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SECTION ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 Purpose 
 

The Environmental Impact Report for the Morgan Ranch Master Plan (SCH #2012022039) 

project was prepared to disclose, analyze, and provide mitigation measures for all potentially 

significant environmental effects associated with adoption and implementation of the proposed 

Project.  Preparation of an environmental impact report is a requirement of the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for all discretionary projects in California that have a 

potential to result in significant environmental impacts.   

 

Following the preparation of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR), a public 

review period was held from November 17, 2014 to January 5, 2015.  CEQA requires that a 

Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) be prepared, certified and considered by public 

decision makers prior to taking action on a project.  The Final EIR provides the Lead Agency 

(i.e., City of Turlock) an opportunity to respond to comments received on the Draft EIR during 

the public review period and to incorporate any additions or revisions to the Draft EIR necessary 

to clarify or supplement information contained in the Draft document.  This Final EIR includes 

the responses to comments received during the public review period and any other errata or 

changes necessitated by comments on the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR and this document 

constitute the Final EIR for the Morgan Ranch Master Plan project and include all of the 

information required by Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

 

1.2 Scope and Format 
 

Section One of this document introduces and outlines the purpose, scope, and format of the Final 

EIR.  Section Two explains the public review process and lists all agencies and individuals who 

commented on the Draft EIR.  Section Three consists of the actual letters of comment, 

reproduced in their entirety, and the responses to each written comment received on the Draft 

EIR.  These responses are intended to supplement or clarify information contained in the Draft 

EIR, as appropriate, based on the comments and additional research or updated information.  

Additions to the Draft EIR are shown in underline and deletions shown in strikeout format.  Each 

response follows the associated letter or document.  Each letter and document has been 

numbered (e.g., Letter 1, Letter 2).  Within each letter or document, individual comments are 

assigned an alphanumeric identification.  For example, the first comment of Letter 1 is Comment 

1A, and the second is Comment 1B.  Section Four contains the corrections that have been made 

to the Draft EIR based on comments received on the Draft EIR and updated information that has 

become available. Section Five contains a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

(MMRP).  Following Section Five are any additional appendices supporting Final EIR responses 

to comments.  
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SECTION TWO 
OVERVIEW OF COMMENTS RECEIVED 
 
2.1 Public Review and Comment Procedures 
 

CEQA requires public disclosure in an EIR of all project environmental effects and encourages 

public participation throughout the EIR process.  As stated in Section 15200 of the CEQA 

Guidelines, the purposes of public review of environmental documents are: 

 

1) sharing expertise 

2) disclosing agency analyses 

3) checking for accuracy 

4) detecting omissions 

5) discovering public concerns 

6) soliciting counter proposals 

 

Section 15201 of the CEQA Guidelines states that “Public participation is an essential part of the 

CEQA process.”  A public review period of no less than 30 days nor longer than 60 days is 

required for a Draft EIR under Section 15105(c) of the CEQA Guidelines.  If a State agency is a 

lead or responsible agency for the project, the public review period shall be at least 45 days.  As 

required under CEQA, the Draft EIR was published and circulated for the review and comment 

by responsible and trustee agencies and interested members of the public.  The public review 

period ran from November 17, 2014 to January 5, 2015, a period of 50 days.  All written 

comments received on the Draft EIR are addressed herein. 

  

2.2 Agencies and Individuals Who Commented on the Draft EIR 
 

Letter 1:  Scott Morgan, Director, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 

Clearinghouse and Planning Unit  

 

Letter 2: Stanislaus County Hazardous Materials Division 

 

Letter 3: Carl R. and Shirley A. Grubb 

 

Letter 4:  Dr. Sonny H DaMarto, Superintendent, Turlock Unified School District 

 

Letter 5:  Tom Dumas, Chief, Office of Metropolitan Planning, Caltrans 

 

Letter 6: Trevor Cleak, Environmental Scientist, Central Valley Regional Water Quality 

Control Board 

 

Letter 7: George A. Petulakis, Petrulakis Law and Advocacy, APC 

 

Letter 8: Arnaud Marjollet, Director of Permit Services, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 

Control District 
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Letter 9:  Milton Trieweiler 

 

Letter 10 Todd Troglin, Supervising Engineering Technician, Civil, Turlock Irrigation 

District 

 

Letter 11 Molly Penberth, Manager, Division of Land Resource Protection, Conservation 

Support Unit, Department of Conservation 

 

Letter 12 Delilah Vasquez, Management Consultant, Environmental Review Committee, 

Stanislaus County 

 

Letter 13 Dick Jones, Environmental Scientist, San Joaquin Branch, Department of Toxic 

Substances Control 

 

Letter 14 Miguel Galvez, Senior Planner, Stanislaus County Airport Land Use Commission 
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SECTION THREE 
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

This section contains the letters of comment that were received on the Draft EIR.  Following 

each comment letter are responses intended to either supplement, clarify, or amend information 

provided in the Draft EIR, or refer the commenter to the appropriate place in the Draft EIR 

where the requested information can be found.  Those comments that are not directly related to 

environmental issues are briefly described and noted for the record. 
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Letter 1 Scott Morgan, Director, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

Comment 1A:  The commenter indicates that the Draft EIR has been submitted to selected State 

agencies for review, that the comment period ended on January 5, 2015, and that comment letters 

from responding agencies are attached.  The letter concludes by noting that the City has 

complied with State Clearinghouse requirements for draft environmental documents pursuant to 

the California Environmental Quality Act.   

Response 1A:  The comment is noted.  It should also be noted that the City provided a review 

period in excess of the 45-day minimum required by CEQA to account for the Christmas and 

New Year’s holidays. 
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Letter 2 Stanislaus County Hazardous Materials Division 

Comment 2A: The commenter concludes that the proposed project may have a significant effect 

on the environment.  This is because the project site may contain pesticide residues, underground 

storage tanks, buried chemicals, buried refuse, or contaminated soils. Consequently, a Phase I, 

and possibly a Phase II, study is recommended prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Response 2A:  The potential for hazardous materials to be present on the site is addressed in the 

Draft EIR.  Potentially significant impacts are acknowledged, and Mitigation Measures 3.8.3a 

and 3.8.3b are recommended to reduce potential impacts to less-than-significant levels.  The 

mitigation measures require on-site inspection and analysis prior to issuance of demolition 

permits and prior to issuance of grading permits. The mitigation measures require full 

remediation of any hazardous materials encountered prior to project development. The potential 

impacts associated with hazardous materials will be reduced to less-than-significant levels.  No 

further actions are warranted. 
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Letter 3 Carl R. and Shirley A. Grubb 

Comment 3A: The commenter suggests that the high density housing shown on the site plan 

should be moved to a location near SR 99. 

Response 3A: The commenter’s opinion is noted. This is a land use decision that is the 

responsibility of the City of Turlock. There are no environmental issues addressed in the 

comment. As such, further response is not required. 

Comment 3B: The commenter suggests that it is inappropriate to convert Golf Road, which is 

currently a two-lane road, to a four-lane road, as proposed by the Master Plan.  The commenter 

states that by doing so, hazardous traffic conditions will be created, including adding to the 

difficulty of exiting their residential driveway into oncoming traffic.  The commenter observes 

that a turn-around area that allows vehicles to exit the property in a forward direction, rather than 

a backing out direction, will be lost as a result of the road widening, adding to the hazardous 

traffic condition. The commenter also predicts that their property value will decrease as a result 

of fronting on a four-lane road and as a result of high density housing across the street.  The 

Draft Master Plan and Draft EIR identify Golf Road as a two-lane divided arterial. 

Response 3B: Prior to release of the Draft EIR, the project was revised to keep Golf Road as a 2-

lane road south of Glenwood Avenue.  The City commissioned the preparation of a traffic impact 

study, which is excerpted in Section 3.15 of the Draft EIR and included in its entirety in 

Appendix I, in order to assess potential project-related impacts on the local roadway system, to 

suggest new roads required to handle anticipated traffic, and to suggest upgrades to existing 

roads in order to maintain adopted levels of service. It is anticipated in the City’s General Plan 

that Golf Road north of Glenwood Avenue may need to be widened to 4 lanes at some point in 

the future. However, this project does not trigger such widening to 4 lanes and is not proposed as 

a part of this project. 

Comment 3C: The commenter expresses concern about loss of a connection between Glenwood 

Avenue and Golf Road and the difficulties of making local trips. 

Response 3C: The commenter’s opinion is noted. The connection between Golf Road and 

Glenwood Avenue is not proposed for elimination.  See Figure 4-1 of the Master Plan for the 

Circulation Plan.  The traffic report prepared for the Master Plan includes an analysis of area-

wide circulation impacts that will result from the Master Plan.  The report assesses potential 

changes in level of service. The traffic report and Transportation/Traffic section of the Draft EIR 

indicate that, although the level of service (LOS) will be reduced, the LOS will not be below the 

City’s adopted threshold of LOS D. Potential inconveniences as a result of increased traffic and 

signalization are not environmental issues that can be analyzed.  There are no additional 

environmental issues requiring response. 

Comment 3D:  The commenter suggests that a traffic signal near SR 99 will create a dangerous 

traffic situation. 

Response 3D:  Refer to Response 3B. 
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Comment 3E:  Presumably, the commenter questions why the Morgan Ranch Arterial Road 

needs to be a four-lane road.  The commenter suggests that traffic speeds will increase, resulting 

in increased hazards. 

Response 3E: Refer to Response 3B. 

Comment 3F:  The commenter suggests that the Master Plan should be re-visited to reduce 

hardships that it will cause on property owners outside the plan area. 

Response 3F: Refer to Response 3B. 

Comment 3G: The commenter indicates that public notification of the proposed master plan was 

insufficient, given its large geographical effect. 

Response 3G: The comment is noted; however, the City disagrees that public notification was 

deficient. The Morgan Ranch Master Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report were 

circulated in conformance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). A Notice of 

Availability was sent to agencies and to property owners within a 500-foot radius.  The Notice 

was posted at the Stanislaus County Clerk-Recorder's Office on November 17, 2014 and filed 

with the State Clearinghouse on November 14, 2014. A legal notice was published in the Turlock 

Journal on November 19, 2015. The official 45-day comment period ran from November 14, 

2014 to January 5, 2015. The Master Plan and Draft EIR were also posted on the City's webpage 

for public viewing.  

Comment 3H:  The commenter asks why Golf Road can’t remain a two-lane road. 

Response 3H:  Refer to Response 3B. 

Comment 3I: The commenter notes that the proposed Master Plan will exacerbate already 

congested roadways, making travel along Glenwood Avenue more difficult. 

Response 3I:  The commenter’s concern is acknowledged.  The traffic study and Draft EIR 

conclude that traffic on Glenwood Avenue will increase as a result of the Master Plan and that 

the level of service (LOS) will be reduced to below City standard thresholds.  Also, see Response 

3E.  It should also be noted that the Master Plan includes several proposed roadway entry points 

on East Glenwood Avenue, in addition to the proposed entry point on Golf Road.  

Comment 3J: The commenter suggests that adding land uses that may be occupied by renters 

rather than owners will result in poor property maintenance and increased crime. 

Response 3J: The commenter’s opinion is noted.  However, there is no evidence to support this 

allegation.  Moreover, the comment does not raise environmental issues requiring response. 

Comment 3K: The commenter states that police coverage of the project area is currently 

deficient and that the proposed Master Plan will exacerbate the situation. 

Response 3K: The EIR analyzed the potential impact of the proposed Master Plan on police 

services and determined that, through compliance with existing regulations and payment of 
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standard impact fees, the proposed Master Plan would result in a less-than-significant impact on 

law enforcement. 

Comment 3L:  The commenter asks what effect the proposed Master Plan will have on fire 

protection services and whether a new, closer fire station will be constructed. 

Response 3L: The EIR analyzed the potential impact of the proposed Master Plan on fire 

protection services and determined that, through compliance with existing regulations and 

payment of standard impact fees, the proposed Master Plan would result in a less-than-significant 

impact on fire protection.  A feasibility study of locations for construction of Fire Station 5 is 

now underway. 

Comment 3M:  The commenter notes that the Morgan Ranch developers will likely not be 

residents of the proposed Master Plan and that their motivation for promoting the project is 

purely financial.  

Response 3M: The commenter’s opinion is noted. It should be noted that the City of Turlock is 

the Master Plan proponent and the author of the Master Plan. There are no environmental issues 

requiring response. 

Comment 3N: The commenter recommends that any two-story homes be constructed in the 

center of the Master Plan, rather than on the perimeter, because these homes will likely not be 

well maintained, and residents abutting the Master Plan should not be forced to see poorly 

maintained properties. 

Response 3N: The commenter’s opinion is noted. There are no environmental issues requiring 

response. 

Comment 3O: The commenter asks that adjacent neighbor concerns be considered. 

Response 3O: The commenter’s request is noted.  The Master Plan process has been lengthy, 

and numerous noticed public hearings have been conducted.  A key element of the master 

planning and environmental review processes is solicitation of comments from members of the 

public and response to those comments.  Ultimately, the Turlock City Council will consider all 

comments offered and weigh the benefits of the proposed Master Plan against the potential 

environmental impacts. 
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Letter 4 Turlock Unified School District 

Comment 4A:  The commenter indicates that the District intends to proceed with acquisition of 

the designated school site in the Morgan Ranch Master Plan, and observed that the EIR provides 

a programmatic analysis of school-related impacts that the District will tier upon at the time it 

proposes school facility development. 

Response 4A:  The comment is acknowledged.  

Comment 4B:  The commenter points out that, while the EIR refers to an 11.1-acre site for 

elementary school development, the District will require a site with 12.0 net acres. 

Response 4B: The comment is acknowledged. The Master Plan will be revised to reflect the 12-

acre site requirement.  

Comment 4C:  The commenter notes that the EIR incorrectly contains numerous references to 

300 students associated with the proposed school site, whereas the District intends to build a 

school that will accommodate 900 students. If the school is developed in phases, the first phase 

would accommodate 650 to 700 students. 

Response 4C: The comment is acknowledged.  The EIR is hereby revised to reflect the District’s 

student attendance expectations.  

Comment 4D: The commenter observed that the number of students expected to be generated by 

construction of 1,325 to 1,660 residential units is not correctly described in the EIR.  The District 

projects that the Master Plan residences will generate 500 to 600 kindergarten through sixth 

grade (K-6) students and 330 to 400 seventh through twelfth grade (7-12). 

Response 4D:  The comment is acknowledged.  The EIR is hereby revised to reflect the 

District’s student attendance expectations. 

Comment 4E:  The commenter suggests that, with regard to Impact 3.13.3, it should be noted 

that the State of California restricts and limits fees school districts may charge to levels below 

the actual costs of school development.  Since a statewide bond was not passed in 2014, there are 

currently no matching funds available from the State to support school construction. The City 

recognizes that the timing of bond measures may not coincide with when schools need to be 

constructed. 

Response 4E:  The comment is acknowledged.  In fact, State law prohibits lead agencies from 

requiring mitigation that exceeds State limits.  In other words, the State-specified fees are 

deemed to constitute adequate mitigation. 

Comment 4F:  The commenter asks for confirmation that the District will not be charged 

Capital Facility Development Fees, in accordance with policies adopted in the 2012 General Plan 

Update.  Such fees are not recognized or funded by the State and would constitute an additional 

tax on the District.  The commenter asks that the fiscal analysis for the Master Plan address this 

issue. 
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Response 4F: According to Turlock Municipal Code Section 8-11-04(b)(1), public schools are 

exempt from the City’s capital facilities fee program. 

Comment 4G:  The commenter expresses appreciation to the City’s for its efforts in addressing 

the potential impacts of the Morgan Ranch project on the District. 

Response 4G:  The comment is acknowledged.  The City appreciates its relationship with the 

District and the District’s service to the community. 
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Letter 5  Caltrans  

Comment 5A: The commenter notes that the Traffic Impact Analysis shows that delays at the 

Lander Avenue/SR-99 ramps will be significantly increased as a result of this project. However, 

the Draft EIR shows no proposed mitigation for additional traffic on the SR-99 ramps. 

Furthermore, traffic impact fees should be collected on a "fair share" basis toward future 

improvements to the SR 99 northbound and southbound ramps. 

Response 5A: Improvements to the Land Avenue/SR 99 ramps are included in the City Capital 

Facility Fee Program. Payment of fees into the Program is sufficient mitigation. 

Comment 5B: The commenter notes that the traffic study did not analyze "existing plus 

approved projects scenarios" with and without project, and asks for this analysis and the 

electronic files for review. 

Response 5B:  The analysis included, as required by CEQA, existing and cumulative analyses, 

with and without the project.  Approved development is included in the cumulative analysis, 

which represents buildout of the General Plan. 

Comment 5C: The commenter notes that page 17 of the EIR provided the project trip generation 

rates, and asks what units were used for the school's daily trip calculations. 

Response 5C: School trips were generated using a "per student" rate for a 300-student 

elementary school.  The cumulative traffic analysis looks at impacts associated with a 900-

student elementary school. 

Comment 5D: The commenter points out that the results of a Simtraffic microsimulation were 

not provided for review, and asks that this be provided for review, including the electronic files. 

Response 5D:  Simtraffic microsimulation was not included in the scope of this project's traffic 

impact analysis. Instead, Syncro HCM files were provided to Caltrans, which is consistent with 

Caltrans guidelines and should be sufficient. 

Comment 5E: The commenter notes that on page 14 Table 3, the delay and LOS do not match 

the Synchro electronic files.  Also, delay and LOS on page 22 Table 7 do not match the Synchro 

electronic files.  The commenter also states that when the HCM 2010 button in Synchro is 

selected, the results are different from the ones provided.  Also, reports for HCM 2010 

Signalized Intersections do not correspond to the results provided.  The commenter asks that the 

analysis be revised and the results provided to the commenter for review. 

Response 5E: HCM 2010 methodology was not used in this traffic study.  This study was 

initiated prior to proper implementation of HCM 2010 methodology in Synchro and therefore 

HCM 2000 methodology was used.  The Appendix LOS worksheets match the reported LOS and 

delay values in the report tables. 

Comment 5F: The commenter notes that the percentage truck traffic data used by Caltrans is 

12.5%, whereas the Synchro outputs all used 10%.  The Caltrans data for this location should be 

used. 
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Response 5F: The truck percentage was obtained from the SR-165 data at the location closest to 

the Lander Avenue interchange, which is 4.9%. The traffic engineer increased the percentage, as 

noted on Page 11 of the traffic study report to provide a conservative analysis that reflects data 

collected on Lander Avenue indicating higher truck activity. 

Comment 5G: The commenter notes that any work within SR-99 right-of-way will require an 

Encroachment Permit. 

Response 5G: The comment is acknowledged and understood. 
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Letter 6 Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Comment 6A:  The commenter indicates that CVRWQCB is responsible for protecting the 

quality of surface and ground waters of the state, and that comments in the letter address those 

resources. 

Response 6A: The comment is acknowledged. 

Comment 6B: The commenter describes the requirements of a Construction Storm Water 

General Permit 

Response 6B:  The City acknowledges its responsibility for complying with this statewide 

requirement and will comply, as required. 

Comment 6C: The comment describes the requirements for Phase I and II Municipal Separate 

Storm Sewer (MS4) Permits. 

Response 6C: The City acknowledges its responsibility for complying with this statewide 

requirement and will comply, as required. 

Comment 6D: The commenter describes the requirements of an Industrial Storm Water General 

Permit. 

Response 6D: The City acknowledges its responsibility for complying with this statewide 

requirement and will comply, as required.  However, there are no industrial sites proposed in the 

Master Plan. 

Comment 6E: The commenter describes the requirements of the federal Clean Water Act 

Section 404 Permit. 

Response 6E: The City acknowledges its responsibility for complying with this requirement and 

will comply, as required. 

Comment 6F: The commenter describes the requirements of federal Clean Water Act Section 

401 Permit – Water Quality Certification. 

Response 6F: The City acknowledges its responsibility for complying with this requirement and 

will comply, as required. 

Comment 6G: The commenter describes the requirements of federal Waste Discharge 

Requirements. 

Response 6G: The City acknowledges its responsibility for complying with this requirement and 

will comply, as required. 

Comment 6H: The commenter describes the requirements of Regulatory Compliance for 

Commercially Irrigated Agriculture. 
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Response 6H: The City acknowledges its responsibility for complying with this statewide 

requirement and will comply, as required.  However, no commercially irrigated agricultural 

lands are proposed as part of the Master Plan. 

Comment 6I: The commenter describes the requirements of Low or Limited Threat General 

NPDES Permit. 

Response 6I: The City acknowledges its responsibility for complying with this requirement and 

will comply, as required. 
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Letter 7 Petrulakis Law and Advocacy, APC 

Comment 7A: The commenter notes that the Draft EIR includes a number of mitigation 

measures intended to protect the San Joaquin Kit fox, including one that prohibits firearms on the 

project site. 

Response 7A: The comment is acknowledged.  The mitigation measure that is referred to by the 

commenter (Mitigation Measure #3.4.1b) is one of several mitigation measures that are designed 

to protect special-status species that are either known to be present or could potentially be 

present, in this case both the San Joaquin Kit fox and the American badger, which are identified 

as transient foragers in the Turlock area.  Mitigation Measure #3.4.1b contains 12 subsections; 

subsection 7 contains the language prohibiting firearms on the project site.  The language is 

based on standard recommendations provided by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  The 

prohibition against the presence of firearms is intended to pertain only to the construction period, 

and is not intended to be an infringement upon Second Amendment protections afforded by the 

U.S. Constitution once development occurs.  The mitigation measure has been revised to state 

the following: Use of firearms on the Master Plan site shall conform to U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

protocols. 

Comment 7B: The commenter opines that prohibiting firearms on the site is an unconstitutional 

restriction upon the Second Amendment right to keep and bear arms.   

Response 7B: The commenter’s concerns are noted; however, the concerns do not address an 

environmental issue that it covered by the California Environmental Quality Act, nor is it within 

the purview of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, a responsible agency that 

oversees the protection of special-status wildlife, such as the San Joaquin Kit fox.  Since the 

commenter’s concerns do not raise environmental issues no further response is warranted. 

Comment 7C: The commenter states that mitigation measures imposed under CEQA must not 

be in conflict with constitutional requirements. 

Response 7C: Please refer to Response 7B. 

Comment 7D: The commenter states that mitigation measures imposed under CEQA must not 

be in conflict with constitutional requirements. 

Response 7D: Please refer to Response 7B. 

Comment 7E: The commenter suggests that if the mitigation measure subordinates the Second 

Amendment it should be deleted. 

Response 7E: Please refer to Response 7B. 
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Letter 8 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 

Comment 8A: The commenter offers clarification to a description of District Rule 9510 

contained in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. 

Response 8A: District-recommended clarification to Rule 9510 has been added to page 3.3-20 of 

the Draft EIR.  The last paragraph on page 3.3-21 of the Draft EIR has been deleted. 

Comment 8B: The commenter makes recommendations for future development under the 

Master Plan that may require further environmental review and mitigation. 

Response 8B: Reponses to comment 8B are provided in comments 8C through 8F. 

Comment 8C: The commenter recommends that potential health risks be further reviewed when 

approving future projects, including those that would be exempt from CEQA requirements. 

Response 8C: Language has been added to Impact #3.3-4 which addresses the District’s 

recommendations. 

Note: Mitigation measure numbering was also revised to reflect the correct sequence.  

Comment 8D: The commenter recommends for all future projects, as a condition of approval, 

before issuance of the first building permit the applicant must compliance with District Rule 

9510 and pay all applicable fees. 

Response 8D: Mitigation Measure #3.3-2m has been added to page 3.3-50 which addresses fees 

for SJVAPCD Rule 9510. 

Note: Mitigation measure numbering was also revised to reflect the correct sequence.  

Comment 8E: The commenter states that future projects may be subject to other air district 

Rules. 

Response 8E: Text has been added to page 3.3-50 regarding other rules.  

Comment 8F: The commenter states that the applicant is strongly encouraged to contact the 

District’s Small Business Assistance Office regarding District rules, regulations, and other 

requirements. 

Response 8F: Text has been added to page 3.3-50. 

Comment 8G: The commenter makes recommendations on considering the District’s design 

standards to reduce vehicle miles (VMT) traveled. 

Response 8G: Applicants may contact the District independently for guidance on reducing 

VMT.  Many of the District’s suggested design standards are already incorporated into the 

Master Plan. 
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Comment 8H: The commenter provides information on Voluntary Emission Reduction 

Agreements (VERAs). 

Response 8H: Information on VERAs has been added to page 3.3-21. 

Comment 8I: The commenter provides information that new projects should include in regards 

to referral documents. 

Response 8I: The City will provide documentation to the SJVAPCD on all future proposed 

projects that are subject to CEQA clearance. 
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Letter 9  Milton Trieweiler 

Comment 9A:  The commenter states that the Master Plan will have significant air quality 

impacts, will increase toxic air contaminants in the city, and will contribute to increased air 

quality-related human health hazards which can increase mortality and serious illness. The 

commenter states that it is imperative to reduce ozone and particulate matter in the air. 

Response 9A: The comment is acknowledged. In fact, the EIR identifies impacts on air quality 

as a result of Master Plan approval as being significant and unavoidable after mitigation.  There 

were no mitigation measures identified sufficient to reduce project impacts on air quality to less-

than-significant levels.  In accordance with CEQA, the City as lead agency will have to 

determine that the benefits derived from approving the proposed Master Plan outweigh the 

potential negative environmental impacts using a determination called a Statement of Overriding 

Considerations. 

Comment 9B: The commenter states that the Master Plan design does not provide for 

alternatives to automobile use and reduced vehicle use, nor is it a transit-oriented development, 

nor is it near neighborhood commercial areas on East Canal Street and West Main Street. 

Response 9B: The comment is acknowledged.  In fact, the Master Plan is not classified as a 

transit oriented development.  However, the Master Plan does provide for alternative modes of 

travel. As noted in Impact #3.15.5, on page 3.15-33 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Master Plan 

will include Class III bike lanes along the Glenwood Avenue and a Class II bike lane along Golf 

Road and the proposed Morgan Ranch Arterial.  In addition, the plan provides bus stops for use 

by the local transit service.  In addition, the Master Plan includes a mix of land uses, including 

retail commercial, office, and a school site. The close proximity of these land uses to the 

residential land uses in the plan may serve to reduce vehicle trips for residents of the Master Plan 

and adjoining developed neighborhoods. 

Comment 9C: The commenter notes that the Master Plan will generate 19,264 daily vehicle 

trips, which is traffic that will impact streets that are poorly maintained. 

Response 9C:  The Draft EIR calculates that 16,019 daily trips will occur as a result of Master 

Plan-related traffic (see Table 3.15-11 on page 3.15-22 of the Draft EIR).  The commenter’s 

opinion regarding the condition of city streets is noted; however, the condition of Turlock 

roadways does not constitute an environmental impact. 

Comment 9D: The commenter notes that the Master Plan will lower the quality of life for city 

residents by increasing air pollution, increasing traffic congestion and road damage, and 

eliminating prime farmland. 

Response 9D: Refer to Response 9A concerning air quality impacts and Response 9C regarding 

road maintenance.  With regard to loss of prime farmland, the Draft EIR concludes that the 

Master Plan will result in the irretrievable loss of prime farmland and that there are no mitigation 

measures available to reduce this impact.  As noted in Response 9A, the City as lead agency will 

be required to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations regarding the loss of prime 

farmland in order to approve the Master Plan.  See also Response 11E. 
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Comment 9E: The commenter urges the City to put approval of the proposed Master Plan on 

hold, since over 100 acres have already been approved for development elsewhere in Turlock, 

and instead concentrate on infill areas that will be more economical to develop and will reduce 

impacts on air quality and agricultural land. 

Response 9E: The comment is acknowledged.  It is the City’s responsibility to make land use 

decisions, beginning with adoption of a General Plan and a consistent zoning ordinance.  The 

proposed Master Plan will be consistent with those documents. Focusing development on other 

sites within the city, while possibly avoiding prime farmland, would not necessarily reduce 

impacts to air quality.  It should be noted that the Master Plan area is designated for urban 

development at lower residential densities than those proposed by the Master Plan. The City 

believes the Master Plan will result in a superior development, as compared to development 

under existing General Plan and zoning designations.  

Comment 9F: The commenter states that the No Project/No Build alternative is environmentally 

superior and should be selected. 

Response 9F: The comment is acknowledged.  In fact, Chapter Five of the Draft EIR recognizes 

that the No Project/No Build alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed Master Plan 

and to the other alternatives selected for analysis.  However, CEQA provides that alternatives 

should be selected not only for environmental superiority but also in terms of whether Master 

Plan objectives would be met.  The No Project/No Build alternative, while environmentally 

superior, does not meet any of the project objectives described in Chapter Five.   

Comment 9G: The commenter states that a growing worldwide population will increase the 

need for food and farmland. 

Response 9G: The comment is acknowledged.  The comment, however, does not address 

analyses contained in the Draft EIR and is beyond the scope of analysis for this proposed Master 

Plan.   

Comment 9H: The commenter urges that the Master Plan be put on hold, that development be 

focused upon infill areas, and that prime farmland should be preserved. 

Response 9H: The comment is acknowledged.  The City Council has the authority to approve or 

deny the Master Plan, based on an assessment of the proposed project’s potential environmental 

impacts and anticipated benefits. 
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Letter 10 Turlock Irrigation District 

Comment 10A: The commenter states that projects within the Turlock Irrigation District 

boundaries that affect electrical and irrigation facilities must comply with District requirements. 

Response 10A: The comment is acknowledged. 

Comment 10B: The commenter notes that the majority of the comments provided make 

corrections or clarifications to the descriptions of District infrastructure and resources described 

in the EIR. 

Response 10B: The comment is acknowledged.  Revisions offered by the District apply to 

Chapter Two, Section 3.8, Section 3.9, and Section 3.13.  

Comment 10C: The commenter notes that information has been provided that accurately 

describes the District’s electrical generation capacity. 

Response 10C: The comment is acknowledged. 
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Letter 11 Division of Land Resource Protection, Conservation Support Unit, 
Department of Conservation 

Comment 11A: The commenter describes the function and responsibility of the Division of 

Land Resource Protection, Conservation Support Unit, Department of Conservation. 

Response 11A: The comment is acknowledged. 

Comment 11B: The commenter states facts and conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. 

Response 11B: The comment is acknowledged. 

Comment 11C: The commenter notes that the Draft EIR concludes that there are no project-

specific feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the impact of conversion of agricultural 

lands to non-agricultural lands. The commenter states that in accordance with the Public 

Resources Code, lead agencies are required to identify and apply any feasible mitigation that can 

reduce project impacts, even if that mitigation does not reduce the impact to a level that is less 

than significant.  

Response 11C: Refer to Response 11E. 

Comment 11D: The commenter states that in accordance with Public Resources Code and cited 

court decisions the City must identify and implement mitigation that would reduce impacts of 

agricultural land conversion. 

Response 11D: Refer to Response 11E. 

Comment 11E: The commenter indicates that two possible mitigation measures are recordation 

of conservation easements or purchase of replacement agricultural land and payment of impact 

fees.  Other forms of mitigation may be possible, as well 

Response 11E: The Department of Conservation made a similar suggestion as part of its 

comments on the Draft General Plan EIR. As stated at that time, the City found that the purchase 

of agricultural easements on other land that is already being used for agricultural purposes—

either in the surrounding area or elsewhere in the County or region—would not provide any 

mitigation for the loss of farmland within the Turlock.  As the Draft EIR for the General Plan 

explained, such mitigation does not meet the definition of “mitigation” set forth in CEQA 

Guidelines section 15370, as it certainly would not “replace” or provide “substitute” resources 

and thus would not provide “compensation” under subdivision (e) of section 15370. 

The City found that a program consisting of the required purchase of agricultural easements on 

other land would be of limited utility or benefit.  It is inherently dependent upon voluntary 

agreements by farm owners to sell such easements over their property upon an agreed price.  If 

the land in question is remote and not in an area planned for development in the near term, then 

the owner may be more willing to sell such an easement at a reasonable price, but it would make 

little practical difference.  If the land in question is in an area already subject to development 

pressures, then most landowners likely will be resistant and will oppose efforts to “target” their 

area for the purchase of easements, or only sell them at very high cost.  The most likely result 
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will be a “patchwork” of easements, with some owners more willing than others to sell them.  

Indeed, efforts by local agencies to develop mandatory programs for the purchase of agricultural 

easements can have the effect of actually elevating the market cost of such easements.  That 

appears to have been the experience of neighboring San Joaquin County, where the cost of 

agricultural easements increased significantly after a countywide program was developed 

providing for their purchase.  In that county, costs per acre of farmland purchased for easements 

averaged $1,690 when the program was first established in 2002, and rose to $14,372 per acre in 

2012 (San Joaquin Council of Governments, 2012). 

Furthermore, the City found that sound land use planning, including the planning for the 

preservation of agricultural land, is best accomplished through the general plan and zoning 

processes, rather than through a program which depends on voluntary participation of individual 

landowners.  In other words, the preservation of agricultural land can be achieved by adopting 

general plan, zoning, and annexation policies that provide for the long-term preservation of such 

land.  

While the comment letter refers to the recent case of Masonite Corp. v. County of Mendocino 

(2013) 218 Cal.App.4
th

 230, the holding of that case was more recently addressed and clarified 

by the Fifth District Court of Appeal in Friends of the Kings River v. County of Fresno (2014) 

232 Cal.App.4
th

 105.  Consistent with the guidance of the Fifth District, the City has not simply 

rejected the use of conservation easements on legal or categorical grounds, but rather has 

provided supporting factual findings explaining why the use of conservation easements would be 

of limited efficacy and why the alternative mitigation measures the City is adopting for loss of 

agricultural land are superior to the use of conservation easements.  The factual analysis 

summarized above represents the professional opinion of the City’s expert planning 

professionals, including its Deputy Director of Development Services.  Such factual findings and 

evidence were not  included in the administrative record and thus not considered by the court in 

the Masonite Corp. case. 

The City has adopted several policies within its current General Plan that are intended to reduce 

potential impacts of urban development on agricultural operations and reduce the conversion of 

agricultural land to urban uses, and proposes specific mitigation measures to ensure 

implementation of those policies for the project. As such, the City proposes the following 

mitigation measures: 

General Plan Implementing Policy 7.2-e states that the City will promote compact development 

at densities higher than typical in recent years in order to limit conversion of agricultural land 

and minimize the urban/agricultural interface. Mitigation Measure 3.2.1a has been added to 

Impact #3.2.1 of the EIR requiring that the project achieve a minimum average density of 8.0 

dwelling units per acre- a density that is roughly 74% higher than the historic average density in 

the City of 4.6 dwelling units to the acre. This measure would result in a quantitative and 

verifiable reduction in the amount of farmland converted to urban use within the vicinity of the 

project area.  

General Plan Implementing Policy 7.2-h states that the City will allow agricultural uses to 

continue until urban development occurs. Mitigation Measure 3.2.1b has been added to Impact 

#3.2.1  of the EIR requiring the agricultural uses be allowed to continue on these properties until 
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such time that urban development occurs. This measure will ensure that agricultural land 

continues to be used for farming purposes until such time that urban development becomes 

viable on the subject property. 

Even with mitigation measures, the City acknowledges that the impact remains significant and 

unavoidable. 

Comment 11F: The commenter points out that any mitigation included in the EIR must contain 

specific, measurable actions that allow for monitoring. 

Response 11F: The City acknowledges this requirement. 
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Letter 12  Environmental Review Committee, Stanislaus County 

Comment 12A: The commenter points out that at least four properties on the east side of Golf 

Road across from the Master Plan are actively engaged in agricultural cultivation, which may 

possibly involve the use of chemicals and result in odors and ground disturbance.  These 

activities may be bothersome to new residents of the Master Plan, possibly leading to complaints 

and conflict.  The commenter requests that the City require future residents to acknowledge the 

presence of farming operations as a condition of purchasing a residence in the Master Plan. 

Response 12A:  The City recognizes the need to protect agricultural operations from nuisance 

complaints as adjoining lands are developed with urban uses.  Turlock Municipal Code Section 

5-24, Protection of Agricultural Operations, will ensure that no land use incompatibilities will 

result from implementation of the Master Plan. In addition, General Plan Implementing Policy 

7.2-j states that the City will support the implementation of the Stanislaus County Agricultural 

Element and the Right-to-Farm ordinance. Mitigation Measure 3.2.1c has been added to Impact 

#3.2.2 requiring the final subdivision maps within the project area to include a notice that all 

future buyers should be prepared to accept inconveniences associated with agricultural 

operations, such as noise, odors, flies, dust or fumes, and that the City of Turlock has determined 

that such inconveniences shall not be considered to be a nuisance if agricultural operations are 

consistent with accepted customs and standards. This measure ensures that existing and future 

farming operations adjacent to the project area will be able to continue operating when urban 

development does occur. 

Comment 12B: The commenter notes that for Impact 3.9.2 in the Executive Summary Table ES-

1 there is no significance determination provided. 

Response 12B: As noted in Table ES-1, and as explained in Impact #3.9.2 on page 3.9-10 of the 

Hydrology/Water Quality section, all discussion of groundwater supply issues is contained in 

Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR.   

Comment 12C: The commenter states that the determination of less than significant for water 

supply is based on information that is no longer current and accurate. 

Response 12C: Since the time of the Draft EIR preparation a number of conditions have 

changed in the city of Turlock and the region.  The recent economic downturn, the drought and 

the Governor’s drought declaration have resulted in a significant effect on population and 

potable water production projections in Turlock. Due to water conservation efforts the City of 

Turlock has seen the single family water consumption drop in excess of 20%. 

Although the City continues to be active in the negotiations with the Turlock Irrigation District 

(TID) on a possible Surface Water Supply Project the City’s current need for this supply is not as 

urgent as described in the Draft EIR.  Conservation efforts have significantly reduced Turlock’s 

demands on the groundwater supply.  The description and costs continue to reflect the proposed 

RSWSP. The City of Hughson is the only agency that is currently no longer participating in the 

SRWA; the City of Modesto remains an active participant.  Negotiations continue to move 

forward; however, at this time the City cannot accurately determine when this Master Plan will 

be completed and whether or not TID will be the raw water supplier.   The SRWA/JPA continues 
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to consider other raw water suppliers should the project with the TID prove to be impractical. 

Should the SRWA disband, the City will utilize well head treatment to maintain/expand its water 

production as appropriate on those wells that do not meet federal and State drinking water 

standards 

The projected water supplies (demand) shown in Figure 3.13-6 no longer accurately reflect 

current conditions.  This is primarily due to slower population growth than originally projected 

(2.5%) and reduced potable water production due to greater water conservation efforts (15-20%). 

As a result, the projections are also in need of correction.    The City has determined that the 

groundwater basin from which the City of Turlock draws its water supply has a sustainable yield 

of approximately 8.2 billion gallons per year, barring any influence from users outside of the 

Turlock service area, over which the City has no control. The last five years the average annual 

ground water production for the City is 6.9 billion gallons, reflecting a reduction of 1.3 billion 

gallons annually (3,990 AFY).  Therefore, due to the City’s conservation efforts, adequate 

groundwater supplies are available for the Morgan Ranch project. 

A more accurate depiction of Figure 3.13-6 is shown below. 

SUPPLY  2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Surface H2O*    X X X X X X 

GW** 7.094 6.900 7.245 7.607 7.988 8.387  

Total 7.094 6.900 7.245 7.607 7.988 8.387  

Numbers are in billion gallons/year. 

*participation in the development of a surface water supply dependent upon future quantity and quality of GW 

available 

**assumes potable water production annual increase of 5% from 2015 production 

Comment 12D: The commenter asks that Table 3.13-8 on page 3.13-8 of Section 3.13 be 

updated to reflect the groundwater condition in the subbasin. 

Response 12D: The table incorrectly lists volumes in the heading “Turlock Subbasin.”  The 

table is not intended to show the total amount of pumping from the Turlock Subbasin. Rather, it 

shows how much water Turlock pumps from the basin and that 100% of the City’s supply is 

derived from the Turlock subbasin.  Historical tracking of groundwater pumped and static levels 

of groundwater within Turlock’s service area indicate a sustainable yield of 8.2 billion gallons 

per year, as stated previously, barring any influence from users outside of the Turlock service 

area, over which the City has no control.  

Approximate annual volumes pumped for the period 2010-2014 (billion gallons/year) 

2010   2011  2012  2013  2014 

7.094  6.847  7.012  7.432  6.565 
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Comment 12E: The commenter states that the note at the top of page 3.13-9 in Section 3.13-9, 

which applies to Table 3.13-9, should be checked for accuracy. 

Response 12E: The City does not plan on expanding recycled water use within the City’s 

service area at this time. 

Comment 12F: The commenter asks for clarification regarding how private water will be 

affected by the lowering of groundwater elevations in the subbasin and asks for an assessment of 

impacts. 

Response 12F: Lowering of pumps has been a common practice in Turlock not only for 

pumping rates but water quality as well.  In many cases, private wells for residential use are 

drawing groundwater from the upper unconfined aquifer.  It should be noted, the City draws 

from the lower confined aquifer and all municipal wells are constructed as to eliminate the 

possibility of drawing ground water from the unconfined aquifer and impacting shallower 

domestic wells.  The City believes that this practice has not resulted in any impact to neighboring 

private wells.   

Comment 12G:  The commenter asks that the comments provided by the Stanislaus County 

Hazardous Materials Division be addressed. 

Response 12G:  Letter 2 contains the comments of the Stanislaus County Hazardous Materials 

Division, and Response 2A addresses the comments provided. Please refer to Comment 2A and 

Response 2A. 
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Letter 13 Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Comment 13A:  The commenter recommends that additional research be conducted to 

determine whether pesticides were used on the project site when agricultural operation were 

occurring and whether contamination exists. 

Response 13A:  Please refer to Response 2A. 

Comment 13B:  The commenter recommends that tests be conducted to determine the presence 

of environmentally persistent pesticides in the soil. 

Response 13B:  Please refer to Response 2A. 
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Letter 14 Stanislaus County Airport Land Use Commission 

Comment 14A:  The commenter notes that the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) Plan was 

adopted on August 3, 1978 and was last amended May 20, 2004, and that ALUC staff reviews 

proposed projects for potential land use conflicts in light of compatibility listings and plan 

policies. 

Response 14A: The comment is acknowledged. 

Comment 14B:  The commenter notes that the proposed master plan site is 350 feet northeast of 

the Turlock Airpark, within the Airport Land Use Planning Boundary of the airpark. The airpark 

has been operating as a private-use facility intermittently during its lifetime. According to 

Caltrans, the owners of the airpark presently have a permit to operate as a private-use airport. 

Response 14B: The comment is acknowledged. The Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of 

the EIR at Impact #3.8.4 will be revised to reflect this information. 

Comment 14C:  The commenter notes that ALUC compatibility plans and policies are only 

applicable to public-use airports. 

Response 14C: The comment is acknowledged. The Hazards and Hazardous Materials section 

of the EIR at Impact #3.8.4 will be revised to reflect this information. 

Comment 14D:  The commenter notes that the ALUC Plan is in the process of being updated 

and that the Turlock Airpark is not proposed to be included in the updated plan, since it is not a 

public-use airport. 

Response 14D: The comment is acknowledged. The Hazards and Hazardous Materials section 

of the EIR at Impact #3.8.4 will be revised to reflect this information. 

Comment 14E:  The commenter notes that the ALUC compatibility maps identify the master 

plan site in both Area 3 (Approach and transition Surfaces) and Area 4 (Other Land within the 

Planning Area).  The compatibility listing prohibits residential and institution urban uses in Area 

3 and finds these uses compatible in Area 4, with schools conditionally permitted in Area 4. The 

commenter notes that the project would be inconsistent with the ALUC plan if Turlock Airpark 

were a public-use airport. 

Response 14E: The comment is acknowledged. The Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of 

the EIR at Impact #3.8.4 will be revised to reflect this information. 

Comment 14F:  The commenter observes that ALUC staff has been unable to make contact with 

airpark property owner, and continued airpark operation or activity is uncertain at this time. The 

commenter urges the City to establish contact with the airpark owner in order to ascertain future 

plans and to closely consider the approval of land use plans that will put populated areas within 

safety zones associated within private airport operations. 

Response 14F: The comment is acknowledged. The Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of 

the EIR at Impact #3.8.4 will be revised to reflect this information. 
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SECTION FOUR 
ERRATA 
 

This section contains the corrections that have been made to the Draft EIR based on comments 

received on the Draft EIR and updated information that has become available.  The corrections 

on the following pages are formatted as follows: deletions to the text are shown in strikethrough 

text and additions to the text are underlined. 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-2  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-3  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-4  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-5  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-6  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-7  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-8  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-9  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-10  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-11  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-12  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-13  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-14  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-15  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-16  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-17  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-18  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-19  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-20  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-21  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-22  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-23  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-24  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-25  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-26  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-27  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-28  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-29  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-30  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-31  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-32  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-33  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-34  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-35  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-36  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-37  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-38  



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-39  



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-40  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-41  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-42  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-43  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-44  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-45  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-46  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-47  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-48  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-49  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-50  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-51  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-52  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-53  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-54  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-55  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-56  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-57  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-58  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-59  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-60  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-61  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-62  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-63  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-64  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-65  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-66  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-67  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-68  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-69  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-70  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-71  



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-72  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-73  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-74  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-75  

 



 

Final EIR  March 2015 

Morgan Ranch Master Plan  Page 4-76  

 




