
AAQS. Because the AAQSs are representative of safe levels that avoid specific adverse health
effects, a project’s hinderance of attainment of the AAQS could be considered to contribute
towards regional health effects associated with the existing nonattainment status of ozone and
PM1o standards.
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Because operational criteria pollutant emissions associated with the Initial Phase and Specific
Plan Buildout would not be reduced to below the applicable thresholds of significance, even with
mitigations, and additional feasible mitigation sufficient to reduce the proposed project’s
operational criteria pollutant emissions associated with the Initial Phase and Specific Plan
Buildout to below the SJVAPCD'’s thresholds of significance is not currently available, the
proposed project’s incremental contribution to the significant cumulative effect would remain
cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable.

Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have

a significant impact on the environment. (Impact 4.3-8)

SJVAPCD has not adopted quantitative thresholds of significance for GHG emissions that would
apply to the proposed project. In the absence of an applicable local numeric threshold, San
Joaquin County has determined it is appropriate to utilize Placer APCD’s bright-line
10,000 MTCOzelyear GHG threshold to evaluate the cumulative significance of the increase in
GHG emissions associated with the proposed project. As presented in Table 4.3-24 of Chapter
4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of this EIR, the proposed project would
result in GHG emissions well beyond 10,000 MTCOze/yr associated with both the Initial Phase
and Specific Plan Buildout. Thus, the proposed project would generate GHG emissions that may
have a significant impact on the environment. As such, the proposed project could generate GHG
emissions either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-8(a) would require that the proposed project
incorporate solar photovoltaic panel (PV) panels for “Base Building” energy needs for I-L zoned
buildings as shown in Figure 3-4 of Chapter 3, Project Description, of this EIR. In addition,
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-3(b) would require use of zero emission equipment,
including forklift equipment and yard mules, at all industrial warehouse buildings greater than
300,000 sf, and use of zero emission landscape equipment to maintain all landscaping associated
with individual on-site buildings and all on-site parks and open space. As shown in Table 4.3-25
of Chapter 4.3, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy, of this EIR, implementation
of Mitigation Measures 4.3-8(a) and 4.3-3(b) would result in a meaningful reduction in operational
GHG emissions associated with both the Initial Phase and Specific Plan Buildout. However, given
that individual tenants for the proposed industrial warehouses are currently unknown, additional
feasible measures associated with the proposed project that would have meaningful GHG
reductions cannot be determined at this time. In addition, several measures typical of industrial
warehouse projects have already been determined to be infeasible for the proposed project.

Based on the above, additional feasible mitigation measures are not currently available to
meaningfully reduce GHG emissions associated with the proposed project. Therefore,
implementation of the proposed project could generate GHG emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment, or conflict with an applicable
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHG, and the
proposed project’s incremental contribution to this significant cumulative impact would be
cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable.

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5. (Impact 4.5-
1)

The Archival Research and Windshield Survey conducted for the Off-Site Improvements Study
Area identified 32 structures that have the potential to be eligible for listing on the CRHR. Thus,
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the EIR includes mitigation to require further evaluation by an architectural historian who meets
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards prior to any relevant intersection or road improvements
to determine whether the structures would meet the criteria for inclusion on the CRHR. Without
such evaluations, construction of the off-site improvements could potentially impact historic
buildings and structures eligible for listing. Mitigation Measure 4.5-1(b) would require additional
survey work on the buildings and structures adjacent to or abutting proposed improvement areas,
including a formal evaluation to determine if buildings or structures in the area meet the criteria
for listing on the CRHR. Specific and appropriate mitigation would be developed by the
architectural historian relative to the specific project impacts. In addition, similar to Mitigation
Measure 4.5-1(a), Mitigation Measure 4.5-1(c) requires that roadway improvements within the
Off-Site Improvements Study Area located above the CRHR-listed San Joaquin Pipelines and
Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct meet the Secretary of the Interior's specific design standards, further
reducing potential impacts resulting from the development of the proposed roadways over
historical structures in the project vicinity.

Implementation of the foregoing mitigation measures would reduce the above potential impacts
to known historical resources pursuant to CEQA guidelines. While the Initial Phase would not
impact the existing structures listed under the NRHP or CRHR, the proposed bridge widenings
and roadway and intersection improvements associated with Specific Plan buildout and the Off-
Site Improvements Study Area could potentially impact resources eligible for listing under the
NRHP or CRHR. Additionally, until site-specific evaluations of the buildings and structures
abutting the Off-Site Improvements Study Area are conducted, the degree to which potential
impacts to existing historic structures can be avoided cannot be determined. Therefore, in order
to establish a conservative analysis, the impact is considered to remain significant and
unavoidable, even with mitigation.

Generation of a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise
levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established
in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies. (Impact 4.10-1)

Many of the prospective off-site roadway improvement areas are located along undeveloped
lands, or sparsely populated areas, especially south of West Linne Road along South Chrisman
Road. One potential off-site roadway improvement includes the widening of Chrisman Road to
four lanes from Eleventh Street to SR 132. The roadway improvement would likely include
roadway construction activity within 50 feet of existing noise-sensitive receptors. At such a
distance, construction noise would be expected to range between 76 to 90 dBA Lmax. Additional
off-site improvements would likely be required along West Linne Road, between Tracy Boulevard
and South Chrisman Road. Receptors along this stretch of roadway are located within
approximately 60 feet to approximately 400 feet. At 60 feet, construction noise would be expected
to range between 74 to 88 dBA Lmax. Due to the programmatic nature of the off-site improvements,
temporary construction of off-site improvements could potentially result in an increase in noise
levels at sensitive receptors exceeding the threshold of 12 dBA. Therefore, construction activities
associated with the off-site improvements could generate a substantial temporary increase in
ambient noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies, and a significant impact could occur.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.10-1(c) would require the proposed project to prepare a
construction noise management plan prior to approval of grading or building permits for
development within the Off-Site Improvements Study Area. Noise management measures would
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include, but not be limited to, limiting the allowable construction hours and implementation of noise
minimization best management practices (BMPs). Such noise management measures would help
to reduce the above potential temporary noise impact. However, due to the programmatic nature
of the off-site improvements, the effectiveness of the measure would vary by location within the
Off-Site Improvements Study Area and may not prevent ambient noise-level increases due to
project construction from exceeding 12 dBA, relative to existing levels. Therefore, even with
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.10-1(c), the above potential impact related to construction
noise level increases associated with the Off-Site Improvements Study Area would remain
significant and unavoidable.

Generation of a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established
in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards

of other agencies. (Impact 4.10-2)

Based upon the detailed traffic noise analysis shown in Appendix D of the Environmental Noise
Assessment (see Appendix M of this EIR), a total of 150 sensitive receptors were identified as
impacted due to either the increase in traffic noise, or the proposed project causing noise levels
to exceed the applicable exterior noise standards under Existing Plus Specific Plan Buildout traffic
conditions.

Mitigation Measure 4.10-2(b) would require each future subdivision application to submit a traffic
noise analysis to determine the appropriate quiet pavement improvement(s) on roadway
segments in the site vicinity required to ensure that traffic noise level increases attributable to the
proposed project shall not exceed the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON)
thresholds. However, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.10-2(b), 27 sensitive
receptors would still be exposed to traffic noise levels in excess of the applicable thresholds of
significance under the Existing Plus Specific Plan Buildout conditions, and four sensitive receptors
would be impacted under the Cumulative Plus Specific Plan Buildout conditions.

In general, the reduction in the number of impacted sensitive receptors from Existing Plus Specific
Plan Buildout conditions to Cumulative Plus Specific Plan Buildout conditions is associated with
the background growth in traffic, based on traffic volume information provided by Fehr & Peers,
as well as the incorporation of additional planned roadway improvements under Cumulative
conditions. The background growth in traffic results in a higher background ambient noise level
under Cumulative baseline conditions, thereby “diluting” the proposed project’s incremental
contribution to the ambient noise levels. As for the planned cumulative roadway improvements,
these would have the effect of redistributing some of the traffic along the area roadways, thereby
shifting noise levels along such roadways.

Because a number of sensitive receptors impacted under Existing Plus Specific Plan Buildout
conditions would no longer be impacted under Cumulative Plus Specific Plan Buildout conditions,
it is reasonable to require the proposed project only to implement the approximately 4.2 miles of
quiet pavement required under Cumulative Plus Specific Plan Buildout conditions, as set forth in
Mitigation Measure 4.10-5. Further, given the long-term buildout of the proposed project, it is
reasonable to allow the project applicant to conduct future traffic noise assessments at each
phase of development (beyond the Initial Phase) to confirm which roadway segments require
quiet pavement treatment for that particular phase.
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As previously stated, even with implementation of mitigation measures, impacts related to

operational traffic noise levels at existing sensitive receptors under Specific Plan Buildout
conditions would remain significant and unavoidable.

Generation of a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels associated with development of the proposed project in
combination with future development. (Impact 4.10-5)

As shown in Table 4.10-17 of Chapter 4.10, Noise, of this EIR, the proposed project would result
in significant noise level increases on a total of eight roadway segments under Cumulative Plus
Specific Plan Buildout conditions. Mitigation Measure 4.10-5 would implement Mitigation Measure
4.10-2(b), as discussed above. As shown in Table 4.10-18 of Chapter 4.10 Noise, of this EIR, the
installation of quiet pavement along the roadway segments predicted to see a significant increase
in traffic noise levels under Cumulative Plus Specific Plan Buildout conditions would reduce such
noise levels to below the applicable thresholds of significance at all but four sensitive noise
receptors. Because, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.10-5, four sensitive
receptors would still be exposed to traffic noise levels in excess of the applicable thresholds of
significance, the cumulative impact would remain cumulatively considerable and significant and
unavoidable.

Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy, except LOS,
addressing the circulation system, including transit, during
operations. (Impact 4.12-3)

The proposed project would cause an inconsistency with several San Joaquin County General
Plan policies (TM-1.3, TM-1.6, TM-1.11, TM-1.12, TM-2.3) pertaining to promoting the use of
public transit, encouraging multi-modal transportation, providing alternative choices to single
occupant driving, and supporting existing and future sustainable land use patterns. Thus, the
project would result in a significant impact to transit facilities.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12-3 would reduce significant impacts associated with
transit facilities by extending the San Joaquin Regional Transit District (RTD) fixed-route bus
service to the project site and operating a private shuttle that circulates within the project site and
off-site to the Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) Station in the City of Tracy. However, given
that the required measures are not guaranteed to be approved by San Joaquin RTD and are
outside of the County’s jurisdiction, the County, as lead agency, cannot legally impose the
mitigation measures. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12-3 cannot be
guaranteed.

Due to uncertainties regarding the ability for the aforementioned mitigation measure to reduce
impacts to transit facilities, transit facility and service impacts would be considered to remain
significant and unavoidable.

Result in VMT which exceeds an applicable threshold of significance,
except as provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision
(b). (Impact 4.12-4)

Warehouse and office uses constructed as part of full Specific Plan Buildout would result in VMT
per employee averages of 42 percent and 104 percent, respectively, above the significance
threshold. Accordingly, the warehouse component of the Initial Development Phase and the
warehouse and office components of the Specific Plan buildout could result in a significant impact
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related to employee VMT. With respect to VMT impacts resulting from construction of the
university campus, although the university would include some student housing, the considerable
travel distance between the university and likely off-site student and staff residence locations
suggests that the university would not be considered a “VMT efficient” land use. Thus, the TIA
concluded that the VMT impacts associated with the Initial Phase development of the University
Campus and full buildout of the University Center under Specific Plan Buildout would be
significant.

Compliance with Mitigation Measure 4.12-4(a) would reduce project-generated VMT per
employee by requiring the project applicant to comply with SJVAPCD Rule 9410, which requires
major employers in the region to implement an Employer Trip Reduction Implementation Plan
(eTRIP). Compliance with Mitigation Measure 4.12-4(b) would reduce project-generated VMT per
employee by requiring the applicant to institute a TDM program to reduce external vehicle trips
generated by the proposed project. With respect to the VMT reduction measures associated with
the University component of the proposed project, TDM Strategies 1, 2, 4, and 5 from Mitigation
Measure 4.12(b) would consist of a voluntary Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) program,
implementation of an employee parking cash-out program, extending public transit service to the
project, and providing a private employee shuttle system. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.12-
4(f) provides two options for employee parking cash-out or paid parking, which would further
reduce potential impacts to VMT associated with the University component of the proposed
project.

While the TDM strategies included as part of compliance with SJVAPCD Rule 9410 (Mitigation
Measure 4.12-4[a]) would also provide some VMT savings, the savings that would be achieved
are unknown given the uncertainty of which strategies would be selected and to how many
employers that program would apply. Similarly, while the net effect of the measures from
Mitigation Measure 4.12(b) would be an eight percent reduction in VMT, the resulting VMT per
employee estimates would remain well above the significance threshold for determination of a
VMT impact. With regard to Mitigation Measure 4.12-4(f), estimating the VMT savings would be
speculative as information such as where university students and staff would live and how they
would react to parking pricing is unknown. Additionally, the proportion of the University’s VMT that
is attributable to students versus staff is currently unknown.

Based on the above, due to average VMT in excess of the San Joaquin County VMT Thresholds,
and uncertainties regarding the ability for mitigation to reduce VMT to a less-than-significant level,
VMT impacts would be considered significant and unavoidable.

Substantially increase hazards to vehicle safety due to a geometric
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment). (Impact 4.12-5)

The EIR determined that vehicle trips associated with Specific Plan buildout would result in
freeway ramp queueing impacts at a few study locations. In addition, the increase in traffic in
proximity to Jefferson School, attributable to the proposed project, would be considerable and is
anticipated to cause conflicts with motorists entering/exiting Jefferson School from both public
streets to drop-off or pick-up students. This would be considered a significant safety impact.

The EIR also identified a significant project impact related to train conflicts. Specific Plan Buildout
would add between 4,000 and 5,000 trips per day at two at-grade crossings on South Chrisman
Road between Linne Road and Eleventh Street. Project-added traffic would be modest at the
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other crossings. However, because Specific Plan Buildout would add substantial levels of traffic
to the two South Chrisman Road at-grade railroad crossings, the potential exists for increased
conflicts between vehicles and trains. Thus, the TIA concluded that impacts could be significant.

While the roadway improvements required under Mitigation Measures 4.12-5(a) though 4.12-5(f)
could help to reduce roadway hazards, the measures would require approvals from multiple
agencies and public utilities. Given that the required measures are not guaranteed to be approved
by California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the City of Tracy, the Jefferson School
District, or other outside approving agencies, and are outside of the County’s jurisdiction, the
County, as lead agency, cannot legally impose the mitigation measures. Therefore,
implementation of the mitigation measures cannot be guaranteed; and impacts would be
considered to remain significant and unavoidable.

Result in cumulative conflicts or inconsistencies with CEQA Guidelines

Section 15064.3, subdivision (b). (Impact 4.12-8)

As discussed in Chapter 4.12, Transportation, of the EIR, the warehouse and office components
of the proposed project would generate VMT per employee above the unincorporated County
baseline average. Therefore, the proposed project would result in impacts regarding VMT
associated with work-related land uses. In addition, the University component of the proposed
project would not be considered a VMT-efficient land use. As such, a significant impact could
occur during both the Initial Development Phase and full Specific Plan Buildout.

Compliance with Mitigation Measure 4.12-8(a) would Implement Mitigation Measure 4.12-4(a)
and 4.12-4(b), as defined above. Compliance with Mitigation Measures 4.12-8(a) and 4.12-8(b)
would reduce project-generated VMT by requiring the project applicant to implement various TDM
strategies. The effectiveness of the aforementioned mitigation measures would be similar under
both baseline and cumulative conditions, with the difference being that transit service in the region
would likely be more robust under cumulative conditions, which would enable the private shuttle
TDM strategy to become more effective. Nonetheless, with implementation of the aforementioned
mitigation measures, the project’s incremental contribution to the significant cumulative impact
would remain cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable due to uncertainties
regarding the ability for mitigation to reduce VMT to a less-than-significant level.

Substantially increase hazards to vehicle safety due to a geometric
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment) under cumulative
conditions. (Impact 4.12-9)

Additional development anticipated under cumulative conditions, and associated vehicle trips,
would combine with project traffic to create significant impacts associated with the same project-
level impacts discussed under 4.12-5 (freeway ramp queueing, incompatibility with Jefferson
School, and train conflicts).

Similar to the conclusion for Impact 4.12-5, while the roadway improvements required for this
impact would help to reduce roadway hazards, the measures would require approvals from
multiple agencies and public utilities. Given that the required measures are not guaranteed to be
approved by Caltrans, the City of Tracy, the Jefferson School District, or other outside approving
agencies, and are outside of the County’s jurisdiction, the County, as lead agency, cannot legally
impose the mitigation measures. Therefore, implementation of the mitigation measures cannot be
guaranteed; and impacts would be considered to remain significant and unavoidable.
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7. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

7.1 INTRODUCTION

The Alternatives Analysis chapter of the EIR includes consideration and discussion of a range of
reasonable alternatives to the proposed project, as required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6. Generally, the chapter includes discussions of the following: the purpose of an
alternatives analysis; alternatives considered but dismissed; a reasonable range of project
alternatives and their associated impacts in comparison to the proposed project’s impacts; and
the environmentally superior alternative.

7.2 PURPOSE OF ALTERNATIVES

The primary intent of the alternatives evaluation in an EIR, as stated in Section 15126.6(a) of the
CEQA Guidelines, is to “[...] describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives.” In the context of CEQA Guidelines Section 21061.1,
“feasible” is defined as:

[...Jcapable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of
time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social and technological factors.

Section 15126.6(f) of CEQA Guidelines states, “The range of alternatives required in an EIR is
governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary
to permit a reasoned choice.” Section 15126.6(f) of CEQA Guidelines further states:

The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only
the ones that the lead agency determined could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives
of the project.

In addition, an EIR is not required to analyze alternatives when the effects of the alternative
“cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative.”

The CEQA Guidelines provide the following guidance for discussing alternatives to a proposed
project:

¢ An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location
of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives (CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6[a]).

e Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a project
may have on the environment (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21002.1), the
discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are
capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if
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these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives,
or would be more costly (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[b]).

The EIR should briefly describe the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be discussed.
The EIR should also identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but
were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons
underlying the lead agency’s determination [...] Among the factors that may be used to
eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are: (i) failure to meet most
of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant
environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[c]).

The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. A matrix displaying the
major characteristics and significant environmental effects of each alternative may be
used to summarize the comparison (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[d]).

If an alternative would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that would
be caused by the project as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be
discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6[d]).

The specific alternative of “no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impact. The
purpose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow decision-makers
to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not
approving the proposed project. The no project alternative analysis is not the baseline for
determining whether the proposed project’s environmental impacts may be significant,
unless it is identical to the existing environmental setting analysis which does establish
that baseline (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[e][1]).

If the environmentally superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also
identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6[e][2]).

Project Objectives
Based on the above, reasonable alternatives to the project must be capable of feasibly attaining

most of the basic objectives of the project. The proposed project is being pursued with the
following developer-stated objectives:

1.

2.

Identify a site that would support an industrial and university-focused project with
supportive business, commercial, and recreational uses.

Establish development of a commercially sufficient scale to be self-supporting, in terms of
infrastructure and public service needs.

Accommodate a mix of industrial designated uses supporting future advanced
manufacturing, e-commerce, and related distribution opportunities.

Establish a four-year university campus serving the post-secondary educational needs of
residents within South San Joaquin County.

Create a mix of jobs that will contribute to economic development within the County.
Establish site-specific wet and dry utility infrastructure, including water and wastewater
treatment infrastructure designed and developed to meet project demands at all phases
of development.

Locate on an established STAA-designated transportation corridor or established truck
route with access to a federal interstate and/or State highway system serving the Bay Area
and greater Central Valley communities.
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Locate on a site that is sufficiently distant from the urban core to reduce the potential
impacts on sensitive receptors and other incompatible urban land uses.

Establish agricultural buffers and “right to farm” policies to protect existing agricultural
operations and Williamson Act designated lands outside of the project boundary.
Implement a range of sustainability measures aimed at conserving resources, decreasing
energy and water consumption, and reducing the impact on air quality, greenhouse gases,
and water pollution.

Impacts Identified in the EIR
In addition to attaining the maijority of project objectives, reasonable alternatives to the project

must be capable of reducing the magnitude of, or avoiding, identified significant environmental
impacts of the proposed project. The significant but mitigable and significant and unavoidable
impacts identified in the EIR are presented in Table 7-5; the significant and unavoidable impacts
identified in the EIR are also presented below.

Aesthetics. The EIR determined that the proposed project would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts related to substantially damaging scenic resources within view of I-
580, a state scenic highway, substantially affect scenic vistas, and substantially degrading
the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings,
including agricultural views from South Chrisman Road and views of the Diablo Range
foothills. In addition, the EIR determined that the proposed project would result in
significant and unavoidable impacts related to long-term changes to scenic resources
within view of a state scenic highway, scenic vistas, and visual character associated with
development of the proposed project in combination with reasonably foreseeable
cumulative development.

Agricultural Resources. The EIR determined that the proposed project would result in a
significant and unavoidable impact related to the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use. The proposed
project would result in the conversion of agricultural land to urban uses, and even with
implementation of mitigation consistent with the County’s Agricultural Mitigation
Ordinance, would not create new agricultural land; as such, the proposed project would
lead to an overall loss of Farmland. In addition, the EIR determined that the proposed
project in combination with reasonably foreseeable cumulative development would result
in a significant and unavoidable impact related to the loss of agricultural land.

Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy. The EIR determined that the
proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to the
following: conflict with or obstruct implementation of an applicable air quality plan; result
in a net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the region is non-attainment during
project operation; and exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
Specifically, the proposed project’s operational emissions would exceed the San Joaquin
Valley Air Pollution Control District’s (SJVAPCD) thresholds of significance for ROG, NOx,
CO, PMy, and PM2s. In addition, the EIR identified a potentially significant and
unavoidable impact related to cancer risk health effects on residents in the project vicinity
in excess of the SUIVAPCD'’s thresholds. Finally, the EIR determined that the amount of
criteria pollutant emissions generated by the proposed project would result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant for which the project region
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is in non-attainment, and that the project’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions could have
a significant and unavoidable impact on the environment.

e Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources. The EIR determined that the proposed bridge
widenings and roadway and intersection improvements associated with Specific Plan
buildout and the off-site improvements could potentially impact resources eligible for listing
under the NRHP or CRHR. Until site-specific evaluations of the buildings and structures
abutting the off-site improvement study areas are conducted, the degree to which potential
impacts to existing historic structures can be avoided cannot be determined. Therefore, in
order to establish a conservative analysis, the EIR concludes that the potential impact
would remain significant and unavoidable.

e Noise. The EIR determined that the proposed project could result in a substantial
temporary increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of off-site improvement areas.
Because the effectiveness of the construction noise best management practices set forth
in Mitigation Measure 4.10-1(c) would vary by off-site improvement study area and may
not prevent ambient noise-level increases from exceeding 12 dBA (i.e., increase threshold
used in the EIR for construction noise), the EIR concluded that impacts could be significant
and unavoidable. In addition, the EIR determined that Specific Plan buildout would create
substantial permanent traffic noise level increases at several existing sensitive receptors,
even with implementation of quiet pavement mitigation. This finding was made for both
Existing and Cumulative Plus Specific Plan Buildout conditions.

o Transportation. The EIR determined that the proposed project would conflict with a
program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit,
during operations due to uncertainties regarding the ability for the identified mitigation
measures to reduce impacts to transit facilities. Similarly, the EIR also identified a
significant and unavoidable impact related to vehicle miles traveled (VMT) due to
uncertainties regarding the ability for mitigation to reduce VMT to a less-than-significant
level. In addition, the EIR determined that the proposed project could result in a significant
and unavoidable impact related to substantially increasing hazards to vehicle safety due
to a geometric design feature or incompatible uses because the required mitigation
measures are not guaranteed to be approved by Caltrans, the City of Tracy, or other
outside agencies. The EIR also identified significant and unavoidable impacts related to
impacts under cumulative conditions, including: conflicting with a program, plan, ordinance
or policy addressing the circulation system; conflicts or inconsistencies with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b); and substantially increasing hazards to
vehicle safety.

7.3 SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES

The requirement that an EIR evaluate alternatives to the proposed project or alternatives to the
location of the proposed project is a broad one; the primary intent of the alternatives analysis is
to disclose other ways that the objectives of the project could be attained, while reducing the
magnitude of, or avoiding, one or more of the significant environmental impacts of the proposed
project. Alternatives that are included and evaluated in the EIR must be feasible alternatives.
However, the CEQA Guidelines require the EIR to “set forth only those alternatives necessary to
permit a reasoned choice.” As stated in Section 15126.6(a), an EIR need not consider every
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of potentially
feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation. The CEQA
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Guidelines provide a definition for “a range of reasonable alternatives” and thus limit the number
and type of alternatives that may need to be evaluated in a given EIR. According to the CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(f):

The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only
the ones that the lead agency determined could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives
of the project.

First and foremost, alternatives in an EIR must be feasible. In the context of CEQA Guidelines
Section 21061.1, “feasible” is defined as:

[...] capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of
time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social and technological factors.

Finally, an EIR is not required to analyze alternatives when the effects of the alternative “cannot
be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative.”

Alternatives Considered But Dismissed From Further Analysis
Consistent with CEQA, primary consideration was given to alternatives that could reduce

significant project impacts, while still meeting most of the basic project objectives.

As stated in Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), among the factors that may be used to eliminate
alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are:

(i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives,
(i) infeasibility, or
(iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts.

Regarding item (ii), infeasibility, among the factors that may be taken into account when
addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of
infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional
boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should consider the regional context),
and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the
alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent). The aforementioned factors do
not establish a fixed limit on the scope of reasonable alternatives.

An off-site alternative was considered but dismissed from detailed analysis in this EIR. The
reasons for dismissal, within the context of the three above-outlined permissible reasons, are
provided below.

Off-Site Alternative

Due to the large size of the project, any off-site location for the proposed project would similarly
be located in predominantly agricultural areas of the unincorporated County. The applicant
originally proposed to locate the project to the immediate north of the current project site. The
original Specific Plan application for the Pacific Gateway Project, which includes some overlap
with the current project site (e.g., mainly the West area of the Specific Plan), is shown in Figure
7-1.
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Figure 7-1
Off-Site Alternative Location
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This off-site alternative location is in closer proximity to the existing single-family residential uses
fronting Durham Ferry Road to the northeast. This serves to emphasize the relative lack of existing
sensitive receptors in close proximity to the current project site, primarily limited to the few homes
along South Chrisman Road and at the south end of MacArthur Drive. It is reasonable to assume
that relocating the approximately 1,576-acre project site to another location will bring with it
placing additional sensitive receptors in closer proximity. As discussed in Chapter 1, Introduction,
of this EIR, the Pacific Gateway applicants, in response to community and staff feedback,
withdrew the previous application, and filed new applications on September 27, 2024, for a
1,576.70-acre site located generally south of the lands part of the previous application. The
applicants indicated their primary intent in relocating the project to the south was to address
concerns about the potential for extensive truck traffic along Durham Ferry Road, as well as
potential land use compatibility questions. The current project location is estimated to result in an
approximately 73 percent reduction in project-related trucks trips on Durham Ferry Road, as
compared to the original project location. In addition, the currently proposed project includes
1,504,804 fewer sf at total buildout than the previous application.

Relocating the project to an alternative location would not be anticipated to avoid or substantially
lessen the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable aesthetics, agricultural resources, air
quality, GHG, noise, and transportation impacts.

Overall, there is no substantial evidence to suggest that there are off-site alternative locations that
could accomplish most of the basic project objectives and avoid or substantially lessen any of the
proposed project’s significant impacts. As a result, the Off-Site Alternative is dismissed from
detailed evaluation.

Alternatives Considered in this EIR
The following alternatives are considered and evaluated in this section:

e No Project (No Build) Alternative;
e Reduced Project Alternative 1 (32 Percent); and
¢ Reduced Project Alternative 2 (56 Percent).

Each of the project alternatives is described in detail below, with a corresponding analysis of each
alternative’s impacts in comparison to the proposed project. As discussed above, reasonable
alternatives to the project must be capable of avoiding or substantially lessening one or more of
the significant effects of the proposed project. Therefore, this chapter focuses on the resource
areas and specific impacts listed above and in Table 7-5 that have been identified in this EIR for
the proposed project as requiring mitigation to reduce significant impacts to less than significant,
or have been found to remain significant and unavoidable. While an effort has been made to
include quantitative data for certain analytical topics, where possible, qualitative comparisons of
the various alternatives to the project are primarily provided. Such an approach to the analysis is
appropriate as evidenced by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), which states that the
significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects
of the project as proposed.

The analysis evaluates impacts that would occur with the alternatives relative to the significant
impacts identified for the proposed project. When comparing the potential impacts resulting from
implementation of the foregoing alternatives, the following terminology is used:
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“Fewer” = Less than proposed project;
“Similar” = Similar to proposed project;
“Greater” = Greater than proposed project; and
"None” = No impact.

When the term “fewer” is used, the reader should not necessarily equate this to elimination of
significant impacts identified for the proposed project. For example, in many cases, an alternative
would reduce the relative intensity of a significant impact identified for the proposed project, but
the impact would still be expected to remain significant under the alternative, thereby requiring
mitigation. In other cases, the use of the term “fewer” may mean the actual elimination of an
impact identified for the proposed project altogether. Similarly, use of the term “greater” does not
necessarily imply that an alternative would require additional mitigation beyond what has been
required for the proposed project. To the extent possible, this analysis will distinguish between
the two implications of the comparative words “fewer” and “greater.”

In addition, the following Reduced Project Alternatives would be anticipated to require fewer off-
site roadway improvements than the proposed project. As discussed throughout this EIR, full
buildout of the Pacific Gateway Specific Plan would trigger a range of intersection and roadway
improvements under the control of various agencies (e.g., Caltrans, San Joaquin County, City of
Tracy). The feasibility of the off-site improvements associated with the proposed project is
unknown at this time for various reasons, although the improvements were identified by the Local
Transportation Analysis (LTA) prepared for the proposed project. Similarly, determining the
specific set of improvements associated with the Reduced Project Alternatives would require
preparation of traffic analyses, which is beyond the scope of this alternatives evaluation. It can be
reasonably inferred that because the alternatives discussed below are reduced in size and scale
from the proposed project, the number of required off-site improvements would not exceed the
off-site improvements associated with the proposed project, the potential physical environmental
effects of which are evaluated throughout this EIR. Therefore, the discussions below largely focus
on on-site impacts.

See Table 7-5 at the end of this chapter for a comparison of the environmental impacts resulting
from the considered alternatives and the proposed project.

No Project (No Build) Alternative
CEQA requires the evaluation of the comparative impacts of the “No Project” alternative (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6[e]). Analysis of the no project alternative shall:

“[...] discuss [...] existing conditions [...] as well as what would be reasonably expected to
occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans
and consistent with available infrastructure and community services.” (/d., subd. [e][2]) “If
the project is other than a land use or regulatory plan, for example a development project
on identifiable property, the ‘no project’ alternative is the circumstance under which the
project does not proceed. Here the discussion would compare the environmental effects of
the property remaining in the property’s existing state versus environmental effects that
would occur if the project were approved. If disapproval of the project under consideration
would result in predictable actions by others, such as the proposal of some other project,
this ‘no project’ consequence should be discussed. In certain instances, the no project
alternative means ‘no build,” wherein the existing environmental setting is maintained.
However, where failure to proceed with the project would not result in preservation of
existing environmental conditions, the analysis should identify the practical result of the
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project's non-approval and not create and analyze a set of artificial assumptions that would
be required to preserve the existing physical environment.” (/d., subd. [e][3][B]).

The No Project (No Build) Alternative assumes that the current conditions of the project site would
remain and the site would not be developed. As described in this EIR, the project site is currently
developed with active agricultural land, including almond and cherry orchards, and an agricultural
machinery manufacturing facility (A.B. FAB, Inc.). Under the No Project (No Build) Alternative, the
existing on-site agricultural operations would continue. As such, under the Alternative, the entire
project site is conservatively assumed to be subject to continuing disturbance through agricultural
activities such as planting and harvesting. The No Project (No Build) Alternative would not meet
any of the project objectives.

Aesthetics

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would consist of the continuation of the existing conditions
of the project site. Because the No Project (No Build) Alternative would not introduce any new
structures or buildings on the site, the Alternative would not degrade the existing visual character
or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings. Thus, no impacts related to aesthetics
would occur under the No Project (No Build) Alternative as compared to the proposed project.
The significant and unavoidable impacts related to aesthetics would be eliminated under the No
Project (No Build) Alternative.

Agricultural Resources

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would consist of the continuation of the existing conditions
of the project site. The project site is currently comprised of orchards and a limited amount of
vineyards; as such, the No Project (No Build) Alternative would preserve the site for agricultural
uses. The project site includes approximately 1,454 acres of Prime Farmland and approximately
65 acres of Farmland of Local Importance. Therefore, the significant and unavoidable impacts
related to the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses would be eliminated under the
Alternative, and Mitigation Measures 4.2-1 and 4.2-2 would not be required. Overall, impacts
related to agricultural resources would not occur under the No Project (No Build) Alternative.

Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy

Because the No Project (No Build) Alternative would not involve development of the project site,
construction and operational activities would not occur under the alternative. Therefore, the
Alternative would not generate criteria pollutant emissions above and beyond the current
agricultural operations. As such, this Alternative would not conflict with or obstruct implementation
of an applicable air quality plan nor generate construction or operational emissions in excess of
the SJVAPCD’s significance thresholds (Impact 4.3-1).

As discussed in Impact 4.3-4 of the Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy chapter
of the Draft EIR, Specific Plan Buildout would generate sufficient heavy-duty truck trips along
South Chrisman Road to create a significant cancer risk effect to the maximally exposed
residential receptor (i.e., existing residence located near the center of the project site along South
Chrisman Road, just below the University Center development area) and a second residence
located just north of the maximally exposed residential receptor. Draft EIR Mitigation Measure
4.3-4 would require the installation of high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters within the
maximally exposed sensitive receptors within the project area, as recommended by various
guidance documents as an approach to addressing operational impacts, including the California
Department of Justice’s Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation Measures to Comply
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with the California Environmental Quality Act. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-4,
cancer risks would be reduced to below the SJVAPCD significance threshold for the proposed
project (Draft EIR, Table 4.3-23). However, because installation of HEPA filters in the two existing
impacted residences would require resident approval, neither San Joaquin County nor the project
applicant can legally impose such improvements on private properties. Therefore, the Draft EIR
determined that this impact associated with Specific Plan Buildout operations could remain
significant and unavoidable. While heavy trucks currently transport agricultural products to/from
the project site, and these trucks generate diesel particulate matter (DPM), the proposed project
would substantially increase the number of heavy trucks. Thus, this Alternative would continue to
expose sensitive receptors to pollutant concentrations (i.e., DPM) through existing operations, but
the proposed project’s potential significant and unavoidable impact would be avoided.

The other impacts identified for the proposed project related to air quality and GHG emissions,
including those that are significant and unavoidable impacts (Impact 4.3-2, Impact 4.3-3, Impact
4.3-7, and Impact 4.3-8), would not occur under the No Project (No Build) Alternative, and the
mitigation measures identified within Chapter 4.3 would not be required. Overall, this Alternative
would continue existing operations with corresponding air quality and GHG emissions and energy
usage, but the proposed project’s potential significant and unavoidable impacts would be avoided.

Biological Resources

Under the No Project (No Build) Alternative, construction activities involving ground disturbance
(e.g., grading, trenching for utilities) would not occur on the project site. However, the current
agricultural operations do entail a certain amount of on-site ground disturbance that could impact
special-status wildlife. Unlike the proposed project, the No Project (No Build) Alternative would
not increase the level of on-site ground disturbance above the baseline. As such, the Alternative
would not have an increased potential to impact Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, song sparrow,
northern harrier, Crotch’s bumble bee, birds protected under the MBTA, burrowing owl, and San
Joaquin kit fox. In addition, the No Project (No Build) Alternative would not result in any substantial
adverse effects on wetlands, other sensitive natural communities, and/or have a substantial
adverse effect on federal or State protected aquatic resources. As such, none of the mitigation
measures related to biological resources required for the proposed project would be required
under the Alternative. Overall, this Alternative would continue existing operations, avoiding the
increased impacts identified for the proposed project related to biological resources.

Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources

Because additional land disturbance, above and beyond the baseline agricultural disturbance,
would not occur under the No Project (No Build) Alternative, the Alternative would not have the
potential to result in increased impacts to cultural and tribal cultural resources. Because the off-
site improvements would not be required due to the lack of on-site development, the potentially
significant and unavoidable impact related to causing a change in the significance of a historical
resource located adjacent to the off-site improvement study areas would not occur. Overall, the
mitigation measures identified within Chapter 4.5 would not be required because the impacts
identified for the proposed project related to cultural and tribal cultural resources would not occur
under the No Project (No Build) Alternative.

Geology and Soils

Because the No Project (No Build) Alternative would not include grading, trenching, vertical
construction, or other ground-disturbing activities associated with development, the
recommendations related to such included in a final geotechnical engineering report would not
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apply. In addition, the Alternative would not have the potential to destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature. Because development would not occur, Mitigation
Measures 4.6-3(a) and 4.6-3(b), requiring preparation of final geotechnical engineering reports
and implementation of recommendations therein, would not be necessary. Nor would Mitigation
Measure 4.6-6 be required, because extensive ground-disturbing activities associated with
construction would not occur and any subsurface paleontological resources would not be
encountered. Because existing operations would pump more groundwater from the Tracy and
Delta-Mendota subbasins, the No Project (No Build) Alternative would have a greater contribution
to subsidence induced by groundwater pumping than the project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would not include any development; thus, the Alternative
would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, or through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the likely release of hazardous materials into the environment
related to the on-site improperly stored hazardous substances and petroleum products. As such,
Mitigation Measures 4.7-1, 4.7-2(a) and 4.7-2(b) would not be required. However, the existing
hazardous materials located on-site would remain under the No Project (No Build) Alternative. As
such, the project site would not undergo any remediation efforts, potentially reducing the project
site’s suitability for any future development. Overall, impacts related to hazards and hazardous
materials would not occur under the No Project (No Build) Alternative.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would not include any ground disturbance above the
baseline level of disturbance due to ongoing agricultural operations, and, thus, would not result
in increased impacts related to water quality during construction and/or operation. In addition,
unlike the proposed project, the No Project (No Build) Alternative would not introduce impervious
surfaces to the project site and alter existing drainage patterns. Thus, Mitigation Measures 4.8-1
and 4.8-2, as well as 4.8-4(a) and 4.8-4(b), would not be required. Because existing operations
would pump more groundwater from the Tracy and Delta-Mendota subbasins, the No Project (No
Build) Alternative would decrease groundwater supplies and/or interfere with groundwater
recharge to a greater extent than the project.

Noise

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would enable ongoing agricultural operations which
generate noise, particularly during harvesting and transport of agricultural products to/from the
project site. However, this baseline level of noise would be less than that which would be
generated by the proposed project due to traffic noise increases and on-site operational noise
levels. As such, the No Project (No Build) Alternative would have fewer impacts related to
substantial permanent noise level increases and the proposed project’s significant and
unavoidable permanent noise impact would be eliminated. The significant and unavoidable
temporary (construction noise associated with certain off-site improvement areas) noise impact
identified for the proposed project would not occur under the No Project (No Build) Alternative.
Therefore, the mitigation measures identified in Chapter 4.10 of this EIR would not be required.
This Alternative would continue existing operations along with corresponding noise levels,
avoiding the increased noise of the proposed project.

Chapter 7 - Alternatives Analysis
Page 7-11



Draft EIR
Pacific Gateway Project
November 2025

Transportation

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would not generate construction or operational traffic on
local roadways, nor generate demand for safe bicycle travel and public transit in the project
vicinity. Thus, unlike the proposed project, this Alternative would not conflict with a program, plan,
ordinance, or policy, addressing bicycle and transit facilities, nor would the Alternative exacerbate
existing queues at freeway ramp facilities. Notwithstanding, the ongoing agricultural operations
that would occur under this Alternative would continue to contribute to traffic on the surrounding
roadways, including heavy-truck traffic and agricultural machinery, which could pose hazards to
the local roadway system, though not to the degree of the proposed project (e.g., heavy truck
increases near Jefferson School and along Durham Ferry Road). The proposed project’s
significant and unavoidable VMT impact would also be eliminated under this Alternative. Thus,
the mitigation measures identified in Chapter 4.12 would not be required. This Alternative would
continue existing operations along with corresponding VMT levels and traffic hazards, but would
avoid the increased VMT and traffic hazards associated with the proposed project.

Reduced Project Alternative 1 (32 Percent)

The Reduced Project Alternative 1 (32 Percent) would eliminate the entire Pacific Gateway West
Development Area and the far southeastern corner of the Pacific Gateway East Development
Area to reduce the project site size from approximately 1,576.70 acres to 1,283.22 acres (see
Figure 7-2). In comparison to the proposed project, Reduced Project Alternative 1 would result in
an approximately 32 percent reduction in industrial building square footage, for a developed total
of approximately 16,704,335 square feet (sf) of industrial building space (7,970,665 sf less than
the proposed project). Similar to the proposed project, this Alternative would include 93,000 sf of
Industrial Park space and 160,000 sf of General Commercial space, inclusive of the VFW post,
hotel, and other related uses, as well as Public Facilities uses, inclusive of the University and fire
station.

This Alternative would also include similar utility systems to support development, inclusive of an
on-site wastewater treatment package plant, water treatment infrastructure, and an off-site
stormwater retention basin. Because the Reduced Project Alternative 1 would include
development of similar uses as the proposed project, albeit, at a reduced scale, the project
objectives would be met.

Aesthetics

Similar to the proposed project, Reduced Project Alternative 1 would include development on the
project site with commercial, industrial, and public uses. However, the Alternative would be
located on a reduced project site and would result in a 32 percent reduction in industrial buildings
as compared to the proposed project. Due to the 7,970,665-sf reduction in industrial uses, the
Alternative would inherently include fewer buildings to obscure existing agricultural landscape
views and views of the Diablo Range and Sierra Nevada foothills, and scenic resources along
Interstate (1-580), which could reduce the aesthetic effects as compared to the proposed project.
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For example, View 1 is from the eastbound lane of 1-580 looking east toward the project site,
through the proposed Pacific Gateway West Development Area. As discussed in the Draft EIR, I-
580 is officially designated as a scenic highway by the State of California. As no development
would occur within the Pacific Gateway West Development Area under this Alternative, the
existing agricultural lands within this area would continue to be visible from [-580, and thus, the
Alternative would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views
of the site and its surroundings from View 1. View 11 is from the Bird Road/State Route (SR) 132
On-Ramp looking west through the Pacific Gateway East Development Area. Under this
Alternative, the foreground and middle-ground portions of the viewshed (approximately 0.5-mile)
would remain undeveloped. Thus, unlike the proposed project scenario, the existing agricultural
lands within the majority of this viewshed would remain intact, and development under the
Alternative would not be anticipated to have a significant impact to View 11 related to substantially
degrading the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.

Nonetheless, similar to the proposed project, development under this Alternative would be
anticipated to substantially degrade the visual character or quality of public views of the site and
its surroundings from View 2 and Views 4 through 10, resulting in a significant and unavoidable
impact. Similarly, because such views would include the on-site scenic resources as seen from I-
580, the Alternative would still result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to damaging
scenic resources within a State scenic highway.

In addition, although the alternative development would introduce fewer sources of light or glare
to the area than the proposed project, the sources would still be new compared to the existing
conditions and Mitigation Measure 4.1-3 would still be required. Overall, impacts related to
aesthetics would be fewer under Reduced Project Alternative 1 as compared to the proposed
project, and the project-specific and cumulative significant and unavoidable impacts related to
damaging scenic resources within a State scenic highway and substantially degrading the existing
visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings would still occur under
the Alternative.

Agricultural Resources

Reduced Project Alternative 1 would include development of the site with commercial, industrial,
and public uses, similar to the proposed project. The Draft EIR determined that the proposed
project would impact approximately 1,454 acres of Prime Farmland. Due to the reduced acreage
of Alternative 1, the Alternative would avoid converting approximately 293.48 acres of Prime
Farmland that would otherwise be impacted by the proposed project. Nonetheless, because
Prime Farmland is still located within the Reduced Project Alternative 1 footprint, the significant
and unavoidable impacts related to the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses would not
be eliminated under the Alternative.

Overall, due to the decreased disturbance area, impacts related to agricultural resources would
be fewer under Reduced Project Alternative 1 as compared to the proposed project, and
Mitigation Measures 4.2-1 and 4.2-2 would still be required. However, the significant and
unavoidable impacts related to agricultural resources would still occur and feasible mitigation
measures to reduce the identified significant and unavoidable impacts to a less-than-significant
level are not available.
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Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Energy

Under Reduced Project Alternative 1, the project site would still be developed with commercial
and industrial uses, as well as associated improvements. The Draft EIR (Impact 4.3-2) determined
that the proposed project would have a significant impact related to construction criteria pollutant
emissions, and while the Alternative would involve a reduced area of disturbance (293.48 acres
less), emissions associated with project construction would still be anticipated to exceed the
SJVAPCD’s significance thresholds, thereby creating a significant impact related to such.
Therefore, Mitigation Measures 4.3-2(a) through (c) would still be required under Reduced Project
Alternative 1.

The Draft EIR (Impact 4.3-3) also determined that the proposed project would have a significant
operational criteria pollutant emissions impact, and while Reduced Project Alternative 1 would
reduce vehicle trips by 23 percent, thus substantially reducing operational emissions as shown in
Table 7-1," Ramboll has confirmed that this Alternative would generate operational emissions that
would still exceed SJIVAPCD'’s thresholds of significance. Thus, Mitigation Measures 4.3-3(a)
through (c) would still be required for Reduced Project Alternative 1.

Table 7-1
Reduced Project Alternative 1 Annual Operational Emissions
(tons/yr)
ROG NOx co SOx PMio PM2s
Mitigated Proposed Project Emissions 151 336 392 4 229 67
Reduction as Clgmpared to Proposed .35 77 -89 1 52 15
roject
Reduced Propct Altern§t|ye 1 Annual 116 259 303 3 177 52
Operational Emissions
SJVAPCD Significance Thresholds 10 10 100 27 15 15
Exceeds Thresholds? YES YES YES NO YES YES
Source: Ramboll, 2025.

Similarly, the significant and unavoidable impact associated with conflicting with or obstructing
implementation of an applicable air quality plan (Impact 4.3-1) would still occur under the
Alternative.

As discussed in Impact 4.3-4 of the Air Quality, GHG Emissions, and Energy chapter of the Draft
EIR, Specific Plan Buildout would generate sufficient heavy-duty truck trips along South Chrisman
Road to create a significant cancer risk effect to the maximally exposed residential receptor (i.e.,
existing residence located near the center of the project site along South Chrisman Road, just
below the University Center development area) and a second residence located just north of the
maximally exposed residential receptor. While heavy-truck trips would be reduced under this
Alternative in the amount of 3,587 daily trips (11,171 versus 7,584), the cancer risk impact would
still be anticipated to occur under the Reduced Project Alternative 1. Draft EIR Mitigation Measure
4.3-4 would require the installation of high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters within the

This estimate of emissions reductions associated with Alternative 1 is intended to allow meaningful evaluation,
analysis, and comparison with the proposed project, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d). An equal-
level modeling effort was not performed to determine emissions associated with Alternative 1. Rather, the reduction
in vehicle trips between the proposed project and Alternative 1 was used as a proxy for total emissions scaling to
calculate an estimated reduction in emissions, as project-related emissions are largely driven by mobile-related
impacts.
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maximally exposed sensitive receptors within the project area, as recommended by various
guidance documents as an approach to addressing operational impacts, including the California
Department of Justice’s Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation Measures to Comply
with the California Environmental Quality Act. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-4,
cancer risks would be reduced to below the SJVAPCD significance threshold for the proposed
project (Draft EIR, Table 4.3-23) and the same finding would apply to this Alternative. However,
because installation of HEPA filters in the two existing impacted residences would require resident
approval, neither San Joaquin County, nor the project applicant, can legally impose such
improvements on private properties. Therefore, the Draft EIR determined that this impact
associated with Specific Plan Buildout operations could remain significant and unavoidable, and
such conclusion would be applicable to this Alternative.

The Draft EIR (Impact 4.3-8) determined that the proposed project would generate GHG
emissions either directly or indirectly that may have a significant effect on the environment. While
this Alternative would reduce industrial square footage by approximately 32 percent and vehicle
trips by approximately 23 percent, thus reducing both mobile source and area source GHG
emissions, the GHG emissions would still be considered substantial in recognition of the
magnitude of GHG emissions estimated for the proposed project (see Table 4.3-25 of the Draft
EIR).

Overall, impacts related to air quality, GHG emissions, and energy would be fewer under Reduced
Project Alternative 1 as compared to the proposed project due to the decreased on-site industrial
development and associated vehicle trips. The significant and unavoidable impacts related to air
quality and GHG emissions would still occur under the Alternative.

Biological Resources

Similar to the proposed project, Reduced Project Alternative 1 would include ground-disturbing
activities on the project site and, thus, would have the potential to impact Swainson’s hawk, white-
tailed kite, song sparrow (Modesto population), northern harrier, Crotch’s bumble bee, and birds
protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). Therefore, Mitigation Measures 4.4-2(a)
and (b), and 4.4-3 through 4.4-6 would still be required. Given that Reduced Project Alternative 1
would reduce the total disturbance area by approximately 293 acres, as compared to the
proposed project, the extent to which the above-listed special-status species could be impacted
may be reduced in intensity.

Reduced Project Alternative 1 would avoid the easternmost wetland within the proposed project
footprint, thereby reducing impacts to on-site aquatic resources. Nonetheless, Mitigation
Measures 4.4-7(a) and (b), which mitigate impacts associated with aquatic resources on-site,
would still be required under Reduced Project Alternative 1 because of the other aquatic
resources located within the site boundaries.

Similar to the proposed project, this Alternative would be covered under the San Joaquin County
Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan (SUIMSCP), and thus, would be subject
to additional measures, such as the Incidental Take Minimization Measures for San Joaquin kit
fox and burrowing owl. Due to the decreased disturbance area, the Alternative could result in a
reduced potential to affect the aforementioned species.

Chapter 7 - Alternatives Analysis
Page 7-16



Draft EIR
Pacific Gateway Project
November 2025

Overall, impacts to biological resources would be fewer under Reduced Project Alternative 1
compared to the proposed project, given that the amount of habitat disturbed during construction
would be reduced.

Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources

Similar to the proposed project, Reduced Project Alternative 1 would include development of the
project site with commercial, industrial, and public uses. However, as noted above, the Alternative
would result in a decreased overall disturbance area (by approximately 293 acres) within the
project site relative to the proposed project. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure 4.5-2(a) through (c)
would still be required, because the potential for the Alternative to result in disturbance or
destruction of archaeological resources and human remains would still occur. Similarly, Mitigation
Measure 4.5-3 related to a substantial change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource,
would still be required. In addition, the alternative development would still include the proposed
widening of the crossings over the California Aqueduct and Delta-Mendota Canal; therefore,
Mitigation Measure 4.5-1(a) would still be required.

The Draft EIR determined that the proposed bridge widenings and roadway and intersection
improvements associated with Specific Plan buildout and the off-site improvements could
potentially impact resources eligible for listing under the NRHP or CRHR. Until site-specific
evaluations of the buildings and structures abutting the off-site improvement study areas are
conducted, the degree to which potential impacts to existing historic structures can be avoided
cannot be determined. Therefore, in order to establish a conservative analysis, the Draft EIR
concludes that the potential impact would remain significant and unavoidable. Because Reduced
Project Alternative 1 would still require a number of off-site roadway improvements, the potential
significant and unavoidable impact related to causing a change in the significance of a historical
resource located adjacent to the off-site improvement study areas could still occur. Therefore,
Mitigation Measure 4.5-1(b), which requires surveys and evaluation of such structures, would still
be required under the Alternative.

Overall, because of the reduced disturbance area that would occur under Reduced Project
Alternative 1, potential impacts related to cultural and tribal cultural resources could be fewer
under the Alternative as compared to the proposed project.

Geology and Soils

As noted above, Reduced Project Alternative 1 would include a smaller overall area of disturbance
compared to the proposed project. Consequently, the potential for grading and other ground-
disturbing activities to encounter and destroy a unique paleontological resource or site would be
decreased. Nonetheless, because construction and grading activities would still occur over the
substantial majority of the project site, Mitigation Measure 4.6-6 (regarding paleontological
resources) would still be required. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.6-3(a) and (b), which requires
preparation of final geotechnical engineering reports for the project site and off-site improvement
areas, respectively, would still be required to ensure the industrial buildings would be provided
adequate structural support. Overall, impacts related to geology and soils would be similar or
fewer under Reduced Project Alternative 1 as compared to the proposed project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

As discussed above, Reduced Project Alternative 1 would entail a similar buildout of the project
as proposed. Although the overall disturbance area for the Alternative would be decreased as
compared to the proposed project, the Alternative would still result in impacts related to the
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potential for hazardous material release during construction vehicle/equipment maintenance and
related to recognized environmental conditions (RECs) located within the off-site basin and near
the storage building within the Pacific Gateway Central Development Area, which are still included
in the alternative site boundaries. Thus, similar to the proposed project, Reduced Project
Alternative 1 could create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials and/or through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the likely release of hazardous materials into the environment.
As such, the mitigation measures identified in Chapter 4.7 would still be required. Overall, impacts
related to hazards and hazardous materials under Reduced Project Alternative 1 would be similar
to the impacts identified for the proposed project.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Given that the Reduced Project Alternative 1 would include a smaller overall area of disturbance
compared to the proposed project, and reduction in industrial building square footage by 32
percent, the potential for the Alternative to result in construction or operational impacts related to
water quality would be decreased. In addition, because a smaller portion of the site would be
developed with impervious surfaces, the potential for changes in drainage patterns and increases
in stormwater runoff rates would be reduced compared to the proposed project. Nonetheless,
Mitigation Measures 4.8-1 and 4.8-2, as well as 4.8-4(a) and 4.8-4(b), would still be required to
ensure that impacts to water quality during project construction and operation, as well as to on-
site drainage patterns, would not occur. Overall, because the reduced surface area proposed
under Reduced Project Alternative 1 would generate less stormwater runoff, impacts related to
hydrology and water quality under the Alternative could be fewer compared to the proposed
project.

Noise

Reduced Project Alternative 1 would include a smaller overall area of disturbance compared to
the proposed project and, thus, the potential to result in construction impacts related to noise or
vibration generation would be decreased. Notwithstanding, the majority of existing sensitive
receptors are located proximate to areas that would remain part of the Alternative, and thus, a
similar number of sensitive receptors would be anticipated to be adversely affected by
construction noise. Similar to the findings for the proposed project, Mitigation Measure 4.10-1(a)
could reduce the temporary on-site construction noise impact to a less-than-significant level for
Reduced Project Alternative 1. It is noted that the potential significant and unavoidable
construction noise impact associated with the prospective off-site roadway improvement areas
would still be anticipated to occur under this Alternative.

The Draft EIR (Impacts 4.10-2 and 4.10-5) also found that the proposed project traffic noise
increases would create a significant impact along several roadway segments where sensitive
receptors are located. While a detailed traffic noise analysis would be required to determine
conclusively whether a reduced number of roadway segments/sensitive receptors would be
impacted by traffic noise level increases attributable to the Reduced Project Alternative 1, it is
reasonable to assume that this may occur due to the fact that the Alternative would reduce the
project’s vehicle trips by approximately 23 percent. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measures 4.10-2(a)
and (b) would still be required (installation of quiet pavement on impacted roadways), and in some
cases, similar to the proposed project, traffic noise level reductions attributable to installation of
quiet pavement may not reduce noise levels sufficient to reduce the increases below the
applicable standard(s). Thus, the proposed project’s (project-level and cumulative) significant and
unavoidable operational traffic noise impact is expected to remain for this Alternative.
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The Draft EIR (Impact 4.10-2) also determined that operational stationary noise sources (e.g.,
loading docks and on-site truck circulation) would exceed the County’s nighttime noise standards
at nearby residences. This operational noise impact would be reduced by Reduced Project
Alternative 1 due to both the reduced scale of operations as well as the elimination of the Pacific
Gateway West Development Area, where one impacted residence is located adjacent to the
western boundary of said development area.

Overall, development of Reduced Project Alternative 1 would result in fewer impacts related to
Noise as compared to the proposed project, although the significant and unavoidable impacts
related to temporary and permanent increases in ambient noise would still occur.

Transportation

The Draft EIR (Impact 4.12-1) determined that construction of the proposed project would have a
significant impact related to disrupting traffic along the surrounding roadway network. The
Reduced Project Alternative 1 decreases the construction footprint by approximately 293 acres
and would reduce total buildout square footage by approximately 32 percent, which would reduce
the amount of on-site construction activity. However, roadway improvements associated with this
Alternative would still necessitate bridge replacement on South Chrisman Road over the Delta-
Mendota Canal and California Aqueduct. Thus, similar to the proposed project, the Alternative
could result in road closures that would require detours for all traffic and implementation of
Mitigation Measure 4.12-1.

As previously discussed, Reduced Project Alternative 1 would reduce industrial development by
32 percent, or approximately 7,970,665 sf, which would reduce project-related trips by
approximately 23 percent (see Table 7-2).

Reduced Project Alternative 1 would not alter the Draft EIR findings of significant impacts
associated with truck traffic passing by Jefferson School and truck traffic increases along Durham
Ferry Road (Impact 4.12-5). Reasons for this conclusion are:

o Reduced Project Alternative 1 would not develop any industrial west of MacArthur Drive,
but would maintain development in the Gateway Central and East Development Areas.
Warehouses built in those areas are more prone to add truck trips to Chrisman Road and
Durham Ferry Road. Thus, potential adverse safety effects to Jefferson School and
Durham Ferry Road would not be lessened by this alternative.

Similarly, although Reduced Project Alternative 1 would result in a noticeable reduction in new
trips, as shown in Table 7-2, the other significant transportation impacts identified by the Draft
EIR for the proposed project would still occur under this Alternative, including increasing demand
for public transit, University-generated VMT and industrial/office employee-generated VMT, and
safety issues related to increasing freeway ramp queues and traffic across South Chrisman Road
at-grade railroad crossings. The Alternative would likely still trigger some of the off-site
intersection and roadway improvements identified by the LTA prepared for the proposed project
and studied in this EIR.

Reduced Project Alternative 1 would be subject to the same mitigation measures as the proposed
project, and due to the uncertainties about the ability for mitigation to reduce impacts to transit
facilities, VMT, and substantially increasing hazards to vehicle safety, the impacts could remain
significant and unavoidable.
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Table 7-2

Reduced Proi'ect Alternative 1 Proi'ect Buildout Trii Generation

Gateway Central, and East 17,312 7,280 24,592 2,427 486 2,912 3,074 323 3,397
University Center 9,536 48 9,584 938 4 942 973 4 977
Gateway Center 6,360 256 6,615 594 16 610 558 10 568

New Trips 33,208 7,584 40,791 3,959 506 4,464 4,605 337 4,942

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2025.
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Notwithstanding, while this Alternative would not fully avoid any of the proposed project’'s
significant transportation impacts, the Alternative would reduce total daily trips by approximately
23 percent, which equates to a reduction of an estimated 12,115 daily trips. This could be
considered to reduce the relative intensity of the significant transportation impact identified for the
proposed project pertaining to substantially increasing hazards to vehicle safety.

Reduced Project Alternative 2 (56 Percent)

The Reduced Project Alternative 2 (56 Percent) would consist of buildout of approximately 659.66
acres of the 1,576.70-acre project site (see Figure 7-3). In comparison to the proposed project,
Reduced Project Alternative 2 would result in a 56 percent reduction in industrial building square
footage for a developed total of 10,891,518 sf of industrial building space (13,783,482 sf less than
the proposed project). In general, this Alternative would achieve this reduction by eliminating the
Pacific Gateway West and Central Development Areas. The University Center Development Area
and VFW Post would be shifted south of the Delta Mendota Canal, such that this Alternative would
be located entirely “between the canals” (Delta Mendota and California Aqueduct), with the
exception of the Gateway Center Development Area. The new University location would result in
a greater buffer between the University and the existing agricultural lands to the north due to the
intervening Delta Mendota Canal. In addition, a new open space area would be located between
the existing residences fronting South Chrisman Road adjacent to the site and the new University
location.

Similar to the proposed project, this Alternative would include 93,000 sf of Industrial Park space
and 160,000 sf of General Commercial space, inclusive of the VFW post, hotel, and other related
uses, as well as Public Facilities uses, inclusive of the University and fire station. This Alternative
would also include similar utility systems to support development, inclusive of an on-site
wastewater treatment package plant, water treatment infrastructure, and an off-site stormwater
retention basin.

Because the Reduced Project Alternative 2 would include development of similar uses as the
proposed project, albeit, at a reduced scale, the project objectives would be met.

Aesthetics

Similar to the proposed project, Reduced Project Alternative 2 would include development on the
project site with commercial, industrial, and public uses. However, the Alternative would be
located on a reduced project site and would result in a 56 percent reduction in industrial building
square footage as compared to the proposed project. Due to the 13,783,482-sf reduction in
industrial uses, the Alternative would inherently include fewer buildings to obscure existing
agricultural landscape views and views of the Diablo Range foothills, west of [-580, which could
reduce the aesthetic effects as compared to the proposed project.

For example, Views 1 and 2 are from the eastbound lane of I1-580 looking east toward the project
site, through the proposed Pacific Gateway West and Central Development Areas. As discussed
in the Draft EIR, I-580 is officially designated as a scenic highway by the State of California. As
this Alternative would eliminate the Pacific Gateway West Development Area, and the portion of
the Central Development Area visible from Views 1 and 2 would not include any development,
the existing agricultural lands within these areas would continue to be visible from 1-580, and thus,
the Alternative would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public
views of the site and its surroundings from Views 1 and 2.
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Figure 7-3
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Views 6 is from South Chrisman Road looking northwest towards the project site. The proposed
project’s significant aesthetic impact to this viewpoint is a result of the removal of orchards to
develop the University (i.e., change from agricultural landscape to urban development). As this
Alternative would shift the University to the south, it would not be visible from View 6, and thus,
the Alternative would not substantially degrade the visual character of quality of the site and its
surroundings from View 6.

While View 7 is also looking toward the University Center Development Area, the Draft EIR
determined that the proposed project would significantly impact this viewpoint as a result of the
proposed South Chrisman Road median landscaping that could obscure views of the Mount
Diablo foothills, upon reaching maturity. Similar roadway improvements are anticipated for this
Alternative, and thus, the same significance finding would apply to the Alternative.

Nonetheless, similar to the proposed project, development under this Alternative would be
anticipated to substantially degrade the visual character or quality of public views of the site and
its surroundings from Views 4, 5, and 7 through 11, resulting in a significant and unavoidable
impact. Similarly, because such views would include the on-site scenic resources as seen from I-
580, the Alternative would still result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to damaging
scenic resources within a State scenic highway.

In addition, although the alternative development would introduce fewer sources of light or glare
to the area than the proposed project, the sources would still be new compared to the existing
conditions and Mitigation Measure 4.1-3 would still be required. Overall, impacts related to
aesthetics would be fewer under Reduced Project Alternative 2 as compared to the proposed
project, and the project-specific and cumulative significant and unavoidable impacts related to
damaging scenic resources within a State scenic highway and substantially degrading the existing
visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings would still occur under
the Alternative.

Agricultural Resources

Reduced Project Alternative 2 would include development of the site with commercial, industrial,
and public uses, similar to the proposed project. The Draft EIR determined that the proposed
project would impact approximately 1,454 acres of Prime Farmland. Due to the reduced acreage
of Alternative 2, the Alternative would avoid converting approximately 9002 acres of Prime
Farmland that would otherwise be impacted by the proposed project. Nonetheless, because
Prime Farmland is still located within the Reduced Project Alternative 2 footprint, the significant
and unavoidable impacts related to the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses would not
be eliminated under the Alternative.

Overall, due to the decreased disturbance area, impacts related to agricultural resources would
be fewer under Reduced Project Alternative 2 as compared to the proposed project, and
Mitigation Measures 4.2-1 and 4.2-2 would still be required. However, the significant and
unavoidable impacts related to agricultural resources would still occur and feasible mitigation
measures to reduce the identified significant and unavoidable impacts to a less-than-significant
level are not available.

2 The full amount of reduced acreage as compared to the proposed project is 917.04, but a small amount of this

acreage is designated Semi-agricultural and Rural Commercial Land by the State DOC FMMP.
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Air Quality, GHG Emissions, and Energy

Under Reduced Project Alternative 2, the project site would still be developed with commercial
and industrial uses, as well as associated improvements. The Draft EIR (Impact 4.3-2) determined
that the proposed project would have a significant impact related to construction criteria pollutant
emissions, and while the Alternative would involve a reduced area of disturbance (917.04 acres
less), and thus fewer construction emissions, emissions associated with project construction
would still be anticipated to exceed the SUIVAPCD’s significance thresholds, thereby creating a
significant impact related to such. Therefore, Mitigation Measures 4.3-2(a) through (c) would still
be required under Reduced Project Alternative 2.

The Draft EIR (Impact 4.3-3) also determined that the proposed project would have a significant
operational criteria pollutant emissions impact, and while Reduced Project Alternative 2 would
reduce vehicle trips by 40 percent, thus substantially reducing operational emissions as shown in
Table 7-3,% Ramboll has confirmed that this Alternative would generate operational emissions that
would still exceed SJIVAPCD'’s thresholds of significance. Thus, Mitigation Measures 4.3-3(a)
through (c) would still be required for Reduced Project Alternative 2.

Similarly, the significant and unavoidable impact associated with conflicting with or obstructing
implementation of an applicable air quality plan (Impact 4.3-1) would still occur under the
Alternative.

Table 7-3
Reduced Project Alternative 2 Annual Operational Emissions
(tons/yr)
ROG NOx co SOx PMio PM2s
Mitigated Proposed Project Emissions 151 336 392 4 229 67
Reduction as Compared to Proposed -60 133 155 2 91 27
Project
Reduced Propct AItern_ahye 2 Annual 91 203 237 2 138 40
Operational Emissions
SJVAPCD Significance Thresholds 10 10 100 27 15 15
Exceeds Thresholds? YES YES YES NO YES YES
Source: Ramboll, 2025.

As discussed in Impact 4.3-4 of the Air Quality, GHG Emissions, and Energy chapter of the Draft
EIR, Specific Plan Buildout would generate sufficient heavy-duty truck trips along South Chrisman
Road to create a significant cancer risk effect to the maximally exposed residential receptor (i.e.,
existing residence located near the center of the project site along South Chrisman Road, just
below the University Center development area) and a second residence located just north of the
maximally exposed residential receptor. While heavy-truck trips would be reduced under this
Alternative in the amount of 6,202 daily trips (11,171 versus 4,969), the cancer risk impact would
still be anticipated to occur under the Reduced Project Alternative 2. Draft EIR Mitigation Measure
4.3-4 would require the installation of HEPA filters within the maximally exposed sensitive

This estimate of emissions reductions associated with Alternative 2 is intended to allow meaningful evaluation,
analysis, and comparison with the proposed project, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d). An equal-
level modeling effort was not performed to determine emissions associated with Alternative 2. Rather, the
reductions in trips between the proposed project and Alternative 2 was used as a proxy for total emissions scaling
to calculate an estimated reduction in emissions, as project-related emissions are largely driven by mobile-related
impacts.

' &»
)
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receptors within the project area, as recommended by various guidance documents as an
approach to addressing operational impacts, including the California Department of Justice’s
Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation Measures to Comply with the California
Environmental Quality Act. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-4, cancer risks would
be reduced to below the SUIVAPCD significance threshold for the proposed project (Draft EIR,
Table 4.3-23) and the same finding would apply to this Alternative. However, because installation
of HEPA filters in the two existing impacted residences would require resident approval, neither
San Joaquin County, nor the project applicant, can legally impose such improvements on private
properties. Therefore, the Draft EIR determined that this impact associated with Specific Plan
Buildout operations could remain significant and unavoidable, and such conclusion would be
applicable to this Alternative.

The Draft EIR (Impact 4.3-8) determined that the proposed project would generate GHG
emissions either directly or indirectly that may have a significant effect on the environment. While
this Alternative would reduce industrial square footage by approximately 56 percent and vehicle
trips by approximately 40 percent, thus reducing both mobile source and area source GHG
emissions, the GHG emissions would still be considered substantial in recognition of the
magnitude of GHG emissions estimated for the proposed project (see Table 4.3-25 of the Draft
EIR).

Overall, impacts related to air quality, GHG emissions, and energy would be fewer under Reduced
Project Alternative 2 as compared to the proposed project due to the decreased on-site industrial
development and associated vehicle trips. The significant and unavoidable impacts related to air
quality and GHG emissions would still occur under the Alternative.

Biological Resources

Similar to the proposed project, Reduced Project Alternative 2 would include ground-disturbing
activities on the project site and, thus, would have the potential to impact Swainson’s hawk, white-
tailed kite, song sparrow (Modesto population), northern harrier, Crotch’s bumble bee, and birds
protected under the MBTA. Therefore, Mitigation Measures 4.4-2(a) and (b), and 4.4-3 through
4.4-6 would still be required. Given that Reduced Project Alternative 2 would reduce the total
disturbance area by approximately 917 acres, as compared to the proposed project, the extent to
which the above-listed special-status species could be impacted would be reduced in intensity.

Reduced Project Alternative 2 would be anticipated to have the same impacts to wetlands, based
on a review of Figure 4.4-10 of the Biological Resources chapter of the Draft EIR. Thus, Mitigation
Measures 4.4-7(a) and (b), which mitigate impacts associated with aquatic resources on-site,
would still be required under Reduced Project Alternative 2 because the aquatic resources
mapped for the proposed project site are still located within the Alternative’s site boundaries.

Similar to the proposed project, this Alternative would be covered under the SUIMSCP, and thus,
would be subject to additional measures, such as the Incidental Take Minimization Measures for
San Joaquin kit fox and burrowing owl. Due to the decreased disturbance area, the Alternative
could result in a reduced potential to affect the aforementioned species.

Overall, impacts to biological resources would be fewer under Reduced Project Alternative 2
compared to the proposed project, given that the amount of habitat disturbed during construction
would be reduced.
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Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources

Similar to the proposed project, Reduced Project Alternative 2 would include development of the
project site with commercial, industrial, and public uses. However, as noted above, the Alternative
would result in a decreased overall disturbance area (by approximately 917 acres) within the
project site relative to the proposed project. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure 4.5-2(a) through (c)
would still be required, because the potential for the Alternative to result in disturbance or
destruction of archaeological resources and human remains would still occur. Similarly, Mitigation
Measure 4.5-3 related to a substantial change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource,
would still be required. In addition, the alternative development would still include the proposed
widening of the crossings over the California Aqueduct and Delta-Mendota Canal; therefore,
Mitigation Measure 4.5-1(a) would still be required.

The Draft EIR determined that the proposed bridge widenings and roadway and intersection
improvements associated with Specific Plan buildout and the off-site improvements could
potentially impact resources eligible for listing under the NRHP or CRHR. Until site-specific
evaluations of the buildings and structures abutting the off-site improvement study areas are
conducted, the degree to which potential impacts to existing historic structures can be avoided
cannot be determined. Therefore, in order to establish a conservative analysis, the Draft EIR
concludes that the potential impact would remain significant and unavoidable. Because Reduced
Project Alternative 2 would still require a number of off-site roadway improvements, the potential
significant and unavoidable impact related to causing a change in the significance of a historical
resource located adjacent to the off-site improvement study areas could still occur. Therefore,
Mitigation Measure 4.5-1(b), which requires surveys and evaluation of such structures, would still
be required under the Alternative.

Overall, because of the reduced disturbance area that would occur under Reduced Project
Alternative 2, potential impacts related to cultural and tribal cultural resources could be fewer
under the Alternative as compared to the proposed project.

Geology and Soils

As noted above, Reduced Project Alternative 2 would include a smaller overall area of disturbance
compared to the proposed project. Consequently, the potential for grading and other ground-
disturbing activities to encounter and destroy a unique paleontological resource or site would be
decreased. Nonetheless, because construction and grading activities would still occur over
approximately 659 acres, Mitigation Measure 4.6-6 (regarding paleontological resources) would
still be required. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.6-3(a) and (b), which requires preparation of
final geotechnical engineering reports for the project site and off-site improvement areas,
respectively, would still be required to ensure the industrial buildings would be provided adequate
structural support. Overall, impacts related to geology and soils would be fewer under Reduced
Project Alternative 2 as compared to the proposed project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

As discussed above, Reduced Project Alternative 2 would entail a similar buildout of the project
as proposed. Although the overall disturbance area for the Alternative would be decreased as
compared to the proposed project, the Alternative would still result in impacts related to the
potential for hazardous material release during construction vehicle/equipment maintenance and
related to RECs located within the off-site basin and near the storage building within the Pacific
Gateway Central Development Area, which are still included in the alternative site boundaries.
Thus, similar to the proposed project, Reduced Project Alternative 2 could create a significant
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hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials or through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving
the likely release of hazardous materials into the environment. As such, the mitigation measures
identified in Chapter 4.7 would still be required. Overall, impacts related to hazards and hazardous
materials under Reduced Project Alternative 2 would be similar to the impacts identified for the
proposed project.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Given that the Reduced Project Alternative 2 would include a smaller overall area of disturbance
compared to the proposed project, and reduction in industrial building square footage by 56
percent, the potential for the Alternative to result in construction or operational impacts related to
water quality would be decreased. In addition, because a smaller portion of the site would be
developed with impervious surfaces, the potential for changes in drainage patterns and increases
in stormwater runoff rates would be reduced compared to the proposed project. Nonetheless,
Mitigation Measures 4.8-1 and 4.8-2, as well as 4.8-4(a) and 4.8-4(b), would still be required to
ensure that impacts to water quality during project construction and operation, as well as to on-
site drainage patterns, would not occur. Overall, because the reduced surface area proposed
under Reduced Project Alternative 2 would generate less stormwater runoff, impacts related to
hydrology and water quality under the Alternative could be fewer compared to the proposed
project.

Noise

Reduced Project Alternative 2 would include a smaller overall area of disturbance compared to
the proposed project and, thus, the potential to result in construction impacts related to noise or
vibration generation would be decreased. While the majority of existing sensitive receptors are
located proximate to areas that would remain part of the Alternative, a few sensitive receptors
would no longer be close to areas proposed for construction. Similar to the findings for the
proposed project, Mitigation Measure 4.10-1(a) could reduce the temporary on-site construction
noise impact to a less-than-significant level for Reduced Project Alternative 2. It is noted that the
potential significant and unavoidable construction noise impact associated with the prospective
off-site roadway improvement areas would still be anticipated to occur under this Alternative.

The Draft EIR (Impact 4.10-2) also found that the proposed project traffic noise increases would
create a significant impact along several roadway segments where sensitive receptors are
located. While a detailed traffic noise analysis would be required to determine conclusively
whether a reduced number of roadway segments/sensitive receptors would be impacted by traffic
noise level increases attributable to the Reduced Project Alternative 2, it is reasonable to assume
that this may occur due to the fact that the Alternative would reduce the project’s vehicle trips by
approximately 40 percent. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measures 4.10-2(a) and (b) would still be
required (installation of quiet pavement on impacted roadways), and in some cases, similar to the
proposed project, traffic noise level reductions attributable to installation of quiet pavement may
not reduce noise levels sufficient to reduce the increases below the applicable standard(s). Thus,
the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable operational traffic noise impact is expected to
remain for this Alternative.

The Draft EIR (Impact 4.10-2) also determined that operational stationary noise sources (e.g.,
loading docks and on-site truck circulation) would exceed the County’s nighttime noise standards
at nearby residences. This operational noise impact would be reduced by Reduced Project
Alternative 2 due to both the reduced scale of operations as well as the elimination of the Pacific
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Gateway West and Central Development Areas, where two impacted residences are located (e.g.,
one residence located adjacent to the western boundary of the Pacific Gateway West
Development Area and another residence located at the south end of MacArthur Drive).

Overall, development of Reduced Project Alternative 2 would result in fewer impacts related to
Noise as compared to the proposed project, although the significant and unavoidable impacts
related to temporary and permanent increases in ambient noise would still occur.

Transportation

The Draft EIR (Impact 4.12-1) determined that construction of the proposed project would have a
significant impact related to disrupting traffic along the surrounding roadway network. The
Reduced Project Alternative 2 decreases the construction footprint by approximately 917 acres
and would reduce total buildout square footage by approximately 56 percent, which would reduce
the amount of on-site construction activity. However, roadway improvements associated with this
Alternative would still necessitate bridge replacement on South Chrisman Road over the Delta-
Mendota Canal and California Aqueduct. Thus, similar to the proposed project, the Alternative
could result in road closures that would require detours for all traffic and implementation of
Mitigation Measure 4.12-1.

As previously discussed, Reduced Project Alternative 2 would reduce industrial development by
56 percent, or approximately 13,783,482 sf, which would reduce project-related trips by
approximately 40 percent (see Table 7-4).

Reduced Project Alternative 2 would not alter the Draft EIR findings of significant impacts
associated with truck traffic passing by Jefferson School and truck traffic increases along Durham
Ferry Road (Impact 4.12-5). Reasons for this conclusion are:

e Reduced Project Alternative 2 would not develop any industrial west of Chrisman Road,
with all industrial built in Gateway East (i.e., east of Chrisman Road) or Gateway Center.
Gateway East has a distinct access advantage over the other gateway areas by having a
connection to the SR 132/Bird Road interchange. However, Fehr & Peers has confirmed
that the traffic data shows only a 2 percent drop in project truck trip percentages north on
Chrisman Road and the same 2 percent using Durham Ferry Road.

o Approximately 500 trucks per day would continue to pass by Jefferson School.

o About 150 trucks per day would be expected to use Durham Ferry Road east of
Chrisman Road. This is about four times as much truck traffic as the Initial Phase
would add (which did not conclude there would be a significant adverse effect).

Similarly, although Reduced Project Alternative 2 would result in a noticeable reduction in new
trips, as shown in Table 7-4, the other significant transportation impacts identified by the Draft
EIR for the proposed project would still occur under this Alternative, including increasing demand
for public transit, University-generated VMT and industrial/office employee-generated VMT, and
safety issues related to increasing freeway ramp queues and traffic across South Chrisman Road
at-grade railroad crossings. The Alternative would likely still trigger some of the off-site
intersection and roadway improvements identified by the LTA prepared for the proposed project
and studied in this EIR.
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Table 7-4
Reduced Proi'ect Alternative 2 Proi'ect Buildout Trii Generation
Gateway East 11,092 4,665 15,757 1,555 311 1,866 1,970 207 2,177
University Center 9536 48 9,584 938 4 942 973 4 977
Gateway Center 6,360 256 6,615 594 16 610 558 10 568
New Trips 26,988 4,969 31,956 3,087 331 3,418 3,501 221 3,722
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2025.
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Reduced Project Alternative 2 would be subject to the same mitigation measures as the proposed
project, and due to the uncertainties about the ability for mitigation to reduce impacts to transit
facilities, VMT, and substantially increasing hazards to vehicle safety, the impacts could remain
significant and unavoidable. Notwithstanding, while this Alternative is not anticipated to fully avoid
any of the proposed project’s significant transportation impacts, the Alternative would reduce total
daily trips by approximately 40 percent, which equates to a reduction of an estimated 20,950 daily
trips. This could be considered to reduce the relative intensity of the significant transportation
impact identified for the proposed project pertaining to substantially increasing hazards to vehicle
safety.

7.4 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

An EIR is required to identify the environmentally superior alternative from among the range of
reasonable alternatives that are evaluated. The environmentally superior alternative is generally
the alternative that would be expected to generate the least number of significant impacts.
Identification of the environmentally superior alternative is an informational procedure and the
alternative selected may not be the alternative that best meets the goals or needs of the County.
Section 15126(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an environmentally superior alternative
be designated and states, “If the environmentally superior alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative,
the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.”
In this case, the No Project (No Build) Alternative would be considered the environmentally
superior alternative, because the project site is assumed to remain in its current condition under
the alternative. Consequently, the significant impacts resulting from the proposed project would
not occur under the Alternative, as shown in Table 7-5 below.

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives. Because
Reduced Project Alternatives 1 and 2 would include development of portions of the project site
with the proposed uses, the project objectives would be met.

As discussed throughout this chapter and shown in Table 7-5, Reduced Project Alternatives 1
and 2 would result in fewer impacts than the proposed project in all of the CEQA topic areas for
which the proposed project would have significant impacts. None of the significant and
unavoidable impacts identified for the proposed project would be fully avoided by either Reduced
Project Alternative, but many of them would be substantially lessened. For example, the proposed
project’s significant and unavoidable impact regarding impacts to Prime Farmland would be
reduced by approximately 20 percent for Reduced Project Alternative 1 and 38 percent by
Reduced Project Alternative 2. Another example relates to the reduction in trips associated with
these alternatives — Reduced Project Alternative 1 would reduce total daily trips by approximately
23 percent, which equates to a reduction of an estimated 12,115 daily trips, and Reduced Project
Alternative 2 would reduce daily trips by approximately 40 percent, which equates to a reduction
of an estimated 20,950 daily trips. Reduced Project Alternative 2, in particular, could be
considered to substantially lessen the relative intensity of the significant transportation impact
identified for the proposed project pertaining to substantially increasing hazards to vehicle safety.

Because Reduced Project Alternative 2 would reduce identified impacts to a larger degree than
Reduced Project Alternative 1 due to the greater reduction in site acreage and industrial
development potential, Reduced Project Alternative 2 would be considered the Environmentally
Superior Alternative.
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4.1-1 Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a State scenic highway.

Table 7-5
Comparison of Significant Environmental Impacts for Project Alternatives

Significant and
Unavoidable

None

Fewer*

Fewer*

4.1-2 Have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista or, in a non-urbanized area,
substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of public
views of the site and its surroundings
(public views are those that are
experienced from publicly accessible
vantage point).

Significant and
Unavoidable

None

Fewer*

Fewer*

4.1-3 Create a new source of substantial light or
glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area.

Less-Than-Significant
with Mitigation

None

Fewer

Fewer

4.1-4 Long-term changes in scenic resources
within a state scenic highway, visual
character associated with development
of the proposed project in combination
with future buildout of San Joaquin

4.2-1 Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use, or
conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract.

Cumulatively
Considerable and
Significant and
Unavoidable

Significant and
Unavoidable

None

None

Fewer*

Counti General Plan.

Fewer*

Fewer*

Fewer*

y/e
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Table 7-5
Comiarison of Siinificant Environmental Imiacts for ProI'ect Alternatives
4.2-3 Impacts related to the cumulative loss Cumulatively
of agricultural land. Considerable and * "
. None Fewer Fewer
Significant and
Unavoidable
4.3-1 Conflict with or obstruct Sianificant and
implementation of the applicable air g . None Fewer* Fewer*
. Unavoidable
quality plan.
4.3-2 Result in a net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non- ) _Qinnifi
attainment under an applicable federal or Less _Than_ _S|gr_1|f|cant None Fewer Fewer
) . ' . with Mitigation
state ambient air quality standard during
project construction.
4.3-3 Result in a net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is .
. . Significant and * "
non-attainment under an applicable - None Fewer Fewer
. X . Unavoidable
federal or state ambient air quality
standard during project operation.
4.3-4 Expose sensitive receptors to Significant and * "
. . . Fewer Fewer Fewer
substantial pollutant concentrations. Unavoidable
4.3-7 Result in a cumulatively considerable .
. P Cumulatively
net increase of any criteria pollutant for .
. . . L Considerable and * *
which the project region is in non- L None Fewer Fewer
. ] Significant and
attainment under an applicable federal Unavoidable
or State ambient air quality standard.
4.3-8 Generate GHG emissions, either Cumulatively
directly or indirectly, that may have a Considerable and * "
. . . . None Fewer Fewer
significant impact on the environment. Significant and
Unavoidable
4.4-2 Have a substantial adverse effect, either Less-Than-Sianificant
directly or through habitat modifications, on with Miti gtion Fewer Fewer Fewer
Swainson’s hawk and white-tailed kite. 9

y/e
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Table 7-5
Comiarison of Siinificant Environmental Imiacts for ProI'ect Alternatives
4.4-3 Have a substantial adverse effect, either Less-Than-Sianificant
directly or through habitat modifications, on : -olgr Fewer Fewer Fewer
. with Mitigation
song sparrow (Modesto population).
4.4-4 Have a substantial adverse effect, either Less-Than-Sianificant
directly or through habitat modifications, on : -oIgr Fewer Fewer Fewer
) with Mitigation
northern harrier.
4.4-5 Have a substantial adverse effect, either Less-Than-Sianificant
directly or through habitat modifications, on . -oIgr Fewer Fewer Fewer
, with Mitigation
Crotch’s bumble bee.
4.4-6 Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on | Less-Than-Significant
; > . e O Fewer Fewer Fewer
nesting songbirds and other raptors with Mitigation
protected under the MBTA and CFGC.
4.4-7 Have a substantial adverse effect on State
or federally protected wetlands (including, i Qi
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, Less _Than_ _S|gr_1|f|cant None Fewer Similar
. o with Mitigation
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means.
4.4-8 Interfere substantially with the movement
of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native | Less-Than-Significant
! : S : . e None Fewer Fewer
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or with Mitigation
impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites.
4.4-9  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Less-Than-Sianificant
Community Conservation Plan, or other . -SIgr None Fewer Fewer
. . with Mitigation
approved local, regional, or State habitat
conservation plan.

y/e
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Table 7-5
Comparison of Significant Environmental Impacts for Project Alternatives

4.5-1 Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource Significant and None Fewer* Fewer*
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section Unavoidable
15064.5.
4.5-2 Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a unique archaeological
resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, | Less-Than-Significant
Section 15064.5 or disturb human remains, with Mitigation None Fewer Fewer
including those interred outside of
dedicated cemeteries.
4.5-3 Cause a substantial adverse change in the -
S . Less-Than-Significant
significance of a tribal cultural resource as with Mitigation None Fewer Fewer
defined in PRC Section 21074. 9
4.6-3 Be located on a geological unit or soil that
is unstable, or that would become unstable
as a result of the project, and potentially
result in on or off-site landslide, lateral | Less-Than-Significant - -
. . . . . e L Greater Similar Similar
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or with Mitigation
collapse, or be located on expansive saill,
as defined in Table 18-1B of the Uniform
Building Code.
4.6-6 Directly or indirectly destro.y a unique Less-Than-Significant
paleontological resource or site or unique . e O None Fewer Fewer
. with Mitigation
ieOIOiIC feature.
4.7-1  Create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through the routine | Less-Than-Significant - .
. . e 2 None Similar Similar
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous with Mitigation
materials.

y/e
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4.7-2  Create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the likely release of hazardous
materials into the environment.

4.8-1 Violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or ground
water quality during construction.

Table 7-5

Less-Than-Significant
with Mitigation

Less-Than-Significant
with Mitigation

None

None

Comiarison of Siinificant Environmental Imiacts for ProI'ect Alternatives

Similar

Fewer

Similar

Fewer

4.8-2 Violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or ground
water quality during operation.

Less-Than-Significant
with Mitigation

None

Fewer

Fewer

4.8-4 Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or
river or through the addition of impervious
surfaces, in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site or create or contribute runoff water
which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems or provide substantial additional

4.10-1 Generation of a substantial temporary
increase in ambient noise levels in the
vicinity of the project in excess of
standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies.

Less-Than-Significant
with Mitigation

Significant and
Unavoidable

None

None

Fewer

sources of iolluted runoff.

Fewer*

Fewer

Fewer*

y/e
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4.10-2 Generation of a substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the
vicinity of the project in excess of

Table 7-5

Significant and

Comiarison of Siinificant Environmental Imiacts for ProI'ect Alternatives

proposed project in combination with

4.12-1 Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or
policy, except LOS, addressing the

Less-Than-Significant

Significant and
Unavoidable

* *
standards established in the local Unavoidable Fewer Fewer Fewer
general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies.

4.10-3 Generation of excessive groundborne | Less-Than-Significant
L . . e O None Fewer Fewer
vibration or groundborne noise levels. with Mitigation
4.10-5 Generation of a substantial permanent .
. . - . Cumulatively
increase in ambient noise levels Considerable and
associated with development of the None Fewer* Fewer*

future develoiment.

except as provided in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.3, subdivision (b).

Unavoidable

circulation system during construction with Mitigation None Similar Similar
activities.

4.12-2 Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or
pphcy,_ except LOSZ adcjressmg the Less-Than-Significant . -
circulation system, including roadway : e None Similar Similar
. . L . with Mitigation
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, during
operations.

4.12-3 Conflict with a program, plan,
ordinance, or policy, except LOS, Significant and T Lo

. . . . None Similar Similar

addressing the circulation system, Unavoidable
including transit, during operations.

4.12-4 Result in VMT which exceeds an
applicable threshold of significance, Significant and None Similar* Similar*

y/e
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Table 7-5

Comiarison of Siinificant Environmental Imiacts for ProI'ect Alternatives

4.12-5 Substantially increase hazards to
vehicle safety due to a geometric design L
Significant and * *
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous . Fewer Fewer Fewer
. . . ) Unavoidable
intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment).
4.12-7 Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or
p_ol|cy, . except LOS’. addressmg th_e Less Than Cumulatively
circulation system, including transit, ; . - -
. . o Considerable with None Similar Similar
roadway bicycle, and pedestrian facilities, e
) . ) Mitigation
during operations under cumulative
conditions.
4.12-8 Result in cumulative conflicts or Sianificant and
inconsistencies with CEQA Guidelines l?navoidable None Similar® Similar*
Section 15064.3, subdivision (b).
4.12-9 Substantially increase hazards to
vehicle safety due to a geometric design Cumulatively
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous Considerable and * *
. - . ) L None Fewer Fewer
intersections) or incompatible uses Significant and
(e.g., farm equipment) under cumulative Unavoidable
conditions.

Significant and Unavoidable impacts are presented in bold font.

Note: No Impact = “None;” Greater than the Proposed Project = “Greater,” Less than Proposed Project = “Fewer;” and Similar to Proposed Project = “Similar”

* Significant and Unavoidable impact(s) determined for the Proposed Project would still be expected to occur under the Alternative.

y/e
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