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Sc

oping Memorandum

To:

Kevin Sheridan, SJRRC
Dan Leavitt, SJRRC

From: Tiffany Mendoza, ICF

Leo Mena, ICF

Cc:

Daniel Krause, AECOM

Date: August 13, 2020

Re:

ACE Ceres-Merced Extension Project - Scoping Summary

The San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (SJRRC), serving as the lead agency under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the ACE Ceres-Merced Extension Project (Project), issued a
Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project on May 28,
2020 (Attachment A). This initiated an environmental scoping period for the Project from May 28,
2020to July 7, 2020.

Scoping Notification

Agencies, organization, and individuals directly or indirectly affected by the Project were notified of
the preparation of the EIR and how to participate in the scoping meetings. Notification materials
announced the dates of the scoping period, the dates and times of the scoping meetings, an overview
of the Project, and instructions on how to submit scoping comments. A summary of how the public
was notified of the Project, the NOP, and the scoping meetings is included below.

Newspaper Notification

A public notice was published in the Merced Sun-Star on May 28, 2020, announcing the start of the
scoping comment period and virtual scoping meeting dates. Additional newspaper ads ran in several
papers closer to the scoping meeting dates. The full list of newspaper notices is included below. The
newspaper notices are included in Attachment B.

e Merced Sun-Star: May 28, 2020, May 31, 2020, and June 21, 2020
e Modesto Bee: June 11, 2020 and June 21, 2020
e Turlock Journal: June 20, 2020

Digital Advertising

Digital advertisements ran on the Merced Sun-Star website from June 16, 2020 through June 30,
2020. The ads were displayed on the newspaper’s website a total of 30,000 times (30,000
impressions) and nine individuals clicked through to the Project website. Copies of the digital ads
are included in Attachment B.
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NOP Mailing

The NOP was sent via the U.S. Postal Service, using certified mail, to 163 responsible and trustee
agencies, as well as additional agencies and individuals that the SJRRC identified as being interested
in the Project. The NOP was also sent to the State Clearinghouse, the Stanislaus County Clerk, and
the Merced County Clerk. The NOPs were mailed in advance of the May 28, 2020 publication of the
NOP.

Email Notification

Emails were distributed to potentially-impacted property owners, agencies, organizations, elected
officials, and other interested parties. Emails were distributed on May 28, 2020, June 12, 2020, June
24,2020, and June 30, 2020. The email notifications are included in Attachment B.

Website Updates

A Project webpage was published at http://www.acerail.com/merced-extension-eir/. The website
included Project information, scoping materials, and was updated with meeting dates, times, and
links for the online meeting platform. Additionally, the webpage provided details on how to submit
comments and provided a form to submit comments or subscribe to the Project email list.

Online Community Calendars

Scoping meeting details were submitted to several online community calendars for publication in
advance of the meetings. Meeting details were published on the following community calendar sites.
Samples of the community calendar postings are included in Attachment B.
e Modesto Chamber of Commerce Community Events calendar -
https://www.business.modchamber.org/events
e MyMerced.com online magazine - http://www.mymerced.com/eventcalendar.html
e Hey Turlock - https://www.heyturlock.com/

Social Media

ACE used their social media platforms (Facebook and Twitter) to distribute scoping meeting
notifications. Meeting notices and information were posted on the following dates. Copies of the
social media posts are included in Attachment B.

e Twitter: June 11, 2020 and June 24, 2020
e Facebook: June 11, 2020, June 18, 2020, June 24, 2020, and June 30, 2020

Virtual Scoping Meetings (Webinars)

Three virtual scoping meetings were held during the scoping period. In accordance with social
distancing guidance related to the Novel Coronavirus (COVID-19), all scoping meetings for the
Project were held online as webinars. Approximately 59 people participated in the scoping
meetings, broken out by meeting date as follows.

e June 25,2020 (3:00 pm - 4:30 pm) - 33 participants


http://www.acerail.com/merced-extension-eir/
https://www.heyturlock.com/

Scoping Memorandum
August 13, 2020

Page 4 of 7

Request that railroad pre-emption timing and track detection systems be included in the
scope of the Project.

Request to evaluate the feasibility of acquiring enough slots to make it possible for the San
Joaquin to travel on ACE tracks from Merced to North Lathrop

Evaluate the cumulative impacts of sharing the ACE tracks from Merced to North Lathrop.

Request to identify the improvements necessary for and to evaluate the impacts of the
Altamont Corridor Vision (as expressed in the May 3, 2019 presentation), including
scenarios with 30 and 20 ACE and San Joaquin trains per day connecting the Valley to the
Bay Area.

Environmental Analysis

General

Request that any environmental impacts associated with the City of Ceres that were not
evaluated in the program-level ACE Extension Lathrop to Ceres/Merced EIR be addressed in
this project-level EIR.

Request to consider the economic impact to businesses located near the proposed Turlock
station from the associated walkway bridge and potential road closures.

Aesthetics

Describe the visual impact associated with the walkway bridge at the proposed Turlock
station.

Air Quality

Describe the Project’s potential to reduce the length of vehicle trips and air quality impacts
associated with travel from nearby communities to the potential station locations in either
Livingston or Atwater.

Cultural Resources

Request to consult with California Native American tribes that are traditionally and
culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the Project, to avoid inadvertent discoveries
of Native American human remains and best protect tribal cultural resources.

Describe the Project’s compliance with Assembly Bill 52, including tribal consultation
requirements.

Describe the Project’s compliance with Senate Bill 18, including tribal consultation
requirements, if the Project involves the adoption of or amendment to a general plan or a
specific plan, or the designation or proposed designation of open space.

Request to conduct an archeological records search and to contact the Native American
Heritage Commission for a Sacred Lands File search and a Native American Tribal
Consultation List.
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Public Information/Involvement
Requests to receive Project information.

Request to coordinate and discuss potential impacts with local business community,
specifically businesses located near potential station locations.








https://acerail.com/merced-extension-eir
https://acerail.com/merced-extension-eir































































































































Attachment D: Scoping Comments
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA Gavin Newsom, Governor
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

June 2, 2020

Kevin Sheridan

San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission
949 East Channel Street

Stockton, CA 95202

Re: 2018012014, ACE Ceres-Merced Extension Project, Stanislaus and Merced Counties
Dear Mr. Sheridan:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has received the Notice of Preparation
(NOP), Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or Early Consultation for the project
referenced above. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code
§21000 et seq.}, specifically Public Resources Code §21084.1, states that a project that may
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, is a project that
may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code § 21084.1; Cal. Code
Regs., tit.14, §15064.5 (b) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 (b)). If there is substantial evidence, in
light of the whole record before a lead agency, that a project may have a significant effect on
the environment, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) shall be prepared. (Pub. Resources
Code §21080 (d); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 5064 subd.(a)(1) (CEQA Guidelines § 15064 (aj(1)).
In order to determine whether a project will cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource, a lead agency will need to determine whether there are
historical resources within the area of potential effect (APE).

CEQA was amended significantly in 2014. Assembly Bill 52 (Gatto, Chapter 532, Statutes of
2014) (AB 52) amended CEQA to create a separate category of cultural resources, “tribal
cultural resources” (Pub. Resources Code §21074) and provides that a project with an effect
that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a fribal cultural resource s
a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code
§21084.2). Public agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging effects to ‘any fribal cultural
resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21084.3 (a)). AB 52 applies to any project for which a notice
of preparation, a notice of negative declaration, or a mitigated negative declaration is filed on
or after July 1, 2015. If your project involves the adoption of or amendment to a general plan or
a specific plan, or the designation or proposed designation of open space, on or after March 1,
2005, it may also be subject to Senate Bill 18 (Burton, Chapter 905, Statutes of 2004) (SB 18).

Both SB 18 and AB 52 have tribal consultation requirements. If your project is also subject to the
federal National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.) (NEPA), the tribail
consultation requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1964 (154
U.S.C. 300101, 36 C.F.R. §800 et seq.) may also apply.

The NAHC recommends consultation with California Native American tribes that are

fraditionally and culturally offiliated with the geographic area of your proposed project as early
as possible in order fo avoid inadvertent discoveries of Native American human remains and
best protect tribal cultural resources. Below is a brief summary of portions of AB 52 and SB 18 as
well as the NAHC's recommendations for conducting cultural resources assessments.

Consult your legal counsel about compliance with AB 52 and $B 18 as well as compliance with
any other applicable laws.
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AB 52
AB 52 has added to CEQA the additional requirements listed below, along with many other requirements:

1. Fourteen Day Period to Provide Notice of Completion of an Application/Decision to Undertake a Project:
Within fourteen (14) days of determining that an application for a project is complete or of a decision by a public
agency to undertake a project, alead agency shall provide formal nofification to a designated contact of, or
tribal representative of, fraditionally and culturally affiliated California Native American tribes that have
requested notice, fo be accomplished by at least one written nofice that includes:

a. A brief description of the project.

b. Thelead agency contact information.

c. Notfification that the California Native American tribe has 30 days to request consultation. (Pub.

Resources Code §21080.3.1 (d)).

d. A “California Native American tribe" is defined as a Native American tribe located in California that is

on the contact list maintained by the NAHC for the purposes of Chapter 905 of Statutes of 2004 (SB 18).

(Pub. Resources Code §21073).

2. Begin Consultation Within 30 Days of Receiving a Tribe's Request for Consultation and Before Releasing a
Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or Environmental Impact Report: A lead agency shall
begin the consultation process within 30 days of receiving a request for consultation from a California Native
American fribe that is traditionally and culturally offiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project.
(Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1, subds. (d) and (e)) and prior to the release of a negative declaration,
mitigated negative declaration or Environmental Impact Report. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1(b)).

a. Forpurposes of AB 52, "consultation shall have the same meaning as provided in Gov. Code §65352.4

{SB 18). (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1 (b)).

3. Mandatory Topics of Consultation If Requested by a Tribe: The following topics of consultation, if a tribe
requests to discuss them, are mandatory topics of consultation:

a. Alfernatives to the project.

b. Recommended mitigation measures.

c. Significant effects. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).

4. Discretionary Topics of Consultation: The following topics are discretionary topics of consultation:
a. Type of environmental review necessary.
b. Significance of the tribal cultural resources.
c. Significance of the project's impacts on tribal cultural resources.
d. [f necessary, project alternatives or appropriate measures for preservation or mitigation that the tribe
may recommend to the lead agency. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).

5. Confidentiality of Information Submitted by a Tribe During the Environmental Review Process: With some
exceptions, any information, including but not limited to, the location, description, and use of tribal cultural
resources submitted by a California Native American tribe during the environmental review process shall not be
included in the environmental document or otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency
to the public, consistent with Government Code §6254 (r) and §6254.10. Any information submitted by a
California Native American tribe during the consultation or environmental review process shall be published in a
confidential appendix to the environmental document unless the tribe that provided the information consents, in
-writing. o the disclosure-of some-or all of the information fo-the public. {Pub. Resources Code-§21082:3 (c){1}}:

6. Discussion of Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources in the Environmental Document: If a project may have a
significant impact on a tribal cultural resource, the lead agency's environmental document shall discuss both of
the following:
a. Whether the proposed project has a significant impact on an identified tfribal cultural resource.
b. Whether feasible alternatives or mitigation measures, including those measures that may be agreed
to pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3, subdivision (a), avoid or substantially lessen the impact on
the identified tribal cultural resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (b)).
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7. Conclusion of Consultation: Consultation with a tribe shall be considered concluded when either of the
following occurs:
a. The parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, on
a tribal cultural resource; or
b. A party, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot
be reached. {Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (b}).

8. Recommending Mitigation Measures Agreed Upon in Consultation in the Environmental Document: Any
mitigation measures agreed upon in the consultation conducted pursuant to Public Resources Code §21080.3.2
shall be recommended for inclusion in the environmental document and in an adopted mitigation monitoring
and reporting program, if determined to avoid or lessen the impact pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3,
subdivision {b), paragraph 2, and shall be fully enforceable. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (q)).

9. Required Consideration of Feasible Mitigation: If mitigation measures recommended by the staff of the lead
agency as a result of the consultation process are not included in the environmental document or if there are no
agreed upon mitigation measures at the conclusion of consultation, or if consultation does not occur, and if
substantial evidence demonstrates that a project will cause a significant effect to a tribal cultural resource, the
lead agency shall consider feasible mitigation pursuant to Public Resources Code §21084.3 (b). (Pub. Resources
Code §21082.3 (e}).

10. Examples of Mitigation Measures That, If Feasible, May Be Considered to Avoid or Minimize Significant Adverse
Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources:
a. Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to:
i. Planning and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural
context.
ii. Planning greenspace, parks, or other open space, to incorporate the resources with culturally
appropriate protection and management criteria.
b. Treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural values
and meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following:
i. Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource.
ii. Protecting the traditional use of the resource.
iii. Protecting the confidentiality of the resource.
¢. Permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, with culturally appropriate
management criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources or places.
d. Protecting the resource. (Pub. Resource Code §21084.3 (b)).
e. Please note that a federally recognized California Native American fribe or a non-federally
recognized California Native American tribe that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC to protect
a California prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, or ceremonial place may acquire and hold
conservation easements if the conservation easement is voluntarily conveyed. (Civ. Code §815.3 (c)).
f. Please note that it is the policy of the state that Native American remains and associated grave
artifacts shall be repatriated. (Pub. Resources Code §5097.991).

11. Prerequisites for Cerlifying an Environmental Impact Report or Adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration or
Negative Declaration with a Significant Impact on an Identified Tribal Cultural Resource: An Environmental
Impact Report may not be certified, nor may a mitigated negative declaration or a negative declaration be
adopted unless one of the following occurs:

—a. Theconsultation process between the tribes and thelead-agency has-occured-as provided-in-Public—
Resources Code §21080.3.1 and §21080.3.2 and concluded pursuant to Public Resources Code
§21080.3.2.

b. The tribe that requested consultation failed to provide comments to the lead agency or otherwise
failed to engage in the consultation process.

¢. Thelead agency provided notice of the project to the tribe in comphonce with Public Resources
Code §21080.3.1 (d) and the tribe failed to request consultation within 30 days. (Pub. Resources Code
§21082.3 (d)).

The NAHC's PowerPoint presentation titled, “Tribal Consultation Under AB 52: Requirements and Best Practices” may
be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/AB52TribalConsultation CalEPAPDF.pdf
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SB 18

SB 18 applies to local governments and requires local governments to contact, provide notice to, refer plans to, and
consult with tribes prior to the adoption or amendment of a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation of
open space. {Gov. Code §65352.3). Local governments should consult the Governor's Office of Planning and
Research's "Tribal Consultation Guidelines,”  which can be found online at:
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/09 14 05 Updated Guidelines 922.pdf.

Some of SB 18's provisions include:

1. Iribal Consultation: If a local government considers a proposal to adopt or amend a general plan or a
specific plan, or to designate open space it is required to contact the appropriate tribes identified by the NAHC
by requesting a “Tribal Consultation List." If a tribe, once contacted, requests consultation the local government
must consult with the tribe on the plan proposal. A tribe has 90 days from the date of receipt of notification to
request consultation unless a shorter timeframe has been agreed to by the tribe. (Gov. Code §65352.3
(a)(2)).
2. No Statutory Time Limit on $B 18 Tribal Consultation. There is no statutory time limit on SB 18 tribal consultation.
3. Confidentidlity: Consistent with the guidelines developed and adopted by the Office of Planning and
Research pursuant to Gov. Code §65040.2, the city or county shall protect the confidentiality of the information
concerning the specific identity, location, character, and use of places, features and objects described in Public
Resources Code §5097.9 and §5097.993 that are within the city's or county's jurisdiction. {Gov. Code §65352.3
(b))
4. Conclusion of SB 18 Tribal Consultation: Consultation should be concluded at the point in which:
a. The parties to the consultation come to a mutual agreement concerning the appropriate measures
for preservation or mitigation; or
b. Either the local government or the tribe, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes
that mutual agreement cannot be reached concerning the appropriate measures of preservation or
mitigation. (Tribal Consultation Guidelines, Governor's Office of Planning and Research (2005) at p. 18).

Agencies should be aware that neither AB 52 nor SB 18 precludes agencies from initiating tribal consultation with
tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with their jurisdictions before the timeframes provided in AB 52 and
SB 18. For that reason, we urge you to continue to request Native American Tribal Contact Lists and “Sacred Lands
File" searches from the NAHC. The request forms can be found online at: http://nahc.ca.qov/resources/forms/.

NAHC Recommendations for Cultural Resources Assessments

To adequately assess the existence and significance of tribal cultural resources and plan for avoidance, preservation
in place, or barring both, mitigation of project-related impacts to tribal cultural resources, the NAHC recommends
the following actions:

1. Contact the appropriate regional California Historical Research Information System (CHRIS) Center
{http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/2page id=1068) for an archaeological records search. The records search will
determine:

a. |If part or all of the APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.

b. If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.

c. If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.
~d. IFasurvey is required fo defermine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.

2. If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report
detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.
a. The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measures shouid be submitted
immediately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American
human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum and
not be made available for public disclosure.
b. The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the
appropriate regional CHRIS center.
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3. Contact the NAHC for:
a. A Sacred Lands File search. Remember that fribes do not always record their sacred sites in the
Sacred Lands File, nor are they required to do so. A Sacred Lands File search is not a substitute for
consultation with tribes that are traditionally and culturally aoffiliated with the geographic area of the
project's APE.
b. A Native American Tribal Consultation List of appropriate tribes for consultation concemning the
project site and to assist in planning for avoidance, preservation in place, or, failing both, mitigation
measures.

4. Remember that the lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources (including tribal cultural resources)
does not preclude their subsurface existence.
a. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plan provisions for
the identification and evaluation of inadvertently discovered archaeological resources per Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14, §15064.5(f) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(f)). In areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a
certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American with knowledge of cultural resources
should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.
b. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions
for the disposition of recovered cultural items that are not burial associated in consultation with culturally
affiiated Native Americans.
¢. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions
for the treatment and disposition of inadvertently discovered Native American human remains. Health
and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98, and Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15064.5,
subdivisions (d) and (e) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5, subds. (d) and (e)) address the processes to be
followed in the event of an inadvertent discovery of any Native Amerlcan human remalns and
associated grave goods in a location other than a dedicated cemetery.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at my email address: Nancy.Gonzalez-
Lopez@nahc.cd.gov.

Sincerely,

Nancy Gonzalez-Lopez
Staff Services Analyst

cc: State Clearinghouse
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From: Gordon Johnson

To: Merced Comments
Subject: Attn: ACE Ceres-Merced Extension Project
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 3:45:01 PM

[The e-mail below is from an external source. Please do not open attachments or click
links from an unknown or suspicious origin.]

Is there consideration for the additional noise created by the trains going through RR
Crossings?

Was the Escalon project of several years ago in installing horns at the crossing effective in
reducing the overall noise from the trains traveling through the town?

Gordon Johnson
209/883.4640 ph/txt
209/883.4644 FAX

ordon@gordonj.com


mailto:gordon@gordonj.com
mailto:MercedExtComments@acerail.com
mailto:gordon@gordonj.com

From: ACE Rail

To: Merced Comments
Subject: ACE Ceres-Merced Extension Project
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 12:53:50 AM

Name: David Johnston

Email: davidbaera@aol.com

Message:

It was my understanding that there was going to be atrain run from the Ceres Merced areato San Jose and back
each day. To do thisthere was to be built a connection between the old Southern Pacific northbound to the old
Western Pacific westbound tracks in Lathrop. | see no mention of thisin any of the recent material | have read. Is
this connection going to be built? s this new service to San Jose still planed? Thank you, David Johnston


mailto:davidbaera@aol.com
mailto:MercedExtComments@acerail.com

From: Jose Antonio Ramirez

To: Merced Comments

Cc: Jose Antonio Ramirez

Subject: Scoping Meeting Comments June 25, 2010 Making the case on why ACE should have a train station in the City of
Livingston ACE - Train

Date: Monday, June 29, 2020 12:17:56 PM

Attachments: DOC.PDE

Livinaston Commuteshed FinalReport.pdf

[The e-mail below isfrom an external source. Please do not open attachments or click
links from an unknown or suspiciousorigin.]

Please accept this e-mail as formal comments as part of the Scoping Meeting Webinars.

Below you will find 10 points that we are using to make the case for the City of Livingston to land the
Altamont Corridor Express (ACE) train platform/station. Attached you will find additional
information that is valuable. We have been doing a number of things to increase our prospect of
landing the ACE Train here.

1.

Proximity to the City of Merced Matters. If the ACE Train loads passengers in Atwater and
has to stop a very short distance later in Merced it might be considered not feasible or
practical. The platform in Livingston makes more since.

The downtown ACE Train in Livingston will serve Foster Farms which employees over 3,500
hundred employees, many of which originate outside the city.

After conducting the commuter study it is clear that more people in Livingston travel north
for employment and the like. See attached.

The City of Livingston planned and designed Downtown Improvements with the ACE Train in
mind

The City of Livingston planned the Mural District Program/Planning with ACE Train in mind

The City of Livingston is Master Planning/Specific Plan a transit orientated development with
the ACE Train in mind. It’s the Gallo’s 35 acres off of B Street and have firm support from
Mike Gallo. There’s going to be multi-family housing, senior housing and other types of
housing as well as mix-use parcels. Potentially a 1,000 housing units.

The Livingston City Council along with staff and with the help of our Supervisor,
programmed approximately $1.6 million towards creating a bus/train transit center in the
area in question.

There’s huge section of dead space (property) that CALTRANS created when FWY 99 was
rerouted and this property can be used for parking and carpooling purposes. We have
approached CALTRANS about moving their drainage basin to accommodate parking for the


mailto:citymanager@livingstoncity.com
mailto:MercedExtComments@acerail.com
mailto:citymanager@livingstoncity.com

RESOLUTION NO. 2020-39

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LIVINGSTON
SUPPORTING THE EXPANSION OF THE ALTAMONT CORRIDOR
EXPRESS (ACE) TRAIN TO MERCED COUNTY AND MAKING THE

CASE FOR A TRAIN STOP IN DOWNTOWN LIVINGSTON

WHEREAS, according to the California Department of Finance the population for San Joaquin, Stanislaus
and Merced counties in the largest projected population growth in California; and

WHEREAS, employment opportunities in California are projected to increase most rapidly in Alameda,
Santa Clara, and other Bay Area counties according to the California Department of Finance; and

WHEREAS, new residents to the Central Valley will provide a boost to economic activity in the area in
which they reside, which includes increased direct local spending, more entrepreneurial talent, a substantial
skilled and professional workforce, potential growth in business startups, and significant gains in job
creation; and

WHEREAS, the annual overall commuter cost savings of using the ACE train versus vehicle transportation
for work in the Bay Area is approximately $11.85 million, and also represents an annual value of $12.58
million in on-train paid work time for current Central Valley commuters who currently ride ACE train,
according to the 2014 Great Valley Center’s Regional Economic Impact Report; and

WHEREAS, the current ACE train service with four daily trains provides transportation for 1.3 million
people annually who ride the ACE train for work, business, connections to other forms of travel, including
air and tourism; and the annual ACE train ridership is projected to increase to over 4 million riders with the
ACE train expansion project, which will add six more daily trains from Stanislaus County and Merced
County to the Bay Area, for a total of ten daily trains from Merced, Stanislaus, and San Joaquin counties to
the Bay Area, which is projected to increase ridership to 5.9 million annual riders by 2025; and

WHEREAS, ACE aims to run more frequent trains that will be more reliable, safer, and faster, and help
reduce highway congestion and greenhouse gas emissions. In addition, by placing new train stations in
existing downtowns, ACE hopes to also serve as a mechanism to help Merced County meet the regional
and state sustainability goals under California Senate Bill 375 by diverting 42.8 million vehicle miles and
reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by 23.7 million pounds, based on current ridership and diverted
vehicle miles is expected to grow to 84.1 million vehicle miles which will also account for an increased
reduction in GHG to 45.5 million pounds by 2020, and will also place Livingston in a more competitive
position for cap and trade funding as well as provide downtown Livingston the opportunity to attract more
transit-oriented development; and

WHEREAS, The City of Livingston embarked on a quest early on, in its desire to land an Altamont
Corridor Express (ACE) train platform/station in its downtown. In the last few year the City has
commissioned a commute shed profile from the City of Livingston to the San Francisco Bay Area. The
commuter study was performed by the University of the Pacific Center for Business and Policy Research;
and
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WHEREAS, The City has pledged over $600,000 dollars of its Measure V Regional Funding for this effort
and has incorporated a number of planning initiatives around this goal. A whole host of downtown
infrastructure, mural district designation, and other beautification improvements are all part of a coordinated
effort to land the station; and

WHEREAS, a great number of major employers and small businesses will benefit as well as its employees.
The Foster Farms Headquarters is located in close proximity to the proposed train station providing access
to over 3,500 employees, many of which originate outside the City limits. Because the City is compact,
several other major employers will also benefit, like AV Thomas Produce, Livingston Unified School
District, Merced Union High School District and many other small business

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Livingston
does hereby support the following:

1. The expansion of the Altamont Corridor Express (ACE) train to Merced County and the study
of an ACE train stop in downtown Livingston; and

2. The City of Livingston recognizes the importance of regional economic development and
collaboration with our neighboring counties of Stanislaus and San Joaquin benefit the City of
Livingston residents as well as neighboring cities in Merced “County. Given the potential for
regional economic growth, the City of Merced supports the ACE train expansion in
communities, which includes the development of ACE train stops in the cities of: Manteca,
Ripon, Modesto, Ceres, Turlock, Livingston and Merced; and

3. The City of Livingston supports the necessary funding at the federal, state and local level for
the ACE train expansion project into Merced, Stanislaus and San Joaquin Counties.

Passed and adopted this 16" day of June, 2020, by the following vote:
AYES: Mayor Samra and Council Members Baptista, Aguilar, Kang, and Garcia
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None

Gurpal Samra, Mayor
of the City of Livingston
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Introduction

This report is a profile of commuter flows from the City of Livingston, California and surrounds
to the San Francisco Bay Area (S.F. Bay Area).! For the purposes of this analysis we have defined
the S.F. Bay Area as a nine-county region consisting of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San
Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma.

The report details commuter flows from Merced County into the S.F. Bay Area. It begins with a
summary of the differences between the two primary data sources on commutes: LODES and
ACS/CTPP. This is done by comparing trends in commuters from 1990 to 2013 with the CTPP
data and from 2002 to 2015 with the LODES data. That portion is then followed by a more
geographically differentiated study of commuting using annual LODES data on commutes from
2010 to 2014 to estimate commute flows at the Census County Division (CCD)-level from the
City of Livingston to the S.F. Bay Area. The report also contains detailed appendices, which
detail methodologies of the commuting database as well as maps of the Merced County and
S.F. Bay Area CCDs.

Key Findings:

e A growing share of Merced County commuters to the Peninsula and East Bay areas
despite the South Bay still accounting for the largest portion of Bay Area commuters.

e Commuting to the Bay Area was rising rapidly between 1990 and the start of the Great
Recession in 2007, but then declined and leveled off before beginning to recover again
in the mid-2010s.

e Livingston commuters to the Bay Area are more concentrated on the East Bay and
Peninsula areas than Merced County commuters on a whole.

e A sustained rise in the number of workers residing in the Bay Area and working in

Merced County suggested broader inter-regional workforce integration.

! This report does not analyze the overall commute shed of the City of Livingston nor Merced County although
larger commuting patterns are described in parts.
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Livingston & Merced County Commuters to the S.F. Bay Area

There are two primary data sources on commutes: LODES and ACS/CTPP. Both data sources are
produced by the U.S. Census Bureau. The nature of the commute data is a primary difference
between the databases. The LODES data uses geographic details reported by employers who
must pay unemployment insurance taxes and is therefore considered an administrative based
record. The ACS/CTPP data uses a survey sent to households that asks workers about their
place of work in the previous month and is therefore considered a sample-based record.

The advantages of the LODES data are that the data is more recent and detailed over time and
geography since it is based on the large volume of administrative records. The disadvantage of
LODES data is that it excludes self-employment and includes telecommuting, temporary and
part-time jobs, and other situations where differing addresses of employee and employer may
not reflect transportation between home and work. Despite its smaller sample, and less-
frequent updates and lower geographic detail, ACS/CTPP data has the advantage of including
the self-employed, includes demographic data, and is based on reported transportation to the
place of work. Thus, both data sets provide important information, but it is important to be
aware of these differences when interpreting the data. Further details of the methodological
differences between the databases are provided in Appendix A.

As administrative data, LODES based commute data is available on an annual basis and
currently covers the years from 2002 to 2015. However, since all jobs covered by
unemployment insurance are part of the LODES data an individual with multiple jobs in the
same year would be counted multiple times in the data. To correct for this, the LODES data
reports a “primary jobs” statistic that reports only the covered job that paid the greatest salary
to an individual in each year. Table 1 details the composition of “primary job” commuters
across sub-regions in the S.F. Bay Area. Figure 1 shows trends in these S.F. Bay Area “primary
job” commuters from Merced County in the LODES data. A general profile of all Merced County
out-of-County commuters provided in Table 2 shows the significance of the County’s
commuters to other areas in California, which is mostly to other parts of the North San Joaquin

Valley (NSJV).

Table 1 2002-2015 Merced County Commuters to Sub-regions in the SF Bay Area? LODES data

Merced County | 2002| 2003| 2004| 2005| 2006 2007| 2008| 2009| 2010| 2011| 2012| 2013| 2014| 2015
East Bay 28%| 28%| 30%| 31%| 33%| 31%| 30%| 30%| 30%| 29%| 30%| 30%| 31%| 30%
North Bay 6%| 5%| 5%| 6% 5% 8%| 8%| 10%| 10%| 10%| 10%| 9%| 10%| 9%
Peninsula 9%| 9%| 9%| 8%| 8%| 12%| 12%| 14%| 14%| 16%| 15%| 14%| 14%| 14%
South Bay 57%| 58%| 56%| 54%| 54%| 49%| 49%| 47%| 45%| 45%| 45%| 46%| 45%| 46%

2 We define the S.F. Bay Areas sub-regions as follows: The East Bay consists of Alameda and Contra Costa Counties;
The North Bay consist of Marin, Napa, Solano, and Sonoma Counties; The Peninsula consists of San Francisco and
San Mateo Counties; and The South Bay consists of Santa Clara County.
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Figure 1 LODES “Primary Job” Merced County Commuters to the S.F. Bay Area
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Table 2 2002-2015 Merced County Residents Working Out-of-County (Out-Commuters) LODES data

Merced County Residents 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015

Total Out-of-County Commuters | 29,977| 30,193| 31,538| 32,911| 28,773 36,760 36,803| 36,120| 38,062| 38,540| 38,360| 40,233| 42,618| 42,100
Other CA 21,323| 21,612| 22,555| 23,253| 20,942| 26,218| 26,657| 26,488| 28,143| 28,746 28,293 29,834 31,508| 31,216
Other State 162]  198] 151]  228]  233] 276|391  299]  329] 406] 459 a79]  e06] 629
S.F.Bay Area 8492| 8,383 8,832 9,430 7,598 10,266| 9,755| 9,333] 9,500 9,388] 9,608] 9,920] 10,504 10,255
Alameda County, CA 1,769 1,654 1,810] 2,038] 1,775] 2,162] 2,079] 1,862] 1,910 1,795] 1,903] 1,978] 2,249] 2,080
Contra Costa County, CA 630] 706 808] 899 742] 1,009] 895s| o16] 1,009 963 1,021] 1,039 1,055 1,043
Solano County, CA 231 169 239] 304] 158] 390] 331 366] 427] a19] a28] 373|460 42
Sonoma County, CA 1200  106] 131] 141] 123] 258|289 304] 306] 274] 268] 311 3200 266
Marin County, CA 56 65 51 72 44 95 8g| 155| 142 133] 134] 125] 146] 147
Napa County, CA 120 52 52 49 58 65 89 97 93 94 87 og| 114 124
San Francisco County, CA 288  349] 315| 355| 268 593] 574 628 65|  s0s| 706|715 705 742
San Mateo County, CA 234  434] as2|  a34] 324 678 597 e42] 689 656| 705 715 757 721
Santa Clara County, CA 4,854 4,848 4,976| 5,138 4106] 5016 4813 4,363 4,350 4,249 4,356 4,566 4,689 4710

The survey-based data contained in the ACS/CTPP commute series is another useful dataset to analyze
trends in commuting over time. Details of the trends from 1990 to the 2009-13 period are reported in
Table 3. A few general conclusions can be derived from the sub-region data. Commuting between
these regions was rising rapidly between 1990 and the start of the Great Recession in 2007, but then
declined and leveled off with the large drop in employment during and after the recession. However,
with economic recovery in the mid-2010s these commute flows to the Bay Area have been rising again.
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Table 3 1990-2013 Merced County Commuters to Sub-regions in the SF Bay Area ACS/CTPP Data

1990 (Decennial Census Long Form)
Merced County
S.F. Bay Area Sub-region: Commuters %
East Bay 181 18%
North Bay 58 6%
Peninsula 108 10%
South Bay 682 66%
1990 Totals: 1,029 100%
2000 (Decennial Census Long Form)
Merced County
S.F. Bay Area Sub-region: Commuters %
East Bay 716 16%
North Bay 73 2%
Peninsula 211 5%
South Bay 3,449 78%
2000 Totals: 4,449 100%
2006-2010 (ACS 5-Year Survey)
Merced County
S.F. Bay Area Sub-region: Commuters %
East Bay 996 17%
North Bay 195 3%
Peninsula 469 8%
South Bay 4,118 71%
2006-2010 Totals: 5,778 100%
2009-2013 (ACS 5-Year Survey)
Merced County
S.F. Bay Area Sub-region: Commuters %
East Bay 1,121 21%
North Bay 143 3%
Peninsula 415 8%
South Bay 3,649 68%
2009-2013 Totals: 5,328 100%

To provide more geographic detail than sub-regions, the LODES data is used to analyze commute
patterns from U.S. Census Bureau designated county sub-divisions known as Census County Divisions
(CCDs). This allows us to examine commuting in and immediately around the City of Livingston.
However, annual fluctuations in employment and disclosure limitations at the sub-county level can lead
to misleading representations of commute flows. Therefore, we utilize the total ‘all jobs’ LODES dataset
and average a five-year period of sub-county to sub-county commute patterns covering 2010 to 2014.
Using these estimates, the outflows of commuters for each CCD in the Merced County are reported in
Table 4. See Appendix B for a series of maps detailing the CCD areas.
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Table 4 2010 to 2014 Average Merced County Division Commuters to the S.F. Bay Area

Merced County

LODES 2010-2014 Average Annual Commute data c § =

by Census County Division (CCD) of Residence 'S ' s

(Columns)/ CCD of Place of Work (Rows) o § o _? § § :;

§ | €| £ | 8| B | & |8

2 8 3 £ s @ o

< o (G] I b 3 =
Alameda CCD 8 - 2 5 6 18
« | Berkeley CCD 13 3 2 9 10 28
B [Fremont cco 83 10 15 19 49 70 173
,_EU Hayward CCD 92 - 17 17 59 73 187
< [ Livermore-Pleasanton CCD 131 14 32 31 75 98 221
Oakland CCD 101 11 21 25 54 74 204
© Antioch-Pittsburg CCD 29 4 6 7 14 23 60
‘g Briones CCD - - - - - - -
O | Central Contra Costa CCD 140 16 23 29 78 95 270
g East Contra Costa CCD 18 2 4 4 13 17 42
S Tassajara CCD 4 - 1 - 2 3 5
© West Contra Costa CCD 28 4 5 5 18 23 64
Bolinas CCD - - - - o - -
Northwest Marin CCD - 2 1 - 1
- [ Novato ccD 9 2 - 3 5 6 13
S [Ross valley CCD 6 ; ; T a 5 14
San Rafael CCD 14 3 2 4 8 10 23
Southeast Marin CCD 5 2 1 - o 5 8
Angwin CCD 2 - - - o - 2
« | Calistoga CCD 2 - - - 1 - 2
% Lake Berryessa CCD - - - - o - -
Z [Napa cco 19 3 3 6] o9 3 36
St. Helena CCD 3 - - 2 2 2 5
S.F.| San Francisco CCD 150 16 21 36 87 120 321
c 8 Half Moon Bay CCD 4 8 2 - 2 3 7
= + | San Mateo CCD 86 7 14 20 48 66 171
= [South San Francisco CCD 69 8 10 15| 40 49 121
Diablo Range CCD - - - - o 13 1
g Lexington Hills CCD - - - - - 1 2
O | Llagas-Uvas CCD - - - - - 8 -
g San Jose CCD - 64 113 140 = 557 1,448
& | South Santa Clara Valley CCD - 27 45 19 4 683 240
West Santa Clara CCD - - - - - 2 4
Dixon CCD 10 - 2 2 5 5 17
g Fairfield-Suisun City CCD 33 5 5 8 15 21 63
© [ Rio Vista CCD 4 1 2 4 3 5 8
& [Vacaville ccD 21 5 3 5| 15 18 45
Vallejo CCD 25 3 4 6 15 19 48
Cloverdale-Geyserville CCD 5 2 1 1 2 4 9
Healdsburg CCD 8 - 1 2 6 6 14
g Petaluma CCD 16 3 2 5 10 11 35
8 Russian River-Sonoma Coast CCD 2 - - - 1 2 3
& [ santa Rosa ccD 30 5 6 5 19 22 60
Sebastopol CCD 3 - - - 1 2 3
Sonoma CCD 6 - 1 1 2 3 8

Totals from Merced County 1,175 225 367 426 677 2,151 4,001
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These commute flows to the S.F. Bay Area for the Livingston-Delhi CCD are illustrated in Figure 2 on the

next page. This data shows the Livingston commuters to the Bay Area are more concentrated on the

East Bay and Peninsula areas than Merced County commuters on a whole. In fact, according to this data

there are more Livingston commuters to the North Bay area than the South Bay area, which is the

largest destination for the County overall.

We also see that the LODES data shows consistently more commuting between Merced County and the
Bay Area than the ACS/CTTP databases. This is detailed in Table 5 and may indicate that telecommuting
and other employment involving less frequent travel are common between Merced County and the Bay

Area.

Table 5 2009-2013 Comparison Merced County Commuter Databases

Home (live in Merced, work in these areas) 2009-2013
Resident Employed
ACS/CTTP LEHD
Merced County, CA 67,392 36,534
East Bay 1,121 2,879
North Bay 143 928
Peninsula 415 1,384
South Bay 3,649 4,377
Other CA 17,772 | 28,301
Out of State 128 394
All Other Locations 10 189
Total Commuter 90,630 | 74,986

Finally, it is worth noting that there has also been a sustained rise in the number of workers residing in
the Bay Area and working in Merced County. Table 6 reports that these commuters have increased in

number by 2.15 times between 2002 and 2015. This growth is more significant than that with other
regions and suggests a greater inter-regional circulation of workforces in general.

Table 6 2002-2015 Non-resident Merced County Workers (In-Commuters) LODES data

2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015

Total In-County Commuters | 15,242 | 15,597 | 16,277 | 17,552 | 19,488 | 19,841 | 21,696 | 21,577 | 21,660 | 23,815 | 24,325 | 25,475 | 25,380 | 24,994

Other CA (Non-Bay Area) 13,506| 13,815| 14,181| 15,180 16,708| 17,037| 18,632 18,525 18,525| 20,427| 20,739| 21,605 21,613 20,766
Other State 118 113 125 139 141 120 165 212 280 366 387 421 536 750
S.F.Bay Area 1,618 1,669| 1,971 | 2,233 | 2,639 | 2,684 | 2,899| 2,840 | 2,855| 3,022 | 3,199 | 3,449| 3,231| 3,478

Alameda County, CA 455 457 480 553 663 618 699 696 652 635 738 771 789 888
Contra Costa County, CA 281 306 356 383 471 511 502 528 529 631 611 629 542 567
Solano County, CA 52 60 99 87 116, 158 207 164 169 205 185 203 191 195
Sonoma County, CA 27 31 45 33 54 101 122 119 125 126) 134 182 159 182
Marin County, CA 21 23 12 28 34 52 62 61 78 71 80 73 67, 85
Napa County, CA 15 20 31 25 35 64 66 58 59 63 72 76 64 54
San Francisco County, CA 74 52 91 97 93 134 184 197 163 178 189 221 217 232
San Mateo County, CA 91 105 134 167 209 200 217 242 217 220 261 267 260 287
Santa Clara County, CA 602 615 723 860 964 846 840 775 863 893 929| 1027 942 988
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Figure 2 City of Livingston Commuters to the S.F. Bay Area3
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3 This map focuses on key commute destinations in the more urban parts of the S.F. Bay Area. For an alternative illustration of
these commuters see Appendix C.
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Appendix A: Key Features of Commute Data in
this Analysis

Commute Data Based on the LODES database

The Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD) program combines administrative records
covering federal, state and Census Bureau data on employers and employees. Commuting information is
then drawn from the LEHD Origins-Destinations Employment Statistics (LODES) data product produced
by the LEHD program. LODES data thereby covers all jobs subject to unemployment insurance coverage,
as well as federal, state, and local government employees. Despite its expansive coverage of employed
workers, LODES data, and the LEHD program, does not cover self-employed workers, most agricultural
workers on small farms, members of the Armed Forces, elected officials, most employees of railroads,
some domestic workers, most student workers at schools, and employees of certain small nonprofit
organizations. In addition, as administrative data this LODES data includes all jobs in the specified year
whether they are part-time or full-time. As such, if an individual held several jobs in different location
each would be counted as a commuter. As an administrative record, LODES is based on the address of
the place of employment and the address of the employee. Thus, some LODES commutes are
telecommuting, or other arrangements that may not involve daily travel between the addresses.
Therefore, it is useful when possible to compare the LODES data with survey-based ACS/CTPP data to
provide a range of likely commuters. However, when small area geographies are involved, and more
recent data is needed, the LODES data is often the only source available. For further details of the
employer and employee coverage under the LEHD program, see:
https://www.bls.gov/cew/cewbultncur.htm#comparison

Commute Data Based on the ACS/CTPP database

The American Community Survey (ACS) is an ongoing statistical survey of households by the U.S. Census
Bureau. It started in 2005, replacing the decennial census long-form which was last used in the 2000
Census. In terms of commuters, the ACS covers workers 16 years and over who did not work from home.
Because of its sample size, several years of data are necessary to derive an accurate estimate of county-
to-county commuters. This is periodically compiled by the American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials in a product called the Census Transportation Planning Products (CTPP).
Currently, two such ACS/CTPP five-year periods are available 2006-2010 and 2009-2013. We report
commuting flows from both of those periods in this study, but demographic data for commuters is only
available for the 2006-10 period. The next release, which will cover 2012-2016 is currently being
developed, but it will not be available until early in 2019. For further details of the coverage under the
ACS/CTPP program, see: http://ctpp.transportation.org/Pages/5-Year-Data.aspx
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Appendix B: Merced & S.F. Bay Area County
Subdivisions (CCDs)

Figure 3 Map of Merced County Census County Divisions
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Figure 4 Map of Central San Francisco Bay Area Census County Divisions
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Figure 5 Map of North San Francisco Bay Area Census County Divisions
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Figure 6 Map of Northwest San Francisco Bay Area Census County Division
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Appendix C: City of Livingston Commuters to the S.F. Bay Area
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project.

9. If, the ACE train platform/station is designated to go into Livingston, it will serve two big
population areas. We also anticipate individuals as far away as the City of Los Banos to use
the service. The City of Livingston, Delhi and surrounding rural areas.

10. The City of Livingston has the support of its residents, business community and elected
officials and are championing this effort.

José Antonio Ramirez
City Manager

CITY OF LIVINGSTON
1416 "C" Street
Livingston , CA 95334

voice 209.394-8041 ex 113 fax 209.394.1751 cell 209.398.1721
citymanager@livingstoncity.com - www.livingstoncity.com



mailto:citymanager@livingstoncity.com
http://www.livingstoncity.com/

RESOLUTION NO. 2020-39

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LIVINGSTON
SUPPORTING THE EXPANSION OF THE ALTAMONT CORRIDOR
EXPRESS (ACE) TRAIN TO MERCED COUNTY AND MAKING THE

CASE FOR A TRAIN STOP IN DOWNTOWN LIVINGSTON

WHEREAS, according to the California Department of Finance the population for San Joaquin, Stanislaus
and Merced counties in the largest projected population growth in California; and

WHEREAS, employment opportunities in California are projected to increase most rapidly in Alameda,
Santa Clara, and other Bay Area counties according to the California Department of Finance; and

WHEREAS, new residents to the Central Valley will provide a boost to economic activity in the area in
which they reside, which includes increased direct local spending, more entrepreneurial talent, a substantial
skilled and professional workforce, potential growth in business startups, and significant gains in job
creation; and

WHEREAS, the annual overall commuter cost savings of using the ACE train versus vehicle transportation
for work in the Bay Area is approximately $11.85 million, and also represents an annual value of $12.58
million in on-train paid work time for current Central Valley commuters who currently ride ACE train,
according to the 2014 Great Valley Center’s Regional Economic Impact Report; and

WHEREAS, the current ACE train service with four daily trains provides transportation for 1.3 million
people annually who ride the ACE train for work, business, connections to other forms of travel, including
air and tourism; and the annual ACE train ridership is projected to increase to over 4 million riders with the
ACE train expansion project, which will add six more daily trains from Stanislaus County and Merced
County to the Bay Area, for a total of ten daily trains from Merced, Stanislaus, and San Joaquin counties to
the Bay Area, which is projected to increase ridership to 5.9 million annual riders by 2025; and

WHEREAS, ACE aims to run more frequent trains that will be more reliable, safer, and faster, and help
reduce highway congestion and greenhouse gas emissions. In addition, by placing new train stations in
existing downtowns, ACE hopes to also serve as a mechanism to help Merced County meet the regional
and state sustainability goals under California Senate Bill 375 by diverting 42.8 million vehicle miles and
reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by 23.7 million pounds, based on current ridership and diverted
vehicle miles is expected to grow to 84.1 million vehicle miles which will also account for an increased
reduction in GHG to 45.5 million pounds by 2020, and will also place Livingston in a more competitive
position for cap and trade funding as well as provide downtown Livingston the opportunity to attract more
transit-oriented development; and

WHEREAS, The City of Livingston embarked on a quest early on, in its desire to land an Altamont
Corridor Express (ACE) train platform/station in its downtown. In the last few year the City has
commissioned a commute shed profile from the City of Livingston to the San Francisco Bay Area. The
commuter study was performed by the University of the Pacific Center for Business and Policy Research;
and
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WHEREAS, The City has pledged over $600,000 dollars of its Measure V Regional Funding for this effort
and has incorporated a number of planning initiatives around this goal. A whole host of downtown
infrastructure, mural district designation, and other beautification improvements are all part of a coordinated
effort to land the station; and

WHEREAS, a great number of major employers and small businesses will benefit as well as its employees.
The Foster Farms Headquarters is located in close proximity to the proposed train station providing access
to over 3,500 employees, many of which originate outside the City limits. Because the City is compact,
several other major employers will also benefit, like AV Thomas Produce, Livingston Unified School
District, Merced Union High School District and many other small business

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Livingston
does hereby support the following:

1. The expansion of the Altamont Corridor Express (ACE) train to Merced County and the study
of an ACE train stop in downtown Livingston; and

2. The City of Livingston recognizes the importance of regional economic development and
collaboration with our neighboring counties of Stanislaus and San Joaquin benefit the City of
Livingston residents as well as neighboring cities in Merced “County. Given the potential for
regional economic growth, the City of Merced supports the ACE train expansion in
communities, which includes the development of ACE train stops in the cities of: Manteca,
Ripon, Modesto, Ceres, Turlock, Livingston and Merced; and

3. The City of Livingston supports the necessary funding at the federal, state and local level for
the ACE train expansion project into Merced, Stanislaus and San Joaquin Counties.

Passed and adopted this 16" day of June, 2020, by the following vote:
AYES: Mayor Samra and Council Members Baptista, Aguilar, Kang, and Garcia
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None

Gurpal Samra, Mayor
of the City of Livingston
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Introduction

This report is a profile of commuter flows from the City of Livingston, California and surrounds
to the San Francisco Bay Area (S.F. Bay Area).! For the purposes of this analysis we have defined
the S.F. Bay Area as a nine-county region consisting of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San
Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma.

The report details commuter flows from Merced County into the S.F. Bay Area. It begins with a
summary of the differences between the two primary data sources on commutes: LODES and
ACS/CTPP. This is done by comparing trends in commuters from 1990 to 2013 with the CTPP
data and from 2002 to 2015 with the LODES data. That portion is then followed by a more
geographically differentiated study of commuting using annual LODES data on commutes from
2010 to 2014 to estimate commute flows at the Census County Division (CCD)-level from the
City of Livingston to the S.F. Bay Area. The report also contains detailed appendices, which
detail methodologies of the commuting database as well as maps of the Merced County and
S.F. Bay Area CCDs.

Key Findings:

e A growing share of Merced County commuters to the Peninsula and East Bay areas
despite the South Bay still accounting for the largest portion of Bay Area commuters.

e Commuting to the Bay Area was rising rapidly between 1990 and the start of the Great
Recession in 2007, but then declined and leveled off before beginning to recover again
in the mid-2010s.

e Livingston commuters to the Bay Area are more concentrated on the East Bay and
Peninsula areas than Merced County commuters on a whole.

e A sustained rise in the number of workers residing in the Bay Area and working in

Merced County suggested broader inter-regional workforce integration.

! This report does not analyze the overall commute shed of the City of Livingston nor Merced County although
larger commuting patterns are described in parts.
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Livingston & Merced County Commuters to the S.F. Bay Area

There are two primary data sources on commutes: LODES and ACS/CTPP. Both data sources are
produced by the U.S. Census Bureau. The nature of the commute data is a primary difference
between the databases. The LODES data uses geographic details reported by employers who
must pay unemployment insurance taxes and is therefore considered an administrative based
record. The ACS/CTPP data uses a survey sent to households that asks workers about their
place of work in the previous month and is therefore considered a sample-based record.

The advantages of the LODES data are that the data is more recent and detailed over time and
geography since it is based on the large volume of administrative records. The disadvantage of
LODES data is that it excludes self-employment and includes telecommuting, temporary and
part-time jobs, and other situations where differing addresses of employee and employer may
not reflect transportation between home and work. Despite its smaller sample, and less-
frequent updates and lower geographic detail, ACS/CTPP data has the advantage of including
the self-employed, includes demographic data, and is based on reported transportation to the
place of work. Thus, both data sets provide important information, but it is important to be
aware of these differences when interpreting the data. Further details of the methodological
differences between the databases are provided in Appendix A.

As administrative data, LODES based commute data is available on an annual basis and
currently covers the years from 2002 to 2015. However, since all jobs covered by
unemployment insurance are part of the LODES data an individual with multiple jobs in the
same year would be counted multiple times in the data. To correct for this, the LODES data
reports a “primary jobs” statistic that reports only the covered job that paid the greatest salary
to an individual in each year. Table 1 details the composition of “primary job” commuters
across sub-regions in the S.F. Bay Area. Figure 1 shows trends in these S.F. Bay Area “primary
job” commuters from Merced County in the LODES data. A general profile of all Merced County
out-of-County commuters provided in Table 2 shows the significance of the County’s
commuters to other areas in California, which is mostly to other parts of the North San Joaquin

Valley (NSJV).

Table 1 2002-2015 Merced County Commuters to Sub-regions in the SF Bay Area? LODES data

Merced County | 2002| 2003| 2004| 2005| 2006 2007| 2008| 2009| 2010| 2011| 2012| 2013| 2014| 2015
East Bay 28%| 28%| 30%| 31%| 33%| 31%| 30%| 30%| 30%| 29%| 30%| 30%| 31%| 30%
North Bay 6%| 5%| 5%| 6% 5% 8%| 8%| 10%| 10%| 10%| 10%| 9%| 10%| 9%
Peninsula 9%| 9%| 9%| 8%| 8%| 12%| 12%| 14%| 14%| 16%| 15%| 14%| 14%| 14%
South Bay 57%| 58%| 56%| 54%| 54%| 49%| 49%| 47%| 45%| 45%| 45%| 46%| 45%| 46%

2 We define the S.F. Bay Areas sub-regions as follows: The East Bay consists of Alameda and Contra Costa Counties;
The North Bay consist of Marin, Napa, Solano, and Sonoma Counties; The Peninsula consists of San Francisco and
San Mateo Counties; and The South Bay consists of Santa Clara County.
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Figure 1 LODES “Primary Job” Merced County Commuters to the S.F. Bay Area
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Table 2 2002-2015 Merced County Residents Working Out-of-County (Out-Commuters) LODES data

Merced County Residents 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015

Total Out-of-County Commuters | 29,977| 30,193| 31,538| 32,911| 28,773 36,760 36,803| 36,120| 38,062| 38,540| 38,360| 40,233| 42,618| 42,100
Other CA 21,323| 21,612| 22,555| 23,253| 20,942| 26,218| 26,657| 26,488| 28,143| 28,746 28,293 29,834 31,508| 31,216
Other State 162]  198] 151]  228]  233] 276|391  299]  329] 406] 459 a79]  e06] 629
S.F.Bay Area 8492| 8,383 8,832 9,430 7,598 10,266| 9,755| 9,333] 9,500 9,388] 9,608] 9,920] 10,504 10,255
Alameda County, CA 1,769 1,654 1,810] 2,038] 1,775] 2,162] 2,079] 1,862] 1,910 1,795] 1,903] 1,978] 2,249] 2,080
Contra Costa County, CA 630] 706 808] 899 742] 1,009] 895s| o16] 1,009 963 1,021] 1,039 1,055 1,043
Solano County, CA 231 169 239] 304] 158] 390] 331 366] 427] a19] a28] 373|460 42
Sonoma County, CA 1200  106] 131] 141] 123] 258|289 304] 306] 274] 268] 311 3200 266
Marin County, CA 56 65 51 72 44 95 8g| 155| 142 133] 134] 125] 146] 147
Napa County, CA 120 52 52 49 58 65 89 97 93 94 87 og| 114 124
San Francisco County, CA 288  349] 315| 355| 268 593] 574 628 65|  s0s| 706|715 705 742
San Mateo County, CA 234  434] as2|  a34] 324 678 597 e42] 689 656| 705 715 757 721
Santa Clara County, CA 4,854 4,848 4,976| 5,138 4106] 5016 4813 4,363 4,350 4,249 4,356 4,566 4,689 4710

The survey-based data contained in the ACS/CTPP commute series is another useful dataset to analyze
trends in commuting over time. Details of the trends from 1990 to the 2009-13 period are reported in
Table 3. A few general conclusions can be derived from the sub-region data. Commuting between
these regions was rising rapidly between 1990 and the start of the Great Recession in 2007, but then
declined and leveled off with the large drop in employment during and after the recession. However,
with economic recovery in the mid-2010s these commute flows to the Bay Area have been rising again.
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Table 3 1990-2013 Merced County Commuters to Sub-regions in the SF Bay Area ACS/CTPP Data

1990 (Decennial Census Long Form)
Merced County
S.F. Bay Area Sub-region: Commuters %
East Bay 181 18%
North Bay 58 6%
Peninsula 108 10%
South Bay 682 66%
1990 Totals: 1,029 100%
2000 (Decennial Census Long Form)
Merced County
S.F. Bay Area Sub-region: Commuters %
East Bay 716 16%
North Bay 73 2%
Peninsula 211 5%
South Bay 3,449 78%
2000 Totals: 4,449 100%
2006-2010 (ACS 5-Year Survey)
Merced County
S.F. Bay Area Sub-region: Commuters %
East Bay 996 17%
North Bay 195 3%
Peninsula 469 8%
South Bay 4,118 71%
2006-2010 Totals: 5,778 100%
2009-2013 (ACS 5-Year Survey)
Merced County
S.F. Bay Area Sub-region: Commuters %
East Bay 1,121 21%
North Bay 143 3%
Peninsula 415 8%
South Bay 3,649 68%
2009-2013 Totals: 5,328 100%

To provide more geographic detail than sub-regions, the LODES data is used to analyze commute
patterns from U.S. Census Bureau designated county sub-divisions known as Census County Divisions
(CCDs). This allows us to examine commuting in and immediately around the City of Livingston.
However, annual fluctuations in employment and disclosure limitations at the sub-county level can lead
to misleading representations of commute flows. Therefore, we utilize the total ‘all jobs’ LODES dataset
and average a five-year period of sub-county to sub-county commute patterns covering 2010 to 2014.
Using these estimates, the outflows of commuters for each CCD in the Merced County are reported in
Table 4. See Appendix B for a series of maps detailing the CCD areas.
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Table 4 2010 to 2014 Average Merced County Division Commuters to the S.F. Bay Area

Merced County

LODES 2010-2014 Average Annual Commute data c § =

by Census County Division (CCD) of Residence 'S ' s

(Columns)/ CCD of Place of Work (Rows) o § o _? § § :;

§ | €| £ | 8| B | & |8

2 8 3 £ s @ o

< o (G] I b 3 =
Alameda CCD 8 - 2 5 6 18
« | Berkeley CCD 13 3 2 9 10 28
B [Fremont cco 83 10 15 19 49 70 173
,_EU Hayward CCD 92 - 17 17 59 73 187
< [ Livermore-Pleasanton CCD 131 14 32 31 75 98 221
Oakland CCD 101 11 21 25 54 74 204
© Antioch-Pittsburg CCD 29 4 6 7 14 23 60
‘g Briones CCD - - - - - - -
O | Central Contra Costa CCD 140 16 23 29 78 95 270
g East Contra Costa CCD 18 2 4 4 13 17 42
S Tassajara CCD 4 - 1 - 2 3 5
© West Contra Costa CCD 28 4 5 5 18 23 64
Bolinas CCD - - - - o - -
Northwest Marin CCD - 2 1 - 1
- [ Novato ccD 9 2 - 3 5 6 13
S [Ross valley CCD 6 ; ; T a 5 14
San Rafael CCD 14 3 2 4 8 10 23
Southeast Marin CCD 5 2 1 - o 5 8
Angwin CCD 2 - - - o - 2
« | Calistoga CCD 2 - - - 1 - 2
% Lake Berryessa CCD - - - - o - -
Z [Napa cco 19 3 3 6] o9 3 36
St. Helena CCD 3 - - 2 2 2 5
S.F.| San Francisco CCD 150 16 21 36 87 120 321
c 8 Half Moon Bay CCD 4 8 2 - 2 3 7
= + | San Mateo CCD 86 7 14 20 48 66 171
= [South San Francisco CCD 69 8 10 15| 40 49 121
Diablo Range CCD - - - - o 13 1
g Lexington Hills CCD - - - - - 1 2
O | Llagas-Uvas CCD - - - - - 8 -
g San Jose CCD - 64 113 140 = 557 1,448
& | South Santa Clara Valley CCD - 27 45 19 4 683 240
West Santa Clara CCD - - - - - 2 4
Dixon CCD 10 - 2 2 5 5 17
g Fairfield-Suisun City CCD 33 5 5 8 15 21 63
© [ Rio Vista CCD 4 1 2 4 3 5 8
& [Vacaville ccD 21 5 3 5| 15 18 45
Vallejo CCD 25 3 4 6 15 19 48
Cloverdale-Geyserville CCD 5 2 1 1 2 4 9
Healdsburg CCD 8 - 1 2 6 6 14
g Petaluma CCD 16 3 2 5 10 11 35
8 Russian River-Sonoma Coast CCD 2 - - - 1 2 3
& [ santa Rosa ccD 30 5 6 5 19 22 60
Sebastopol CCD 3 - - - 1 2 3
Sonoma CCD 6 - 1 1 2 3 8

Totals from Merced County 1,175 225 367 426 677 2,151 4,001

The City of Livingston and Merced County’s San Francisco Bay Area Commute Shed Profile




These commute flows to the S.F. Bay Area for the Livingston-Delhi CCD are illustrated in Figure 2 on the

next page. This data shows the Livingston commuters to the Bay Area are more concentrated on the

East Bay and Peninsula areas than Merced County commuters on a whole. In fact, according to this data

there are more Livingston commuters to the North Bay area than the South Bay area, which is the

largest destination for the County overall.

We also see that the LODES data shows consistently more commuting between Merced County and the
Bay Area than the ACS/CTTP databases. This is detailed in Table 5 and may indicate that telecommuting
and other employment involving less frequent travel are common between Merced County and the Bay

Area.

Table 5 2009-2013 Comparison Merced County Commuter Databases

Home (live in Merced, work in these areas) 2009-2013
Resident Employed
ACS/CTTP LEHD
Merced County, CA 67,392 36,534
East Bay 1,121 2,879
North Bay 143 928
Peninsula 415 1,384
South Bay 3,649 4,377
Other CA 17,772 | 28,301
Out of State 128 394
All Other Locations 10 189
Total Commuter 90,630 | 74,986

Finally, it is worth noting that there has also been a sustained rise in the number of workers residing in
the Bay Area and working in Merced County. Table 6 reports that these commuters have increased in

number by 2.15 times between 2002 and 2015. This growth is more significant than that with other
regions and suggests a greater inter-regional circulation of workforces in general.

Table 6 2002-2015 Non-resident Merced County Workers (In-Commuters) LODES data

2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015

Total In-County Commuters | 15,242 | 15,597 | 16,277 | 17,552 | 19,488 | 19,841 | 21,696 | 21,577 | 21,660 | 23,815 | 24,325 | 25,475 | 25,380 | 24,994

Other CA (Non-Bay Area) 13,506| 13,815| 14,181| 15,180 16,708| 17,037| 18,632 18,525 18,525| 20,427| 20,739| 21,605 21,613 20,766
Other State 118 113 125 139 141 120 165 212 280 366 387 421 536 750
S.F.Bay Area 1,618 1,669| 1,971 | 2,233 | 2,639 | 2,684 | 2,899| 2,840 | 2,855| 3,022 | 3,199 | 3,449| 3,231| 3,478

Alameda County, CA 455 457 480 553 663 618 699 696 652 635 738 771 789 888
Contra Costa County, CA 281 306 356 383 471 511 502 528 529 631 611 629 542 567
Solano County, CA 52 60 99 87 116, 158 207 164 169 205 185 203 191 195
Sonoma County, CA 27 31 45 33 54 101 122 119 125 126) 134 182 159 182
Marin County, CA 21 23 12 28 34 52 62 61 78 71 80 73 67, 85
Napa County, CA 15 20 31 25 35 64 66 58 59 63 72 76 64 54
San Francisco County, CA 74 52 91 97 93 134 184 197 163 178 189 221 217 232
San Mateo County, CA 91 105 134 167 209 200 217 242 217 220 261 267 260 287
Santa Clara County, CA 602 615 723 860 964 846 840 775 863 893 929| 1027 942 988
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Figure 2 City of Livingston Commuters to the S.F. Bay Area3
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3 This map focuses on key commute destinations in the more urban parts of the S.F. Bay Area. For an alternative illustration of
these commuters see Appendix C.
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Appendix A: Key Features of Commute Data in
this Analysis

Commute Data Based on the LODES database

The Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD) program combines administrative records
covering federal, state and Census Bureau data on employers and employees. Commuting information is
then drawn from the LEHD Origins-Destinations Employment Statistics (LODES) data product produced
by the LEHD program. LODES data thereby covers all jobs subject to unemployment insurance coverage,
as well as federal, state, and local government employees. Despite its expansive coverage of employed
workers, LODES data, and the LEHD program, does not cover self-employed workers, most agricultural
workers on small farms, members of the Armed Forces, elected officials, most employees of railroads,
some domestic workers, most student workers at schools, and employees of certain small nonprofit
organizations. In addition, as administrative data this LODES data includes all jobs in the specified year
whether they are part-time or full-time. As such, if an individual held several jobs in different location
each would be counted as a commuter. As an administrative record, LODES is based on the address of
the place of employment and the address of the employee. Thus, some LODES commutes are
telecommuting, or other arrangements that may not involve daily travel between the addresses.
Therefore, it is useful when possible to compare the LODES data with survey-based ACS/CTPP data to
provide a range of likely commuters. However, when small area geographies are involved, and more
recent data is needed, the LODES data is often the only source available. For further details of the
employer and employee coverage under the LEHD program, see:
https://www.bls.gov/cew/cewbultncur.htm#comparison

Commute Data Based on the ACS/CTPP database

The American Community Survey (ACS) is an ongoing statistical survey of households by the U.S. Census
Bureau. It started in 2005, replacing the decennial census long-form which was last used in the 2000
Census. In terms of commuters, the ACS covers workers 16 years and over who did not work from home.
Because of its sample size, several years of data are necessary to derive an accurate estimate of county-
to-county commuters. This is periodically compiled by the American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials in a product called the Census Transportation Planning Products (CTPP).
Currently, two such ACS/CTPP five-year periods are available 2006-2010 and 2009-2013. We report
commuting flows from both of those periods in this study, but demographic data for commuters is only
available for the 2006-10 period. The next release, which will cover 2012-2016 is currently being
developed, but it will not be available until early in 2019. For further details of the coverage under the
ACS/CTPP program, see: http://ctpp.transportation.org/Pages/5-Year-Data.aspx
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Appendix B: Merced & S.F. Bay Area County
Subdivisions (CCDs)

Figure 3 Map of Merced County Census County Divisions
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Figure 4 Map of Central San Francisco Bay Area Census County Divisions
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Figure 5 Map of North San Francisco Bay Area Census County Divisions
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Figure 6 Map of Northwest San Francisco Bay Area Census County Division
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Appendix C: City of Livingston Commuters to the S.F. Bay Area
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From: Terra Land Group

To: Merced Comments

Cc: "Jones, Ryan@CVFPB"; Chris Elias; ckendall@valleylinkrail.com; Elizabeth.A.Salyers@usace.army.mil
Subject: Public Comment Letter Re: ACE Ceres-Merced Extension Project

Date: Monday, June 29, 2020 11:49:33 AM

Attachments: 2020-06-29 LTR SJRRC NOPEIR.pdf

[The e-mail below isfrom an external source. Please do not open attachments or click
links from an unknown or suspiciousorigin.]

Good Afternoon,

Attached please find a letter dated June 29, 2020 from Terra Land Group, LLC to the San Joaquin
Regional Rail Commission Re: Public Comments on the ACE Ceres-Merced Extension Project
Environmental Impact Report Notice of Preparation.

Thank you,

Martin Harris

Terra Land Group

MH/cm

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail message including any attachments of any kind are covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, is
confidential and may include legally protected information. If you are not the intended recipient or you have received this e-mail message by mistake,
printing, copying, storing or disseminating in any way is prohibited and doing so could subject you to civil and or criminal action. Please notify the

sender if you received this e-mail in error and delete all information contained in and attached to this e-mail.


mailto:terralandgroup@gmail.com
mailto:MercedExtComments@acerail.com
mailto:Ryan.Jones@cvflood.ca.gov
mailto:Chris.Elias@stocktonca.gov
mailto:ckendall@valleylinkrail.com
mailto:Elizabeth.A.Salyers@usace.army.mil

TERRALAND GROUP, LLC

June 29,2020
VIA EMAIL

San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission
Attn: ACE Ceres-Merced Extension Project
949 East Channel Street

Stockton, CA 95202
(MercedExtComments@acerail.com)

Re: Public Comments on the ACE Ceres-Merced Extension Project Environmental Impact
Report Notice of Preparation.

Dear Commission Members,

My name is Martin Harris and | am an authorized representative for Terra Land Group, LLC (“TLG”). Over
the past few years, TLG representative Martin Harris has:
(i) Attended many public and private meetings; and
(ii) Reviewed thousands of pages of environmental documents; and
(iii) Written over seven hundred letters to local and state authorities expressing concerns related
to the effects of development on flooding in our area.

TLG wishes to comment on the upcoming Environmental Impact Report to be prepared for the ACE
Ceres-Merced Extension Project which is a component of the Valley Rail Program. According to
information provided on the ACE website, the Project would consist of the following:

e A Ceresto Merced Extension Alignment consisting of upgrades and new tracks and bridges within
the UPRR Fresno Subdivision between Ceres and Merced:;

e New Turlock, Livingston or Atwater, and Merced Stations along the extension alignment; and

e A new permanent Merced Layover & Maintenance Facility to support extension operations.

TLG is not opposed to development or transportation upgrades in the Central Valley. However, as
decisions are being made which may create long-term, permanent changes to the region, TLG wants the
authorities involved to consider all the impacts these developments may cause. TLG believes the Valley
Link Project could contribute to significant and potentially unforeseen flood impacts due to elevation
changes and construction-related backwater effects which may affect existing water drainage patterns. In
addition, the new transportation provided by the Project will likely spur new urban development in areas
the Project services. These future communities could be vulnerable to the increased flood impacts caused
by the Project.

Therefore, TLG asks the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (“SJRRC”) members to ensure that
impacts to hydrology, elevation and drainage patterns are included and addressed in the forthcoming EIR
for the full extent of the project area. Further details and data on the possibility of increased flooding are
included below.

5151 E.ALMONDWOOD DRIVE MANTECA, CA 95337
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TERRALAND GROUP, LLC

For some time now, TLG has expressed concerns that the developing areas may not be paying their fair
share towards the total floodwater, stormwater, and wastewater drainage impacts that may be created to
the non-developing rural areas south of Manteca. (ie: Reclamation Districts 17,2094, 2096, 2075, 2064
and SSJID) (See Enclosures 1-13)

This becomes especially important when it is considered that any and all total drainage flow volumes and
drainage flow patterns to be expected in and along the South Delta may not have been adequately
determined and may be different than what the narrow scope of existing flood models indicate. (See
Enclosures 10-12) In addition, TLG believes that the non-developing rural areas south of Manteca (ie:
Reclamation Districts 17, 2094, 2096, 2075, 2064 and SSJID) must be included in any flood protection or
drainage plan to be considered.

In addition, as more and more people move into California and as more land is being developed or farmed,
there needs to be more water storage and reuse opportunities to accommodate those increased needs.
This is especially important as local city, county, state, and federal authorities take various actions to
divert or hold back an increasing amount of water (from all sources) to make more water available to the
public they serve. However, there also needs to be safe ways of storing, delivering, conveying, draining,
and discharging that water to avoid flood and other hydrology-related impacts for the people who live in
the areas that may be affected.

TLG is writing this letter to make the SJRRC members aware of what appears to be a joint effort by both
local, state, and federal authorities to pursue a phased strategy of flood protection and other
federally-assisted improvements both inside and outside of the South Delta to meet California Senate Bill
No. 5 (“SB5”) requirements as well as provide improved efficiencies in the ways we currently are storing,
delivering, reusing, and draining water. (See Enclosure 1)

TLG believes that storing, delivering, reusing, and draining water in and along the South Delta becomes
complicated when it is considered that the January 2018 San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin
River, CA Final Integrated Interim Feasibility Report/EIR/EIS: (‘LSJRFS”) includes the following:

1. Page ES-1 of the LSJRFS states: The study area also includes the distributary channels of the San
Joaquin River in the southernmost reaches of the Delta; Paradise Cut and Old River as far north as Tracy
Boulevard, and Middle River as far north as Victoria Canal.

2. Page 3-31 of the LSJRFS states: Currently, the levee safety program has defined the levee system that
incorporates RD 17 as bounded on the north by Walker Slough, west by the San Joaquin River and south
by the Stanislaus River. This includes RD 17, RD 2096, RD 2094, RD 2075 and RD 2064.

3. Page 5-17 of the LSJRFS states: Stanislaus River to Paradise Cut. The confluence of the San Joaquin
and Stanislaus Rivers defines the upstream extent of the hydraulic model used for this study.

4. Page ES-2 of the LSJRFS states:
Analysis of the study area is challenged by the presence of three sources of flooding, the Delta Front,
Calaveras River and San Joaquin River. This results in commingled floodplains for the North and Central
Stockton areas. The distributary nature of the Delta also affects Delta water levels, because high flows
from the Sacramento River may “fill” the Delta prior to a peak inflow on the San Joaquin River as occurred
in 1997, raising water levels on the Delta front levees.
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5. Page 5-27 of the LSJRFS states: 2.1.1 FLOODING Problem: There is significant risk to public health,
safety and property in the study area associated with flooding. The study area is located in the Central
Valley of California which has very little topographic relief, resulting in potential flooding of areas far from
water courses... (See Enclosure 1)

Potential Impacts to Consider:

TLG believes that all Mossdale Tract Flood modeling and Adequate Progress reports that have been
publicly released to date have failed to fully consider and provide mitigation measures for:

(i) Unresolved and continuing sedimentation issues that continue to reduce channel flow capacity
in and along the South Delta Lower San Joaquin River System.

(i) Climate change and continued uncertainty relating to its effect on increasing the total potential
volumes of channel flows to be expected in and along the South Delta Lower San Joaquin River
System.
COMMENT: Martin Harris and several other South Manteca rural neighbors attended a
Central Valley Flood Protection Board Workshop on February 14, 2020. Although a
number of climate change presentations were made by staff, flood models and associated
drainage flow volumes related to climate change do not appear to have been fully
determined.

QUESTION: What effect will this have on determining the total amount of reservoir
storage water that can be safely stored in higher elevations throughout the Sacramento
and San Joaquin River Reservoir System(s)?

COMMENT: The Paradise Cut Expansion project, in the form presented in the “Conceptual
Design Technical Memo/Paradise Cut Expansion Project/April 9, 2019,” may or may not
prove adequate in offsetting the full range of development and other hydrology-related
impacts that may be created. Also, TLG believes that the Paradise Cut Expansion Stage
reductions called for between the Paradise Weir and the Airport Way (Vernalis Bridge)
may not fully address the potential for additional drainage impacts to be created. (See
Enclosures 1-13)

This is especially concerning when considering pages 4 and 5 of the Mossdale Tract
Program: 2019 Annual Adequate Progress Report Update for Urban Level of
Protection-Final Report (included as Attachment 2 to the 8/20/2019 MCC Meeting
Agenda Item B.3), which states that, “the Urban Flood Risk Reduction Study remains
incomplete and the Climate Adoption Policy is underway. As such, a new determination that the
project meets the appropriate Standard of Protection will need to be made in conjunction with
the 2020 Annual Report.”

QUESTION: How will what appears to be a very real potential for unresolved and
continuing sedimentation and climate change issues in and along the South Delta be

considered and allowed for in the final Mossdale Tract Drainage Plan? (See Enclosures
1-13)

(iii) A Stanislaus River right bank levee breach in the areas west of the City of Ripon.
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(iv) Limited topographic relief to ground surface areas in and along the South Delta.
QUESTION: Will mitigation measures be included to prevent any potential for reverse
channel flows and associated backwater effects that may impede the natural flow of Old
River as identified on pages 3A-28 and 3A-29 of the Bay Delta Conservation Plan
California WaterFix Final EIR/EIS (December 2016)?

QUESTION: Will limited topographic relief to ground surface areas in and along the South
Delta slow down San Joaquin River (and Paradise Cut) channel flows and promote
continuing sedimentation?

(v) Various federal and state-funded Manteca and Lathrop area highway construction and other
state, federal, and/or county transportation improvement projects as presented in (a) the 2014
San Joaquin Council of Governments Sustainable Communities Strategy, Draft EIR and 2015 FTIP
Conformity Document.
QUESTION: Have all roadway-related floodwater and other hydrology-related drainage
impacts to the areas south of Manteca been properly considered (ie: Reclamation Districts
17,2094, 2096, 2075, 2064, and the South San Joaquin Irrigation District (“SSJID”))?

(vi) Unresolved plans as to how the cities of Manteca and Lathrop can reasonably drain what
appears to be ever-increasing amounts of stormwater and effluent wastewater from the
residential , commercial, and industrial-zoned developing areas into non-developing areas that
flooded in 1997.
COMMENT: TLG believes that any and all total drainage flow volumes and drainage flow
patterns to be expected in and along the South Delta have not been adequately
determined and may be different than what the narrow scope of existing flood models may
indicate. (See Enclosures 1-13)

QUESTION: What potential increased flood water, stormwater, and effluent wastewater,
irrigation water, potable water delivery, traffic circulation, emergency vehicle services
response and private property road access impacts and changes to drainage patterns may
be created due to the construction (and/or expansion) of 100-year flood protection
infrastructure as appears to be called for due to a recent May 21, 2019 San Joaquin
County Board of Supervisors approval of Morning Hearing item #1: Development Title
Text Amendment No. PA 1900067 allowing revisions to the Definition of Structure?

QUESTION: What increased flood and back-water impacts may occur when that same
100-year infrastructure (as referenced in the previous question) is subjected to a 200-year
flood event?

(vii) Flood and other hydrology-related drainage impacts anticipated to occur in conjunction with
the ACE train and Valley Link rail expansions.
COMMENT: TLG believes that decisions related to rail system at-grade and grade
separation (aerial, embankment, tunnel, or trench) track modifications in and along the
areas crossing the South Delta (Mossdale) may affect both 100-year and 200-year
California Senate Bill No. 5 (“SB5”) flood water drainage and other hydrology-related
impacts in the areas around the Manteca and Lathrop communities.
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(viii) Flood and other hydrology-related drainage impacts anticipated to occur in conjunction with
RD 17 planned improvements associated with any and all Phase Il, Phase |1, and California Senate
Bill No. 5 200-year projects to be considered.

(ix) Flood and other hydrology-related impacts that may occur in conjunction with anticipated
changes to the Tri-Dam Project, the South San Joaquin Irrigation District, South San Joaquin
Groundwater Sustainability Agency (“SSJGSA”), South Delta Water Agency (‘SDWA”), and the
Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority water master plans.
COMMENT: TLG believes that any Tri-Dam Project, SSJID, SSJGSA, SDWA, or Eastern San
Joaquin Groundwater Authority water master plan needs to consider flood and other
hydrology-related impacts associated with SSJID drain #11 (and SSJID drain #10) for all
areas extending to their origin.

(x) Short-term and long-range flood and other hydrology-related impacts that may occur in
conjunction with what is anticipated to be a continuing series of approvals of water transfer
agreements between the SDWA and SSJID (or SSJGSA). (For an example, see SSJID 5/12/2020
meeting agenda items 9 and 10).
QUESTION: When considering the potential water supply needs in the areas of southwest
Manteca and Lathrop, isn’t it likely that a combination of one or more future SDWA and
SSJID (or SSJGSA) water transfer agreements will eventually over time result in water
supply, conveyance, conservation, and drainage infrastructure being modified or
constructed to transfer water to southwest Manteca as well as other SDWA users located
downstream?

QUESTION: If so, what drainage and other hydrology-related impacts should be
considered? (See Enclosures 1-13)

(xi) Flood and other hydrology-related impacts that may occur in conjunction with the anticipated
expansion of River Islands as proposed in the Notice of Preparation for the River Islands Phase 1
or 2 Project/Update for the West Lathrop Specific Plan.

(xii) Flood and other hydrology-related impacts that may occur in conjunction with the adoption of
the City of Lathrop’s Integrated Water Resources Master Plan (See LCC 12/9/19 meeting agenda
item 5.1 and associated project description figures 2.0-7 and 2.0-8).

(xiii) Flood and other hydrology-related impacts that may occur in conjunction with the San
Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency’s (“SJAFCA”) Lower San Joaquin River Project. TLG has been
informed that this project has won a coveted “New Start” designation in Fiscal Year 2020 along
with $27.225 million in federal funding for preconstruction, engineering, design, and construction
of the project’s first increment. SJAFCA’s Lower San Joaquin River Project will include Phase Il of
the Lower San Joaquin River Feasibility Study and Mossdale Tract.

(xiv) Potentially catastrophic flood risks associated with continuing delays as evidenced in
SJAFCA’s proposed time extension amendment to SB5 in order to achieve 200-year flood
protection for the Mossdale Tract and Manteca area Airport Way corridor.
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An informational briefing was conducted in association with the April 24, 2020 Central Valley

Flood Protection Board meeting agenda item 8D: San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency Projects
Update.

QUESTION: What mitigation measures will be provided as part of SJAFCA’s Lower San
Joaquin River Project to offset any floodwater and other hydrology-related drainage and
water delivery, conservation, and supply impacts to the areas south of Manteca (ie:
Reclamation Districts 17, 2094, 2096, 2075, 2064 and the SSJID)?

QUESTION: What part (if any) will the (i) Delta Conveyance Project and (ii) the California
Water Resilience Portfolio Initiative play in mitigating any and all drainage and water
delivery, conservation, and supply impacts that need to be considered?

QUESTION: When considering the anticipated economic downturn that many are
expecting to occur due to the COVID-19 health crisis, will sufficient drainage district
maintenance assessments and other flood protection and drainage infrastructure
construction funding be made available to construct (in a timely manner) all phases of the
SJAFCA Lower San Joaquin River Project? This includes the Paradise Cut Expansion
Project and other flood drainage protection project phases deemed necessary to protect
the high-risk areas south of Manteca (ie. Reclamation Districts 17,2094, 2096, 2075, 2064
and the SSJID). What potential impacts may occur if funding is either suspended or
exhausted? (See Enclosures 10-12)

With these concerns in mind, TLG urges the SJRRC members to consider the comments and concerns
stated in this letter while considering the scope of the forthcoming EIR. Again, TLG requests that all due
consideration is paid to hydrology impacts as may be affected by the development caused by the ACE
extension project. (See Enclosures 1-13)

Thank you for your attention to this very important matter.

Respectfully,

A
Martin Harrr_i:—_—_\

for Terra Land Group, LLC.

MH/cm
Enclosures:
These Enclosures can be downloaded as needed via Dropbox through the provided hyperlinks.

1. 2018-02-26 letter from TLG to the San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/8scnhemfwexbkr9/2018-02-26 LTR SJAFCA LSJR%20EIR Public
Comm wEncl.pdf?dI=0)

2. 2018-03-05 letter from TLG to the San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/tl0ir7soookd6ze/2018-03-05 LTR SJAFCA Letter2.pdf?dI=0)
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11.

12.
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2017-04-20 letter from TLG to the San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/7dy40jzlgeotw56/2017-04-20 LTR SJCBS Re04-25-17MtgPubCo
mm MHcm.pdf?dI=0)

2019-03-04 letter from TLG to the Manteca City Council
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/a8ldadéebor9c6p/2019-03-04 LTR MCC AgltD3.pdf?dI=0)
2019-03-18 letter from TLG to the City of Lathrop Public Works Department
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/musfé61jmz7azjvy/2019-03-18 LTR LPW EIRWaterResPlan.pdf?d|
=0)

2019-08-21 letter from TLG to the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Agency
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/srnfonfc2rbj1j1/2019-08-21 LTR ESJGA GSP.pdf?dI=0)
2019-10-07 letter from TLG to the San Joaquin Local Agency Formation Commission
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/snktcx3dvn8obbz/2019-10-07 LTR LAFCo Aglts4.pdf?dI=0)
2020-05-11 letter from TLG to the South San Joaquin Irrigation District
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/c7plzfsw56gvf1b/2020-05-11 LTR SSJID Aglts9.pdf?dI=0)
2020-06-01 letter from TLG to the Manteca City Council
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/dxbugnlscqp9p2r/2020-06-01 LTR MCC AgltsB3.pdf?dI=0)
2020-05-16 Manteca Bulletin news article “California Budget Cutbacks Threaten Environmental
Spending Plans”

2020-05-30 Manteca Bulletin news article “SJ River flows may triple in 45 years due to climate
shift”

2020-06-02 Manteca Bulletin news article “2065: Sediment builds up in SJ River while state
inaction helps cue up major flooding”

2020-05-19 letter from the City of Lathrop to the Honorable Susan Talamantes Eggman,
California State Assembly

San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency, Attn: Chris Elias, Executive Director

Central Valley Flood Protection Board, Attn: Ryan Jones

Elizabeth Salyers, Chief, Civil Works Project Management Branch, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Tri-Valley - San Joaquin Valley Regional Rail Authority Board of Directors, % Candice Kendall,
Executive Assistant
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https://www.dropbox.com/s/srnfonfc2rbj1j1/2019-08-21_LTR_ESJGA_GSP.pdf?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/snktcx3dvn8obbz/2019-10-07_LTR_LAFCo_AgIts4.pdf?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/c7plzfsw56gvf1b/2020-05-11_LTR_SSJID_AgIts9.pdf?dl=0
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ENCLOSURE 10

California budget cutbacks threaten environmental spending plans

SACRAMENTO (AP) — California Gov. Gavin
Newsom’s proposed budget cuts include canceling
billions of dollars in climate change spending, a blow
to environmental advocates who look to the state as a
stopgap for the Trump administration’s weakening of
federal protections.

In January, Newsom proposed a $12 billion “climate
budget” that, over the next five years, would offer
incentives for companies to convert to electric
vehicles, give low-interest loans to businesses to clean
up their practices and spend billions on projects
preparing for floods, droughts and wildfires.

But Thursday, Newsom proposed eliminating most of
the foundation for those programs to balance a budget
that will have an estimated $54.3 billion deficit. The
economic downturn has been brought by a statewide
stayat- home order to limit the spread of the
coronavirus. The order has closed most businesses for
two months, putting more than 4.5 million people out
of work and sending state tax collections plummeting.

The proposed cuts come as the state is battling the
Trump administration over water quality and auto
emissions, among other environmental issues.

“At a time when the Trump administration is mounting
an unprecedented assault on environmental and public
health protection, it’s absolutely devastating and
horrifying,” said Kassie Siegel, director of the Climate
Law Institute at the Center for Biological Diversity.

The Newsom administration says the cuts represent
“unprecedented times” that have forced the state to
“make sacrifices that we didn’t think six months ago
we would have to do.” The administration chose to
protect programs to clean up the air in disadvantaged
communities and to provide safe drinking water.

“All the leaders around the world from Germany to
Denmark to Japan are all suffering similar economic
fates,” said Jared Blumenfeld, secretary of the
California Environmental Protection Agency. “What
California is doing is prioritizing and making sure, as
the governor said, our values come first.”

The biggest cut was scrapping a proposal to borrow
$4.75 billion to prepare the state for climate-change
disasters like sea level rise that threatens the coastal
cities and devastating wildfires that have destroyed

to convince Newsom not to veto it over cost concerns.

Newsom canceled a $250 million contribution to the
“climate catalyst fund,” aimed at jump starting
investment in technology to help clean up private
sector polluters.

But the most ironic impact is on the state’s “cap and
trade” program, which requires big businesses to
purchase credits that allow them to pollute.
Coronavirus-related closures since mid-March have
shut down most businesses and kept cars off the road,
leading to a dramatic improvement in air quality. But
it’s also reduced the demand for credits, meaning the
state is likely to make less money when it sells them.

That means less money for a host of programs offering
incentives for companies to convert their diesel-
powered fleets — one of the largest sources of air
pollution — to electric vehicles.

“The good news is emissions are decreasing. However,
there is a lot of funding that has occurred in the past
that may not occur in the future as a result of that,”
Blumenfeld said.

The Newsom administration canceled a plan to hire 53
more people to regulate the state’s oil and gas industry.
The cut surprised environmental advocates because the
new employees would have been paid for not by state
income tax collections, but by fees paid from the oil
and gas industry itself.

California Department of Natural Resources Secretary
Wade Crowfoot said the new hires were withdrawn
because of “COVID-related economic issues impacting
that sector.”

“Oil and gas won,” said Kathryn Phillips, director of
Sierra Club California. “But people who breathe and
live near ports are losing.”

Western States Petroleum Association President Cathy
Reheis-Boyd said “there are no ‘winners’ when the
state or businesses have to make tough budget
decisions.”

“Even without these new positions, California will

continue to have the toughest regulatory standards for
oil production in the world,” she said.
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tens of thousands of buildings and killed more than 100 [ ]
people.

That proposal could be revived in the Legislature, e
where lawmakers view it as a type of economic

stimulus to create jobs during a coronavirus-induced
economic downturn. But they would first have
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ENCLOSURE

SJ River flows may triple in 45 years due to climate shift

F LOOD P ROT ECTION

By DENNIS WYATT
The Bulletin

Climate modeling by the Department of Water
Resources that assumes that within 45 years water flow
may triple in the San Joaquin River.

If that is the case plans and designs for state-mandated
protection against a 200-year flood — a reference to a
1 in 200 chance of an event of such a magnitude in a
given year and not the frequency — could be woefully
inadequate.

It also would mean the envisioned $180 million project
now being pursue to protect all of Lathrop outside of
River Islands, southwest Manteca, the

FLOW
FROM PAGE A1l

means flooding frequency could increase significantly
in rural South Manteca in the 5,000acre River Junction
Reclamation District. The area at the confluence of the
Stanislaus and San Joaquin rivers has flooded 11 times
in the 93 years since 11 miles of levees were built in
1927 to protect the farm area. A 12th major flood was
barely averted two years ago when an alert farmer
noticed a boil growing and was able to rally nears to
stop a breach before state re-enforcement arrived.

The Manteca City Council when they meet Tuesday at
7 p.m. with the public being able to attend for the first
time since the pandemic started in early March is being

Airport Way corridor north to French Camp, and
Weston Ranch may cost significantly more.

In addition to the 200-year flood protection
complication the new river flow projections on the San
Joaquin River will have on efforts to protect urban
areas, it also

SEE FLOW, PAGE A10

FOOD

PROTECTION

but also existing homes, businesses, and schools.

What would impacts of 200-year flood be Should a
200-year flood occur with multiple levee failures along
the Stanislaus and San Joaquin rivers south of the
Interstate 5 bridge before the merger with the 120
Bypass, engineers have indicated it would:

uflood 5,200 existing homes with 3 feet or more of
water.

uendanger and force the overall evacuation of 50,000
residents in Lathrop outside of River islands, Weston
Ranch in Stockton, southwest Manteca, and rural areas

uforce the evacuation of San Joaquin Hospital — the
county’s major trauma center — as well as the county

asked to join the cities of Lathrop and Stockton as well jail.

as San Joaquin County to ask the state for an extension
for a 2025 mandate that construction start on upgraded
flood protection.

Senate Bill 5 that put the mandate in place allows for
one justified 5-year extension to 2030.

If work is not started on actual levee improvements as
things sit now by 2025, no new construction will be
allowed in the identified 200-year floodplain. That runs
the gamut from new commercial, residential, and

uforce first responders at five fire stations, the Lathrop
Police Department and the county sheriff to abandon
their stations and key communication centers in the
middle of a major emergency.

uLathrop High and Weston Ranch High would have
water flowing through their campuses as would six
other Manteca Unified elementary schools.
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industrial to improvements that increase square footage
such as home additions as well as new outbuildings
such as barns.

While the extension could be justified simply based on
having to re-adjust the project to take into account by
new Department of Water Resources projected river
water flows, the San Joaquin Area Flood Control
Agency’s (SJAFCA) is also arguing the COVID-19
pandemic will create economic impacts making it
difficult to raise the needed funds to do the work.

New construction taking place in the 200year flood
plain is already paying fees toward the work. The fear
is construction may slow down and reduce the funds
flowing to the agency to perform the work. In addition
a property assessment of some type on all new and
existing development is needed.

The SJAFCA project would also protects a portion of
Stockton, French Camp, and the rural area between
Weston Ranch and Lathrop.

River Islands at Lathrop — with 300-foot wide super
levees — isn’t expected to have issues if water flows in
the San Joaquin River triple by 2065.

Ironically a project River Islands has been seeking
federal and state approval for — widening the Paradise
Cut that bypasses the problematic elbows on the San
Joaquin River at Mossdale and connects with the Old
River between Tracy and Lathrop — has been tied up
by federal agencies for more than 15 years. When
plans for the project that will take pressure off levees
protecting Lathrop and parts of Manteca was first
submitted, federal officials said it would be an 18-
month approval process.

SJAFCA officials estimate the five-year time extension | = -

will enable construction of more than 7,000 housing
units, thousands of square feet of commercial and
industrial space, and create almost 22,000 jobs. Most
importantly, it will ensure residents and properties in
the Mossdale Tract area are fully protected from a 200-
year flood event.

That construction will not only generate funds to build
better flood protection for growth

Saturday, 05/30/2020 Page .A01
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uforce the closure of portion of Interstate 5 — the

major West Coast freeway running from Mexico to
Canada — and the 120 Bypass.

uwater would swamp the wastewater treatment plant
serving 84,500 existing Manteca residents and more
than 13,000 of Lathrop’s nearly 26,000 residents.

udisrupt Union Pacific Railroad train movements as
well as damage tracks that Altamont Corridor Express
relies on.

ul82 commercial and industrial properties from Costco
to the Lathrop Target and Tesla Motors to Simplot
would be flooded.

And that’s just for starters. Modeling shows a number
of existing homes would likely suffer water damage in
fringe areas that could receive upwards of three feet of
flood water.

Manteca, Lathrop, and Stockton aren’t the only
communities impacted by the Senate Bill 5 mandate.
There are 85 cities in 33 Central Valley counties that
have to comply.

To contact Dennis Wyatt, email
dwyatt@mantecabulletin.com
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This dry levee south of Woodward Avenue is part of
the plan to enhance 200-year-flood protection. The
levee is expected to be extended and made more
robust.

Bulletin file photo
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2065: Sediment builds up in SJ River while state inaction helps cue up major flooding

If we can take snippets of science in a rapidly evolving situation at face value during an evolving threat to public
health and safety and suspend all sorts of rules that protect fish from single use plastic bags to suspending the
right to peaceful assembly as we have during the COVID-19 pandemic why can’t we do the same when it comes
to climate change?

The science offered up by the state Department of Water Resources contends water flow will triple in the San
Joaquin River over the next 45 years due to climate change.

This has led to an upending of plans moving forward to spend $180 million for 200-year flood protection — a
reference to the chances of a certain size of flooding event happening in a given year as opposed to frequency —
for most of Lathrop as well as parts of Manteca and Stockton.

The new flow numbers the state wants used will require going back to the drawing board and likely spending
closer to a half billion dollars.

Senate Bill 5 that mandates 200year flood protection was devised in the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina when the
Mississippi River laid waste to New Orleans due to insufficient levee flood protection.

If climate change is indeed a major threat to public health and safety then why does the state keep insisting that
local jurisdictions pursue mandated solutions after putting cities and counties in proverbial strait jackets?

The modeling of the Department of Water Resources that underscores the fears that have been whipped up by
climate change is a challenge on par with COVID-19. As such we need to pull the plug on any behavior that
doesn’t stem the threat climate change imposes including successful environmental challenges to dredging the
San Joaquin River after it passes Vernalis.

You will find Vernalis about 10 miles south of Manteca where the Stanislaus River joins up with the San Joaquin
River. Driving across the Airport Way bridge looking south toward Vernalis you can see evidence of a major
impediment to the San Joaquin River being able to handle increasing levels of water flow due to climate change
or any other reason. It is sediment build up that could easily be dredged to deepen and increase the river’s ability
to carry larger water flows.

Memorial Day weekend when water flows had kicked up due to late spring releases, dozens of people walked
across the submerged part of the sand bar to the sediment island created almost in the center of the channel.

Crossing to the exposed sand bar from the rural Tracy side of the river is suicidal given not just the cold water
but the swiftness of the river.

Proposition 13 — the 2000 water bond measure approved by voters — included funding to study sediment
build-up much to the objection of some environmentalists as well as cubicle jockeys at the Department of Water
Resources.

The provision to fund a dredging study was the result of a hard-fought effort by then State Senator Mike
Machado to get it included in the bond measure. The study, and a lot of other work voters were promised that
would happen if they passed the bond, never happened.

That’s because then Gov. Gray Davis — with the concurrence of the California Legislature — “borrowed” $1
billion in Prop. 13 bond money to plug a hole in the state budget. The money, of course, was never paid back so
projects including the dredging study could be done.

By the way, Gov. Gavin Newsom wants to rip a page from Gray Davis’ playbook and once again “borrow”
money from special funds such as bonds to plug Titanic-sizes holes he blasted in the state budget over multiple
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years with his COVID-19 response. Newsom, just like Davis, promises the state will pay back what it
“borrows.”

The issue of silt build up being a potential major contributing factor to flooding on the Lower San Joaquin River
Vernalis to a point west of Mossdale — the critical area for the needed 200-year flood protection — has been
brought up in the years by various government papers.

Longtime farmers have always said that there has been at least six feet of sediment build up since the 1960s
when the Central Valley Water Project re-plumbed the West Side of the San Joaquin Valley.

There is arguably tons of anecdotal evidence the farmers are right that can be seen in drought years measured
against the early 1960s. You can see the evidence between Vernalis and Mossdale. The study was either
supposed to be able to dispel that anecdotal evidence or confirm its existence.

The reason environmental groups fought its inclusion in the water bond project and shed no tears when Gray
Davis essentially killed the study is their working contention that anything in place that is part of a habitat is part
of the environment even if it was the result of misdirected decisions by man. In this case “man” is actually the
State of California acting in concert with the United States government.

If the Department of Water Resources is so sure of modeling that San Joaquin River flow could triple by 2065
then why doesn’t it justify a COVID-19-style approach?

Not only should the Lower San Joaquin River should be dredged but it should happen without a time consuming
environmental impact report.

The same holds true for efforts to create a bypass of the problematic Mossdale bend where much of the flooding
concerns for Lathrop, Manteca, and Stockton can be found. The application to widen Paradise Cut to create a
bypass south of Manteca to connect with the Old River east of Lathrop has languished in the federal
environmental review process for 15 years. When it was submitted to the Army Corps of Engineers, it was
supposed to be an 18-month process.

Dredging the river would also take pressure off the highly vulnerable levees along the Stanislaus and San
Joaquin rivers that have failed 11 times in 93 years. The threat those levees pose to Lathrop and Manteca is why
the dry of cross levee south of Woodward Avenue is so critical to the 200-year flood protection plan for 50,000
existing residents, their homes, public infrastructure including the 120 Bypass and Interstate 5, businesses,
schools, and more.

Unlike COVID-19 that did not exist as a threat 10 months ago, the state and federal bureaucracy has been
acutely aware of the ticking time bomb better known as the San Joaquin River. Yet a definite solution such as
dredging that could reduce death and other carnage has been ignored and buried by the state bureaucracy in
complicity with the environmental perfection movement.

To contact Dennis Wyatt, email dwyatt@mantecabulletin.com
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DENNIS WYATT

Editor Department of Water of Resources employees take water depth readings of the San Joaquin River
from the Airport Way bridge several years ago.
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ENCLOSURE 13
City of Lathrop

From the Desk of Mayor Sonny Dhaliwal
390 Towne Centre Drive

Lathrop, California 95330

(209) 941-7213 - City Phone

(209) 670-4053 - City Cell

Email: sdhaliwal@ci.lathrop.ca.us

May 19, 2020

Honorable Susan Talamantes Eggman
California State Assembly

State Capitol, Room 4117

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Flood Control Legislation
Dear Assembly Member Eggman,

I am writing to request your support and assistance in helping our San jJoaquin County
communities achieve a 200-year event flood control standard to protect life and property in
Mossdale Tract in San Joaquin County.

The Mossdale Tract is a 22,000-acre area located in central San Joaquin County and bordered on
the west by the San Joaquin River. One third of the Mossdale Tract is within the city boundaries
of Lathrop, Manteca, and Stockton. The levees along the Mossdale Tract do not currently provide
200-year flood protection. This poses a significant risk to public health, safety, and property.

Pursuant to SB 5 (2007), by 2025, the San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency (SJAFCA) must
complete construction of a flood control system to achieve an Urban Level of Protection (ULOP),
which is a project designed to protect the Mossdale Tract from a 200-year event flood event.
SJAFCA must annually issue an adequate progress report and then communities relying on that
report must make annual findings. If SJAFCA cannot issue the annual report, then housing,
commercial, and industrial development planned for Mossdale Tract in the near and far term
must cease, and the jobs associated with those developments will not be created.

SJAFCA's inability to make an adequate progress report will also put an end to implementation
of development fees and other local assessments needed to raise the funding necessary to move
forward with the ULOP. This will eliminate SJAFCA's ability to obtain hundreds of millions of
dollars of federal funds to complete the needed project.

Prior to 2018, other local agencies in San Joaquin County were responsible for complying with SB
5 and its 2025 deadline. Progress was inconsistent during this period. However, on January 1,
2018, SJAFCA took over the role of Local Flood Management Agency (LFMA) responsible for
complying with 5B 5.

Since assuming that responsibility, SJAFCA has made great progress in bringing the process back
on track. Nonetheless, several factors have intervened to make it clear that we are close to the
point at which SJAFCA will not be able to issue the annual report demonstrating adequate
progress. Among others, these factors include:





» Asaresultof climate change, recent studies by the Department of Water Resources predict
that by 2065 there may be three times the flow in the San Joaquin River than was originally
planned for when designing the ULOP project. This increased flow will require significant
changes to the original project alternatives at substantial cost and delay in both design
and construction.

o With the arrival of COVID-19 and the resulting economic calamity, it is now highly
unlikely that over the next year SJAFCA will be able to raise the local funds needed, and
if unsuccessful that will assure that SJAFCA will no longer be able to make the 2025
deadline set forth in SB 5. Again, continued adequate progress is necessary for
development to occur at Mossdale Tract. In turn, development is required to raise the local
funds to both fund a project as well as to obtain matching Federal funds for an infusion of
hundreds of millions of dollars. Moreover, the ravaged economy has undermined
confidence and delayed most development plans by a year or two. All this is enough to
sidetrack project-financing assessments, the foundation of the plan to raise necessary
funds to complete the flood control system.

To address these challenges, SJAFCA must obtain a one-time extension of the 2025 deadline set
forth in SB 5 to 2030. Without this extension, it is very likely that SJAFCA and the other local
agencies will never have the funding to complete a 200-year ULOP project, thereby assuring
eventual physical harm to people living in Mossdale Tract and damage to property in Mossdale
Tract.

On the other hand, if the SB 5 deadline is extended by just five years, in a year or two SJAFCA
will be able to take advantage of renewed development impact fees as well as implement local
assessments to move forward on the 200-year ULOP project, which will also generate the local
funds necessary to qualify for hundreds of millions of federal matching funds to complete the
project. The extension will also enable construction of more than 7000 housing units and
thousands of square feet of commercial space by 2030 and create almost 22,000 jobs in the
meantime. Most importantly, it will ensure residents and property alike in Mossdale Tract are
fully protected from a 200-year flood event.

All of this can be accomplished without new state spending, as there is no new state spending
associated with extending the SB 5 deadline by five years.

For these reasons, I respectfully request your support and assistance to obtain the necessary
amendment to SB 5 this year.

Thank you for your consideration. I would be pleased to provide you with any additional
information you may require.

Sincerely, 2

Mayor Dhaliwal

cc: Chris Elias, Executive Director, San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency
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June 29,2020
VIA EMAIL

San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission
Attn: ACE Ceres-Merced Extension Project
949 East Channel Street

Stockton, CA 95202
(MercedExtComments@acerail.com)

Re: Public Comments on the ACE Ceres-Merced Extension Project Environmental Impact
Report Notice of Preparation.

Dear Commission Members,

My name is Martin Harris and | am an authorized representative for Terra Land Group, LLC (“TLG”). Over
the past few years, TLG representative Martin Harris has:
(i) Attended many public and private meetings; and
(ii) Reviewed thousands of pages of environmental documents; and
(iii) Written over seven hundred letters to local and state authorities expressing concerns related
to the effects of development on flooding in our area.

TLG wishes to comment on the upcoming Environmental Impact Report to be prepared for the ACE
Ceres-Merced Extension Project which is a component of the Valley Rail Program. According to
information provided on the ACE website, the Project would consist of the following:

e A Ceresto Merced Extension Alignment consisting of upgrades and new tracks and bridges within
the UPRR Fresno Subdivision between Ceres and Merced:;

e New Turlock, Livingston or Atwater, and Merced Stations along the extension alignment; and

e A new permanent Merced Layover & Maintenance Facility to support extension operations.

TLG is not opposed to development or transportation upgrades in the Central Valley. However, as
decisions are being made which may create long-term, permanent changes to the region, TLG wants the
authorities involved to consider all the impacts these developments may cause. TLG believes the Valley
Link Project could contribute to significant and potentially unforeseen flood impacts due to elevation
changes and construction-related backwater effects which may affect existing water drainage patterns. In
addition, the new transportation provided by the Project will likely spur new urban development in areas
the Project services. These future communities could be vulnerable to the increased flood impacts caused
by the Project.

Therefore, TLG asks the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (“SJRRC”) members to ensure that
impacts to hydrology, elevation and drainage patterns are included and addressed in the forthcoming EIR
for the full extent of the project area. Further details and data on the possibility of increased flooding are
included below.
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For some time now, TLG has expressed concerns that the developing areas may not be paying their fair
share towards the total floodwater, stormwater, and wastewater drainage impacts that may be created to
the non-developing rural areas south of Manteca. (ie: Reclamation Districts 17,2094, 2096, 2075, 2064
and SSJID) (See Enclosures 1-13)

This becomes especially important when it is considered that any and all total drainage flow volumes and
drainage flow patterns to be expected in and along the South Delta may not have been adequately
determined and may be different than what the narrow scope of existing flood models indicate. (See
Enclosures 10-12) In addition, TLG believes that the non-developing rural areas south of Manteca (ie:
Reclamation Districts 17, 2094, 2096, 2075, 2064 and SSJID) must be included in any flood protection or
drainage plan to be considered.

In addition, as more and more people move into California and as more land is being developed or farmed,
there needs to be more water storage and reuse opportunities to accommodate those increased needs.
This is especially important as local city, county, state, and federal authorities take various actions to
divert or hold back an increasing amount of water (from all sources) to make more water available to the
public they serve. However, there also needs to be safe ways of storing, delivering, conveying, draining,
and discharging that water to avoid flood and other hydrology-related impacts for the people who live in
the areas that may be affected.

TLG is writing this letter to make the SJRRC members aware of what appears to be a joint effort by both
local, state, and federal authorities to pursue a phased strategy of flood protection and other
federally-assisted improvements both inside and outside of the South Delta to meet California Senate Bill
No. 5 (“SB5”) requirements as well as provide improved efficiencies in the ways we currently are storing,
delivering, reusing, and draining water. (See Enclosure 1)

TLG believes that storing, delivering, reusing, and draining water in and along the South Delta becomes
complicated when it is considered that the January 2018 San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin
River, CA Final Integrated Interim Feasibility Report/EIR/EIS: (‘LSJRFS”) includes the following:

1. Page ES-1 of the LSJRFS states: The study area also includes the distributary channels of the San
Joaquin River in the southernmost reaches of the Delta; Paradise Cut and Old River as far north as Tracy
Boulevard, and Middle River as far north as Victoria Canal.

2. Page 3-31 of the LSJRFS states: Currently, the levee safety program has defined the levee system that
incorporates RD 17 as bounded on the north by Walker Slough, west by the San Joaquin River and south
by the Stanislaus River. This includes RD 17, RD 2096, RD 2094, RD 2075 and RD 2064.

3. Page 5-17 of the LSJRFS states: Stanislaus River to Paradise Cut. The confluence of the San Joaquin
and Stanislaus Rivers defines the upstream extent of the hydraulic model used for this study.

4. Page ES-2 of the LSJRFS states:
Analysis of the study area is challenged by the presence of three sources of flooding, the Delta Front,
Calaveras River and San Joaquin River. This results in commingled floodplains for the North and Central
Stockton areas. The distributary nature of the Delta also affects Delta water levels, because high flows
from the Sacramento River may “fill” the Delta prior to a peak inflow on the San Joaquin River as occurred
in 1997, raising water levels on the Delta front levees.
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5. Page 5-27 of the LSJRFS states: 2.1.1 FLOODING Problem: There is significant risk to public health,
safety and property in the study area associated with flooding. The study area is located in the Central
Valley of California which has very little topographic relief, resulting in potential flooding of areas far from
water courses... (See Enclosure 1)

Potential Impacts to Consider:

TLG believes that all Mossdale Tract Flood modeling and Adequate Progress reports that have been
publicly released to date have failed to fully consider and provide mitigation measures for:

(i) Unresolved and continuing sedimentation issues that continue to reduce channel flow capacity
in and along the South Delta Lower San Joaquin River System.

(i) Climate change and continued uncertainty relating to its effect on increasing the total potential
volumes of channel flows to be expected in and along the South Delta Lower San Joaquin River
System.
COMMENT: Martin Harris and several other South Manteca rural neighbors attended a
Central Valley Flood Protection Board Workshop on February 14, 2020. Although a
number of climate change presentations were made by staff, flood models and associated
drainage flow volumes related to climate change do not appear to have been fully
determined.

QUESTION: What effect will this have on determining the total amount of reservoir
storage water that can be safely stored in higher elevations throughout the Sacramento
and San Joaquin River Reservoir System(s)?

COMMENT: The Paradise Cut Expansion project, in the form presented in the “Conceptual
Design Technical Memo/Paradise Cut Expansion Project/April 9, 2019,” may or may not
prove adequate in offsetting the full range of development and other hydrology-related
impacts that may be created. Also, TLG believes that the Paradise Cut Expansion Stage
reductions called for between the Paradise Weir and the Airport Way (Vernalis Bridge)
may not fully address the potential for additional drainage impacts to be created. (See
Enclosures 1-13)

This is especially concerning when considering pages 4 and 5 of the Mossdale Tract
Program: 2019 Annual Adequate Progress Report Update for Urban Level of
Protection-Final Report (included as Attachment 2 to the 8/20/2019 MCC Meeting
Agenda Item B.3), which states that, “the Urban Flood Risk Reduction Study remains
incomplete and the Climate Adoption Policy is underway. As such, a new determination that the
project meets the appropriate Standard of Protection will need to be made in conjunction with
the 2020 Annual Report.”

QUESTION: How will what appears to be a very real potential for unresolved and
continuing sedimentation and climate change issues in and along the South Delta be

considered and allowed for in the final Mossdale Tract Drainage Plan? (See Enclosures
1-13)

(iii) A Stanislaus River right bank levee breach in the areas west of the City of Ripon.
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(iv) Limited topographic relief to ground surface areas in and along the South Delta.
QUESTION: Will mitigation measures be included to prevent any potential for reverse
channel flows and associated backwater effects that may impede the natural flow of Old
River as identified on pages 3A-28 and 3A-29 of the Bay Delta Conservation Plan
California WaterFix Final EIR/EIS (December 2016)?

QUESTION: Will limited topographic relief to ground surface areas in and along the South
Delta slow down San Joaquin River (and Paradise Cut) channel flows and promote
continuing sedimentation?

(v) Various federal and state-funded Manteca and Lathrop area highway construction and other
state, federal, and/or county transportation improvement projects as presented in (a) the 2014
San Joaquin Council of Governments Sustainable Communities Strategy, Draft EIR and 2015 FTIP
Conformity Document.
QUESTION: Have all roadway-related floodwater and other hydrology-related drainage
impacts to the areas south of Manteca been properly considered (ie: Reclamation Districts
17,2094, 2096, 2075, 2064, and the South San Joaquin Irrigation District (“SSJID”))?

(vi) Unresolved plans as to how the cities of Manteca and Lathrop can reasonably drain what
appears to be ever-increasing amounts of stormwater and effluent wastewater from the
residential , commercial, and industrial-zoned developing areas into non-developing areas that
flooded in 1997.
COMMENT: TLG believes that any and all total drainage flow volumes and drainage flow
patterns to be expected in and along the South Delta have not been adequately
determined and may be different than what the narrow scope of existing flood models may
indicate. (See Enclosures 1-13)

QUESTION: What potential increased flood water, stormwater, and effluent wastewater,
irrigation water, potable water delivery, traffic circulation, emergency vehicle services
response and private property road access impacts and changes to drainage patterns may
be created due to the construction (and/or expansion) of 100-year flood protection
infrastructure as appears to be called for due to a recent May 21, 2019 San Joaquin
County Board of Supervisors approval of Morning Hearing item #1: Development Title
Text Amendment No. PA 1900067 allowing revisions to the Definition of Structure?

QUESTION: What increased flood and back-water impacts may occur when that same
100-year infrastructure (as referenced in the previous question) is subjected to a 200-year
flood event?

(vii) Flood and other hydrology-related drainage impacts anticipated to occur in conjunction with
the ACE train and Valley Link rail expansions.
COMMENT: TLG believes that decisions related to rail system at-grade and grade
separation (aerial, embankment, tunnel, or trench) track modifications in and along the
areas crossing the South Delta (Mossdale) may affect both 100-year and 200-year
California Senate Bill No. 5 (“SB5”) flood water drainage and other hydrology-related
impacts in the areas around the Manteca and Lathrop communities.
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https://www.dropbox.com/s/8scnhemfwexbkr9/2018-02-26_LTR_SJAFCA_LSJR%20EIR_PublicComm_wEncl.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/8scnhemfwexbkr9/2018-02-26_LTR_SJAFCA_LSJR%20EIR_PublicComm_wEncl.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/tl0ir7soookd6ze/2018-03-05_LTR_SJAFCA_Letter2.pdf?dl=0



https://www.dropbox.com/s/7dy40jzlqeotw56/2017-04-20_LTR_SJCBS_Re04-25-17MtgPubComm_MHcm.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/7dy40jzlqeotw56/2017-04-20_LTR_SJCBS_Re04-25-17MtgPubComm_MHcm.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/a8ldad6e6or9c6p/2019-03-04_LTR_MCC_AgItD3.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/musf61jmz7azjvy/2019-03-18_LTR_LPW_EIRWaterResPlan.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/musf61jmz7azjvy/2019-03-18_LTR_LPW_EIRWaterResPlan.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/srnfonfc2rbj1j1/2019-08-21_LTR_ESJGA_GSP.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/snktcx3dvn8obbz/2019-10-07_LTR_LAFCo_AgIts4.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/c7plzfsw56gvf1b/2020-05-11_LTR_SSJID_AgIts9.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/dxbuqnlscqp9p2r/2020-06-01_LTR_MCC_AgItsB3.pdf?dl=0









javascript:gPage("A","A10");



mailto:dwyatt@mantecabulletin.com






mailto:dwyatt@mantecabulletin.com



javascript:pl_openIFrame("https://www.mantecabulletin.com/");
javascript:pl_openIFrame("http://www.tecnavia.com");









mailto:Nicholas.White@Waterboards.ca.gov
mailto:state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov
mailto:MercedExtComments@acerail.com
mailto:Houa.Yang@waterboards.ca.gov
mailto:Nicholas.White@waterboards.ca.gov






http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/basin_plans/



http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/constpermits.shtml
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/constpermits.shtml









mailto:mcranford@stancofair.com
mailto:MercedExtComments@acerail.com
mailto:jillbower1@gmail.com
mailto:bill_mattos@yahoo.com


















mailto:marjorie.blom@ci.ceres.ca.us
mailto:MercedExtComments@acerail.com



mailto:delshire@stacywitbeck.com
mailto:MercedExtComments@acerail.com



mailto:jose.martinez@stantec.com
mailto:MercedExtComments@acerail.com



mailto:quinterof@cityofmerced.org
mailto:MercedExtComments@acerail.com



mailto:mikayla.vaba@opr.ca.gov
mailto:MercedExtComments@acerail.com
https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/Search/Advanced



mailto:sarah_kurtz@comcast.net
mailto:MercedExtComments@acerail.com









http://gis.bam.water.ca.gov/bam/
http://cvfpb.ca.gov/fees-2019/



mailto:Marjorie.Blom@ci.ceres.ca.us
mailto:MercedExtComments@acerail.com
mailto:Ann.Montgomery@ci.ceres.ca.us
mailto:Tom.Westbrook@ci.ceres.ca.us
mailto:Marjorie.blom@ci.ceres.ca.us
mailto:Tom.Westbrook@ci.ceres.ca.us









mailto:sandy.singh27@gmail.com
mailto:MercedExtComments@acerail.com
mailto:surajjhutti@gmail.com
mailto:engineering@turlock.ca.us
mailto:abublak@turlock.ca.us



mailto:bazyukd@stancounty.com
mailto:MercedExtComments@acerail.com

From: Patrick Cavanah

To: Merced Comments

Cc: Sheryl Swartz

Subject: ACE Ceres-Merced Extension Project
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 11:26:03 AM

Attachments: 2@07071005.9&

[The e-mail below isfrom an external source. Please do not open attachments or click
links from an unknown or suspiciousorigin.]

Good Morning,

Please see the attached comment letter from the Stanislaus County Environmental Review
Committee regarding the Ace Ceres-Merced Extension Project Notice of Preparation of an EIR.

An original copy of the letter has been placed in the mail.
Thank you,

Patrick Cavanah

Stanislaus County

Chief Executive Office
209-652-1975
cavanahp@stancounty.com
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| STRIVING TOGETHER TO BE THE BEST!
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Jody L. Hayes
Chief Executive Officer

Patrice M. Dietrich
Assistant Executive Officer

Raul L. Mendez
Assistant Executive Officer

STANISLAUS COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE

July 6, 2020

San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission
Attn: ACE Ceres — Merced Extension Project
949 East Channel Street

Stockton, CA 95202

SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL REFERRAL - SAN JOAQUIN REGIONAL RAIL
COMMISSION — ACE CERES-MERCED EXTENSION PROJECT - NOTICE OF
PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR)

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above-referenced project.

The Stanislaus County Environmental Review Committee (ERC) has reviewed the subject
project and provides the following comments:

Utilities/Service Systems

If the proposed project locations are to be located within unincorporated areas of Stanislaus
County, please consider addressing if these locations will be providing restrooms or other
amenities, where a non-municipal water supply and / or sewer connection would be required.
The ERC appreciates the opportunity to comment on this project.

Sincerely,

E NN C/i/sz

Patrick Cavanah

Sr. Management Consultant
Environmental Review Committee
PC:ss

folo ERC Members

1010 10" Street, Ste. 6800, Modesto, CA 95354 Post Office Box 3404
Modesto, California 95353 Phone: 209.525.6333 Fax: 209.544.6226




From: Ramon Salinas

To: Merced Comments; Marketing

Cc: Planning

Subject: RE: Stanislaus County ERC Referral - SJRRC - ACE Ceres — Merced Extension Project — Notice of Preparation of
an EIR and Virtual Meetings - Please respond by July 7, 2020

Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 11:24:44 AM

[The e-mail below isfrom an external source. Please do not open attachmentsor click
links from an unknown or suspiciousorigin.]

Correction:
Public Works has some comments.

e Where at-grade highway-rail crossings are proposed to be created or modified as part of this
project, pedestrian crossing improvements should be evaluated and installed. At minimum
new track panels shall be extended beyond the roadway edge to accommodate future
pedestrian crossings. Coordinate with local highway agency.

e Railroad pre-emption system evaluations shall be included in the scope of this project.
Preemption timing and track detection systems shall be installed or modified as necessary.
Coordinate with local highway agency.

Thank you

Ramon Salinas
Assistant Engineer
Stanislaus County Public Works

1010 10t Street, Suite 4204
Modesto, CA 95354

Phone: 209-525-7564

Cell: 209-278-5734

Fax: 209-525-6507

Email: salinasr@stancounty.com

From: Ramon Salinas

Sent: Sunday, June 21, 2020 7:42 PM

To: MercedExtComments@acerail.com

Cc: Planning <planning@stancounty.com>

Subject: RE: Stanislaus County ERC Referral - SJIRRC - ACE Ceres — Merced Extension Project — Notice
of Preparation of an EIR and Virtual Meetings - Please respond by July 7, 2020

Good Afternoon,

Public Works has no comments.
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Thank you.

Ramon Salinas
Assistant Engineer
Stanislaus County Public Works

1010 10t Street, Suite 4204
Modesto, CA 95354

Phone: 209-525-7564

Cell: 209-278-5734

Fax: 209-525-6507

Email: salinasr@stancounty.com

From: Planning
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2020 1:47 PM

To: Kelly Covello <covellok@stancounty.com>; Sheryl Swartz <swartzs@stancounty.com>; Patrick
Cavanah <cavanahp@stancounty.com>; Angela Freitas <ANGELA@stancounty.com>; Kristin Doud
<Doudk@stancounty.com>; Miguel Galvez <GALVEZM@stancounty.com>; Milton O'Haire
<miltono@stancounty.com>; Dan Bernaciak <danielb@stancounty.com>; Amit Sandhu
<amits@stancounty.com>; Randy Crook <RCROOK@stanoes.com>; Matthew Jenkins
<MJENKINS@stanoes.com>; Michael Ziman <zimanm@stancounty.com>; Cesar Acevedo
<cacevedo@envres.org>; JAMI AGGERS <JAGGERS@envres.org>; Jennifer Marchy
<jmarchy@envres.org>; RACHEL RIESS <rariess@envres.org>; JANIS MEIN <JMEIN@envres.org>; KIT
MCCLURG <KMCCLURG@envres.org>; WALLACE LOW <WLOW @envres.org>; Ryan Barney
<rabarney@envres.org>; WALEED YOSIF <WYOSIF@envres.org>; Walter Ward
<wward@envres.org>; KARL QUINN <KQUINN@envres.org>; Lane Avilla <lavilla@envres.org>;
Alexandria Fontana <afontana@envres.org>; MARY-KATE COOK <MKCOOK@envres.org>; Parminder
Dhillon <pdhillon@envres.org>; Mandip Dhillon <mdhillon@envres.org>; Emily Grimes
<egrimes@envres.org>; ALVIN LAL <ALAL@envres.org>; Gloria Romero <gromero@envres.org>;
Michael Parker <mparker@stansheriff.com>; raduncan@ucanr.edu; Frederic Clark
<CLARKF@stancounty.com>; Ramon Salinas <SALINASR@stancounty.com>; Lynnette Henson
<hensonl@stancounty.com>; David Leamon <Leamond@stancounty.com>; Andrew Malizia
<Maliziaa@stancounty.com>; Sara Lytle-Pinhey <pinheys@stancounty.com>; Erica Inacio
<inacioe@stancounty.com>

Cc: Jennifer Akin <AKINJ@stancounty.com>; Angelica Duenas <DUENASA®@stancounty.com>; Arcelia

Garcia <garciaar@stancounty.com>

Subject: Stanislaus County ERC Referral - SJRRC - ACE Ceres — Merced Extension Project — Notice of
Preparation of an EIR and Virtual Meetings - Please respond by July 7, 2020

Importance: High

ERC-20. San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission — ACE Ceres — Merced Extension Project —
Notice of Preparation of an EIR and Virtual Meetings is attached for your review and
comments.
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Please see the attached email below for additional information.

Thank you,

Arcelia Garcia
Administrative Clerk Ill
Stanislaus County Planning & Community Development

From: ACE Rail <marketing@acerail.com>

Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2020 2:00 PM

To: Angela Freitas <ANGELA@stancounty.com>

Subject: ACE Ceres—Merced Extension Project — Notice of Preparation of an EIR and Virtual Meetings

2]

(-]
®

ACE Ceres—Merced Extension Project

Notice of Preparation of an EIR and Virtual Meetings

The San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (SJRRC) intends to prepare an
environmental impact report (EIR), consistent with requirements under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The purpose of the EIR is to evaluate the
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environmental issues associated with the proposed improvements included in the
Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) Ceres—Merced Extension Project. The SJRRC will
serve as the lead agency under CEQA for the EIR.

The Project, for which this NOP is being released, is Phase Il of the Project that was
analyzed in the ACE Extension Lathrop to Ceres/Merced EIR. The new EIR that is being
prepared by the SJRRC will analyze the potential environmental impacts from expanding
ACE service between Ceres and Merced at a project-level detail. This new project-level
EIR is tiered from the programmatic analysis in the prior EIR and, thus, where appropriate,
the new EIR will incorporate analysis from the prior analysis.

The Project would consist of the following proposed elements:

¢ A Ceres to Merced Extension Alignment consisting of upgrades and new tracks
and bridges within the UPRR Fresno Subdivision between Ceres and Merced;

e New Turlock, Livingston or Atwater, and Merced Stations along the extension
alignment; and

¢ A new permanent Merced Layover & Maintenance Facility to support extension
operations.

The purpose of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) is to notify agencies, organizations, and
individuals that SJRRC plans to prepare the EIR and to request input on the scope of the
environmental analysis to be performed. The NOP provides a more detailed description of
the Project and can be viewed online at https://acerail.com/merced-extension-eir.

Virtual Scoping Meetings

In accordance with current social distancing guidance related to the Novel Coronavirus
(COVID-19), all scoping meetings for the ACE Ceres—Merced Extension Project will take
place online as webinars. Virtual scoping meetings will take place at the following dates
and times:

o Virtual Scoping Meeting #1 (Webinar) - June 25, 2020 (3:00 P.M. - 4:30 P.M.)
e Virtual Scoping Meeting #2 (Webinar) - June 25, 2020 (6:30 P.M. - 8:00 P.M.)
e Virtual Scoping Meeting #3 (Webinar) - June 30, 2020 (6:30 P.M. - 8:00 P.M.)

The link to join each virtual open house will be made available on the Project webpage
prior to the webinars. Visit the Project webpage at hitps://acerail.com/merced-extension-
eir to sign up to receive email reminders for these webinars. Virtual scoping meetings will
begin with a live presentation providing an overview of the Project and the CEQA process,
followed by a question and answer session based on questions submitted online from
attendees. All three virtual scoping meetings will be identical in format and content.

Scoping Comments

SJRRC is seeking comments from agencies, stakeholders, and the public regarding the
scope of the environmental topics that will be analyzed in the EIR. Written responses and
comments on the scope of the ACE Ceres-Merced Extension Project will be accepted until
5:00 PM on Tuesday, July 7, 2020.

Please send comments to:
Mail: San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission

Attn: ACE Ceres—Merced Extension Project
949 East Channel Street
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Stockton, CA 95202
Email:
Please include the “ACE Ceres-Merced Extension Project” in the subject heading.
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From: David Schonbrunn

To: Merced Comments

Cc: Stacey Mortensen

Subject: ACE Ceres—Merced Extension Project--revised
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 4:50:43 PM
Attachments: ACE Merced NOP comments.pdf

[The e-mail below isfrom an external source. Please do not open attachmentsor click
links from an unknown or suspiciousorigin.]

Attached please find our revised scoping comments. Please discard the earlier set. An emall
indicting receipt would be much appreciated.

Thank you,

--David

David Schonbrunn, President

Train Riders Association of California (TRAC)
P.O. Box 151439

San Rafael, CA 94915-1439

415-370-7250 cell & office

President@calrailnews.or
www.calrailnews.org
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David Schonbrunn Submitted to:

President MercedExt
Marin County Comments
Greg Thompson @acerail.com
Secretary

Sacramento County

P T Ms. Stacey_ Morte.nsen _ o
Treasurer San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission
Alameda County 949 East Channel Street

Stockton, CA 95202

Susan MacAdams
Washington, D.C. Rep.

Baard lsmTare Re: ACE Ceres—Merced Extension Project

Ron Jones Dear Ms. Mortensen:

Madera County

Art Brown The Train Riders Association of California ("TRAC") is a statewide
Orange County rail advocacy organization that has worked since 1984 to improve
Derek Casady passenger rail service in California. We have a long history of

San Diego County advocacy before the SURRC Board. We offer the following

comments on the NOP for the ACE Ceres—Merced Extension
Project in the interest of furthering the proposals we have
advocated for.

John Deeter
Sacramento County

Fred Glienna

H08 Ange a8 oy 1. The EIR should evaluate the feasibility of acquiring enough slots

William F. McGeehan I to make it possible for the San Joaquin to travel on ACE tracks from
Contra Contra County  Merced to North Lathrop.

2. The EIR should evaluate the cumulative impacts of sharing the
ACE tracks from Merced to North Lathrop with the San Joaquin.

3. Given that there are inadequate daily ACE trains to meet each
HSR train under the current plans for a Merced-Bakersfield HSR
line, the EIR should consider the Altamont Corridor Vision (as
expressed in the May 3, 2019 presentation to SVRRWG) to be
reasonably foreseeable. The EIR's cumulative impacts analysis
should evaluate scenarios with 30 and 20 ACE and San Joaquin
trains per day, consistent with a very popular service connecting the
Valley to the Bay Area.

4. |dentify the improvements necessary to accommodate those two
scenarios, and the cost of securing adequate slots.

Thank you for considering these comments.

TRAC, active since 1984, is dedicated to a vision of fast, frequent, convenient and clean passenger rail service for California.
We promote European-style transportation options through increased public awareness and legislative action.





Sincerely yours,

David Schonbrunn
President, TRAC
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H08 Ange a8 oy 1. The EIR should evaluate the feasibility of acquiring enough slots

William F. McGeehan I to make it possible for the San Joaquin to travel on ACE tracks from
Contra Contra County  Merced to North Lathrop.

2. The EIR should evaluate the cumulative impacts of sharing the
ACE tracks from Merced to North Lathrop with the San Joaquin.

3. Given that there are inadequate daily ACE trains to meet each
HSR train under the current plans for a Merced-Bakersfield HSR
line, the EIR should consider the Altamont Corridor Vision (as
expressed in the May 3, 2019 presentation to SVRRWG) to be
reasonably foreseeable. The EIR's cumulative impacts analysis
should evaluate scenarios with 30 and 20 ACE and San Joaquin
trains per day, consistent with a very popular service connecting the
Valley to the Bay Area.

4. |dentify the improvements necessary to accommodate those two
scenarios, and the cost of securing adequate slots.

Thank you for considering these comments.

TRAC, active since 1984, is dedicated to a vision of fast, frequent, convenient and clean passenger rail service for California.
We promote European-style transportation options through increased public awareness and legislative action.



Sincerely yours,

David Schonbrunn
President, TRAC



From: ron daugherty

To: Merced Comments
Subject: Comments
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 9:24:20 PM

[The e-mail below isfrom an external source. Please do not open attachments or click links from an unknown or
suspicious origin.]

| would like to know if air quality for proposed ridership from Atwater to Livingston vs ridership from Livingston to
Atwater where I’m going with that isif a station was at Livingston, would it cause greater air quality issues for
riders from Atwater to commute to Livingston or would it be less air quality issues for a smaller number of riders
from Livingston to commute to Atwater?

All things equal wouldn’t alarger population mean greater ridership?
Thank you for your consideration
Ron Daugherty

City of Atwater
Rkansas@shcglobal .net
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