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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

This Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) has been prepared
by the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the University of California (UC) for the UC Merced
and University Community Project. Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the UC
procedures for implementing CEQA, following completion of a Draft EIR the University is required to
consult with and obtain comments from public agencies that have jurisdiction by law or discretionary
approval power with respect to the proposed project and to provide the general public with
opportunities to comment on the Draft EIR. USACE has similar responsibilities under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the Draft EIS. Both agencies have completed their responsibilities
in this regard (as described further below) and prepared this Final EIS/EIR, which includes the Draft

EIS/EIR (it is incorporated by reference), and this response to comments document.
1.2 PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS

On November 6, 2008, USACE and the University issued a Draft EIS/EIR on the UC Merced and
University Community Project. The Draft EIS/EIR was filed with the US Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) and a Notice of Availability (NOA) announcing the availability of the Draft EIS/EIR for
public review and the public hearing schedule was published in the Federal Register on November 7, 2009
(70 FR 68475). Additionally, in compliance with CEQA, the Draft EIS/EIR along with a Notice of
Completion was provided to the State Clearinghouse for distribution to interested state agencies on
November 6, 2008. Notice that the Draft EIS/EIR was completed and available for comment was also
published in the Merced Sun-Star and the Modesto Bee on November 8, 2008. The Draft EIS/EIR was made
available online at the USACE Web site and the UC Merced Web site.

A 60-day public comment period (November 7, 2008, to January 5, 2009), which is longer than the
mandated 45-day public comment period required by both federal and state law, was provided by
USACE and the University. USACE and the University held a public meeting on December 2, 2008, to
receive verbal and written comments on the contents of the Draft EIS/EIR. Comments were also received

by mail and e-mail during the public review period.
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1.3 NEPA AND CEQA COMPLIANCE STEPS

In compliance with NEPA, this Final EIS/EIR will be filed with the EPA, and an NOA announcing the
availability of the Final EIS/EIR will be published in the Federal Register. After a minimum 30-day waiting
period, USACE will issue a Record of Decision (ROD) stating the decision and describing the alternatives
considered; the environmentally preferable alternative; the factors considered with respect to the
alternatives, environmental commitments, and mitigation measures to be applied to the Proposed Action;
any monitoring and enforcement program to be established; any significant comments received on the

Final EIS/EIR; and responses to those comments.

Pursuant to CEQA, the Board of Regents of the University of California (The Regents) will consider the
Final EIS/EIR for certification. To certify the Final EIS/EIR, The Regents must find that the Final EIS/EIR
has been completed in compliance with CEQA and is adequate. After The Regents certify the Final
EIS/EIR, the University will make the final decision whether to approve the project and adopt findings of
fact regarding the significant effects identified in the Final EIS/EIR (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091).
A statement of overriding considerations will also be prepared and adopted for effects that are
unavoidable or infeasible to mitigate. The findings must be based on substantial (factual) information in
the record. The Regents must also adopt a mitigation monitoring and reporting program that will ensure
that the mitigation measures identified in the findings are implemented. Once The Regents have certified
the Final EIS/EIR and approved the project, the University will file a Notice of Determination (NOD) with
the State Clearinghouse. Filing the NOD begins a 30-day statute of limitations on court challenges to the
approval under CEQA.

1.4 AVAILABILITY OF THE FINAL EIS/EIR

The Draft EIS/EIR, which is incorporated by reference, and this response to comments document
constitute the Final EIS/EIR. Copies of the Final EIS/EIR are available for review at the following

locations:

United States Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District Technical Library
13257 Street

Sacramento, California 95814

(916) 557-7490

Merced County Library — Main Branch
2100 O Street

Merced, California 95340

(209) 385-7643
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Merced College Library
3600 M Street

Merced, California 95348
(209) 384-6083

University of California Merced Kolligian Library
5200 N. Lake Road

Merced, California 95340

(209) 724-4444

Members of the public can also request a compact disc (CD) that contains the Final EIS/EIR. To request a
CD, please contact Brad Samuelson at UC Merced (209-228-4333) or Nancy Haley at USACE
(916-557-7731). The Final EIS/EIR 1is also available on the USACE Web site at
http://www .spk.usace.army.mil and on UC Merced’s Web site at http://Irdp.ucmerced.edu.

1.5 ORGANIZATION OF THIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

This document is organized into five sections. Following this introduction (Section 1.0), Section 2.0,
Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR, presents changes to the text of the Draft EIS/EIR, some of which were
made in response to comments on the Draft EIS/EIR. Section 3.0, Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and
Responses to Comments, contains a list of persons who presented comments at the December 2, 2008,
public hearing; a list of persons, agencies, and organizations that submitted written comments on the
Draft EIS/EIR, a transcript of the public hearing; reproductions of the written comments; and responses to
those comments. Each comment is labeled with a number in the margin. Section 4.0, List of Preparers,
lists persons involved in the preparation of the Final EIS/EIR and individuals and organizations consulted

during the preparation of the Final EIS/EIR.
1.6 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

NEPA and CEQA regulations direct the lead agencies to respond to substantive public and agency
comments on a Draft EIS/EIR. All comments received during the comment period are responded to in
this Final EIS/EIR. The range of responses include providing clarification regarding the analysis in the
Draft EIS/EIR, making factual corrections, explaining why certain comments do not warrant further
agency response, or simply acknowledging the comment for consideration by the lead agencies’ decision-
making bodies. When there has been significant public comment on a given issue, USACE and the
University have consolidated similar comments and provided the response in the form of a Master
Response. In addition to Master Responses, each comment is also responded to individually. USACE and

the University have ensured that all substantive issues are addressed in this Final EIS/EIR.

Impact Sciences, Inc. 1.0-3 UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
0974.001 March 2009


http://www.spk.usace.army.mil
http://lrdp.ucmerced.edu

2.0 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIS/EIR

Revisions have been made to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
(EIS/EIR) as a result of comments received from agencies, organizations, and individuals on the

document.

This chapter provides the location (either chapter or section number), title, and page number from the
Draft EIS/EIR, and shows the complete sentence(s) where the change was made. Text added to the Draft
EIS/EIR is shown in underline format, and deleted text is shown in strikethrough.

This chapter, in combination with the Draft EIS/FIR, and the responses to comments section constitutes
the Final EIS/EIR. Due to the nature of the text changes that are presented below, the changes are cited
individually rather than in a reproduction of the entire Draft EIS/EIR. This presentation of revisions to the
Draft EIS/EIR is consistent with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15162 and
40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1503.4 detailing required Final EIS/EIR contents.

REVISIONS TO TEXT IN VOLUME 1
Section 1.0
Background and History, page 1.0-3

In 1988, the University initiated planning for a new campus to accommodate projected growth in student
enrollment. The University focused this effort in the San Joaquin Valley in 1990 and identified over
85 potential sites. The University narrowed the list to 20 candidate sites, and then to eight preferred sites.
Of these eight sites, three finalist sites were selected for further analysis and environmental review. In
1995, the University selected the Lake Yosemite Site in eastern Merced County as the preferred location

for the UC Merced Campus.

Section 2.0
UCP Amendment and Development Approval Process, page 2.0-36

In view of the proposed changes to the University Community location and footprint, it is anticipated
that the processes described below will be required to amend the UCP and County General Plan and
authorize the development of the revised University Community. Approval of the revised University
Community by the County would involve review of the proposed changes to the UCP and the UC
Merced/University Community SUDP by the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors. If an
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2.0 Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR

e Habitat preservation for grasslands, in association with conserved wetlands, at a ratio of no less than
9 acres of upland preserved for each acre of wetland preserved. In addition, the County will require
conservation easements for individual development projects covered by the UCP at a 1:1 mitigation
ratio to mitigate for the loss of agricultural land resulting from the development of the University
Community. While this agricultural land mitigation program addresses the conversion of agricultural
land to urban uses, it also would provide for the preservation of land that may be considered suitable
for San Joaquin kit fox.

In addition to the UCP policies listed above which are specifically for the protection of biological

resources, other policies from the adopted 2004 UCP are listed in each resource topic in Section 4.0 of this

EIS/EIR, and are also considered environmental commitments that are a part of the Proposed Action.l

The significance of environmental impacts of the Proposed Action are evaluated in this Draft EIS/EIR
after taking these environmental commitments into account. Furthermore, the secondary environmental

impacts from the implementation of these conservation measures are also evaluated in this Draft EIS/EIR.
Section 3.0

Figure 3.0-2, Alternative 3 — Bellevue Ranch Location Map

SECTION 4.1

Section 4.1, Aesthetics, page 4.1-27

MM AES-4:  The County or the City shouldshall require developers with projects in the University

Community to implement the following;:

¢ All outdoor lighting shouldshal be focused and directed to the specific location (e.g.,
roads, walkways), be shielded to avoid the production of glare, minimize up-light,
and light spill.

e All light fixtures shouldshall be located, aimed, or shielded so as to minimize stray
light trespassing across property boundaries and other sensitive areas. (Applicability —
University Community)

1 The USACE and the University understand that all UCP policies will be reviewed by the County as part of the
General Plan Amendment process that will follow the approval of the 2009 LRDP. This review may result in
these policies being amended, eliminated, and/or replaced with new policies.
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2.0 Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR

Section 4.3, Air Quality, page 4.3-43

MM AQ-1d:  Prior to use in construction, the project applicant will evaluate the feasibility of

repowering or retrofitting the large off-road construction equipment that will be

operating for substantial periods. Engine replacements will be required to meet the

stricter of US EPA or CARB off-road diesel engines standards. Retrofit technologies such

as particulate traps, selective catalvtic reduction, oxidation catalysts, air enhancement

technologies, etc., will be evaluated. Retrofitting will be required if they are certified by

CARB and/or the US EPA, and are commercially available and can feasibly be retrofitted

onto_construction equipment. Retrofit technologies certified to the highest level (e.g.,

CARB Level 3) shall be evaluated first before lower level technologies are evaluated.

(Applicability — Campus and University Community)

Section 4.4
Section 4.4, Biological Resources, page 4.4-77

The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (California Fish and Game Code Section 2050 et seq.)
establishes state policy to conserve, protect, restore, and enhance threatened or endangered species and
their habitats. CESA mandates that state agencies should not approve projects that jeopardize the
continued existence of threatened or endangered species if reasonable and prudent alternatives are
available that would avoid jeopardy. For projects that would affect a fish or wildlife species that is both
federally and state-listed, compliance with ESA satisfies CESA if the California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG) determines that the federal incidental take authorization is consistent with CESA under

California Fish and Game Code Section 2080.1. Because the ESA does not provide incidental take

authorization for federally listed plants, take of state-listed plants would be consistent with Section 2080.1

only under a specific Section 10(a)(1)(A) permit, and incidental take would require authorization under

Section 2081. CDFG administers CESA and authorizes take through Section 2081 agreements (except for
species designated as fully protected).

Section 4.4, Biological Resources, page 4.4-86
Strategy 3: Protect and Manage Large Contiguous Areas in the Project Region

Conservation Lands acquired to date encompass a substantial portion of habitat in the project region, and
additional land is under compatible land use policy. A total of 6,337 acres of lands (CNR and VST lands)
have been acquired in fee title by the University and dedicated to conservation management. An

additional 97 acres at the Myers Easterly property, owned by the UCLC, will be managed as
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Conservation Lands by the University and are protected by a conservation easement. The CST property

was purchased for mitigation purposes by the WCB—andis—ewnedand—managed-byThe Nature
Conservancy (TNC)_using WCB funding. Finally, the University has, in cooperation with the WCB, TNC,

and California Rangeland Trust (CRT), conserved over 17,000 acres through the acquisition of
conservation easements. In total, conservation easements and fee title acquisitions have secured over
26,000 acres. With one exception (the Carlson property), Conservation Lands parcels acquired to date are
greater than 1,000 contiguous acres; most are contiguous with other conservation lands and are bordered
by compatible land uses (see Conservation Strategy Figure 1-4 of the Appendix 2.0-3). Most other
grasslands with vernal wetlands in the project region are located on land designated as Foothill Pasture
in the Merced County General Plan (Merced County 1990) and zoned Exclusive Agricultural; conversion

of these lands to developed land uses would require formal approval by the County.
Section 4.4, Biological Resources, page 4.4-88
Strategies Specific to San Joaquin Kit Fox

Strategy 9: Manage a Corridor across the Project Region to Allow the Potential for Continuous

Residence and Dispersal of San Joaquin Kit Fox

Although the Proposed Action would convert approximately 2,444 acres of kit fox habitat in eastern

Merced County to urban uses, implementationof the Proposed-Actionwill resultin-conservation of over

26,000 acres of natural lands, the majority of which are suitable for kit fox residence and dispersal, have

been acquired specifically to mitigate impacts resulting from implementation of the Proposed Action.

These acquisitions contribute to the Upland Species Recovery Plan objective to conserve 90 percent of
existing natural lands along the northeastern valley edge from San Joaquin to Madera Counties (US Fish
and Wildlife Service 1998) and to the recovery plan’s objective to establish a corridor that maintains the
potential for dispersal from valley floor habitats to and along the project region (i.e., the Sandy Mush
Road Corridor) (US Fish and Wildlife Service 1998).

Section 4.4, Biological Resources, page 4.4-93

The 2002 BO established a series of conservation measures (or parameters) intended by the USFWS to
apply any configuration of the Campus and Community proposed within the study area defined in the
2002 BO. Accordingly, these parameters—which are built into and reflected in the Conservation Strategy
—will be incorporated by the USFWS into any biological opinion issued for the Campus and Community
North and, when if a 404 permit application is filed for Community South, any BO issued relative to
Community South. Moreover, the County has adopted a set of conservation/mitigation measures for the
Community South portion of the Proposed Action, which are contained in the University Community
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Plan biological resource policies (which are general in nature) and the 2004 UCP EIR mitigation measures.
When Community South is proposed for development, the landowner will be required to prepare a more
detailed habitat mitigation plan consistent with all of the above measures and detailing its conservation

commitments for Community South.
Section 4.4, Biological Resources, pages 4.4-100 and 4.4-101

Wetland Preservation and Management within Conservation Lands: Over 26,600 acres of grasslands
containing more than 2,200 acres of wetlands have been preserved on Conservation Lands owned by
UC Merced (Tier 1a conservation lands) or through conservation easements acquired or to be acquired on
other properties (Tier 1b conservation lands, Tier 2 properties) (see Table 4.4-10). Wetland protection and
enhancement will be carried out on these Conservation Lands by managed grazing, public and

educational uses, and controlling invasive non-native species. On Conservation Lands owned by

UC Merced (Tier 1a conservation lands), Ggrazing will be maintained at current moderate levels, while

grazing on easement lands will be subject to-exat levels that maintain specific residual dry matter (RDM)

standards. Implementation of monitoring and control actions will avoid future degradation of habitat by

pest species.

Restoration of Vernal Pool Landscape: Wetland restoration will be used to further compensate for the
loss of naturally occurring wetlands (vernal pools, vernal swales, and clay slope wetlands). This
mitigation will be “in kind” and will consist of locating a mitigation site where similar vernal pool
wetlands existed before but have been eliminated or substantially reduced and/or degraded, and

improving it to re-establish a vernal pool landscape. To ensure that the functional capacity of the restored

wetlands is comparable to those impacted bv the project, performance standards specified in the

CWWMP will be based on the physical and biological characteristics of vernal pools and swales on the

project site or on vernal pools or swales on adjacent conservation lands with equivalent or higher

functional capacity.

Creation of Non-Naturally Occurring Wetlands: Creation will used to offset the impact to non-naturally
occurring wetlands and will be “in kind,” i.e., the created wetlands will have the same hydrogeomorphic
characteristics and plant communities as those of the impacted wetlands. The creation component is
primarily intended to ensure that there will be no net loss in the overall areal extent of wetlands. From a
functional standpoint, the wetland creation is also intended to compensate for the loss of function to non-

naturally occurring wetlands (canal wetlands and irrigation wetlands). To ensure that the functional

capacity of the created wetlands is comparable to those impacted by the project, performance standards

specified in the CWWMP will be based on the physical and biological characteristics of non-naturally
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occurring wetlands on the project site or on wetlands on adjacent conservation lands with equivalent or

higher functional capacity.

Section 4.4, Biological Resources, page 4.4-108

MM BIO-2:

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

Mitigate for loss of special-status plants and habitat through additional off-site

compensation.

Prior to any ground disturbance on lands to the north and east of L.e Grand Canal (i.e.,

land adjacent to CNR), a restoration ecologist, retained by the University, shall prepare a

feasibility analvsis regarding the potential to transplant seeds from succulent owl’s-

clover, shining navarretia, and dwarf downingia plants. This feasibility analysis will
address potential sites suitable and available for transplantation as well as availability of
suitable plant material, and costs associated with this method of mitigation. Fe

compensatefor-thelossof If it is determined to be feasible, to further minimize impacts

to these special status plants, the University shall transplant seeds from succulent owl’s-

clover, shining navarretia, and dwarf downingia plants.; sSeeds from all three species
will be collected fromtheprejectsite and translocated to suitable habitat within the CNR.
Translocating the stands to the CNR would minimize any potential genetic
contamination, because the affected stands are part of the occurrences present within the
CNR and, presumably, part of the same populations. The University will retain a
qualified restoration ecologist to work closely with resource agency specialists (USFWS
and CDFG staff) and knowledgeable individuals to locate and determine the suitability
of translocation sites within the CNR. Translocation of the stands that would be affected
by the Proposed Action would involve (1) identifying suitable transplant sites,
(2) moving the plant material to the transplant sites, and (3) monitoring the transplant
sites to document recruitment and survival rates. The restoration ecologist will develop a

detailed transplantation and monitoring plan that provides detailed information on:
e coordination efforts with agencies and knowledgeable individuals,

¢ methods for collecting seeds from the affected populations,

e seed storage methods,

¢ planting plan and specifications (including planting locations and densities),

¢ measurable success criteria that can be achieved within a 10-year period,

¢ monitoring and reporting methods and schedule,
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¢ funding source and responsible party, and

e adaptive management measures to ensure that the desired success criteria are
achieved.

Section 4.4, Biological Resources, page 4.4-109

e Topsoil containing seeds will not be used for transplantation into existing vernal pool
habitat because of the potential for coincidentally translocating the seeds or cysts of
other plant and animal species. However, soil may be translocated to newly created
habitat or may be harvested for establishing a population under culture. Dried plants
and topsoil eontainingseeds will be excavated only from the areas containing the
affected plants_and not from pools within conservation areas. The seed material will
be excavated after the plants have set seed and dried (generally by late summer). The
excavation will be done using hand tools. A post-translocation report that documents
the measures used to relocate the populations and where they were relocated will be
prepared.

Section 4.4, Biological Resources, page 4.4-119

Development of the Campus and Community North sites would eliminate one known breeding site for
the California tiger salamander (representing an unknown number of individuals) and occupied upland
habitat (i.e., within 1.75 miles of this and other breeding ponds) equating to the loss of 1,648 acres of

occupied habitat and indirect impacts to an additional 236 acres of adjacent occupied habitat (Tables 4.4-

4, 4.4-14, and 4.4-15) also see Figure 3-16 in Comnservation Strategy Appendix 2.0-3). Potential indirect

impacts to adjacent occupied habitats are expected to be mostly related to the reduced habitat quality due

to the immediate adjacency of these areas to development, but within the potential indirect impact area

there is also potential for increased vehicle travel associated with the Campus and Community North

sites to result in vehicular mortality to California tiger salamanders attempting to disperse outside of

these lands.

Section 4.4, Biological Resources, page 4.4-121

Habitats suitable for California tiger salamander are also suitable for western spadefoot, but because
thorough surveys were conducted during the appropriate time of year and this species has not been
found to occur on or adjacent to any portion of the project site (Campus, Community North, and
Community South), it is not expected that this species will be impacted either directly or indirectly by the
Proposed Action. However, conservation lands containing suitable breeding habitat for California tiger
salamander will also serve to preserve suitable habitat for western spadefoot and would benefit the

species within the project region.
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Section 4.4, Biological Resources, page 4.4-128

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-9aand—9b, below, would reduce this potential impact to a

less than significant level.

Section 4.4, Biological Resources, page 4.4-132

Additionally, environmental commitments requiring the management of Tier 1a Conservation Lands to
maintain their habitat value include installing artificial kit fox dens, as specified in the 2002 BO. Strategies
5-7 in the Conservation Strategy describe these commitments, as does the Management Plan for Conservation

Lands, which was prepared for the purpose of implementing these management commitments.

Section 4.4, Biological Resources, page 4.4-132

The Campus and Community North would result in the direct loss of 804 acres of residence habitat and
potential indirect impacts (noise, increased traffic, and other human-related disturbance) to an additional

489 acres and the loss of 610 acres of dispersal-only habitat and potential indirect impacts to an additional

66 acres of adjacent dispersal-only habitat (Tables 4.4-4 and 4.4-13). Though currently there is low to no

potential for direct loss of kit fox individuals due to the lack of current sightings of this species in the

project area and vicinity, the creation of suitable denning habitat within conservation lands to encourage

kit fox residency would result in an increased potential for vehicular mortality if kit foxes establish these

sites in the future.

Section 4.4, Biological Resources, page 4.4-134

Using the habitat suitability model developed as part of the Conservation Strategy, it was determined that
development of the Community South site would result in the loss of 19 acres of suitable residence
habitat for the kit fox and disturbance to an additional 42 acres of residence habitat and the loss of 1,011
acres of dispersal-only habitat and additional disturbance to 275 acres of dispersal-only habitat on

adjacent lands (Tables 4.4-4 and 4.4-13). Though currently there is low to no potential for direct loss of kit

fox individuals due to the lack of current sightings of this species in the project area and vicinity, the

creation of suitable denning habitat within conservation lands to encourage kit fox residency would

result in an increased potential for vehicular mortality if kit foxes establish these sites in the future. The

impact would be potentially significant. Mitigation Measure BIO-10 (described below) to avoid and
minimize impacts to individual kit foxes and compliance with UCP Policy PA 2.3, which would ensure
that impacts to suitable habitat within the Community South site would be compensated for in the
amount and manner consistent with the 2002 BO requirements and the recovery plan objectives for the

species, would reduce potential impacts to San Joaquin kit fox to a less-than-significant level.
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Section 4.4, Biological Resources, page 4.4-134
MM BIO-10:  Avoid and minimize impacts to San Joaquin kit fox.

The County shall ensure that project proponents of the Community South site conduct

surveys for dens/burrows that could be occupied by vagrant San Joaquin kit fox are
surveyed prior to any ground-disturbing activities within the UCP area. These surveys
shall be conducted within two weeks or less of any ground-disturbing activities. If
dens/burrows meeting the criteria suitable for use by San Joaquin kit fox are found, the
dens/burrows shall be cleared using the methodologies described in the June 1999
Standardized Recommendations for Protection of the San Joaquin Kit Fox Prior to or
During Ground Disturbance. Additionally, avoidance and minimization of impacts to kit
foxes that could move through the project site will be achieved through implementation
of standard protection measures contained in USFWS’ 1999 recommendations for kit fox,

mentioned above (USFWS 1999). (Applicability — Community South Only)
REVISIONS TO TEXT IN VOLUME 2
Section 4.8
Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, page 4.8-13

The City is the only water purveyor for the water users within the City limits. MID provides irrigation

water to Golden Valley High School, agricultural users, and is in discussions hasplans to phase in water

service to the City parks.
Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, page 4.8-29
Merced County Code Chapter 16.40

Chapter 16.40 of the County Code addresses the conservation of water and preservation of water quality

through the use of drought tolerant plant material and retention of natural landscaping.
Section 4.9
Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, page 4.9-2

The northern portion of the proposed campus site, approximately 0.125 mile south of abewve the Bellevue

Road alignment, is within the City of Merced’s current Sphere of Influence (SOI) while the remainder of

the proposed campus and all-efthe University Community are outside the City’s SOI (please refer to the
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City’s SOI represented in Figure 4.9-2, Existing Sphere of Influence and SUDP Boundaries for Yosemite

Avenue Alternative). As part of the General Plan Update that is currently underway, the City plans to

revise its SOI to include the entire Campus and University Community as currently approved.

Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, page 4.9-4

As stated above, following the approval of the UCP, the UC Merced/University Community SUDP was
modified to include lands to the south of the fermer Merced Hills Golf Course up down to Yosemite
Avenue. The entire campus site as now proposed is located within this SUDP. The northern portion of the

campus site generally north of abeve the Bellevue Road alignment is designated “UC Merced” whereas

the southern portion is designated “Multiple-Use Urban Development” in the County Ggeneral Pplan.
Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, page 4.9-5

As described above, following the certification of the UCP EIR in 2004, the County amended the County
General Plan, revised the-beoundaries—of the UC Merced/University Community SUDP boundaries to
include the University Community as defined at that time, and designated the area of the then University

Community as Multiple-Use Urban Development.

A new residential development called the GallePreject-Yosemite Lake Estates with over 1,260 housing
units and more than 187,000 square feet of commercial and public uses is planned-proposed to the

northwest of the campus site, although at this time it is in preliminary stages and has no entitlements to

begin construction.

Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, page 4.9-6

There are four approved specific plans in the City of Merced (Fahrens Creek Specific Plan, Campus North
Specific Plan, Northeast Yosemite Specific Plan, and South Merced Community Plan) with a total of
1,024 acres of land that would accommodate up to abeut 3,322 housing units. In addition, the Bellevue
Ranch Master Plan was approved by the City for the development of 4,643 to 6,648 housing units on a

1,365-acre area located on G Street and Bellevue Road. However, due to potential issues with wetlands

and endangered species habitat north of Bellevue Road, it is likely that substantially fewer housing units

will be constructed. Some subdivisions within the Master Plan area have been constructed. AnoOGther

planned-pending land uses in the vicinity of the project site ineluade is the Yosemite Lakes Estates project
to the northwest of the campus site which would develop over 1,260 dwelling units and more than

187,000 square feet of commercial and public uses.; This project has no entitlements and no method to

provide wastewater treatment for the residential and commercial uses. It is unlikely that this project

would be developed unless and until it is annexed to the City and until substantial environmental issues
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are addressed, and as such, it is not reasonably foreseeable that such development would occur. Eahrens

Street-and Bellevue Road—-and The Mercy Medical Center whieh-is currently under construction on an

approximately 20-acre site at the intersection of G Street and Cormorant Drive. Also in 2007, the Campus
Parkway project was approved that would construct a four-lane, limited-access expressway on the
eastern side of the City of Merced, extending from Highway 99 to Yosemite Avenue near Lake Road. The
Gity County is in the process of acquiring right-of-way to extend this to six lanes to meet traffic needs
beyond 20 years.

Although not approved at this time, Merced County Association of Governments is currently evaluating
the Atwater-Merced Expressway project that would involve construction of an expressway that would
skirt the northwestern and western area of the City of Merced. The expressway would extend from
Highway 59 west along Bellevue Road, head south to cross Highway 99, and then extend further south of
Highway 99 to link to Highway 140.

Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, page 4.9-50

As part of the General PlanUpdate annexation process, it is anticipated that the Campus and University
Community site will be prezoned by the City.

Section 4.11
Section 4.11, Public Services and Recreation, page 4.11-2

As mentioned in Section 2.0, Project Description, the UC Merced Police Department has established a
police station with associated staff on the Phase 1.1 Campus that serves the Campus and associated
University properties. This is consistent with University of California practice of providing its own police
force to serve each campus. The UC Merced Police Department is responsible for providing 24-hour

service for on-campus calls. The UC Merced Police Department has a mutual aid agreement with the

Merced County Sheriff’'s Department and-the-City-of Merced Police Department.

Section 4.11, Public Services and Recreation, page 4.11-3

The Merced Police Department (Merced PD) provides law enforcement services within the City limits
and serves areas beyond City limits through mutual aid agreements with the Merced County Sheriff’s
Department and the California Highway Patrol. If annexed, the University Community site would be

under the jurisdiction of the Merced PD; although, as noted above, Community North could potentially

Impact Sciences, Inc. 2.0-16 UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
0974.001 March 2009



2.0 Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR

be served by the Campus Police Department. The Merced PD currently has 111 sworn officers and
maintains a service standard of 1.32 sworn officers per 1,000 residents. By 2030, the police department
would need an additional 40 officers to serve the population associated with the University Community.
Based on the City of Merced General Plan Update (currently under preparation), Merced PD is expected
to employ approximately 280 to 300 officers by 2030 and would continue to expand stations as needed to
meet service standards (Thomas 2008). Currently, the station closest to the project site is at 1109
Loughborough Drive, less than 5 miles southwest of the site. The Merced PD plans to construct a new

station within the City of Merced in the next five years. This police station could be collocated with a fire

station in the northern portion of the City of Merced (Espinosa 2008). Additionally—anew stationis
| 1 ( the Universite C s

Section 4.11, Public Services and Recreation, page 4.11-4

The fire department is staffed with 54 81 personnel and is equipped with seven engines, two trucks, and a

rescue squad.
Section 4.11, Public Services and Recreation, page 4.11-5

The MUHSD operates seven high schools, four of which are located within Merced City limits: Merced
High School, Golden Valley High School, Yosemite High School, and Independence High School; the

latter two are alternative high schools, located on the East Campus Educational Center. The other three

high schools in the district are Atwater High School, Buhach Colony High School, and Livingston High
School. The MUHSD also operates the East Campus Educational Center, an adult school.

The project site is located within the attendance area of Golden Valley High School. Golden Valley High
School is the closest high school to the proposed campus, at 2121 East Childs Avenue (and North Parsons
Avenue), approximately 4 miles away. Merced High School is also close to the site, located at 205 West
Olive Street. Enrollment at Golden Valley High School was approximately 2,522 students in 2007, and the
capacity of the school in permanent classrooms is 2,052 students. Merced High School has a capacity of
2,025 students; enrollment for 2007 reached 2,563 students. These enrollment levels are in excess of each
school’s capacity. As discussed in the MUHSD Five-Year Facility Plan, overcrowding at Merced High
School and Golden Valley High School is a result of population growth in the attendance boundaries and

the development of the UC Merced Campus (MUHSD 2008). A new “Nerth-MercedHigh School”
“Bellevue Road Area High School” is planned for construction on Farmland Road and G Street, with a

capacity of 2,000 students. This high school site is in the process of receiving final approval by the
MUHSD and is planned to open in August 2011 (MUHSD 2008). The school would be approximately 3
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miles from the proposed project. The student generation rates for MUHSD are 0.23 student per single-
family residence and 0.1 student per multifamily apartment.

Section 4.11, Public Services and Recreation, page 4.11-6

Lake Yosemite Regional Park is an important regional recreation facility serving thousands of area

residents annually. The Merced Irrigation District owns the 486400-acre lake and the 86 acres of

surrounding shoreline, which has been a regional recreational site since the late 1930s. The County

operates the lake and the shoreline for recreational uses under a 50-year lease (1976 to 2026). The-County

1974, the County purchased approximately 260 acres of land adjacent to Lake Yosemite Regional Park to

expand the park. This acreage consists of the 25 acres known as Bicentennial Grove and the other

235 acres used for grazing purposes. At this time, there is no master plan for the expansion of the park

into this area.
Section 4.11, Public Services and Recreation, page 4.11-7

There is are also & newly installed bike lanes path along Bellevue Road between Lake Road and G Street.

Section 4.11, Public Services and Recreation, page 4.11-8
City of Merced Parks and Recreational Facilities

The City of Merced Parks and Community Services Department maintains park and recreational

facilities. As the largest city in Merced County, the City of Merced is a regional provider or park and

recreation services. Both active and passive recreational areas, which include a variety of park types, are

available to residents, as well as an extensive off-street bicycle path system. The City currently has

approximately 395 park acres in its inventory and maintains 187 acres of active parkland and 120 acres of

linear parkland encompassing the stream corridors where the bike paths are located. Parkland
requirements allow for 5 acres of open space per 1,000 population. Nearby community and neighborhood

parks include Fahrens Park, Santa Fe Park, Rahilly Park, and Burbank Park (City of Merced Web site

2008b). Future development of parklands in the City must meet the design standards of the Parks and

Open Space Master Plan, which was adopted in 2004.
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Section 4.11, Public Services and Recreation, page 4.11-22

The City or the County would facilitate the construction of a new police facility to serve the University
Community. The City could construct the new police facility on site or off site at a nearby location. If the
City builds the new police facility off site, they would follow a similar environmental review process.
Payment of developer impact fees for residential and non-residential development within-the University
Community—would be required by the City or County to fund the—a new police station within the
University Community or at an off-site location. Impact fees would also address any environmental
mitigation required in conjunction with the construction of the police facility. These fees would be
determined by the City or County prior to the development ofs the University Community site.

Collection of developer fees is provided for in the City’s development review processes.

If the County constructs-the_a new police facility, it would be located within the University Community

site. Development impact fees and/or special taxes applied to a new development within the University

Community would fund any new stations that would be constructed. Countytaxrevenues—wouldfund

atio atwould-be-constructed-Merced-County2004-In addition, owners of residential and

non-residential property that would be developed within the University Community would pay property
taxes that would fund the operating cost of the new station, including the cost associated with hiring
police officers. Therefore, the impact related to law enforcement would be less than significant and no

mitigation is necessary.
Section 4.11, Public Services and Recreation, page 4.11-23

In the event that a fire station is built within the University Community, it would be managed by the
City, County, or as a University fire department. The fire station would provide service to the Campus

and maintain a 54- to 6-minute response with a unit on scene 90 percent of the time.

Section 4.11, Public Services and Recreation, page 4.11-24

Should the University Community not be annexed to the City, the County would use development

impact fees, special taxes, and/or other tax revenues to fund adequate fire protection services for the

community.
Section 4.13
Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, page 4.13-10

Roadway segment levels of service were calculated based on existing traffic volumes and segment

capacities presented in Table 4.13-1. The_ roadway facility types andse capacities are consistent with the
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Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, pages 4.13-71 through 4.13-73

MM TRANS-1A:

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

Campus Traffic Mitigation Program (CTMP). The Campus Traffic Mitigation
Program (CTMP) is &

heu%tﬂps—aﬂd%er—pa%ﬁ&pa%eﬁeadwaﬂﬁpmmﬂeﬂt&demgned to mitigate off-

site impacts associated with the roadway segments and intersections affected by

the development of the Campus_through full buildout, as described in the 2009

LRDP. It includes a combined approach of (1) transportation measures to reduce

peak-hour trips, and (2) monetary contributions to roadway improvements

identified as necessary to mitigate the impacts of the Proposed Action. CEQA

provides that an agency can mitigate its contribution to local and regional
environmental impacts by contributing its proportional share of funding to
mitigation measures designed to alleviate the identified impact (State CEQA

Guidelines seetion-Section 15130(a)(3)). Fhe-CIHMEPwill-consistof the following
elementsimeasures:

The portion of the CTMP that provides for monetary contributions consists of

specific mitigation measures for certain roadway segments and intersections

adjacent to the Campus (including Lake Road between Yosemite Avenue and

Bellevue Road and Bellevue Road between G Street and Lake Road) that are

anticipated to reach capacity soon after the Campus reaches 10,000 full-time

equivalent (FTE) students. The University anticipates that the County of Merced

(or the City of Merced if annexed) mayv plan and implement improvements to

these segments and intersections before the Campus reaches 10,000 students. The

University also anticipates that the County (or the City) may choose to construct

new regional facilities (such as the Campus Parkway) or oversize new facilities in

lieu of addressing capacity issues by more limited improvements on the affected

segments (e.g., widening Lake Road). To address these issues, the CMTP

contains _detailed provisions for the University’s share of funding these

anticipated improvements upon the notice to proceed for construction. To the

extent that the County (or the City) chooses not to proceed with the specific

improvements identified in MM TRANS-1A-4, the University will address
campus impacts under MM TRANS-1A-5.
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measured by three-term average headeountFTE students enrollment increases

with 2007-08 as the base year. H—this—menitoringdetermines—thattraffic

will report the findings to the City and the County, and these findings will be

used to calculate the University’s proportional share of responsibility to fund

local transportation improvements as described below.

Determination of Proportional Share Attributable to Campus (Applicability —

Campus)Petermination-

The University will monitor its traffic based on MM TRANS-1A-2 above and use

the data to calculate its proportional share of the cost of each improvement at

each location noted in Table 4.13-10. The Campus’s proportional share of each

improvement will be determined by applving the actual trip generation rate at

the time that the improvement is needed. The formula to calculate the

proportional share will be:
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[Actual trip generation rate on a per student bas1s] « projected percentage in Table 4.13 -10

The projected trip generation rate

The use of the actual trip generation rate may increase or decrease the Campus’s

proportional share compared to the projected percentages in Table 4.13-10.

MM TRANS-1A-4:

Monetary Contributions to Roadway Improvements Adjacent to the Campus

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

(Applicability — Campus)

Scope of Mitigation. The University will commit to pay its proportional share of

the cost of improvements to three intersections and two roadway segments that

are adjacent to the Campus at the time that improvements to these facilities are

triggered, as indicated below:

Construct Campus Parkway between Yosemite Avenue and the Campus -

when the County of Merced (or the City of Merced if annexed) demonstrates to

the University that Lake Road from Yosemite Avenue to Bellevue Road is at

90 percent of its capacity (as described in Table 4.13-6) and that the need for

improvement is imminent.

Widen Bellevue from 2 to 4 lanes from G Street to Lake Road - when the

County_of Merced (or the City of Merced if annexed) demonstrates to the

University that Bellevue Road between G Street and Lake Road is at 90 percent of
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its capacity (as described in Table 4.13-6) and that the need for improvement is

imminent. (Future widening of Bellevue Road from 4 to 6 lanes will be mitigated

pursuant to MM TRANS-1-A).

Intersections of Bellevue Road/Lake Road, Myers Gate/Lake Road, and
Yosemite Avenue/Lake Road - when the County of Merced (or the City of

Merced if annexed) demonstrates that the intersections listed above are

approaching an unacceptable Level of Service (LOS) and the need for an

improvement is imminent.

Contribution of Campus’ Proportional Share. At each of these locations, the

University’s proportional share will be estimated based on the percentages

reported in Table 4.13-10 which represent the projected proportional share

adjusted per the discussion under Determination of Proportional Share
Attributable to Campus, above.

Contribution of University Community’s Proportional Share. The University

will advance the proportional share of the cost of the specific improvements

included in this section associated with the University Community (as identified

on Table 4.-13.10) if, prior to the issuance of any entitlements for development in

the University Community (including but not limited to anv specific plan,

tentative map or permit), the County (or the City) enacts an enforceable fee

program to collect sufficient funds from all developers in the University

Community to fullv reimburse the University for any amount overpaid bevond

its proportional share. The fee program must be updated annually to ensure that

sufficient fees are collected to fully reimburse the University for the amount

advanced, including interest associated with any financing of the cost of the

University Community’s share of the improvements. The fee program shall

provide that the fees collected from development within University Community

for purpose of paving for the improvements in this section shall be paid directly

to the University. If a fee mechanism has not been adopted prior to the issuance

of a notice to proceed for an improvement, the University’s commitment to

advance the funding under this section will not arise until such program has

been adopted.

Commitment of Funds. Funding will be internally committed by the University
when an improvement project is included in the County (or the City) capital
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improvement program, and the County (or the City) provides a construction cost

estimate and a project funding plan to the University.

Timing of Mitigation Payments. The funds will be disbursed to the County (or

the City) upon issuance of the notice to proceed with construction of the project.

Monetary Contributions to Other Roadway Improvements (Applicability —

MM TRANS-1A-86:

Impact Sciences, Inc.
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Campus)

Scope of Mitigation. The University will commit to fund its proportional share

of the cost of all roadway improvements at the locations shown in Table 4.13-10

and will commit to fund its proportional share of only those planned

improvements for roadway segments that are listed in Table 4.13-9 and

mitigation for intersections listed in Table 4.13-11. (Improvements to the

intersection of Yosemite Avenue and Lake Road, construction of Campus

Parkway between Yosemite Avenue and the Campus, and Bellevue Road

widening from 2 to 4 lanes are addressed under MM TRANS-1A-4).

Contribution of Campus’ Proportional Share. At each of these locations, the

University’s proportional share will be estimated based on the percentages

reported in Table 4.13-10 which represent the University’s proportional share

adjusted per the discussion under Determination of Proportional Share
Attributable to Campus, above.

Commitment of Funds. Funding will be internally committed by the University
at the point at which an improvement project is included in the County (or the

City)’s capital improvement program, and the County (or the City) provides a

construction cost estimate and a project funding plan to the University.

Timing of Mitigation Payments. The funds will be disbursed to the County (or

the City) upon issuance of the notice to proceed with construction of the project.

Alternate Improvements-FEeasible (Applicability — Campus)

Specific feasible traffic improvements are identified in FableTables 4.13-11 and
4.13-9 to mitigatemitigate each of the Proposed Action’s significant traffic

impacts to a less than significant level. As—the-The identified improvements

would be planned, designed, and implemented by the City of Merced, Merced
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County, or other affected jurisdictions—the—final—econfiguration—of future

Detailed planning, environmental analysis and engineering studies for some of
these improvements hashave not been completed;—therefore; and the
implementing ageney—has—agencies have not committed to all identified

improvements._As a result, the final configuration of future transportation

improvements may vary from those identified in Tables 4.13-11 and 4-13-9. The

University will monitor its traffic based on MM TRANS-1A-2 above and use the

data to calculate its incremental responsibility towards the Campus’s projected

share of each improvement location noted in Table 4.13-10. If any improvement

described herein is found to be ineffective or infeasible, and alternative
improvements are determined to be required to achieve an acceptable LOS, the
University will work in collaboration with the publieageneyCounty or the City

to implement alternative improvements.

Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, pages 4.13-74 and 4.13-75

Access to the campus for pedestrians and bicyclists is currently served via a pedestrian/bicycle path

running north-south east of Lake Road, south of the campus, and via Bellevue Road, which eurrently has
ne bike lanes orpedestrianfaciliies-between Lake Road and G Street, to the west of the campus. The

Lake Road bicycle path may need to be re-located to the east of Campus Parkway when it is built, or

other measures to allow pedestrians and bicyclists to efficiently and safely cross the parkway should be

provided.

Section 4.14

Section 4.14, Utilities and Service Systems, page 4.14-28

Alt 1- Impact UTILS-3: The Proposed Action would generate additional wastewater flows that but

Impact Sciences, Inc.
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would net require construction or expansion of new wastewater conveyance or
treatment facilities that would not result in significant environmental impacts;
nor would the Proposed Action result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s

projected demand in addition to existing commitments. (Less than Significant)
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Section 5.0
Section 5.3.4, Biological Resources, page 5.0-19

However, the Proposed Action would compensate for the loss of wetland habitat through a combination
of conservation, restoration, and creation. For naturally occurring wetlands (vernal pools, vernal swales,
and clay slope wetlands) approximately 2,316 acres (1,058 acres on Tier 1 Lands and 1,268 acres on Tier 2
Lands) would be preserved and managed as compared to 40.41 acres directly impacted. This yields a

ratio of preserved and managed to impacted acreage of approximately 57:1. The preservation and

management components are intended to ensure that there would be no net loss of wetland functions for

naturally occurring wetlands.

capacibyunits—an-approxmate ratio-of Z1-Naturally occurring wetlands would also be restored at a 1:1

ratio, and non-naturally occurring wetlands (canal wetlands and irrigation wetlands) would be created at

eumulativelconsiderable-The restoration and creation components are intended to ensure that there

would be no net loss in the overall areal extent of wetlands. The combination of preservation,

management, restoration, and creation would compensate for the loss of wetland acreage and functions

and fulfill the “no net loss” requirement. By resulting in “no net loss,” the Proposed Action’s contribution
to the significant impact would not be cumulatively considerable.

Section 5.3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, page 5.0-37

Cumulative MM HYD-3c¢: To reduce its demand for water, the Campus shall implement an

aggressive water conservation program which will consist of the
following elements.

o Incorporate water-efficient landscaping practices in all new
landscape installations. Water-conservation landscaping practices
shall include, but not be limited to, use of water-efficient plants,
temporary irrigation systems for plant establishment areas where
mature plants will be able to survive without regular irrigation,
grouping of plants according to water requirements, design of
planting areas to maximize irrigation pattern efficiency, and mulch
covering in planting areas.

e Continue to install low flow plumbing fixtures in all new buildings.
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As new technologies become available, the Camus shall conduct
pilot programs for high-efficiency plumbing fixtures including, but

not limited to, dual-flush toilets. If a piloted technology proves to be
successful (i.e., high-efficiency fixtures that are effective in water
savings and do not require more maintenance than the existing
standard), the Campus shall revise its standards to require use of the
fixtures in all new buildings and in existing buildings as existing
fixtures need to be replaced.

Require that new contracts for washing machines in student
residences be certified by the Consortium on Energy Efficiency to
have a water factor of 5.5 or less or meet an equivalent standard.
New washing machines purchased for use in athletic facilities shall
meet applicable standards for water efficiency for institutional
machines.

Within one vear following approval of the 2009 LRDP, the Campus
shall implement a water conservation education program for
campus residents. This will include but not be limited to:

* distribution to residents of employvee housing of education
materials covering topics such as basic home water conservation
practices, plumbing retrofits and replacements, and strategies to
conserve landscape irrigation; and

= designation of a staff member who will be responsible for
developing and implementing a water conservation education
and awareness program to reduce water consumption in student
residences, dining halls, and student affairs facilities.

Within two vears following approval of the 2009 LRDP, the Campus
shall initiate a study on feasible measures for utilization of reclaimed
water (including rainwater, grayv water, cooling tower blow down
water and/or recycled water) in new development. Potential uses of

reclaimed water include cooling, irrigation, toilet flushing, and

industrial water. The study shall contain a plan to utilize reclaimed
water in new development as feasible and effective.

The Campus shall, at intervals of no more than five years during the
term of the 2009 LRDP, conduct roundtable discussions with
representatives of relevant campus departments, and conduct
additional studies of new technologies as needed to identify feasible
and effective water conservation measures for implementation on
the Campus during the subsequent five-year period. The following
are among the measures that shall be considered:

=  Retrofitting existing water meters such that building use and
irrigation are separately metered
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=  Replacing natural turf on athletic fields with artificial turf

= Installing timers on showers in student residences

Section 6.0
Growth-Inducing Impacts, page 6.0-7

Notwithstanding the University’s efforts to accommodate all of the growth generated by the Campus
through the University Community planning process, it is recognized that some potential remains for
induced growth to occur, particularly in geographic areas that are proximate to the Campus. The
pressure to develop would be the greatest along the Bellevue corridor because of its location between the
Campus and Castle Airport development area and its proximity to the Campus. Lands to the north and
east of the campus could not be developed any way because they are conservation lands. Lands to the
south of the campus would be developed as part of the University Community. Lands to the south of
Yosemite Avenue would be too distant to experience the same growth pressure as lands along Bellevue

corridor although the County of Merced would potentially allow development south of Yosemite Avenue

as the current City of Merced General Plan update identifies much of this area as a “Future Joint City-

County Study Area.”s

Growth-Inducing Impacts, page 6.0-9

Although the expansion of the existing infrastructure could effectively remove obstacles to growth in the
area by allowing the provision of utilities and services to a new area, the new infrastructure would be
designed for the primary—purpose of serving the Campus, and-the University Community, and the Rural
Residential Center (RRC) no-excess—capacity-wowld-beprovided. The RRC area along Lake and Bellevue
Roads in the project vicinity currently relies on on-site septic systems and wells for potable and irrigation

water. The current City of Merced SOI includes the RRC. The current policies in the 2004 UCP are

intended to prevent the possibility of inducing growth on adjacent rural lands, but the RRC is not

considered a “rural” land use in the County General Plan. Furthermore, the County would continue to

implement a Revenue Sharing Agreement with the City of Merced that limits development density of the

RRC area to be no greater than one dwelling unit per acre. Therefore, the Proposed Action would not

trigger any additional growth beyond that described in the analysis above. Fhe Rural Residential Center
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REVISIONS TO TEXT IN VOLUME 3

Section 3.0, Project Description, page 3.0-31

The Regents will review the analysis and conclusions with respect to the environmental impacts from the
implementation of UCM 2020 Project in this volume and will determine whether or not to certify the

EIS/EIR, including this volume.

A Section 404 permit to fill all wetlands within the 815-acre campus will be granted or denied by the
USACE based on the impact analysis contained in Volumes 1 and 2. In the event that the permit is

denied, the UCM 2020 Project will not be implemented.

For stationary sources of air emissions to be constructed as part of the UCM 2020 Project, an Authority to
Construct and Permit to Operate would be needed from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control

District.

The Campus will potentially require permits from the California Fish and Game Department (CDFG) for
the incidental take of state-listed species for the entire campus. In addition, the University will be
required to submit an application to the CDFG pursuant to Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game

Code to determine whether a Streambed Alteration Permit will be required.

The Campus will require all construction contractors for the UCM 2020 Project to obtain coverage under
the statewide National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for Stormwater

Discharges associated with Construction Activities from the CVRWQCB.
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Annexation of the UCM 2020 Project site to the City of Merced requires LAFCO approval. LAFCO

approval is also required for the extension of City services to those portions of the UCM 2020 Project site

which are located outside of the City’s jurisdictional boundary.

Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, page 4.9-1

The Merced County General Plan designates a UC Merced/UCP Campus Specific Urban Development
Plan (SUDP) that ineorporates-includes the entire campus site.

The northern portion of the UCM 2020 Project site, generally north of-abeve the Bellevue Road alignment

is generally designated “UC Merced” Campus in the County General Plan, whereas the southern portion
is generally designated “Multiple Use Urban Development” (MUUD) in the County General Plan.

The northern portion of the UCM 2020 Project site, approximately 0.125 mile south ofabeve the Bellevue

Road alignment, is within the City of Merced’s ewrrent-Sphere of Influence (SOI) while the remainder of
the site is outside of the City’s SOL

Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, page 4.9-2

The current County zoning for the University Community is A-1, General Agriculturalagricuttaral-land.
According to the previeusly-2004 aAdopted UCP, in order to preclude premature conversion or cessation

of agricultural activities, the zoning is to remain agricultural land until such time that plans for the

development of the land are advanced.

Impact Sciences, Inc. 2.0-42 UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
0974.001 March 2009









3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

3.2 MASTER RESPONSES
3.2.1 Master Response No. 1, Growth Inducing Impacts of UC Merced

Some comments state that the Proposed Action will result in greater induced growth than characterized
in the Draft EIS/EIR, and that the growth inducing effects will be experienced in the foothills east of the
campus and in adjacent counties such as Tuolumne County. One comment specifically asks that the
potential for the Proposed Action to induce growth in the areas adjacent to La Paloma Road be addressed
in the Final EIS/EIR and two comments have suggested that projected growth west of Lake Yosemite (the
Yosemite Lake Estates proposal) is induced by the Proposed Action. Finally, some comments state that
the substantial housing growth (boom) in Merced County followed by the bust is a consequence of siting
the UC campus at Merced. Each of these comments related to potential growth impacts of the Proposed

Action is addressed below.

Growth-inducing impacts of the Proposed Action are evaluated in the Draft FIS/EIR based on the

following two criteria:

¢  Whether the Proposed Action would cause economic expansion and population growth through
employment expansion and/or the construction of new housing, or

¢ Whether the Proposed Action would remove an obstacle to population growth (for example, through
the expansion of public services or utilities into an area that does not presently receive these services),
or through the provision of new access to an area, or a change in a restrictive zoning or General Plan
land use designation.

The Draft EIS/EIR acknowledges that the establishment of a large institution such as a major research
university with 25,000 full-time equivalent students could result in substantial growth in the region
where it is located. Some of the growth would be direct, that is, students, faculty, and staff would move
to the region to study and work at the new campus. Other growth would be indirect and induced by the
local purchasing of goods and services by both the campus and its associated population. To address
some of the direct growth, the University plans to house at least half the students on campus. To
accommodate the rest of the direct growth, from the onset of the proposed campus, a contiguous
associated community has always been planned by the County. The express purpose of the community is
to absorb the balance of the direct growth (students, faculty, and staff) and some of the indirect growth
that would result from the new campus. As discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR, the University Community
has been designed with the specific purpose of providing the necessary housing and other services that
would be needed by the campus population on land immediately adjacent to the Campus so that most of

the growth impacts are absorbed within the University Community. The Draft EIS/EIR shows that all of
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the direct growth from the establishment of the campus could be absorbed in the University Community

as planned.

With respect to indirect and induced growth in employment as a result of the direct growth, a study was
conducted in 2000, which estimated that about 6,000 indirect and induced jobs could be created or
supported by the Campus. The County sized and designed the University Community with adequate
land to accommodate these 6,000 indirect and induced jobs and to house the employees who would be
employed in these jobs. Under the revised proposed University Community Plan, adequate land area
(and building space) is planned to accommodate 10,000 indirect and induced jobs. As explained in the
Draft EIS/EIR, of these 10,000 employees, about 2,560 employees would not be accommodated within the
University Community and would need housing in the broader region. Therefore the Draft EIS/EIR
acknowledges that not all of the indirect and induced growth of the campus will be captured within the
University Community, and these 2,560 employee households would seek housing in the Merced region.
Because a substantial amount of housing has been built and additional housing growth is planned within
the City of Merced, this campus-related indirect and induced growth would be accommodated in the
planned housing. In summary, the Draft EIS/EIR discloses the full extent of the direct, indirect, and
induced impacts of the proposed campus and concludes that additional population and employment

growth beyond that disclosed in the Draft EIS/EIR is not considered likely.

Regarding the potential for growth impacts outside the University Community, as noted in the Draft
EIS/EIR, the potential for induced growth to occur in areas to the north, northeast, and east of the campus
and University Community is low because the lands are either protected by conservation easements or
contain sensitive resources that would make development difficult. However potential exists that the area
along Bellevue Road would experience growth pressures on account of its proximity to the campus. The
Draft EIS/EIR notes that the growth of this area is already accounted for in the City’s planning process
and the effects of its development will be evaluated in the City’s General Plan Update EIR. With respect
to specific development proposals such as the Yosemite Lake Estates proposal regarding which some
comments have expressed concern that it should be considered growth induced by the Campus, the Draft
EIS/EIR does identify in the land use section that the Yosemite Lake Estates project is proposed in the
area to the west of Lake Yosemite. However, the project proponent will need to address substantial
environmental issues (including wetlands) as well as develop wastewater infrastructure before the
project can be developed. Furthermore, because of the environmental constraints present on the site, the
project is unlikely to develop a substantial portion of the site or result in the development of a large
number of homes. Similarly because of potential issues with wetlands and land deemed endangered
species habitat north of Bellevue Road, it is not reasonably foreseeable that a substantial number of

homes would develop within Bellevue Ranch Master Plan development. In other words, while some
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As the table shows, a very small percentage of faculty and staff currently reside in Tuolumne County.
Similarly the percentages of campus employees living in Madera and Mariposa counties, which are the
other adjacent foothill counties, are also low. It is well established based on data from other campuses
that students tend to live close to the campus and are less likely than faculty and staff to commute to the
school from distant places. While the EIS/EIR does not claim that no persons associated with the campus
would live in these foothill counties, it is appropriate to assume that given the availability of housing
closer to the campus, especially once the University Community is constructed, it is unlikely that large
numbers of faculty and staff would live in these more distant counties. Based on current percentages of
employees living in the foothill counties, it is estimated that at buildout of the Campus under the 2009
LRDP, about 20 employees would live in Tuolumne County, about 184 employees would live in
Mariposa County, and about 197 employees would live in Madera County. Therefore, the potential for

substantial campus-related induced growth to occur in these counties is considered low.

Finally, the assertion that the boom and bust in the housing market in Merced is due to the campus is
incorrect because the real estate boom and bust experienced in Merced area is identical to the boom and
bust experienced in practically all parts of California and has occurred largely due to state-wide banking
practices. It is true that a substantial number of new homes have been built in Merced in recent years and
some of this housing development was likely built in anticipation of the campus. However, in the years
leading up to 200607, new subdivisions were constructed up and down the Central Valley in all
communities. Therefore, all of the housing development in the Merced area cannot be considered growth
induced by the campus. Similarly, all of the future community plans that are proposed and are expected
to be included in the City’s General Plan Update cannot be considered to be a result of the campus.
Because the boom and bust is not related to the presence of the campus, it is not the subject of this

EIS/EIR.

3.2.2 Master Response No. 2, University Community — Size, Need, and Location

Some comments have questioned the need for a contiguous University Community sized to absorb
100 percent of the direct growth anticipated to result from the establishment of a 25,000 FTE student
campus. Commenters offer several reasons, including the availability of surplus housing, economic
downturn, environmental regulations, and drought, as to why the University Community is not needed
or why the size of the University Community should be reduced from the current proposal of a 1,951-acre
community. Some comments ask that the University Community not be developed as proposed and it be
developed on lands on either side of Bellevue Road west of Lake Road. This master response addresses

these comments.
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As discussed in Section 1.0, Introduction (Volume 1), the University has determined that the success of
UC Merced depends on a planned associated, contiguous, and supporting community that provides
adequate housing and other amenities for faculty, staff, and students. The rationale for this determination
is based on the University’s experience developing the other nine UC campuses and in particular its
observation that without such planning, communities tend to develop around a campus in a piecemeal,
random fashion. A contiguous community provides for housing, fosters a pedestrian-oriented
environment, encourages faculty and student interaction within a shared learning environment, and

discourages long commutes.

Some comments refer to the current economic downturn and argue that surplus housing is available in
Merced and therefore the University Community is not needed. As described in Section 2.0, Project
Description, the Proposed Action is a multi-phased project that generally anticipates development at a
pace with expected enrollment levels. Buildout of the campus is not anticipated until after the year 2030.
Accordingly, development of the project would last for several years, during which time the housing
market and the nation’s economy can be expected to swing in cycles from good to bad and back again.
The current housing market and the general economic conditions of both the state and the nation are only
short-term events in the overall life of the project. The University acknowledges that given the current
surplus and reduced prices of housing and commercial real estate in the region and the current economic
climate, it is unlikely that new housing development within the University Community will be
economically feasible for some time. However, once the market rebounds, additional housing will be
needed in the region. Therefore it is appropriate to plan this housing and other support uses in proximity

of the campus.

Furthermore, the desire for an associated and contiguous community stems from the University’s
fundamental land use planning needs. The University’s experience with its other campuses shows that a
university campus generates a variety of housing, commercial, recreational, entertainment, cultural, and
public use requirements. The University anticipates that in addition to housing, the University
Community will include parks, schools, and neighborhood serving retail. Absent a planned community
that is sized to accommodate these uses, this growth will result in a random and inefficient development
design. An associated and contiguous community is critical to the University’s commitment to reducing
sprawl created by the UC Merced Campus. A well-planned, adequately sized community adjacent to a
campus would help preserve the natural local habitat and agricultural land by increasing density and
focusing development to avoid urban sprawl. Focusing this development and establishing land use plans
for this growth will generate other environmental benefits as well, including reduced traffic congestion
and air emissions. The University Community is planned to be developed at a higher density than other

residential communities in the Merced area and this higher density and contiguous location with the
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campus are consistent with the objectives of AB 32 to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and consistent
with the objectives of SB 375. Furthermore, this higher density of development combined with numerous
policies in the University Community Plan to minimize water use will also help reduce the effect of the
population growth on the groundwater resources in the region. Recognizing these and other
environmental benefits, the USEPA’s comment letter on the Draft EIR “commend[ed] the efforts of UCM
and the Corps to plan a contiguous supporting community for the Campus as an alternative to

unplanned development.” See Comment Letter FA-1.

In 2001 when the Lake Merced site was identified as the preferred location of the 10% campus, the
University and the County conducted an economic analysis to determine the types of land uses, densities
of development, and acres of land that should be included in the University Community so that the
University Community could absorb 100 percent of the direct population growth that was expected to
result from the establishment of the 10 campus. Based on that study, the County determined that the
University Community needed to be about 2,000 acres in size to accommodate all the campus-related
growth and to house the population related to the new campus, and that of the 2,000 acres, it needed to
assign about 1,725 acres to residential uses. In 2004 the County approved a plan for the University
Community that encompassed 2,133 acres. Since then, the overall size of the community has been
reduced by about 182 acres, and the residential development in Community North has been planned at a
higher density than before. An additional increase in the density of residential development will not
allow the housing developed in the University Community to compete successfully with other

developments in the region.

Some comments have suggested that the University Community should be designed not to extend south
of Cardella and should instead be designed to extend west along Bellevue Road (this suggested primarily
to avoid the conversion of prime farmland). The University Community, if it were to be developed in part
along Bellevue Road, would result in greater wetlands and habitat impacts than under the current
proposal. The Campus and University Community as proposed under the Proposed Action represent the

effort to attain the best achievable balance between impacts on biological resources and farmland.

3.2.3 Master Response No. 3, Water Supply Impacts

Some comments raise issues related to the UC Merced and University Community Project’s impacts on
groundwater supplies in the region and whether a sufficient water supply exists for the project. This

master response addresses these issues.
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Water Supply Availability

A few comments stated that the Draft EIR does not demonstrate that the Proposed Action will not
adversely affect surface or groundwater supplies. Water supplies for the Proposed Action are described
and evaluated at length in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, and in Section 4.14, Utilities and
Service Systems. The University has determined that the Proposed Action would generate a demand for
potable water that would be met with existing resources. As further discussed in Section 4.14, Utilities
and Service Systems, the Proposed Action, which includes both the Campus and the University
Community, would demand 4,122 acre-feet per year above existing demands on the site, or a total of
7,166 acre-feet per year. In light of the City’s determination in its 2005 Urban Water Management Plan
(2005 UWMP), which anticipated that development of the Campus alone would demand approximately
8,073 acre-feet per year at full development, water demands associated with the combined development
of the Campus and University Community are nearly 1,000 acre-feet per year less than anticipated. As
such, the 20056 UWMP accounts for the water demands of the combined Campus and University

Community development.
Groundwater Depletion

Some comments were raised regarding the potential for the Proposed Action to result in the depletion of
groundwater. As discussed in detail in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, the Draft EIS/EIR
evaluated the Proposed Action’s potential impacts related to localized groundwater depletion. This
analysis was based on studies conducted by the County in 2004, which concluded that as a result of
groundwater pumping on the Campus and University Community, groundwater levels could decline by
25 to 35 feet in the area west of Lake Road over a period of 100 years. The Draft EIS/EIR concluded that,
given the lower water demand now required for the Campus and Community, and the fact that localized
drawdown could be avoided through careful siting of wells within the Community (i.e., at locations
further away from Lake Road), such localized drawdown would be avoided. Furthermore, even if such a
localized drawdown were to occur at some level, this would not result in any associated significant
environmental impacts. At a cumulative level of analysis, however, the Draft EIS/EIR determined that
cumulative growth in the region (including the Proposed Action and other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future development in the project area) would deplete groundwater supplies resulting in an
overdraft of the regional groundwater aquifer. The Draft EIS/EIR determined this impact was significant
and unavoidable, notwithstanding the recommendations proposed in the 2008 Merced Groundwater

Basin Groundwater Management Plan Update.

The City currently uses groundwater as its sole source of supply. Over the last 20 years, groundwater use

has increased from 17,500 afy in 1985 to 30,118 afy in 2005 (2005 UWMP). The City is involved in joint
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efforts with Merced Irrigation District (MID), UC Merced, the County of Merced, and the Merced County
Association of Governments to conserve the regional aquifer. For example, the Merced Area
Groundwater Pool Interests (MAGPI) is an association of which the City of Merced is a member, created
by the agencies in the Merced groundwater basin with shared interests in the Merced Subbasin. MAGPI
was formed pursuant to the 1993 Groundwater Management Act (AB 3030). As described in Section 5.0,
Cumulative Impacts, the University will continue to support MAGPI in establishing other cooperative
arrangements with state and local agencies for purposes of expanding the basin’s conjunctive use

capabilities.

In 2001, MAGPI entered into a memorandum of understanding with the Department of Water Resources
to support conjunctive water use water management programs. MAGPI published the Merced 2008
Groundwater Basin Groundwater Management Plan Update to address the Merced Subbasin’s physical
characteristics, water quality conditions, and implementation of the groundwater plan. This report
constitutes the City’s groundwater management plan and describes methods to sustain groundwater
reserves. More specifically, the report states that as of 2007, the Merced Groundwater Basin is in a state of
mild long-term groundwater level decline, with a cumulative decrease in storage of approximately
720,000 acre-feet from 1980 to 2007, or about 26,000 acre-feet per year on average. The MID has
implemented various recharge and conservation projects which combined provide an annual in-lieu
recharge of about 60,000 acre-feet per year and have resulted in the cumulative in-lieu recharge of about
300,000 acre-feet per year since 2001. Despite these efforts, the overall Basin remains in a state of mild

long-term overdraft, according to the 2008 Groundwater Basin Groundwater Management Plan Update.

The 2008 Merced Groundwater Basin Groundwater Management Plan Update indicates that a
conjunctive use program is one of the most cost-effective ways to achieve aquifer recharge within the
basin. Operation of a conjunctive use program requires the following features, all of which are present in
the basin: a source of surface water during years with above normal precipitation and stream flow;
conveyance facilities to import water; recharge facilities; usable storage capacity in the aquifer; extraction
facilities; and distribution facilities for surface water and groundwater. The plan indicates that the results
of pilot recharge tests throughout the region have been promising, and MAGPI intends to pursue
cooperative arrangements with State and local agencies for the purpose of expanding the basin’s

conjunctive use capabilities to address overdraft concerns in the region.

Some comments questioned the University’s reliance on the Merced Water Supply Plan (MWSP) in
evaluating water supply and demand for the Proposed Action. The University’s reliance on the MWSP is
well placed. The MWSP and the MWSP Update established the following five goals: manage
groundwater resources; provide high-quality, reliable supply for cities; protect and enhance economic
base; protect MID’s Merced River rights; and maintain consensus on water supply plan. The MWSP is a

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-10 UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
0974.001 March 2009



3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

detailed water supply analysis prepared by the consultant CH2MHILL. It uses a variety of analytical
tools and models to develop future land-use projections, estimate future water demand from surface and
groundwater sources, simulate Merced River flows and availability of water for diversion, and simulate
aquifer response to various scenarios. The MWSP considered the UC Merced Campus project as
proposed in 2001, and determined that the demand associated with the footprint of the project in 2001

represented about 1 percent of the total future water demand for the region.

It is important to note that, although the Draft EIS/EIR does include the analysis provided by the MSWP,
it does not rely upon that analysis to conclude that cumulative water demands will be insignificant. To
the contrary, the Draft EIS/EIR concludes that there will be a cumulative impact on regional groundwater
resources, and that the Proposed Action’s contribution to this impact will be considerable. Although the
MAGPT group may eventually address this issue, and the Draft EIS/EIR includes Mitigation Measure
HYD-3a (requiring the University to support MAGPI through various means), the MAGPI efforts are not
sufficiently developed to support a conclusion that the regional groundwater problem is avoidable. Thus,
the Draft EIS/EIR concluded that the cumulative water supply impact is both significant and

unavoidable, and the Proposed Action’s impact to regional water supply is significant and unavoidable.

It should be noted that, as the Campus begins to develop, an objective of the 2009 LRDP is to maximize
recycled water generated on campus. This will help minimize the amount of groundwater pumping. The
City and MID are also working on programs to recharge the groundwater aquifer with surface water as
well as have plans to phase in surface water use for irrigation. The Campus and the University
Community would be able to incorporate similar future plans that would be developed by the City and
MID. For example, the Merced Groundwater Management Plan is intended to ensure that groundwater is
withdrawn at sustainable rates and that the basin is available to serve future generations. The plan
includes elements that not only require local water agencies to implement programs to reduce the use of
groundwater, but also require the agencies to explore alternate sources, such as recycled water and a
conjunctive use program that emphasizes recharge of the groundwater aquifer using surface water

during wet years when that water is available.
Water Conservation and Recycling

Some comments raised questions or concerns regarding the Proposed Action’s water conservation efforts.
The 2009 LRDP includes sustainability policies which express the Campus’ commitment to achieve water
neutrality, the emerging concept to reduce water use such that no new water resources are needed and

focus on minimizing the consumption of potable water for landscape irrigation.
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The proposed Campus would be designed as a water-conservative campus, and the University
acknowledges that the need for water conservation is important to the success and development of the
Campus. Based on the University’s adoption of the US Green Council’s Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED) water conservation recommendations for high-efficiency fixtures and dry
fixtures (e.g., dry urinals), a balance occurs between the estimated wastewater generation and nonpotable
water demand within the Campus itself, on an annual basis. The Campus is incorporating several

elements from the LEED green building system, including:
e  Water-efficient landscaping to limit or eliminate the use of potable water for landscape irrigation;

¢ Innovative wastewater technologies that will reduce the generation of wastewater and potable water
demand, while increasing local aquifer recharge; and

e  Water use reduction by maximizing water efficiency within buildings to reduce the burden on the
municipal water supply and wastewater systems.

In addition, water service to all Campus facilities will be metered to help manage campus supplies and
inform the design of future facilities. Wastewater flows will also be monitored to help manage campus
operations. Campus facilities and buildings will also incorporate the use of waterless urinals, low flow
toilets, and low flow baths and showers. The University will also develop wastewater treatment and
recycling facilities that would provide recycled water for appropriate uses such as irrigation and
groundwater recharge. In addition, a new mitigation measure (Cumulative MM HYD- 3c) has been
added that requires the Campus to develop and implement an aggressive water conservation program.

The full text of the mitigation measure is presented in Section 2, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR.
Draft EIS/EIR Impact Conclusions

Some comments state that the Draft EIS/EIR’s impact conclusion for Impact HYD-4 is not accurate and
that the impact should have been determined to be a significant impact. The commenters are referred to
the impact statement for Impact HYD-4 which states that “the Proposed Action will not substantially
deplete groundwater supplies such that the production of existing nearby wells would drop to levels that
would not support the uses.” This impact is focused on the effects of pumping the required water on
adjacent wells, and is not focused on the effects on the broader Merced groundwater basin. As Impact
HYD-4 explains, the effect of this pumping on adjacent wells was modeled using a regional groundwater
model and the analysis projected that nearby well water levels would drop by 25 to 35 feet over a period
of 100 years. The analysis showed that carefully siting the on-site wells, drawdown in the nearby wells
could be avoided. The Draft EIS/EIR also noted several other measures that the University would
implement to minimize pumping of groundwater and to maximize recharge and infiltration, all of which

coupled with careful siting of wells would avoid drawdown impacts on adjacent wells. The Draft EIS/EIR
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presents the Proposed Action’s effect on the regional aquifer under Cumulative Impact HYD-3 and
concludes that the project’s effect on the groundwater basin would be cumulatively considerable, and
because all available mitigation will not fully offset this impact, that the cumulative effect would be

significant and unavoidable.

In Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, the Draft EIR describes existing groundwater resources in
the Merced Groundwater Subbasin. Based on DWR calculations, the total storage capacity of the subbasin
is estimated to be 30 million acre-feet. Although agricultural demand within the basin is served by both
surface and groundwater, based on the most recent water demand numbers, a total of 608,000 acre-
feet/year of agricultural water demand is met with groundwater. Municipal and industrial users pumped
approximately 50,000 acre-feet of groundwater in 2007. As such, the total water demand from the basin is
approximately 658,000 acre-feet per year, which is approximately 2 percent of the subbasin’s total storage
capacity. By comparison, the Campus and University Community would demand a total of 7,166 acre-
feet per year at full development, which is approximately 0.02 percent of the subbasin’s storage capacity.
Therefore, water demand associated with the Proposed Action would not, in and of itself, deplete
groundwater supplies to such an extent that it alone would result in an overdraft of the regional
groundwater aquifer. Notwithstanding the Proposed Action’s minimal effect on existing groundwater
supplies, the Draft EIS/EIR concludes in Section 5.0 that the Proposed Action will contribute to a
significant and unavoidable depletion of groundwater due to an ongoing overdraft of the regional
groundwater aquifer. As noted in this analysis, in terms of total projected water demand, the originally
estimated groundwater demand for the Campus and University Community (i.e., prior to the reduction
in footprint and thus water demand) would have represented only about 1 percent of the total future
applied water demand for the region and, taken alone, would not have a significant impact on regional
groundwater levels. Nonetheless, although this is a small portion of the overall projected demand, the
Draft EIS/EIR concluded that the Proposed Action’s contribution to the cumulative impact would be
considerable for purposes of the environmental analysis. Thus, the Draft EIS/EIR included two mitigation
measures to address this impact, concluding that the cumulative impact would nonetheless be

unavoidable.

3.24 Master Response No. 4, City and County Land Use Jurisdiction

The Draft EIS/EIR includes mitigation measures related to the Community North and Community South
lands. Rather than being within the University’s jurisdiction, implementation of these measures is within
the jurisdiction of other agencies, such as the City of Merced and Merced County. These mitigation
measures generally fall in one of two categories. Some of these measures are proposed to mitigate the
significant environmental impacts from the development of the University Community, while some are
proposed to address the cumulative impacts from the development of the Proposed Action in conjunction
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with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the study area. Several
commenters have questioned the inclusion of these mitigation measures in the EIS/EIR, because, as stated
in these comments, these mitigation measures are beyond the control and outside the jurisdiction of the

University. This master response addresses these concerns.

CEQA requires an EIR to identify potential mitigation measures for each significant effect described in
the EIR, and NEPA includes a similar requirement for an EIS. Under CEQA in particular, lead agencies
may identify mitigation measures that are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public

agency and make findings that those measures can and should be adopted by such other agency.

The University is the lead agency for the Proposed Action under CEQA, and the Draft EIS/EIR identifies
the City, County, and other governmental agencies as cooperating, responsible, and trustee agencies.
Even though it does not have land use jurisdiction over the entire University Community, the University
is required to evaluate the whole of the project and identify potentially significant environmental effects
of the whole of the project. As the lead agency for the project, the University must identify and consider
mitigation measures for all of the potentially significant effects identified in the Draft EIS/EIR. It is not the
intent of the University to bind the City, County, or any other governmental agency to any of these
mitigation measures, because the University does not have the authority to do so. Many of the mitigation
measures that identify the City, County, or other governmental agency as implementing these measures
use the word “should” rather than “shall,” but in some instances, a mitigation measure states that the
City or County “shall” or “will” impose mitigation. The University recognizes, however, that in no
instance can it bind the City or the County to any mitigation measure. The University’s responsibilities
are to identify mitigation measures for significant project impacts and, if it approves the project, to adopt
“can and should” findings for mitigation measures that are within another public entity’s jurisdiction and

control.

The lands that make up Community North are owned by the UCLC, a not-for-profit organization
composed of the University and Virginia Smith Trust. Because this land is owned by UCLC and not by
the University, Merced County currently has the land use authority over Community North. Should this
land, along with the land that makes up Community South, be annexed to the City of Merced, the City
would have the land use authority over the entire University Community area. Therefore, eventually any
mitigation measures that would address the significant impacts from the development of the University
Community will be implemented by developers under the direction of the County or the City as the lead
agency. Again, to comply with NEPA and CEQA, which require that a Draft EIS/EIR present mitigation
measures that would address the project’s significant impacts, the Draft EIS/EIR lists such mitigation
measures even if only the County or the City could impose them. The County may decide in its discretion
to adopt entirely different mitigation measures for the impacts in question. Similarly, if the City moves
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forward with the annexation of the University Community site, the City may decide in its discretion to

adopt different measures or make different findings regarding these impacts.

3.25 Master Response No. 5, Adequacy of the Impact Analysis based on the
Merced County Association of Governments (MCAG) Travel Demand
Model

Several comments state that the use of the MCAG Travel Demand Model provides an incorrect

assessment of project impacts, for the following reasons:
¢ The future models (2020 and 2030) contain roadway improvements that are not fully funded.
e The future models contain more land use growth than can reasonably be expected to occur.

¢ The models contain roadway capacity assumptions that are too high.

The comments state that, as a result of these perceived defects, the impacts are incorrectly identified and
the corresponding mitigation measures are inadequate because (1) the mitigations do not result in fully
funded roadway improvements; (2) the analysis understates the project contribution relative to the rest of
the anticipated development in the area; and (3) the roadway operating conditions may be overstated,
resulting in some impacts being missed. The following additional information explains the reasons the

model was used to assess impacts, and provides support for the adequacy of the impact findings.
Use of the MCAG Travel Demand Model as the Forecasting Tool

In assessing the impacts of full buildout of UC Merced and the University Community, the University
relies on the transportation planning tool developed and adopted by the Regional Transportation
Planning body, Merced County Association of Governments (MCAG) — the MCAG Travel Demand
Model. For a project of this size and with a long-term buildout schedule, it is important to use state of the
art methodology for forecasting traffic. The full development of the Campus and the University
Community will produce a large amount of new travel, with the potential to change the distribution of
vehicle trips throughout the greater Merced area. The MCAG model has the capability to assess the
interaction of trips produced by and attracted to the Campus and the University Community with those
produced by and attracted to existing and planned new land uses in Merced County. The procedures in
the model are designed to capture changes in origin-destination pairs that might result from major
changes in land use. Thus, the model is better able to predict traffic distribution and assignment than the
alternative method, a “manual” assignment where traffic routing is based on transportation planners’

estimates of how trips may be routed.
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It is noted that the City of Merced is currently using the MCAG Travel Demand Model to assess the
potential traffic changes associated with the 2030 General Plan Update. As with UC Merced and the
University Community Project, the General Plan Update project requires long-term analysis, and it is
thus appropriate to use the long-term planning tool with the best available information on regional land

use changes and roadway network improvements.

It is also important to note that the use of the MCAG Travel Demand Model is appropriate as it is based
on the officially adopted state and regional land use forecasts, and is consistent with infrastructure

funding and implementation planning by the responsible regional agency, MCAG.
Assumptions Regarding Planned Roadway Improvements in the 2020 and 2030 Models

The 2020 and 2030 MCAG Travel Demand Models contain roadway networks consistent with the Merced
County Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), which MCAG also prepares and maintains. As stated in the
2007 RTP, Merced County and its cities, including Merced, each make decisions about local
transportation facilities through their individual planning processes. The Cities and the County work
through MCAG to program regionally allocated local funds which are available from state and federal
sources. These member jurisdictions collaborate with MCAG on the development of the RTP and the

development and updating of the MCAG Travel Demand Model.

The 2020 and 2030 models obtained from MCAG for use in the Draft EIS/EIR have roadway networks
that are consistent with the RTP. The networks contain improvements that are fully funded, partially
funded, and several that are designated in the RTP as Non-Regional Improvement Program Funded
Projects, defined as “deficiencies expected to be funded by local agencies, development, or other sources
such as 100 percent Interregional Improvement Program.” The RTP identifies local agencies’
responsibilities in funding and implementing these and all projects in their jurisdictions, including “Build
and maintain new streets and roads to serve growth as identified in individual General Plans” and
“Construct local projects identified in the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).” Thus, the RTP
does not require full funding from State and Federal sources for all roadway improvements that are
needed to serve future growth. The RTP anticipates that local jurisdictions, including Merced County and
the City of Merced, would fund local projects through developer fees and other sources. Other than the
Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF) which is administered by MCAG and provides funding for
10 regionally significant projects, there is presently no County or City traffic impact fee conforming to the
Mitigation Fee Act (California Government Code 66000 et seq.) that can be used to accumulate funding to
pay for the unfunded RTP projects. Nevertheless, the model’s inclusion of these projects in the 2020 and
2030 travel demand models is appropriate, as they are part of the future roadway network that has been

shown through the RTP development process to be needed to serve the land use growth in Merced

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-16 UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
0974.001 March 2009


















3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

roadway segment for which there is a planned widening project or new connection reflected in the
MCAG Travel Demand Model that is not fully funded,” the Draft EIS/EIR assures that the University will
participate in funding all improvement projects that are assumed in the analysis that meet two
conditions: (1) the improvement project is not already fully funded, and (2) the University contributes
1 percent or more to the future traffic on that segment. Draft EIS/EIR Volume 2, Table 4.13-10 (for the full
Campus) and Volume 3, Table 4.13-6 (for the UCM 2020 Project) provide the estimated percent traffic
contribution to each improvement project. Contrary to several comments, the projected contributions to
several key improvements are substantial, over 10 percent on six key roadway segments for the full

Campus (2030) and over 10 percent on nine key roadway segments for the UCM 2020 Project.

The payment of a proportional share toward these improvement projects, as outlined in Mitigation
Measure TRANS-1A (as revised in this Final EIS/EIR) constitutes adequate and equitable mitigation
under CEQA, which requires a rough proportionality between the level of impact and the mitigation. The
City and County can and should develop funding sources such as traffic mitigation fees for the other

projected development in the area to provide the remaining funding for these projects.

Please see also Master Response No. 8 which discusses the adequacy of the payment mechanism in the

Traffic Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A,

3.2.6 Master Response No. 6, Adequacy of Campus Trip Generation and

Campus-Community Internalization

Some comments state that the trip generation rate used for the campus is too low, and that the
internalization assumed for trips within the greater campus and University Community is too high. The

following addresses these concerns.
Campus Trip Generation Rate

The vehicle trip generation of any land use is a product of many factors, including the availability of
non-auto services and facilities such as bus transit, bike routes, pedestrian paths, etc; proximity to other
uses; physical infrastructure design; and other factors. The vehicle trip generation of university campuses
is particularly variable because each campus contains a unique mix of employment, student, and housing
uses, and campuses are located in a wide range of urban, suburban, and rural contexts. Therefore, as
described in the 2002 LRDP EIR and in this Draft EIS/EIR, the vehicle trip generation for the UC Merced
campus was estimated by looking to other similar campuses, with the knowledge that no two campuses
are identical. Draft EIS/EIR Section 4.13.5.3 provides the reasoning behind the expectation that the
average daily vehicle trip generation for UC Merced will be approximately the average of the trip
generation rates for UC Davis and UC Santa Cruz. Section 4.13.5.3 of the Draft FIS/EIR notes that the
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current 2,000-student campus is generating trips at a slightly higher rate than assumed for the UCM 2020
Project and the full campus at 2030: 2.33 vs. 2.08 trips per student. However, the section also notes that
this is to be expected at this early stage of campus development, due to a lower proportion of on-campus
student housing at the present time compared to the on-campus housing that will be provided as the
campus grows (ultimately achieving a 50 percent housed on-campus target); limited transit services; and
the relative lack of on-campus entertainment and dining options. The campus trip generation rate is
expected to decline in the future as more on-campus housing is built for students, transit services are

improved, and more amenities are developed within easy walking distance of the campus.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A describes the mechanism by which the University will monitor vehicle
trip generation on a periodic basis, and if trip generation rates are higher (or lower) than predicted in the
Draft EIS/EIR, the University’s proportional share contribution toward traffic mitigations (roadway and

intersection improvements) will be adjusted accordingly.
Campus-Community Internalization

The assessment of what proportion of trips would stay within the combined Campus and University
Community boundary took into account the planned residential, retail, and office mix of the University
Community; the goals for provision of University student and employee housing within the University
Community; and the goals for provision of recreation, entertainment, dining and shopping options for

the campus-related population within the University Community.

Section 4.13.5.3 of the Draft EIS/EIR states that at buildout the University Community is expected to
generate approximately 146,600 daily trips. The UC Merced Campus is expected to generate
approximately 52,000 trips. A portion of the trips generated from the Campus and the adjacent University
Community are expected to remain within the project site (Campus and University Community sites
combined), due to the relative proximity of the University Community to the Campus, as well as the
likely tendency of the University Community to attract campus-related residents. The internal trips

include vehicle, walking, biking, and transit trips.

In the full development scenario, it was assumed that 65 percent of Campus-generated trips would be
local, and 35 percent regional, which was partially based on the residence location information from the
UC Davis and UC Santa Cruz comparables. Fifty-six percent of UC Santa Cruz’s faculty, staff, and
nonresidential students live within 3 miles of the campus core, and 23 percent live within 5 miles. Similar
information from UC Davis indicates that approximately half of the faculty and staff live in Davis, as do a
high proportion of nonresidential students. Given that the proposed University Community is designed

to directly support the needs of the UC Merced Campus, it is likely that, in the long run, sizeable
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percentages of Campus employees and nonresidential students will live within the University
Community and travel between the University Community and the Campus. While alternative modes of

transportation will be strongly encouraged, some of this travel inevitably will be by automobile.

Another component of local travel between the Campus and University Community would come from
students and their family members who live on the Campus. UC Merced has a stated goal of providing
housing for 50 percent of students. Graduate students who live in on-campus housing are likely to have
spouses and children living with them, many of whom will need to leave the Campus to accomplish daily
tasks. For example, the elementary and secondary schools to serve those children will be located in the

University Community, as will many of the retail and employment opportunities for the spouses.

Assumptions about travel within the Campus and the two subareas of the University Community
(Community North and Community South) are based on the relative number of residential trips versus
non-residential trips generated by these areas, and the specific types of trip generators within each. The
internal trip percentages have been developed to ensure that the residential internalization matches the
non-residential internalization. In other words, each internal trip beginning at a residential use has a
matching destination at a non-residential use in the Campus, Community North, or Community South.

At buildout, the following proportions of trips are expected to remain internal to the project site:

e All trips generated by schools and parks

e 70 percent of residential trips

e 90 percent of retail trips

e 60 percent of office trips

e 55 percent of business park trips

Overall, approximately 70 percent of the daily trips generated by the proposed Campus and University

Community are expected to remain within the immediate Campus and University Community area, and

30 percent of the trips are expected to travel to other parts of the study area.

In the context of the considerations outlined above, the traffic experts who prepared the Draft EIS/EIR

traffic analysis have determined that the overall Campus trip internalization assumptions are reasonable.
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3.2.7 Master Response No. 7, Campus Traffic Assignment to the Roadway
Network, and Calculation of Campus Proportional Share Toward Traffic

Mitigation

Certain comments state that the Campus traffic is incorrectly assigned to the roadway network, and/or
that the proportional shares are incorrect. The first statement implies that the assignment would be
different if certain roadway improvements were not assumed to be in place, for example the widening of
Bellevue Road. The second statement appears to refer to the fact that the proportional shares (in
Table 4.13-10 for the Full Campus, and Table 4.13-6 for the UCM 2020 Project) do not match what one
would calculate by taking the difference between the With Project and No Project entries in the
corresponding LOS tables (Table 4.13-8 for the Full Campus and Table 4.13-2 for the UCM 2020 Project)

and dividing those differences by the total future volume.
The following two discussions respond to these concerns.

Model Process for Trip Distribution and Assignment

The MCAG Travel Demand Model is a four-step travel demand model. For its first step, Trip Generation,
it predicts the number of vehicle trips in each travel analysis zone (TAZ) for each trip purpose based on
the type and the amount of land use in the TAZ. This model begins with ADT vehicle trip generation
estimates of productions (homes) and attractions (employment) with four possible trip purposes. Once
the trip generation step has determined the number of trips originating and terminating in each TAZ, the
trip distribution process determines specific destination of each trip in each zone. Some of the trips also
terminate outside the model area. The trip distribution process uses the standard gravity model
formulation, borrowed from physics, to match production trip ends to attraction trip ends. The gravity
model states that a zone’s attractiveness is directly proportional to its mass and indirectly proportional to
its distance. In its adaptation for use in travel demand forecasting, the gravity model uses friction factors
to calculate the likelihood of traveling a certain distance or time for individual trip purposes. Once the
trips are distributed, they are then balanced so that the number of trips entering a zone equals the

number of trips leaving the same zone.

Traffic is assigned to the network based on user equilibrium. This concept assumes each trip maker
chooses their route to minimize travel time. This choice is adjusted through an iterative process that
accounts for prevailing congestion levels. Equilibrium is achieved when every trip-maker is using the
best possible route, given the level of congestion already on the network and switching routes does not

improve travel time,
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The distribution and assignment of campus trips is thus affected by the relative roadway capacity on
different potential routes. However, as discussed in Master Response 5, the use of the 2020 and 2030
MCAG Travel Demand Model roadway networks is appropriate and necessary to assure use of consistent
land use and roadway network assumptions. If the trips were assigned to a network without these
improvements, the trip assignment would be different, but the impact finding and mitigation would be
the same: the trip overload would show the need for the improvements, the model would be run with the
improvements (in a mitigation test run), and the corresponding campus proportional share would be
calculated. For example, if Campus Parkway had not been assumed in place in the 2030 analysis, the
traffic assignment to Lake Road would result in a significant impact, and the mitigation would be to

construct Campus Parkway.

Proportional Share Calculations

The campus proportional share calculations are not performed by simply taking the difference between
the Future With Project and the Future No Project volumes, and dividing that by the Future With Project
volume. The reason for this is that the future volumes shown in Table 4.13-10 (for the campus at full
development under the 2009 LRDP) and in Table 4.13-6 (for the UCM 2020 Project) have been adjusted
from the raw model run to account for model error, and in this adjustment process, the volumes may
increase or decrease, thus distorting the contribution by each trip source (the Campus, the University
Community, and all other zones that may contribute volumes to that segment). Therefore, to accurately
assess the relative contribution of the Campus, University Community, and all other traffic, raw

project-only and raw total volumes were used for the proportional share calculation.

It is noted that detailed spreadsheets containing these calculations for the Proposed Action and all
alternatives have been sent to Merced County staff for their information. Attachments 1 and 2 to this
response (presented in Appendix 3) contain plots which illustrate the raw trip assignment for the 2020

Project and the campus at full development under the 2009 LRDP, respectively.

3.2.8 Master Response No. 8, Adequacy of Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A

A number of comments were received from the City and Merced County requesting clarification
regarding several aspects of Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A which applies to off-site impacts of campus
traffic at full development of the Campus under the 2009 LRDP. The comments questioned why traffic
monitoring and “further study” of the future traffic from the campus was necessary. Some comments
questioned the University’s commitment to pay proportional share and the timing of payment of
proportional share contributions. This master response addresses these comments. Furthermore, to

provide better clarity how the University’s proportional share will be calculated and when the funding
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will be committed and paid to the affected jurisdiction, the text of Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A has

been revised for the Final EIS/EIR and is presented at the end of this master response.
Monitoring of Campus Traffic

Contrary to some comments, the University is not proposing any additional studies as part of Mitigation
Measure TRANS-1A. What is proposed under the mitigation measure is continuous monitoring of the
campus’ traffic growth. This is considered necessary for a number of reasons. First, the 2009 LRDP is a
long-range development plan and the total growth that is embodied in this plan is expected to occur over
a very long period of time. Furthermore, enrollment growth can vary from one year to another as it is
affected by numerous factors. Therefore, the increase in campus population and associated traffic as
evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR for years 2020 and 2030 may or may not occur exactly as predicted.
Second, the Campus is committed to implementing a strong TDM program as part of its sustainability
goals. Therefore it is hoped that the growth in vehicle trips will be less than proportional to the increase
in campus population. Third, although the University, especially through its support of development in
Community North, anticipates that the University Community will develop in step with campus growth,
it is possible that the development of the University Community could lag behind the growth of the
Campus. Should that be the case, more campus-related traffic could be added to the regional roads than
currently projected. Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A includes traffic monitoring to address all of these

contingencies and variables that could affect the traffic generated by the Campus.

Traffic monitoring will be done when the campus enrollment increases by an increment of 1,500 students
(currently anticipated to occur over a period of two or three years). Gate counts will be conducted and
used to estimate the trip generation rate at that point in time. This rate will then be compared to the rate
used in the EIS/EIR and based on the trip generation rate at that time, the Campus” percent share of the
cost of traffic improvements will be estimated. This information will be shared on a regular basis with the

City and the County.
Commitment to Mitigate and Timing of Proportional Share Payments

The University committed in the Draft EIS/EIR to paying its proportional share of the cost of
improvements to locations where the Campus’ traffic is projected to result in a significant impact.
However, some comments suggest that the University has designed the traffic mitigation program in
such a manner that under numerous scenarios, the University will not make any payments towards
traffic improvements that are related to the Campus’s traffic impacts. To address this concern, Mitigation
Measure TRANS-1A has been clarified to state very clearly that when the City or the County comes forth

with a project to improve an existing roadway facility or construct a new one, the University will
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determine its proportional share payment at the time the project is programmed, a full construction cost
estimate is prepared, and a full funding plan (including the projected University proportional share) is
prepared by the affected jurisdiction. Furthermore, the revised mitigation measure also clearly identifies
the University’s commitment to pay its proportional share of the necessary improvements to two existing
intersections (Lake and Bellevue and Lake and Yosemite), one new intersection (Myers Gate and Lake
Road), as well as for widening Bellevue Road from 2 to 4 lanes, and constructing Campus Parkway from
Yosemite Avenue to the Campus. The revised Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A also includes adequate
provisions that will serve as verifiable triggers. The University will contribute funds in a timely manner
so that the improvements can be planned and completed by the local jurisdiction before traffic operations

are degraded to an unacceptable level.

Some comments have requested that the Final EIS/EIR report specific amounts of money that would be
paid to the local jurisdictions to mitigate the project’s impacts. Due to the numerous variables that could
affect the number of daily trips generated by the Campus, any effort to provide an estimate of the
project’s proportional share contribution in dollars at this time would not be meaningful. However given
the commenter’s concern, the University has committed to monitor its traffic continually, and estimate
and document at each monitoring stage the actual traffic levels and trip generation rate so that the

proportional share can be correctly estimated at the time that it needs to be paid.

It is not necessary for the University to place its share of funding in a special fund to be held by the local
jurisdiction. The University has committed to the following in Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A: “Funding
will be internally committed by the University when an improvement project is included in the County
(or the City) capital improvement program, and the County (or the City) provides a construction cost
estimate and a project funding plan to the University.” “The funds will be disbursed to the County (or the
City) upon issuance of the notice to proceed with the construction of the project.” This should assure the

local jurisdictions that monies will be available when they are needed for the required improvement.

Revised Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A

MM TRANS-1A: Campus Traffic Mitigation Program (CTMP). The Campus Traffic Mitigation

Program (CTMP) is designed to mitigate off-site impacts associated with the
roadway segments and intersections affected by the development of the Campus
through full build-out, as described in the 2009 LRDP. It includes a combined
approach of (1) transportation measures to reduce peak-hour trips, and
(2) monetary contributions to roadway improvements identified as necessary to
mitigate the impacts of the Proposed Action. CEQA provides that an agency can

mitigate its contribution to local and regional environmental impacts by
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contributing its proportional share of funding to mitigation measures designed

to alleviate the identified impact (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a)(3)).

The portion of the CTMP that provides for monetary contributions consists of
specific mitigation measures for certain roadway segments and intersections
adjacent to the Campus (including Lake Road between Yosemite Avenue and
Bellevue Road and Bellevue Road between G Street and Lake Road) that are
anticipated to reach capacity soon after the Campus reaches 10,000 full-time
equivalent (FTE) students. The University anticipates that the County of Merced
(or the City of Merced if annexed) may plan and implement improvements to
these segments and intersections before the Campus reaches 10,000 students. The
University also anticipates that the County (or the City) may choose to construct
new regional facilities (such as the Campus Parkway) or oversize new facilities in
lieu of addressing capacity issues by more limited improvements on the affected
segments (e.g.,, widening Lake Road). To address these issues, the CMTP
contains detailed provisions for the University’s share of funding these
anticipated improvements upon the notice to proceed for construction. To the
extent that the County (or the City) chooses not to proceed with the specific
improvements identified in MM TRANS-1A-4, the University will address
campus impacts under MM TRANS-1A-5.

The CTMP will consist of the following elements/measures:
Trip Reduction Measures (Applicability — Campus)

Travel Demand Management. To reduce on- and off-campus vehicle trips and
resulting impacts, the University will implement a range of Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) strategies. TDM strategies will include measures to
increase transit and shuttle use, encourage alternative transportation modes
including bicycle transportation, implement parking polices that reduce demand,
and implement other mechanisms that reduce vehicle trips to and from the

campus and community.
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Transit Enhancement. To enhance transit systems serving the Campus and
University Community, the University will work cooperatively with the City of
Merced, County of Merced, Cat Tracks, The Bus, StaRT, YARTS, and other local
agencies to coordinate service routes with existing and proposed shuttle and

transit programs.

Sustainability Measures. The University shall review individual projects
proposed under the 2009 LRDP for consistency with UC sustainable
transportation policy and UC Merced TDM strategies set forth in the 2009 LRDP
to ensure that bicycle and pedestrian improvements, alternative fuel
infrastructure, transit stops, and other project features that promote alternative
transportation are incorporated to the extent feasible. The University shall

monitor the performance of campus TDM strategies through annual surveys.

Campus Housing. The University will continue to pursue the implementation of

affordable on-campus student housing to reduce peak-hour commuter trips to
the campus. The University’s goal is for 50 percent of student population to live

on campus.
Campus Traffic Monitoring (Applicability — Campus)

The University will monitor trip generation resulting from the campus
development under the 2009 LRDP to track the actual trip generation relative to
the projections in this EIS/EIR. The University will conduct traffic cordon counts
of the campus traffic with each 1,500-person increase in student population
measured by three-term average FTE students enrollment increases with 2007-08
as the base year. The University will report the findings to the City and the
County, and these findings will be used to calculate the University’s proportional
share of responsibility to fund local transportation improvements as described

below.

Determination of Proportional Share Attributable to Campus (Applicability —
Campus)

The University will monitor its traffic based on MM TRANS-1A-2 above and use
the data to calculate its proportional share of the cost of each improvement at
each location noted in Table 4.13-10. The Campus’s proportional share of each
improvement will be determined by applying the actual trip generation rate at
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the time that the improvement is needed. The formula to calculate the

proportional share will be:

Actual trip generation rate on a per student basis
The projected trip generation rate

} x projected percentage in Table 4.13 -10

The use of the actual trip generation rate may increase or decrease the Campus’s

proportional share compared to the projected percentages in Table 4.13-10.

Monetary Contributions to Roadway Improvements Adjacent to the Campus

(Applicability — Campus)

Scope of Mitigation. The University will commit to pay its proportional share of

the cost of improvements to three intersections and two roadway segments that
are adjacent to the Campus at the time that improvements to these facilities are

triggered, as indicated below:

Construct Campus Parkway between Yosemite Avenue and the Campus -
when the County of Merced (or the City of Merced if annexed) demonstrates to
the University that Lake Road from Yosemite Avenue to Bellevue Road is at
90 percent of its capacity (as described in Table 4.13-6) and that the need for

improvement is imminent.

Widen Bellevue from 2 to 4 lanes from G Street to Lake Road - when the
County of Merced (or the City of Merced if annexed) demonstrates to the
University that Bellevue Road between G Street and Lake Road is at 90 percent of
its capacity (as described in Table 4.13-6) and that the need for improvement is
imminent. (Future widening of Bellevue Road from 4 to 6 lanes will be mitigated

pursuant to MM TRANS-1A-5).

Intersections of Bellevue Road/Lake Road, Myers Gate/Lake Road, and
Yosemite Avenue/Lake Road - when the County of Merced (or the City of
Merced if annexed) demonstrates that the intersections listed above are
approaching an unacceptable Level of Service (LOS) and the need for an

improvement is imminent.
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Contribution of Campus’ Proportional Share. At each of these locations, the

University’s proportional share will be estimated based on the percentages
reported in Table 4.13-10 which represent the projected proportional share
adjusted per the discussion under Determination of Proportional Share

Attributable to Campus, above.

Contribution of University Community’s Proportional Share. The University

will advance the proportional share of the cost of the specific improvements
included in this section associated with the University Community (as identified
on Table 4.-13.10) if, prior to the issuance of any entitlements for development in
the University Community (including but not limited to any specific plan,
tentative map or permit), the County (or the City) enacts an enforceable fee
program to collect sufficient funds from all developers in the University
Community to fully reimburse the University for any amount overpaid beyond
its proportional share. The fee program must be updated annually to ensure that
sufficient fees are collected to fully reimburse the University for the amount
advanced, including interest associated with any financing of the cost of the
University Community’s share of the improvements. The fee program shall
provide that the fees collected from development within University Community
for purpose of paying for the improvements in this section shall be paid directly
to the University. If a fee mechanism has not been adopted prior to the issuance
of a notice to proceed for an improvement, the University’s commitment to
advance the funding under this section will not arise until such program has

been adopted.

Commitment of Funds. Funding will be internally committed by the University
when an improvement project is included in the County (or the City) capital
improvement program, and the County (or the City) provides a construction cost

estimate and a project funding plan to the University.

Timing of Mitigation Payments. The funds will be disbursed to the County (or

the City) upon issuance of the notice to proceed with construction of the project.
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Monetary Contributions to Other Roadway Improvements (Applicability —
Campus)

Scope of Mitigation. The University will commit to fund its proportional share

of the cost of all roadway improvements at the locations shown in Table 4.13-10
and will commit to fund its proportional share of only those planned
improvements for roadway segments that are listed in Table 4.13-9 and
mitigation for intersections listed in Table 4.13-11. (Improvements to the
intersection of Yosemite Avenue and Lake Road, construction of Campus
Parkway between Yosemite Avenue and the Campus, and Bellevue Road

widening from 2 to 4 lanes are addressed under MM TRANS-1A-4).

Contribution of Campus’ Proportional Share. At each of these locations, the

University’s proportional share will be estimated based on the percentages
reported in Table 4.13-10 which represent the University’s proportional share
adjusted per the discussion under Determination of Proportional Share

Attributable to Campus, above.

Commitment of Funds. Funding will be internally committed by the University
at the point at which an improvement project is included in the County (or the
City) capital improvement program, and the County (or the City) provides a

construction cost estimate and a project funding plan to the University.

Timing of Mitigation Payments. The funds will be disbursed to the County (or

the City) upon issuance of the notice to proceed with construction of the project.

Alternate Improvements (Applicability — Campus)

Specific feasible traffic improvements are identified in Tables 4.13-11 and 4.13-9
to mitigate each of the Proposed Action’s significant traffic impacts to a less than
significant level. The identified improvements would be planned, designed, and
implemented by the City of Merced, Merced County, or other affected
jurisdictions. Detailed planning, environmental analysis and engineering studies
for some of these improvements have not been completed and the implementing
agencies have not committed to all identified improvements. As a result, the final
configuration of future transportation improvements may vary from those
identified in Tables 4.13-11 and 4-13-9. The University will monitor its traffic
based on MM TRANS-1A-2 above and use the data to calculate its incremental
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responsibility towards the Campus’s projected share of each improvement
location noted in Table 4.13-10. If any improvement described herein is found to
be ineffective or infeasible, and alternative improvements are determined to be
required to achieve an acceptable LOS, the University will work in collaboration

with the County or the City to implement alternative improvements.
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3.3 RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS

This section presents all written comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR and response to individual
comments. It is recommended that reviewers use the index to comments on pages 4.0-1 through 4.0-2 to

locate comments from specific agencies or persons and the responses to those comments.
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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

Response to Comment Letter FA-1
Response to Comment FA-1-1

The comment expresses concern that the clay playa area between the proposed campus and Lake

Yosemite may be directly and indirectly impacted, resulting in significant degradation to this area.

As discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR, during the 2008 Campus and Community reconfiguration, the
northern boundary of the campus site was shifted southeast to reduce effects on the clay playa area
located between the Campus and Lake Yosemite, which is considered by EPA to be an Aquatic Resource
of National Importance (ARNI) and the entire footprint of the Proposed Action was minimized to allow
for a more compact full-buildout footprint that would minimize fragmentation of habitat. Development
of the Campus would not indirectly impact the clay playa area since there is no development within its
contributing watershed. Please see Figure 3.0-1 which shows the contributing watershed relative to the

Campus footprint.

Further, the 2009 LRDP incorporates policies related to protection of biological resources, including
Policy ENV-13, which requires, to the extent feasible, the project to work towards percolation of
precipitation into groundwater by the use of the Low Impact Development (LID) strategies, or equally
effective measures, such as clustering of structures, bioretention areas, planted swales and permeable
pavement where appropriate and feasible (page 4.4-80 of the Draft EIS/EIR). These policies will be
implemented as appropriate during the development of the Campus. Incorporation of LID strategies
(e.g., grassy swales, etc.) would ensure that upstream receiving waters do not back up and negatively

impact the grasslands, and therefore, avoid any potential impacts.

The clay playa area and its watershed are located outside of the development footprint of the Campus
and University Community and thus, would not directly impact this area. Furthermore, the Proposed
Action includes numerous environmental commitments that would avoid any indirect impacts to this
area from campus development. In recognition of the importance of the ARNI, the Draft EIS/EIR includes
Mitigation Measure PUB-6d to protect the area from secondary effects. Although the University does not

control this area, it will commit to working with the County if further protection is needed.
Response to Comment FA-1-2

The University has committed to providing in-kind mitigation for vernal pools and swale wetlands.
However, the CWMMP candidly points out that in-kind mitigation depends on whether land suitable for
restoration or creation of replacement habitat is present in Merced County and whether any such land is

actually available for acquisition. If such land is not available, it would not be feasible to attempt to create
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in-kind habitat on land lacking the necessary soil and hydrologic characteristics nor would it be
appropriate to attempt to create new habitat within the existing vernal pool terrain on the present
conservation lands. This is one reason that the preservation ratio (1,320.6 acres of vernal pools and swales
preserved to 42.7 acres impacted [40:1]) is so high. In addition, because restoration of in-kind habitat may
be impracticable under certain circumstances, out-of-kind replacement of wetland acreage may be more

appropriate.
Response to Comment FA-1-3

The comment states that the performance standards presented in the CWWMP are not specific enough to
ensure that the created and restored wetlands will have the same functional capacity as those impacted
by the project. The federal rule on “Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources,” issued
jointly by the Corps and EPA in 2008, requires that performance standards be based on the best available
science and recommends that reference sites be used in developing those standards. USACE and the
University acknowledge that the performance standards proposed in the CWWMP are overly general
and do not follow either the recommendations in the 2008 guidance or earlier guidance that addresses the
use of reference sites. Pages 4.4-100 and 4.4-101 have been revised to specify that performance standards
in the CWWMP be based on reference sites (see Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR). The
University will work with the USACE to develop appropriate mitigations to ensure replacement of lost

functions.
Response to Comment FA-1-4

The comment recommends specific developments (i.e., Yosemite Lake Estates) be considered as part of
the cumulative impact analysis. As presented in the Draft EIS/EIR, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)
provides for the use of two alternate approaches for considering present and reasonably foreseeable
projects, including a list approach, and an approach using a summary of projections contained in an
adopted general plan or related planning document. This approach also satisfies NEPA’s standards for an
analysis of cumulative impacts. Because the development of the Campus and the University Community
would occur over a long period of time, the plan-based approach was used to identify other foreseeable
development in the vicinity of the project. The cumulative impact analysis was primarily based on the
Merced County General Plan, the City of Merced Vision 2015 General Plan, and growth projections
provided by the Merced County Association of Governments. The Draft EIS/EIR describes how the plans
were used in developing the cumulative impact analysis (see page 5.0-5 of the Draft EIS/EIR).
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Accordingly, the Draft EIS/EIR analyzed the cumulative impact of development of the Campus and the
University Community, in conjunction with other past, present, and reasonable foreseeable future
development in the project area, on vernal pool wetlands, clay slope wetlands, and other seasonal
wetlands. The Draft EIS/EIR does not present the results of the analysis in terms of wetland acreages
because wetland delineations or other detailed wetland surveys were not done for past impacts nor have
they been done for some lands that may be affected in the future. Therefore, the analysis was based on a
discussion of impacts on annual grasslands containing vernal pool habitat. Sources used for this analysis
include City of Merced GIS data, which characterized the approximate number of acres of land within the
City’s Specific Urban Development Plan (SUDP or growth) boundary, with lower density vernal pools
and land with high-density vernal pools. The Draft EIS/EIR also cited Holland’s estimates for the loss of
vernal pool habitat in the Central Valley and San Joaquin Valley to provide a historical perspective. These
estimates have recently been updated to show that between 1986 and 2005, 23,835 acres of
grassland/vernal pool habitat (ca. 1,254 acres per year) have been lost in Merced County, primarily due to
agricultural conversion.! The Draft EIS/EIR also identifies 2,723 acres of grassland/vernal pool habitat
that would be affected by other development within the SUDP. In comparison, the Proposed Action
would result in the loss of 2,766 acres of grassland/vernal pool habitat, of which 85.05 acres, between the
Campus, Community North, and Community South, have been delineated as wetlands. The Draft
EIS/EIR acknowledges that the Proposed Action’s cumulative impacts on wetlands would be significant,
but through implementing conservation, restoration, and creation of wetland habitat, the project’s impact

would be reduced to a less than significant level.

Although the cumulative analysis largely used a plan-based approach, the Draft EIS/EIR does recognize
foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the Proposed Action (see page 4.9-6). However, for purposes of this
cumulative impact, it would be too speculative to estimate the number of acreages of wetlands filled on a

project-by-project basis.
Response to Comment FA-1-5

Please see Master Response No. 4 regarding mitigation measures that are outside the control of the
University. No changes to Cumulative Mitigation Measure HYD-3b are proposed as that mitigation
measure is the responsibility of the City and is included in the Draft EIS/EIR to address the effects of
growth within the City of Merced. Although the Campus is already committed to implement water

conservation programs and development of alternate sources of water including a recycled water plant or

L Holland, R. F. 2009. Great Valley vernal pool distribution, rephotorevised 2005. Presented at the Vernal Pool
Forum, January 29, 2009. Available at: http://www.vernalpools.org/)
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an on-site wastewater treatment plant that would allow on-site reuse of treated effluent, an additional
mitigation measure (Cumulative Mitigation Measure HYD-3c) has been added to Cumulative Mitigation

Measure HYD-3 which requires the Campus to implement an aggressive water conservation program.
Response to Comment FA-1-6

Please see Master Response No. 1. The April 2003 Report cited by the USEPA in this comment was
reviewed during the preparation of the Draft EIR. The report shows growth pressures from the campus
affecting lands adjacent to the campus in all directions. The discussion of the growth inducing impacts of
the Proposed Action in Section 6 of the Draft EIS/EIR acknowledges that although the vast majority of the
direct and indirect growth induced by the Campus would be captured by the University Community,

some growth would not be absorbed by the University Community.

As explained in the Draft EIS/EIR, growth is expected to occur along the Bellevue corridor due to its
proximity to the campus and growth in other directions from the campus, such as to the northeast and
east, would not be likely because these lands are currently or would be under conservation easements.
Master Response No. 1 presents the factors that constrain growth along La Paloma Road and the

development of the Yosemite Lake Estates site.

The Draft EIR acknowledged that cumulative growth in the region (which includes the development of
the Bellevue corridor both as a result of the Campus’s induced growth as well as due to the general
pattern of urbanization in Merced) would result in the loss of vernal pool habitat and both the Draft
EIS/EIR and the Final EIS/EIR (see Response to Comment FA-1-4 above) report the acreages of habitat
that have been lost on account of not only urban growth but also due to agricultural conversions. Please
note that the northward expansion of the City of Merced leading to loss of vernal pool habitats in north
Merced would have occurred even if the Campus was not sited near Lake Yosemite. This is because city
growth to the east, south, and west is generally constrained by the fact that the adjacent undeveloped
lands are prime farmland and some areas are also susceptible to flooding. North Merced has always been
viewed as the area for the expansion of the city. In summary, the location of the Campus has not resulted

in a major change in the pattern of urbanization in Merced.
Response to Comment FA-1-7

Please see Master Response No. 3, Water Supply Impacts, regarding the Proposed Action’s impacts on

local groundwater wells.

The comment recommends discussion of environmental commitments that will prevent a negative

impact on groundwater and connected surface water features. Section 4.8.2.6, Groundwater Resources, of
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the Draft EIS/EIR discusses the declining groundwater levels in the Merced subbassin, which has
declined nearly 30 feet from 1970 through 2000. The Draft EIS/EIR further states that static groundwater
levels have stabilized within the past few years at approximately 70 feet below ground surface (bgs) in
winter with recovery to approximately 50 feet bgs in early spring, according to the Final Urban Water
Management Plan (2005). The comment correctly states that this decline is attributable to growth and
agricultural users. Declining groundwater within the basin is a result of the groundwater extractions by
all groundwater users in the area. As disclosed in the Draft FIS/EIR and acknowledged in the comment,
studies conducted for the County’s University Community Plan EIR (2004) found the potential long-term
drawdown of the aquifers in the vicinity of the University Community would result in lowering
groundwater levels by 25 to 35 feet in the area of the rural residences west of Lake Road. Since the
existing groundwater levels are between approximately 50 feet and 70 feet bgs, coupled with the flat
topography of the project site, further reduction in groundwater levels from the regional aquifer would
not accelerate the infiltration (or increase the size of the phreatic zone) of local surface water bodies
because the local groundwater table is not in contact with surface water features and this dynamic will
not change due to further declines in groundwater levels. Therefore, a further reduction in groundwater

levels from the Proposed Action would not negatively impact surface water features.

Regarding the USEPA’s recommendation for the University to include environmental commitments to
ensure that groundwater demand from the project will not reduce water levels and negatively affect local
water supply and surface water features that may rely on groundwater, the Draft EIS/EIR describes the
local water purveyors that have collaborated to address the issue of overdraft and to plan for a reliable
future water supply. It further states that it is anticipated that all involved entities, including the City of
Merced and the University, would minimize the increase in groundwater extraction by minimizing water
use through conservation and water recycling. Regional agencies, such as Merced Area Groundwater
Pool Interests (MAGPI) and the Merced Irrigation District (MID), will enhance conjunctive use operations
by further improving recharge during years when surface water is available for this purpose, including
in-lieu recharge, percolation of surface water in recharge basins, recharge through injection wells, and

direct recharge through creeks.

As described in Section 5.0, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIS/EIR, Cumulative Impact HYD-3
concludes that the Proposed Action, in conjunction with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future development in the project area, would result in an overdraft of the regional groundwater aquifer,
and thus, result in a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact. The Proposed Action includes
numerous policies (both in the 2009 LRDP and in the adopted UCP) that are specifically designed to
reduce the demand for potable water. While the water demand estimate for the Proposed Action reflects

high levels of water conservation, the University and University Community Land Company (UCLC)
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will continue to explore additional ways of reducing the use of potable water. The Campus will also
evaluate the feasibility of a water recycling plant for irrigation purposes to further reduce the need for
groundwater. If the area is annexed to the City, any additional water conservation measures that are
developed by the City will be incorporated into both the Campus and the University Community. All of
these measures would reduce the Proposed Action’s contribution to the significant cumulative impact.
However, even with these measures, the Proposed Action’s contribution (both the Campus and
University Community) to the significant cumulative impact would be considerable. The Draft EIS/EIR
incorporated Cumulative Mitigation Measures HYD-3a and HYD-3b to address this cumulative impact,
and are included in this response for the USEPA’s reference. This impact remains significant and
unavoidable, but the mitigation measures address the USEPA’s recommendation for environmental

commitments to address groundwater related impacts.

Cumulative MM HYD-3a: The University shall support MAGPI in pursuing and securing
cooperative arrangements with state and local agencies for purposes of

expanding the basin’s conjunctive use capabilities.

Cumulative MM HYD-3b: The City of Merced should implement an aggressive water conservation
program that will reduce water demand to levels that can be served on a

long-term basis within the safe yield of the groundwater basin.

Also as noted above, the Final EIS/EIR also includes Cumulative Mitigation Measure HYD-3c¢ that

requires the Campus to implement an aggressive water conservation program.

Additionally, MAGPI is focused on providing a regional forum for both understanding and managing
groundwater conditions for those entities that rely on the basin for water supplies, and participation in
this group by the University is the most proactive means of adaptive management available to address
multiple needs at once. Groundwater monitoring also provides a check on infiltration from surface water
bodies as that is one of the major sources of recharge to the basin and those inputs are included in the
water budget. Because there will not be any impact to stream flows there is no need for additional

monitoring of surface water bodies by the University.
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Response to Comment FA-1-8
Please see Response to Comment FA-1-5 above.
Response to Comment FA-1-9

The comment notes that the text of the Draft EIS/EIR states the combined yearly Campus and University
Community construction estimates for nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions would exceed the significance
thresholds from 2010 to 2020, while Table 4.3-9 in Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIS/EIR shows that
the exceedance would actually occur from 2010 to 2029. In addition, the comment notes that the text of
the Draft EIS/EIR states the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin is designated as Nonattainment for PMio when it
has been reclassified as Maintenance. The revisions to the text are presented in Section 2.0, Revisions to

the Draft EIS/EIR, under the subsections Air Quality, page 4.3-7, and Air Quality, page 4.3-42.
Response to Comment FA-1-10

The Draft EIS/EIR on pages 4.3-42 to -43 presents mitigation measures targeted at construction emissions
of reactive organic gasses (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx): include in all construction contracts the
measures specified in SJVAPCD Regulation VIII to reduce fugitive dust impacts (Mitigation Measure
AQ-1a); include control measures characterized by SJVAPCD as enhanced and optional (Mitigation
Measure AQ-1b); and implement certain specific measures related to construction equipment (Mitigation

Measure AQ-1c).

The comment recommends that the Final EIS/EIR commit to additional construction emission reduction
measures, such as requiring contractors to comply with USEPA engine standards, use of California Air
Resources Board (CARB) verified Level 3 diesel emissions control devices, and limiting idling time to
5 minutes. Additional mitigation measures have been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR requiring
contractors to comply with either USEPA engine standards or CARB verified Level 3 diesel emissions
control devices, and limiting idle time to 5 minutes. See Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR,
under subsection Air Quality, page 4.3-43. It should be noted that contractors will have to comply with
CARB's In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation.

The comment also recommends that the University coordinate with the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Control District (SJVAPCD) to identify all feasible construction emission reduction measures. As
described above, the University has committed to including SJVAPCD’s Regulation VIII measures as well

as enhanced and optional control measures proposed by SJVAPCD, in all construction contracts.
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Response to Comment FA-1-11

The comment recommends that additional mitigation measures be included in order to reduce
operational emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG), nitrogen oxide (NOx), and particulate matter
(PMi) and that the effectiveness of such mitigation measures be quantified and reported. The Draft
EIS/EIR at pages 4.3-48 to -49 presents mitigation measures targeted at operational emissions of ROG,
NOx and PMuo, as the comment acknowledges. These mitigation measures propose that all emissions
associated with the Proposed Action be included in the SJVAPCD’s air quality planning efforts, and
require the implementation of measures to reduce emissions from vehicles and area sources. Despite
these mitigation measures, the operation of the Proposed Action is expected to have a significant impact
from the emissions of ROG, NOx, and PMio. The comment does not suggest specific additional mitigation

measures.

Further, the comment requests quantification and reporting of the effectiveness of the mitigation
measure. Quantification of emission reductions from certain mitigation measures at the current

programmatic level of the EIS/EIR would be speculative, as specific details are not yet known.
Response to Comment FA-1-12

Please see Response to Comment FA-1-11 above. The Campus has committed to achieve zero net carbon
(carbon neutrality) by 2020, and will implement numerous programs to minimize the greenhouse gas
emissions from campus operations. Please see pages 4.3-27 through 4.3-30 in the Draft EIS/EIR which list
the sustainability and mobility policies in the 2009 LRDP, all of which will minimize campus emissions
not only of greenhouse gases but also criteria pollutants such as NOx, ROG, and PMu. Policy MOB-20
includes use of alternate fuel or low-emission vehicles in the campus service fleet. To the extent that
transit services between the Campus and University Community and other key locations off-campus are
proposed to be operated by the Campus, the Campus’ bus fleet will consist of alternate fuel or low-

emission vehicles.

Merced County Transit, known as “The Bus,” provides transit service within the City and the County of
Merced. The Bus already has plans to convert its fleet to low emissions buses. During 2006 The Bus
received its first 9 “clean air” (super low emission buses) buses, powered with compressed natural gas.
Future plans included adding more clean air buses to the system along with more frequent route and
Dial-A-Ride service; a compressed natural gas fueling facility; 12 additional Dial-A-Ride buses; and a

designated bus stop/signage program (http://www.mercedthebus.com/about.html).
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Response to Comment FA-1-13
See Master Response No. 4.

The comment recommends that the GHG mitigation measures suggested by the Governor’s Office of
Planning Research (OPR) should be adopted for the University Community. The mitigation measure in
the Draft EIS/EIR, Mitigation Measure GCC-1, states that the agency with jurisdiction over the University
Community should develop a climate action plan or its equivalent. The feasibility of various mitigation
measures in the University Community will be evaluated when additional project-level information
becomes available. Please also note that the University Community’s location adjacent to the Campus

would reduce vehicle trips and promote alternative transportation.
Response to Comment FA-1-14

The USACE and the University consulted with the EPA during the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR. The
EPA requested that the Draft EIS/EIR evaluate an infill alternative. As stated in the comment, the EPA’s
concept of an infill alternative involved locating potential infill sites within the City of Merced and
examining the potential to locate some of the proposed land uses in the Campus and the University
Community at these off-site locations so as to further reduce the Proposed Action’s footprint and impacts
to high quality aquatic resources. To address this, the University and the USACE developed an infill
alternative that would move all of the Campus and University Community uses located to the north and
east of Le Grand Canal off site. This was done because these are the areas that contain high-quality, intact
vernal pools and the canal would serve as the outer boundary of development and would buffer the
northerly and easterly areas from impacts. The infill alternative was therefore defined to include a
Campus that was reduced by 266 acres and a University Community that was reduced by 66 acres. The
EPA’s comment on the Draft EIS/EIR notes that this definition of the alternative does not agree with the
EPA’s concept which in essence would reduce the project footprint not by these amounts but presumably

by some smaller acreage.

While an infill alternative could possibly involve a smaller reduction in project footprint than discussed
in the Draft EIS/EIR, any infill alternative that involves locating portions of the Proposed Action at
dispersed locations in the City would have the same problems as the infill alternative discussed in the
Draft EIS/EIR because it would result in a dispersed campus and/or community resulting in excessive
travel between the various locations, and related inefficiencies and environmental impacts. It would also
result in a higher operational cost due to dispersed facilities and higher initial costs due to land
acquisition costs. While it would reduce the impact of the Proposed Action on aquatic resources to some

degree (depending on how many acres of land uses from the Campus or the University Community are
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relocated to off-site locations), but it would increase air quality and traffic impacts. Therefore, this

configuration of an infill alternative would also not be feasible.
Response to Comment FA-1-15

The USACE and the University cannot require the County (or the City if the University Community were
to be annexed) to adopt sustainability policies similar to those in the Campus’s Long Range Development
Plan so that they can be imposed on future development in the University Community. However, the
USACE and the University will convey this recommendation to Merced County to consider as it
undertakes revisions to the University Community Plan and the General Plan Amendment process. Also
note that as a co-owner of the lands that constitute Community North, the University is committed to

developing the northern portion of the University Community in a highly sustainable manner.
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Response to Comment Letter SA-1
Response to Comment SA-1-1

California Department of Conservation recommends “the use of agricultural conservation easements on
land of at least equal quality and size as partial compensation for the direct loss of agricultural land.” As
discussed in Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources, under Impact AG-1, the Campus has already secured
conservation easements in eastern Merced County and developers of the University Community will
mitigate the loss of Important Farmland by securing agricultural easements on comparable farmland at a

minimum ratio of 1:1 prior to the development of any portion of the University Community site.
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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

Response to Comment Letter SA-2
Response to Comment SA-2-1

The EIS/EIR requires pre-construction surveys for special-status and non-special-status migratory birds
and raptors prior to the start of ground-disturbing or construction activities and within the appropriate
habitat. Specifically, Mitigation Measure BIO-9 requires the University to conduct preconstruction
surveys for active burrows according to the CDFG’s Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation
(California Department of Fish and Game 1995). The Draft EIS/EIR also addresses commitments
identified in the Conservation Strategy (Strategy 2), which describes the University’s commitment to
implement site-specific design, construction, and operation and maintenance measures, and
implementation of USFWS’ (1999) Standardized Recommendations for Protection of the San Joaquin Kit

Fox Prior to or During Ground Disturbance.
Response to Comment SA-2-2

Greene’s tuctoria is addressed in Section 4.4.2.2 (Special Status Species) and under Impact BIO-2 (page
4.4-102 of the Draft EIS/EIR). No project impacts on Greene’s tuctoria were identified. In addition, no
project impacts on Conservancy fairy shrimp were identified, since, as part of the initial redesign of the
project from the 2002 project design, the campus footprint was moved to entirely avoid the watershed of
the vernal pool occupied by Conservancy fairy shrimp and to maintain a 250-foot setback from that

watershed.

California Fish and Game Code Section 2080 prohibits the take of both animals and plants listed as
threatened or endangered under CESA, except for certain acts specified in the Native Plant Protection Act
(NPPA). The NPPA exempts private property owners from the take prohibition on plants as long as the
state has notified the landowner of the presence of the plant, the landowner has notified the state of a
proposed land use change, and 10 days have passed since the state was notified. This exemption does not
apply to the University, which is a state institution. Impacts on succulent owl’s-clover would be take of
this state-listed endangered species and would require authorization under Fish and Game Code Section
2081. Although the University is seeking authorization for incidental take of federally listed species under
Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act, in conjunction with its application for a Department of
the Army permit for fill of wetlands, authorization for incidental take of federally listed species applies
only to fish and wildlife species, not plants. Therefore, issuance of take authorization for federally listed
species would not fulfill the requirements of Section 2080.1 for take of succulent owl’s-clover. In Section

4.4.3.2 (State Laws and Regulations), under the discussion of the California Endangered Species Act (page
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4.4-77 of the Draft EIS/EIR), the first paragraph has been amended to reflect this. See Section 2, Revisions
to the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment SA-2-3

Succulent owl’s clover, hairy Orcutt grass, San Joaquin Valley Orcutt grass, and Colusa grass are fully
addressed in Section 4.4.2.2 (Special Status Species) and under Impact BIO-2. No impacts on hairy Orcutt
grass, San Joaquin Valley Orcutt grass, and Colusa grass were identified. Impacts on succulent owl’s
clover were identified. However, those impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level by the
environmental commitments included in the Proposed Action. To further reduce the impact, Mitigation

Measure BIO-2 was also included.

Unlisted special status species, including spiny-sepaled button celery, dwarf downingia, beaked clarkia,
and shining navarretia are fully addressed in Section 4.4.2.2 (Special Status Species) and under Impact
BIO-2. Impacts on dwarf downingia and shining navarretia were identified. However, those impacts
would be reduced to a less than significant level by the environmental commitments included in the
Proposed Action. To further reduce the impact, Mitigation Measure BIO-2 was also included. No impacts

to spiny-sepaled button celery or beaked clarkia were identified.

Western burrowing owl, a State Species of Special Concern, is fully addressed in Section 4.2.2.2 (Special
Status Species) and under Impact BIO-8 and Impact BIO-9. The Draft EIS/EIR discusses that although the
removal of 1,514 acres of foraging habitat for special-status birds, including western burrowing owl, is a
potentially significant impact, it would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through the protection
of comparable habitats within Conservation Lands and would be further reduced through the
implementation of environmental commitments that will retain the habitat value within Conservation

Lands to ensure that they continue to benefit these species.
Response to Comment SA-2-4

State fully protected species with potential to forage or nest in the project area (white-tailed kite, golden
eagle, and bald eagle) were discussed in Section 4.0, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIS/EIR, and

impacts to these species associated with the Proposed Action were evaluated accordingly.
Response to Comment SA-2-5

As stated in the comment letter, seed collection from state-listed plants would require authorization

under Fish and Game Code Section 2081, as discussed under Response to Comment SA-2-2.
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Response to Comment SA-2-6

Two studies was specifically conducted in 2002 by the University to evaluate the effects of Campus and
University Community’s projected water demand on the groundwater basin and indirect impacts of the
water demand on surface water diversions and related effect on fisheries. The first prepared by UC
Merced and the second (Technical Memorandum in Support of UC Merced’s Evaluation of Water Supply
Effects on Fisheries prepared by CH2M Hill) concluded that because Merced Irrigation District (MID) will
meet the minimum flow requirements for Merced River and will participate in the San Joaquin River
Agreement, flows in Merced River (and other downstream waters) will not be adversely affected to result
in an impact on fisheries. Because the total water demand of the Proposed Action is about the same as

previously estimated for the Campus and University Community, the analysis from 2002 is still valid.

The comment recommends additional studies be conducted on the effect on surface waters such as
Merced River, the lower San Joaquin River and the Delta, and the impacts to the groundwater basin from
projected growth in eastern Merced County. Under CEQA, the University is required to evaluate the
environmental impacts related to the Proposed Action. An evaluation of impacts to groundwater from
unspecified projected growth in eastern Merced County beyond the scope of a cumulative impacts
analysis because it would be speculative. Notably, as discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR, the Merced Area
Groundwater Pool Interests (MAGPI), which consists of several municipal and agricultural water
purveyors operating in Merced County, has prepared its Merced Groundwater Basin Groundwater
Management Plan Update for Merced County, and this plan includes groundwater management plan
elements related to conjunctive use operations, replenishment of extracted groundwater, and
construction of recharge projects. As described in Section 5.0, Cumulative Impacts, the University will
support MAGPI in establishing cooperative arrangements with state and local agencies for purposes of

expanding the basin's conjunctive use capabilities.

The comment also recommends UC Merced facilitate the development of a comprehensive water
conservation plan for the Proposed Action and for eastern Merced County. The University has designed
the Campus as a water-conservative campus, and the Campus will incorporate several elements from the
LEED green building system. Furthermore, a new mitigation measure has been added in the Final
EIS/EIR (Cumulative Mitigation Measure HYD-3c) which requires the Campus to implement an
aggressive water conservation program. The development of a comprehensive water conservation plan
for eastern Merced County more generally however is well beyond the scope of the Proposed Action and
the Draft EIS/EIR. However, the University is committed to participating with other agencies in regional
water conservation efforts. For example, the City of Merced is involved in joint efforts with Merced
Irrigation District (MID), UC Merced, the County of Merced, and the Merced County Association of
Governments to conserve the regional aquifer.
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As described in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, and in Section 4.16, Global Climate Change,
the Draft EIS/EIR also discusses the effects of global climate change on water supply availability. With
respect to the recommendation for additional water supply and groundwater studies in eastern Merced
County more generally, this comment does not bear on the environmental impacts of the Proposed
Action. However, the University notes that a substantial amount of material and data has been prepared
to evaluate water conditions in Merced County. Much of this analysis has been undertaken by MAGPI.
Among other studies and activities, MAGPI developed and adopted in July 2008 the Merced
Groundwater Basin Groundwater Management Plan 2008 Update. The Draft EIS/EIR references this and
other such studies in evaluating the project’s impacts to water supply and groundwater. Please see

Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, for further discussion.
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Response to Comment Letter SA-3
Response to Comment SA-3-1

As discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR, ICF Jones & Stokes sent a request to the Central California Information
Center (CCIC) of the California Historical Resources Information System for a records search review of
cultural resources information submitted to their data files in March 2008. The staff of the CCIC
conducted a search of their files and reviewed maps for the project area footprint as presented for the
Proposed Action and an additional 0.5-mile radius around the project site. The findings of the records

search were summarized in Table 4.5-1, Findings of Records Search within the Proposed Action Area.

The Draft EIS/EIR includes a summary of the project correspondence with NAHC. On March 18, 2008,
ICF Jones & Stokes cultural resources staff contacted NAHC requesting a search of the NAHC's sacred
lands database and a list of Native American contacts for Merced County. On March 20, 2008 the NAHC
responded with a list of seven Native American representatives for the Merced County area. The search
of the sacred lands database was negative. Please see Section 4.5, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIS/EIR

for more detailed information about Native American consultation.

The Draft EIS/EIR addresses potential impacts of inadvertent discoveries of unidentified or buried
cultural resources and to human remains that may be encountered during construction. Implementation
of Mitigation Measure CUL-2 and Mitigation Measure CUL-3 would reduce these impacts to less than

significant levels.
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Response to Comment Letter SA-4
Response to Comment SA-4-1

The letter is an acknowledgement that the University has complied with the State Clearinghouse review

requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to CEQA.
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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

Response to Comment Letter LA-1

The responses below address comments made by the City of Merced on the UC Merced and University
Community Project EIS/EIR. The comment letter provided by the City of Merced included three
attachments: the City’s letter commenting on the 2004 UCP EIR prepared by the County, the City’s letter
commenting on the 2001 Draft EIR for the UC Merced LRDP prepared by the University, and the City’s
letter commenting on the University Community Plan. These letters do not provide comments on the

current proposal and therefore are not relevant to this EIS/EIR.
Response to Comment LA-1-1

The Proposed Action consists of both the Campus and the University Community. Therefore the impacts
of the entire Proposed Action are evaluated and reported in the Draft EIS/EIR and the impact statements
report on the overall impact of the entire Proposed Action. While the document could perhaps have been
structured in multiple ways, the informational purpose of the document is to consider the project as a
whole. In order to ensure that the separate impacts of the Campus and the University Community are
also clearly identified, subheadings corresponding to the two components of the Proposed Action (the
Campus and University Community) are provided under each impact, and the paragraphs under each
subheading report the potential impacts of each component. For impacts determined to be significant,
mitigation measures are presented, and for each mitigation measure, its applicability to the Campus, the

University Community, or both, is clearly identified.
Response to Comment LA-1-2

Please see Master Responses No. 5 through 8, and Response to Comment LA-1-113. Regarding the
question of when impacts will occur, the 2020 and 2030 analyses presented in the EIR provide only two
snapshots in time; the impacts will occur as traffic from the Campus, University Community, and other
regional growth increases over this period. Improvements will be planned and constructed by the City
and County in accordance with their monitoring of traffic and development of improvement project
designs and funding plans. Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A, as revised for the Final EIS/EIR, is designed
to ensure that the University also monitors its traffic and plans for the contribution of its proportional
share of the improvement projects that will mitigate its impacts, in cooperation with the City of Merced

and Merced County.
Response to Comment LA-1-3

Please sce Master Response No. 5, which includes a discussion of the appropriate use of the land use

patterns and growth in the MCAG Travel Demand Model.
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Response to Comment LA-1-4

The Draft EIS/EIR does not find that the campus development will not impact the City’s roadway system
to any significant degree. Rather, the Draft EIS/EIR Volume 2 Tables 4.13-8 and 4.13-10 list 18 roadway
segments on which the Campus traffic is projected to have a significant impact. Please see Master
Response No. 8, which includes revisions to Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A to clarify the method by
which the University will calculate and fund its proportional share of these improvements. Mitigation
Measure TRANS-1A also addresses specific roadway and intersection improvements adjacent to the
campus which may be put into place by approximately 2020. In addition, please see Master Response
No. 6 which provides more information on the trip internalization assumptions. It is also noted that the
2020 Project analysis includes no trip internalization and the UCM 2020 Project analysis provides an

evaluation of impacts under interim conditions.
Response to Comment LA-1-5

The full campus buildout with no University Community development was not evaluated in the Draft
EIS/EIR because the University Community is a part of the Proposed Action and the whole project was
evaluated for its impacts. An alternative that included just the proposed Campus and not the University
Community was not evaluated as it would not meet the purpose and need of the Proposed Action nor the
objectives of the proposed project. However, it is noted that the external trip generation of the Campus
alone, at full buildout of the 2009 LRDP and assuming no University Community, is estimated at 52,000
daily trips; this is lower than the external trip generation of the combined Campus and University
Community at 2030, which is approximately 57,000 trips (see Draft EIS/EIR Volume 2 Table 4.13-7). Thus,
the total traffic assigned to the external roadway network would be somewhat lower if the University

developed without the University Community, as opposed to with the University Community.
Response to Comment LA-1-6

The traffic studies conducted are adequate, for the reasons outlined in the other responses to the

comments in this letter. There is no need to withdraw the Draft EIS/EIR and recirculate it.
Response to Comment LA-1-7

The Draft EIS/EIR does not defer the analysis of traffic impacts. Traffic impacts from the development of
the Campus and University Community are fully evaluated and disclosed in the Draft EIS/EIR.
Furthermore, for all impacts identified to be significant, the Draft FIS/EIR includes detailed mitigation
measures that involve a number of steps by which the University would continuously assess the growth

in campus traffic and actively work with the City and the County so that necessary traffic improvements
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are put in place in a timely manner. The text of Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A has been clarified to
address the concerns such as those expressed by the City in this comment. Please see Master Response

No. 8.

Please note that the University is not proposing any additional studies as part of Mitigation Measure
TRANS-1A. What is proposed under the mitigation measure is continuous monitoring of the campus’
traffic growth. This is considered necessary for a number of reasons. First, the 2009 LRDP is a long-range
development plan and the total growth that is embodied in this plan is expected to occur over a long
period of time. Furthermore, enrollment growth can vary from one year to another as it is affected by
numerous factors. Therefore, the increase in campus population as evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR for
years 2020 and 2030 may or may not occur exactly as predicted. Second, the Campus is committed to
implementing a strong TDM program as part of its sustainability goals. Therefore it is hoped that the
growth in vehicle trips will be less than proportional to the increase in campus population. Thirdly,
although the University, especially through its support of development in Community North, anticipates
that the University Community will develop in step with campus growth, it is possible that the
development of the University Community could lag behind the growth of the Campus. Should that be
the case, more campus-related traffic could be added to the regional roads than currently projected.
Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A includes traffic monitoring to address all of these contingencies and

variables that could affect the traffic generated by the Campus.

Please note that traffic monitoring will be done when the campus enrollment increases by an increment of
1,500 students (currently anticipated to occur over a period of two or three years). Gate counts will be
conducted and used to estimate the trip generation rate at that point in time. This rate will then be
compared to the rate used in the EIS/EIR and based on the trip generation rate at that time, the Campus’
percent share of traffic improvements will be estimated. This information will be shared on a regular

basis with the City and the County.

The University has reviewed the flow chart provided by the City that suggests that the University will
not make any payments towards traffic improvements that are related to the Campus’s traffic impacts. To
address this concern, Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A has been clarified to state very clearly that when the
City or the County come forth with a project to improve an existing roadway facility or construct a new
one, the University will determine its proportional share payment at the time the project is programmed,
a full construction cost estimate is prepared, and a full funding plan (including the projected University
proportional share) is prepared by the affected jurisdiction. Furthermore, the mitigation measure also
clearly identifies the University’s commitment to pay its proportional share of the necessary
improvements to two existing intersections (Lake Road and Bellevue Road and Lake Road and Yosemite
Avenue), one new intersection (Myers Gate and Lake Road), widening of Bellevue Road between Lake
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Road and G Street from 2 to lanes, and the construction of Campus Parkway from Yosemite Avenue to

the Campus.
Response to Comment LA-1-8

Please see Master Response No. 8 and Response to Comment LA-1-7 above regarding the role of
Campus traffic monitoring in Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A and the reasons why it is proposed. Please
see revised Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A which states that funding will be internally committed by the
University at the time the affected jurisdiction programs each project, provides a construction cost
estimate, and a full project funding plan. Payments will be made to the appropriate jurisdiction at the
time that the notice to proceed with the construction of the improvement is issued. For the specific
improvements included in Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A, specific mitigation triggers have been devised
to ensure that the necessary improvements can be built in advance of a significant decline in roadway

operations and capacity.
Response to Comment LA-1-9

Please see Master Response No. 8 and Responses to Comments LA-1-7 and 8 above which provide

additional information with respect to the University’s proposed mitigation measure.

The EIS/EIR evaluates the impacts of the Campus not only on University property but also on the
regional transportation network and the mitigation measure is proposed specifically to address the
project’s off-site traffic impacts. The University’s proposed mitigation measures would reduce the traffic
impacts due to campus growth. However, because the construction of the necessary improvements is not
within the University’s jurisdiction, the Draft EIS/EIR finds that the impact would be significant and

unavoidable.
Response to Comment LA-1-10
Please see Master Response No. 8.

As explained in Response to Comment LA-1-7, due to the numerous variables that could affect the
number of daily trips generated by the Campus, any effort to provide an estimate of the project’s
proportional share contribution in dollars at this time would not be meaningful. However given the
City’s concern, the University has committed to monitor its traffic continually, and estimate and report
the following items to the affected jurisdiction at each monitoring stage: the improvement cost estimate;

the ultimate proportional share (from Table 4.13-10); and the increment based on the current monitoring.
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Response to Comment LA-1-11

Please sce Master Responses No. 5 through 8 regarding adequacy of impact analysis and proposed
mitigation measure to address the Campus’ traffic impacts. Please also see all preceding responses to the
City’s comments regarding traffic mitigation. The traffic section in the Draft EIS/EIR adequately analyzes
and discloses the Proposed Action’s traffic impacts and the revised mitigation measure addresses all of

the City’s concerns. The EIS/EIR does not need to be recirculated.
Response to Comment LA-1-12

See Master Response No. 8 regarding mitigation of project impacts. The University has committed to
paying its proportional share of the cost of those improvements locations where the Campus’ traffic is
projected to result in a significant impact. The revised Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A includes adequate
provisions that will serve as verifiable triggers. The University will contribute funds in a timely manner
so that the improvements can be planned and completed by the local jurisdiction before traffic operations

are degraded to an unacceptable level.

It is not necessary for the University to place its share of funding in a special fund to be held by the local
jurisdiction. The University has committed to the following in Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A: “Funding
will be internally committed by the University at the time the affected jurisdiction programs each project,
provides a construction cost estimate, and a full project funding plan. Payments will be made to the
appropriate jurisdiction prior to the initiation of construction.” This should assure the local jurisdictions

that monies will be available when they are needed for the required improvement.

With respect to the last point made by the City in this comment, the University acknowledges that the
ultimate mitigation measures that are imposed on development projects in the University Community
will be determined by either the City or the County. Please see Master Response No. 4 which explains
why mitigation measures are included in the Draft EIS/EIR for the University Community even though
the University does not have land use jurisdiction over the University Community area. As stated in that
master response, to comply with NEPA and CEQA, which require that a Draft EIS/FIR present mitigation
measures that would address the project’s significant impacts, the Draft EIS/EIR lists such mitigation
measures even if only the County or the City could impose them. The County may decide in its discretion
to adopt entirely different mitigation measures for the impacts in question. Similarly, if the City moves
forward with the annexation of the University Community site, the City may decide in its discretion to

adopt different measures or make different findings regarding these impacts.

Regarding the concern about University-sponsored projects that may be located within the University

Community, in the event that the University proposes to build any campus-related facilities within the
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University Community, it will conduct an environmental review of the proposed improvement and if

significant impacts are identified, it will mitigate that project’s significant impacts.
Response to Comment LA-1-13

The Draft EIS/EIR analyzes the potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Action on police services
(Impact PUB-1 in Volume 2). As stated under that impact, the Campus will be adequately served by UC
Merced Police Department and will not require the services of the City Police Department under normal

conditions.

In the case of the University Community, it would be served by the County Sheriff’'s office if the
University Community continues to be within unincorporated Merced County or by the City of Merced
Police Department if the community is annexed. Should a police station be constructed within the
University Community, the likely environmental impacts from the development of the station are
disclosed in the Draft EIS/EIR. If the new police station is constructed off site by the City, the City will

conduct its own environmental review of the proposed police station.

As noted in the Draft EIS/EIR, the County tax revenues would fund the construction of the new police
station, whereas if the City were to build it, impact fees collected from developers within the service area
of the new police station would pay for the construction of the police station and for any environmental
mitigation required in conjunction with the construction of the new police station. Funding mechanisms

(such as property tax and special assessments) exist for the development of public service infrastructure.

Because the cost of developing new facilities or the operational cost of providing services to the
University Community are not environmental impacts, no mitigation is required related to the provision
of police services to the University Community. Therefore, no mitigation measures are proposed in the

Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment LA-1-14

The City’s opposition to UC Police serving the University Community is noted.
Response to Comment LA-1-15

The Draft EIS/EIR analyzes the potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Action on fire protection
services (Impact PUB-2). The Campus would be served by the City of Merced Fire Department following
the execution of a pre-annexation agreement or upon completion of the annexation process. Up to one
more engine company would be needed to serve the Campus at buildout. The City could build a new
station in northern Merced or within the University Community (if the community is annexed).
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In the case of the University Community, it would be served either by a fire station developed by the
County if the University Community continues to be within unincorporated Merced County or by the
City of Merced if the community is annexed. Should a fire station be constructed within the University
Community, the likely environmental impacts from the development of the station are disclosed in the
Draft EIS/EIR. If the new fire station is constructed off site by the City, the City will conduct its own
environmental review of the proposed fire station. Because the site of a new fire station has not been
selected, the exact environmental impacts of building a fire station cannot be characterized. However,
given the nature of the facility and its typical size and scale of development (usually involving a site that
is between 0.5 to 1 acre), the construction of a new fire station would not result in significant

environmental impacts.

As noted in the Draft EIS/EIR, the County tax revenues would fund the construction of the new fire
station, whereas if the City were to build it, impact fees collected from developers within the service area
of the new fire station would pay for the construction of the fire station and for any environmental
mitigation required in conjunction with the construction of the new fire station. Therefore funding
mechanisms (such as property tax and special assessments) exist for the development of public service

infrastructure.

Because the cost of developing new facilities or the operational cost of providing services to the Campus
or the University Community are not environmental impacts, and to the extent that a new fire station is
built in north Merced to serve the Proposed Action and other growth in the region, its construction is
unlikely to result in significant environmental impacts. Therefore, no mitigation is required related to the
provision of fire services to the University Community or the Campus and no mitigation measures are

proposed in the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment LA-1-16

See Response to Comment LA-1-15 above.
Response to Comment LA-1-17

The City’s comment stating a preference for wastewater treatment provided by the City as opposed to a
separate on-site wastewater treatment system to serve the Campus and the University Community is

noted.
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Response to Comment LA-1-18

All new development, including the Campus, would be required to pay connection fees for sewer
services. This is not an environmental issue that requires documentation in the EIS/EIR. To the extent that
specific improvements to the City’s collection and/or treatment systems are needed to serve the Campus,
as stated in the Draft EIS/EIR, the University will comply with its obligation under Government Code
Section 54999 and pay a limited capital facilities fee equal to the Campus’ share of the actual cost of
constructing those improvements, including the cost of mitigation measures to address environmental

impacts.

Please see Impact HAZ-1 in Volume 1 and Impact HYD-1 in Volume 2 which describe the procedures and
controls that the University is currently implementing and will continue to implement to prevent

hazardous substances from being discharged into the City’s sewer system.
Response to Comment LA-1-19

The City’s opposition to an on-site wastewater treatment facility is noted. With respect to an on-site
wastewater system, the Draft EIS/EIR describes the various emerging technologies that the University
will evaluate if it is determined that an on-site wastewater system is needed either on the Campus or
within the University Community. One of the emerging technologies involves techniques that would
recycle up to 95 percent of the wastewater and only 5 percent of the flows would require off-site disposal
which could be via discharge into the City’s sewer system or via truck off-haul. Solids would be trucked

off site and would not be discharged into the City’s sewer system.

The Draft EIS/EIR describes the potential impacts of such a facility at a program level because its
feasibility has not be evaluated and further details of this facility are not available at this time. The Draft
EIS/EIR notes that if any type of an on-site treatment plant is proposed, it will be evaluated for its project-
specific environmental impacts (see page 4.14-31 in Volume 2). To the extent that the analysis shows that
treated effluent discharge from this facility could result in the need for improvements to the City’s
existing wastewater treatment plant, the University will comply with its obligation under Government
Code Section 54999 and pay a limited capital facilities fee equal to the Campus’ share of the actual cost of
constructing those improvements, including the cost of mitigation measures to address environmental

impacts.
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Response to Comment LA-1-20

The Draft EIS/EIR discusses the Proposed Action’s impact on water supply infrastructure under Impact
UTILS-2 in Volume 2 and concludes that the growth of the Campus would require only on-site
improvements and no off-site improvements as the existing on-site well and 16-inch water main that
serves the Campus would be adequate through the full development of the Campus. With respect to the
University Community, the Draft EIS/EIR notes that although the construction of new water supply
infrastructure, including new wells, water treatment facilities, and distribution pipelines, would be
required, the environmental impacts of these facilities could be mitigated by UCP policies. See Master
Response No. 4, City and County Land Use Jurisdiction. If the University Community is annexed and
water service is provided by the City, appropriate connections to the City’s distribution system will be
necessary and that developers that propose projects within the University Community will be required to
pay all necessary connection fees. Payment of connection fees is not considered a mitigation measure.
Also note that the EIS/EIR does not contemplate City water service to the University Community in the

event that the site is not annexed to the City.
Response to Comment LA-1-21

See Master Response No. 4.

Response to Comment LA-1-22

As is discussed in Master Response No. 4, the University recognizes that it cannot bind any other public
entity to any mitigation measure identified in the Draft EIS/EIR. The development of the Community
South site would result in a less-than-significant impact on Swainson’s hawk from the loss of suitable
foraging habitat upon compliance with University Community Plan Policy 2.3. Although this potential
impact would be less than significant, the Draft EIS/EIR identifies Mitigation Measure BIO-7 to further
reduce this impact on Swainson’s hawk. CDFG requires project proponents to provide habitat
management lands to mitigate for the loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat. The mitigation identified
in Mitigation Measure BIO-7 is consistent with these CDFG requirements. Because this mitigation is
pursuant to applicable environmental laws and regulations, the Draft EIS/EIR states that the County
“shall” require project proponents in the Community South to provide habitat management lands
consistent with CDFG foraging habitat mitigation requirements. The word “shall” should not be taken as
an attempt to usurp the County’s jurisdiction. The mitigation outlined in the mitigation measure
acknowledges the County’s jurisdiction, and would be required not of the County, but by the County.
Mitigation Measure BIO-7 does not require the County of Merced to mitigate this impact, but rather

would require project proponents of the Community South site to implement Mitigation Measure BIO-7.
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The Draft EIS/EIR also concludes that development of the Community South site would result in a
potentially significant impact to San Joaquin kit fox due to the loss of 19 acres of suitable residence habitat
for the kit fox, disturbance to an additional 42 acres of residence habitat, the loss of 1,011 acres of
dispersal-only habitat, and additional disturbance to 275 acres of dispersal-only habitat on adjacent lands.
The Draft EIS/EIR identifies Mitigation Measure BIO-10, in addition to compliance with University
Community Plan Policy 2.3, to reduce potential impacts of developing the Community South site to San
Joaquin kit fox to a less than significant level. This mitigation includes the requirement that surveys be
conducted prior to any ground-disturbing activities pursuant to the US Fish and Wildlife Service’s June
1999 Standardized Recommendations for Protection of the San Joaquin Kit Fox Prior to or During Ground
Disturbance. Mitigation Measure BIO-10 also requires that the impacts to kit fox be avoided and
minimized through implementation of the US Fish and Wildlife Service’s standard protection measures
contained in the USFWS’s 1999 recommendations. Because this mitigation, like the mitigation required in
Mitigation Measure BIO-7, is pursuant to applicable environmental laws and regulations, the Draft
EIS/EIR states that the County “shall” ensure that surveys for dens/burrows that could be occupied by
vagrant San Joaquin kit fox are surveyed prior to any ground-disturbing activities within the University
Community area, which is consistent with the USFWS's standard protection measures. Again, the word
“shall” should not be taken as an attempt to usurp the County’s jurisdiction, and the University

recognizes that the decision to impose or not to impose this measure would be the County’s.
Response to Comment LA-1-23

Please see Master Response No. 4, City and County Land Use Jurisdiction and Response to Comment
FA-1-13. Section 4.16.4 of the Draft EIS/EIR discusses the significance criteria utilized for evaluating

greenhouse gas effects, as well as the context for its conclusions.

Response to Comment LA-1-24

Please see Master Response No. 4.

Response to Comment LA-1-25

The comment supporting the future annexation of the University Community is noted.
Response to Comment LA-1-26

The comment concerns the UC Merced Long Range Development Plan rather than the Draft EIS/EIR,
which analyzes both the UC Merced Campus and the University Community. As presented in the text of
the Draft LRDP in Section 1.1, Section 1.2, and Section 3.1, the 2009 LRDP is limited to developing land

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-191 UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
0974.001 March 2009



3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

use policies and direction for the campus only. The University Community is not subject to land use,
transportation, or infrastructure plans or policies in the LRDP. On the issues of jurisdiction and

mitigation in the University Community, please see Master Response No. 4.
Response to Comment LA-1-27

Please refer to Response to Comment LA-1-26.

Response to Comment LA-1-28

In the 2009 LRDP, the Bellevue Pedestrian Mall is a Managed Access Street on campus that is not open to
vehicles. In this planning level document, type 3 bicycle routes (marked but unstriped bike lanes) have
been determined to be appropriate for the Bellevue Pedestrian Mall as part of developing an overall bike

network that balances safety with campus character.
Response to Comment LA-1-29

The 2009 LRDP is not a commitment to specific campus projects, a specific implementation schedule, or
financing. Development of the transit center is subject to the availability of resources and evolving

campus priorities.
Response to Comment LA-1-30

The comment is noted. Consistent nomenclature will be applied in reference to the map and street

sections as it relates to “Community Connecters.”
Response to Comment LA-1-31

The parking lots used on the campus are not typical gravel parking lots. As part of its green building
process, the campus uses geocellular porous parking stalls that do not include dust and sand in either the
aggregate infill itself nor as a binding material. As such, fugitive dust is not created. The geocellular
system is a network of synthetic bands that confines the specially formulated aggregate layer for

increased load bearing strength.
Response to Comment LA-1-32

Regarding fire protection, the Final LRDP will acknowledge that the City of Merced requires a

contractual relationship before it agrees to automatic backup.
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Response to Comment LA-1-33

Regarding city services, the Final LRDP will acknowledge the City’s requirement to use city services if

annexed.
Response to Comment LA-1-34

The 2009 LRDP is not an information technology master plan or a commitment to specific projects.
Development of the campus’ information technology system is subject to the availability of resources and

evolving campus priorities.

Response to Comment LA-1-35

Please refer to Response to Comment LA-1-19.
Response to Comment LA-1-36

Please see Response to Comment LA-1-1. Because the land use planning of the Community North has
been closely coordinated with the land use planning for the Campus, presenting a clear visual depiction
is a difficult task. In particular, some of the maps in the Draft EIS/EIR do not show the boundary between
the two areas, because to do so would have risked obscuring other information the maps are intended to

convey. The intent of the Draft EIS/EIR in its entirety is to present the Proposed Action clearly.

The phasing of Campus development is not shown in most of the graphics in the Draft EIS/EIR as it is not
relevant to the analysis (the impact analysis in Volumes 1 and 2 encompasses all phases of the Campus).
Please see Figure 2.0-10 in Section 2.0, Project Description, in Volume 1 which clearly presents all four

phases of the Campus.
Response to Comment LA-1-37

The purpose and need of the Proposed Action is presented very clearly on pages 1.0-6 through 1.0-8 in
Volume 1. The Proposed Action is defined consistently throughout the document to include the Campus
and the University Community. All impacts from the development of the two areas are evaluated in all

sections of the Draft EIS/EIR.
Response to Comment LA-1-38

See Master Response No. 4.
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Response to Comment LA-1-39

Please see the descriptions of the environmental commitments included in the Proposed Action that are
provided on pages 2.0-54 through 2.0-60. These are environmental mitigation measures that the Campus
is committed to implementing pursuant to the 2002 Biological Opinion. These do not include past actions
but are programs and mitigation plans the development of which has been already commenced and will

be fully implemented in the future.
Response to Comment LA-1-40

Please see the full text of Impact HYD-3 on pages 4.8-33 through -35 and Impact UTILS-3 on pages 4.14-28
through 4.14-31 in Volume 2 regarding the Proposed Action’s impact on the City’s wastewater treatment
plant (WWTP) in the event that only the Campus at buildout is serviced by that facility and in the event
that both the Campus and University Community are serviced by that facility. That analysis compares the
projected wastewater load from the Proposed Action to the projected capacity of the WWTP and finds
that assuming no other growth within the service area, the additional flows added by the Campus and
the University Community could be handled by the expanded WWTP. The EIS/EIR notes that the WWTP
is approved for an expansion of capacity to 20 million gallons per day. Note that the Draft EIS/EIR also
evaluates the Proposed Action’s impact on the City’s WWTP in conjunction with other growth projected
in the WWTP’s service area (Cumulative Impact UTILS-2) and concludes the Proposed Action in
conjunction with anticipated and planned growth in the WWTP’s service area would result in a
significant cumulative impact and that the Proposed Action’s impact would be cumulatively
considerable, i.e,, significant. Mitigation measures are included in the Draft EIS/EIR (see page 5.0-55) to

address the Proposed Action’s significant cumulative impact.

A mitigation such as suggested by the City is not required. Payment of connection fees is not considered a
mitigation measure but would be a requirement for all future development. Please note that the Draft
EIS/EIR states that a new or modified agreement with the City will be needed in order for the City to

provide sewer services to the next phases of campus growth,
Response to Comment LA-1-41

Impact HYD-3 in Volume 2 explains why the wastewater discharged from the Campus would not contain
hazardous materials or toxics that could not be treated by the City’s WWTP and therefore could cause the
WWTP to exceed its waste discharge requirements/permit limits. Please also see Impact HAZ-1 in
Volume 1 which presents the laboratory practices that will be implemented to control discharge of
inappropriate materials into sinks. Such protocols are already in place at the Campus’ wet laboratories
and will be implemented in all future wet laboratories. As noted in the comment, permitted and
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prohibited discharges would be stipulated in the service agreement between the University and the City

and the flows would be monitored.
Response to Comment LA-1-42

The discussion of Impact HYD-6 on pages 4.8-44 through 46 explains the detention facilities included in
the Campus plans to detain new runoff created by impervious surfaces. Such detention facilities would
be capable of holding flows from a 100-year, 24-hour storm. This would allow for stormwater to be
detained on site in the event that Fairfield Canal and Bear Creek are full and cannot accommodate
additional flows. Together with policies in the adopted UCP that would be implemented by new
development to control runoff generated within the University Community, these detention facilities will
work to prevent downstream flooding. The project also complies with NPDES requirements for

stormwater, as described in detail in the Draft EIS/EIR under Impacts HYD-2, HYD-3, and HYD-7.
Response to Comment LA-1-43

Please see Master Responses No. 5 through 8 regarding adequacy of impact analysis and proposed
mitigation measure to address the Campus’ traffic impacts. Please also see all preceding responses to the
City’s comments regarding traffic mitigation. The traffic section in the Draft EIS/EIR adequately analyzes
and discloses the Proposed Action’s traffic impacts and the revised mitigation measure addresses all of

the City’s concerns. The EIS/EIR does not need to be recirculated.
Response to Comment LA-1-44

Please see Master Response No. 8 and Responses to Comments LA-1-7 and -8 regarding the adequacy of
the proposed mitigation measure. The revised mitigation measure does not propose to reduce the

University’s obligation by any state or federal funding already secured for the proposed improvement.

The Campus’ proportional share contribution will be estimated based on percentages reported in Table
4.13-10. While it is true that these percentages are based on the total traffic volumes at the affected
intersections or on the affected roadway segments, however the use of these percentages is appropriate
because existing traffic as well as other growth in the region will also contribute to the need for these

improvements.

Note that in the near-term, as shown by the analysis of UCM 2020 Project impacts, the Campus would be
the primary source of traffic at some of the affected intersections and roadway segments. For instance, the
UCM 2020 Project traffic is projected to constitute 92 percent of the traffic at the intersection of Lake and

Yosemite Avenue. Similarly, in 2020, Campus traffic is projected to form 92 percent of the total traffic on
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Lake Road between Cardella and Bellevue, and 49 percent of the traffic on Lake between Yosemite
Avenue and Cardella Road. Along Bellevue between G Street and Lake Road, Campus traffic is projected
to make 83 percent of the total traffic volume in 2020. As growth occurs in the surrounding areas
however, the share represented by campus traffic will decline quickly, reaching between 17 and 32
percent on Campus Parkway by 2030, and 27 percent on Bellevue Road between Lake Road and G Street.
The University has committed to funding its proportional share of the cost of the improvement projects at
these locations in Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A. As stated in the mitigation measure, when the County
of Merced (or the City of Merced if annexed) demonstrates that any of these facilities are at 90 percent of
their capacity, the University will provide funding for the Campus and anticipated University
Community shares. By contributing significantly to the cost of these improvements, the University will
facilitate the development of these improvements. Please see Response to Comment LA-1-10 as to why
specific amounts that will be paid by the University cannot be provided in the EIS/EIR. The mitigation
measure for traffic impacts has been substantially clarified, and is designed to mitigate the project’s

impacts on traffic.
Response to Comment LA-1-45

Please see Master Response No. 7, which describes how the trips were assigned to the roadway network,
using the MCAG Travel Demand Model. Draft EIS/EIR Volume 2 Tables 4.13-8 and 4.13-10 identify
18 roadway segments that are projected to be significantly affected by the Campus and University
Community development. Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A, as revised for the Final EIS/EIR (see Master
Response No. 8) provides mitigation of these impacts via payment of the University’s proportional share

of the cost of the improvements.
Response to Comment LA-1-46

As discussed in Section 5.0, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIS/EIR, payment of developer impact fees
for residential and non-residential development would be required to fund a new police station to
accommodate the increased need for law enforcement services. The Draft EIS/EIR also mentions that
impact fees would address any environmental mitigation required in conjunction with the construction of
the police facility. Given the small footprint (typically less than 1 acre) and the type of land use, the police
station project would not result in significant environmental impacts that would not be mitigated to a

less-than-significant level.
Response to Comment LA-1-47

As discussed in Section 5.0, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIS/EIR, developer impact fees would fund

the construction of new fire protection facilities, and would also pay for the cost of any environmental
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mitigation that is required in order to implement the fire station project. Given the small footprint
(typically 0.5 to 1 acre) and the type of land use, the fire station project would not result in significant

environmental impacts that would not be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.
Response to Comment LA-1-48

As discussed in Section 5.0, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIS/EIR, all new development, including
the development within the University Community, would be required to pay school impact fees, which

are considered full and complete mitigation for school impacts.
Response to Comment LA-1-49

The comment refers to Cumulative Impact PUB-4 in error. Cumulative impacts on parks are discussed in
Cumulative Impact PUB-5. The comment from the City is based on a review of the Executive Summary
table only. Please see the full text of Cumulative Impact PUB-5 on pages 5.0-44 and -45. As stated there,
because the Campus and the University Community include an adequate amount of parkland for the
proposed population increase, the Proposed Action would not result in a substantial increase in the use of

neighborhood and community parks in the region, including the City of Merced.

The suggested mitigation measure is not required. To the extent that the University Community is
annexed into the City and the City has a program to collect in-lieu park fees from all new development,
developers that propose projects within the University Community will be required to comply with the

City’s park fee requirements.
Response to Comment LA-1-50

This comment relates to agreements regarding provision of infrastructure and payment of fees, rather

than an environmental issue. See Response to Comment LA-1-20 above.
Response to Comment LA-1-51

See Responses to Comments LA-1-40 and LA-1-19.

Response to Comment LA-1-52

The revisions to the University Community Plan proposed by the University as a partner in the UCLC are
described in detail on pages 2.0-35 through 2.0-49. These proposed changes would require approval by
the County as part of the General Plan amendment process. The Draft EIS/EIR analyzes the

environmental impacts associated with the proposed University Community. The University anticipates
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that the three landowners (the University, the UCLC, and LWH Farms, LLC) will ultimately enter into an
MOU to facilitate the integrated development of the Campus, Community North, and Community South.
The details of this future integrated development are unknown at this time, thus the development in
Community South has been evaluated at a general level of detail based on reasonable assumptions
regarding the nature of the development. Future environmental review will be required when

development is actually proposed.
Response to Comment LA-1-53

The comment correctly states that the University is required to mitigate the environmental impacts of its
proposed projects. The University has committed to pay its proportional share of the cost of
improvements to transportation facilities in the City and County that are identified to mitigate the
environmental impacts of Campus development. Under Government Code Section 54999, the University
can also make payments to cities and counties that provide the University with certain specific utilities
(namely water and wastewater) where improvements are specifically required to serve the University.
Those payments must be proportional to the benefit that the utility improvement provides to the
University. The University is not otherwise subject to development fees imposed by local jurisdictions to
fund new local facilities. Where a project creates the need for new public facilities, the physical
environmental effects of those facilities must be addressed in the EIR; however, the costs of the new

facilities are not considered an environmental effect that must be mitigated.
Response to Comment LA-1-54

See Response to Comment LA-1-40 above.

Response to Comment LA-1-55

See Responses to Comments LA-1-19 and LA-1-40 above.

Response to Comment LA-1-56

See Responses to Comments LA-1-19 and LA-1-40 above. The Draft EIS/EIR (pages 4.14-20 and -30)
discusses the need for improvements to existing sewer lines and installation of new sewer lines to serve
the Campus and/or the University Community. Because these improvements would be made within
existing or proposed road right-of-ways, they would not result in significant environmental impacts. To
the extent that some of these improvements are made specifically to serve the Campus, the University
will fulfill its obligation under Government Code Section 54999 and compensate the City for the cost of

these improvements.
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Response to Comment LA-1-57

The comment with respect to a potential power line to serve the Campus and the University Community
is noted. At the time that the power line project is proposed and more specifics of its design are available,
additional environmental review will be conducted. Undergrounding all or portions of the power line

will be considered.

Response to Comment LA-1-58
See Master Response No. 4.
Response to Comment LA-1-59
See Master Response No. 4.
Response to Comment LA-1-60
See Master Response No. 4.

The conservation easements placed on 70 acres of Important Farmland that lie within the larger
Conservation Lands would not allow the existing agricultural land uses to be changed to other urban
land uses. Because agricultural uses also provide habitat, these lands that are currently under agricultural
uses will remain in their present use and will not be converted to any other types of habitat. Therefore,
the conservation action would protect these agricultural lands in perpetuity, and it is appropriate for the
University to take credit of this acreage, especially given the fact that Campus development will result in

the loss of only 24 acres of Important Farmland.

The mitigation ratios for the Proposed Action were developed by the University in consultation with the
USACE and other resource agencies. The concept of a “precedent” does not apply in such a situation
because the City is not required to apply the same standards, and has discretion to determine what action

to take based on its own evaluation of the relevant facts and circumstances.
Response to Comment LA-1-61

The comment states the Draft EIS/EIR does not consider fugitive dust air impacts and does not offer
mitigation measured to address fugitive dust impacts for paved and unpaved roads. Primary sources of
human-induced fugitive dust include earthmoving activities, material handling, and travel over paved
and unpaved surfaces. Fugitive dust emissions are the primary component of emissions of particulate

matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 microns, also referred to as PMio emissions. A detailed
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breakdown of PM emissions into fugitive dust and combustion exhaust emissions is provided in
Appendix 4.3 of the Draft EIS/EIR. Fugitive dust from these sources were included in the analysis using
the URBEMIS2007 (Urban Emissions) Environmental Management Software, approved for use by the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) and the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
(SIVAPCD).

The Draft EIS/EIR provides mitigation measures to address the impacts of the Proposed Action on PMio
levels for both construction and operational emissions. MM AQ-1a, addressing construction emissions,
requires construction contracts to include SJVAPCD Regulation VIII. As discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR,
Air Quality, at 4.3-20, Regulation VIII includes SJVAPCD Rule 8061 regarding paved and unpaved roads,
and Rule 8071 regarding unpaved Vehicle/Equipment Traffic Areas. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure AQ-1 is expected to reduce PMw impacts for construction emissions to less than significant.
Despite Mitigation Measure AQ-2, addressing operational emissions of the Proposed Action, PMio

emissions levels are expected to have a significant impact on air quality.
Response to Comment LA-1-62

Please also see Master Response No. 4 and revisions to the text in Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft

EIS/EIR, under the subsection Biological Resources, page 4.4-134.
Response to Comment LA-1-63

Please also see Master Response No. 4 and revisions to the text in Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft

EIS/EIR, under the subsection Biological Resources, page 4.4-134.
Response to Comment LA-1-64

The comment states that, if UC Merced will contribute to the diversion of Merced River to recharge the
groundwater basin, then those impacts should be mitigated. As discussed in Section 4.4, Biological
Resources and Master Response No. 3, Water Supply Impacts, Merced Irrigation District (MID) employs
a conjunctive use strategy whereby, in wet years, MID can divert surplus surface water to the
groundwater basin for storage, and in dry years, MID takes the groundwater and discharges it into the
Merced River to improve flows for habitat and to meet other such needs. MID's conjunctive use strategy
focuses on groundwater recharge, as further discussed in Impact BIO-11. All of MID's efforts, including
its efforts to recharge the groundwater basin, are being implemented independent of the future status of
the UC Merced and University Community project. The Proposed Action itself therefore will not
contribute to the diversion of the Merced River for the recharge of the groundwater basin. It should also

be noted that any diversion of water from the Merced River for purposes of recharging the groundwater
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basin is subject to the Merced Irrigation District's requirement that it meet applicable Merced River
minimum flow requirements which can be expected to prevent detrimental effects to the Merced River or

to species or habitat that depend on the Merced River.
Response to Comment LA-1-65

More information regarding the on-site fire station is presented under Impact PUB-2 on pages 4.11-23 and
-24 in Volume 2, including the fact that such a fire station would be funded using tax revenues from the
University Community. The University intends to enter into an agreement with the City to ensure that

adequate fire service is provided to the Campus.
Response to Comment LA-1-66

See Master Response No. 3, Water Supply Impacts.
Response to Comment LA-1-67

See Response to Comment LA-1-42 above.
Response to Comment LA-1-68

The suggested text revision is presented in Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR, under the
subsection Hydrology and Water Quality, page 4.8-13.

Response to Comment LA-1-69

See Responses to Comments LA-1-18 and LA-1-40.
Response to Comment LA-1-70

See Responses to Comments LA-1-19 and LA-1-40.
Response to Comment LA-1-71

See Response to Comment LA-1-42,

Response to Comment LA-1-72

The Draft EIS/EIR states that the proposed revised University Community Plan (UCP) would not conflict
with the City’s General Plan because the policies in the UCP do not conflict with the City’s General Plan

policies. As far as potential conflicts between the proposed uses within the University Community with

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-201 UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
0974.001 March 2009



3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

adjacent land uses within city limits are concerned, no lands within the existing City limits directly abut

the University Community site.
Response to Comment LA-1-73

The comment is noted. The suggested text revision is presented in Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft

EIS/EIR, under the subsection Land Use and Planning, page 4.9-5.
Response to Comment LA-1-74

The comment with respect to other approved and planned land uses in the project vicinity is noted. The
University consulted with the City to obtain information on projects that were proposed, pending, or
approved in the northern and northeastern portion of the city, and much of the information reported was
obtained from city data. The USACE and the University appreciate the update provided by the City
regarding these projects and have added text to the discussion of these pending projects to indicate the
uncertainty regarding these developments. For the text revisions, see Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft

EIS/EIR, under the subsection Land Use and Planning, page 4.9-6.

The traffic analysis did not use a list of projects to develop an estimate of future traffic volumes in the
study area. It used data derived from the regional traffic model provided by MCAG. Therefore, even if
the data for these projects listed in the land use section of the Draft EIS/EIR are inaccurate or outdated,

the data have no implications for the traffic analysis.
Response to Comment LA-1-75

Please see Response to Comment LA-1-74 above. The traffic studies are adequate, for the reasons
outlined in Master Responses No. 5, 6, and 7. In particular, please see Master Response No. 5, which

addresses planned land use growth in the County of Merced.
Response to Comment LA-1-76

The text on page 4.9-6 has been revised to state that the County (and not the City) is in the process of
acquiring the right-of-way for the Campus Parkway. Please see Section 2, Revisions to the Draft

EIS/EIR.

The traffic analysis assumes that the Campus Parkway is constructed at four lanes from Highway 99 to
Yosemite Avenue, but not north of Yosemite Avenue, in the 2020 Project analysis. This is consistent with
the MCAG Travel Demand Model which assumes that the roadway would be in place by 2020; please see

Master Response No. 5 regarding roadway improvements assumed as part of the road network.
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Response to Comment LA-1-77

The comment is noted. With respect to provision of water, wastewater, fire, and police services please see

Responses to Comments LA-1-20, LA-1-40, LA-1-15, and LA-1-13, respectively.
Response to Comment LA-1-78

See Responses to Comments LA-1-18 and LA-1-40 above.

Response to Comment LA-1-79

The text on page 4.9-50 in Volume 2 has been revised in light of this comment. See Section 2.0, Revisions

to the Draft FIS/EIR.

Response to Comment LA-1-80
Please see Master Response No. 4.
Response to Comment LA-1-81

The text on page 4.11.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR has been corrected. Please see Section 2.0, Revisions to the
Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment LA-1-82

The sentence referring to the new station planned as part of the University Community is not relevant to
the discussion on this page regarding the City of Merced Police Department. The sentence has been
deleted. See Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR. Also refer to Response to Comment LA-1-13

above.

Response to Comment LA-1-83

See Response to Comment LA-1-13 above.
Response to Comment LA-1-84

The University will consider the City’s comments with respect to the Campus Police Department
providing law enforcement services to Community North before any actions are taken in this regard. If
the University Community is annexed into the City, it will be up to the City to plan as to how and when it

will hire additional police officers. These issues are not environmental concerns.
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Response to Comment LA-1-85

Please see Responses to Comments LA-1-13 and LA-1-84 above.
Response to Comment LA-1-86

The comment is noted. Please see Response to Comment LA-1-15 above.
Response to Comment LA-1-87

The suggested text revision is presented in Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR, under the

subsection Public Services and Recreation, page 4.11-4.
Response to Comment LA-1-88

The comment is noted. If a new station is needed in Community North to provide fire protection services
to the Campus and University Community, it would be funded by developer impact fees as discussed in
Section 4.11, Public Services and Recreation. Impact fees would be collected by the City from residential
and non-residential development projects within the University Community to pay for the construction
of new facilities, including the cost of environmental mitigation. These developer impact fees would be

determined prior to construction of the projects within the University Community.
Response to Comment LA-1-89

The policy cited in Table 4.11-1 of the Draft EIS/EIR is from the County General Plan. Please consult with

the County of Merced for a definition of the term.
Response to Comment LA-1-90

The 2009 LRDP determines road and right-of-way widths within the Campus only. The 2009 LRDP calls
for a campus circulation network to be built at the following varying widths in order to provide adequate

configuration for emergency vehicles: 66 feet, 80 feet, 100 feet, and 120 feet.
Response to Comment LA-1-91

The City’s comment is noted and will be conveyed to Merced County as the County further develops the

revised University Community Plan.
Response to Comment LA-1-92

Please refer to Response to Comment LA-1-15.
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Response to Comment LA-1-93

The suggested text revision is presented in Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR, under the

subsection Public Services and Recreation, page 4.11-23.
Response to Comments LA-1-94 through LA-1-96

See Response to Comment LA-1-15.

Response to Comment LA-1-97

As stated under Impact PUB-5, because the Campus and the University Community include an adequate
amount of parkland for the proposed population increase, the Proposed Action would not result in a
substantial increase in the use of neighborhood and community parks in the region, including the City of
Merced. To the extent that the University Community is annexed into the City and the City has a
program to collect in-lieu park fees from all new development, developers that propose projects within

the University Community will be required to comply with the City’s park fee requirements.
Response to Comment LA-1-98

Page 4.11-8 in Volume 2 provides a description of the parks and recreational facilities within Merced. The
information was obtained from the City’s Web site. The additional information provided by the City has
been added to that text. See Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft FIS/EIR, under the subsection Public
Services and Recreation, page 4.11-8. The City’s parkland requirement of 5 acres per 1,000 residents is
reported on page 4.11-27 of the Draft EIS/EIR and was used to evaluate whether adequate park acreage is
included in the University Community. In the event that the University Community is annexed into the
City of Merced, following annexation, it will be subject to the City’s design standards and guidelines. The

comment regarding park land definitions is noted.
Response to Comment LA-1-99

Please see Master Response No. 8 and Responses to Comments LA-1-7, LA-1-8, and LA-1-44 above
which provide additional information with respect to the University’s proposed mitigation measure. The
share calculation method has been clarified further in the revised mitigation measure. All of the City’s

concerns listed in this comment are addressed by the revised mitigation measure.
Response to Comment LA-1-100

Please see Master Response No. 8 and Response to Comment LA-1-12,
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Response to Comment LA-1-101
Please see Master Response No. 4.
Response to Comment LA-1-102

The existing and future roadway capacities are consistent with the MCAG Travel Demand Model, which
has been validated for use in future traffic volume projections on a Citywide and Countywide basis. The
comment that the current roadway capacity on McKee Road may differ from the value used in the model
is noted. If the capacity were downgraded to a collector capacity, the current volume would still be below
the capacity. Please see Master Response No. 5, which explains the use of the MCAG Travel Demand

model and its associated roadway capacities for the future volume forecasts and capacity analysis.
Response to Comment LA-1-103

The University does propose to contribute its proportional share to the provision of planned
improvements on which the Draft EIS/EIR projects a significant impact. Please see Master Responses
No. 7 and 8, which includes revisions to Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A to clarify the method by which

the University will calculate and contribute its proportional share of funding.

Response to Comment LA-1-104

Please see Master Response No. 8 and Responses to Comments LA-1-8 and LA-1-12 above.
Response to Comment LA-1-105

Please see Responses to Comments LA-1-8 and LA-1-12 above.

Response to Comment LA-1-106

The intent of Mitigation Measure TRANS-1B is for the City and County to prepare traffic impact fee
studies so that the appropriate development fees can be adopted and collected to fund the roadway
improvement projects that are planned by these jurisdictions. Without a fee structure in place, the County
and City must rely on individual development agreements to fund adjacent roadway improvements, and
this process cannot effectively fund all of the improvements expected to be needed to serve long-term
growth in the City and County. This is documented in the current Merced County Regional

Transportation Plan.
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Response to Comment LA-1-107

Mitigation Measures TRANS-1A (as revised for the Final EIS/EIR) and 1B are intended to provide traffic
mitigation both through minimizing external vehicle trips through robust transit service and travel
demand management, and through payment of the University’s proportional share of the cost of
improvements that would address the projected significant traffic impacts. The mitigation measure does
not state that transit and Transit Demand Management (TDM) strategies alone are expected to fully
mitigate the projected traffic impacts. The finding of a Significant and Unavoidable impact is made
because the University does not control the ultimate timing or funding of the roadway and intersections,
since the City and County must develop full funding plans for, and schedule the design and construction

of, these improvements. See Response to Comment LA-1-106 and Master Response No. 4.
Response to Comment LA-1-108

Please see revised Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A in Master Response No. 8, which provides
clarification on the role of traffic monitoring in identifying the University’s ultimate proportional share of

the roadway improvements. Master Response No. 8 also explains why traffic monitoring is needed.
Response to Comment LA-1-109

Please see Response to Comment LA-1-2.

Response to Comment LA-1-110

Intersection 32 is G Street/16t Street. This intersection is mislabeled in this table and has been revised,
along with intersection 24 (Kibby Road/Yosemite Parkway) and 31 (Martin Luther King, Jr. Way/SR-99
northbound Ramps) in the Final EIS/EIR. The technical appendix containing the traffic impact report has
also been revised. The LOS results are correctly identified for the intersection number; it is only the

intersection names that have been corrected. See Section 2, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR.
Response to Comment LA-1-111

Please see Master Response No. 7, which includes attachments showing that the MCAG Travel Demand
Model’s assignment of traffic to/from the east on Yosemite Avenue/SR-140 is minimal—about 90 daily
trips for the 2020 Project, and 520 trips for the Full Campus plus University Community. The assignment
includes no trips for the 2020 Project on Arboleda Road, and 900 trips for the Full Campus plus
University Community at 2030. Assuming a peak-to-daily ratio of 10 percent, the intersection of
Arboleda/Yosemite Avenue would see a peak hour increase of about 20 project trips in 2020, and
120 project trips in 2030. The forecasts thus indicate that the projected traffic load from the Campus and
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the University Community on these facilities would not cause the need for roadway or intersection

capacity improvements.
Response to Comment LA-1-112

The intersections noted are addressed indirectly through the roadway segment analysis. Please see

Response to Comment LA-2, Attachment 5F-B.2.b.viii.
Response to Comment LA-1-113

Some of the inconsistencies noted in this comment result from certain roadway segments containing
varying cross-sections between the endpoints. In the case of Cardella Road east of G Street, the roadway
transitions from four lanes to a three-lane cross-section that provides a capacity between those of a two-
lane or a four-lane roadway. However, the requested changes to the existing roadway configurations
have been made to Table 4.13-6 and in the traffic impact report in the technical appendix. The revised
table is presented in Section 2, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR. The changes do not affect the impact
findings.

Response to Comment LA-1-114

The Draft EIS/EIR does not contain an Existing Plus 2030 Project scenario. There is an Existing Plus 2020
Project scenario contained in Volume 3 of the Draft EIS/EIR. For that scenario, the existing roadway
network is used. For the 2020 and 2030 analysis, planned roadway improvements consistent with the

MCAG Travel Demand Model are used; please see Master Response No. 5.
Response to Comment LA-1-115

Please see Master Response No. 5.

Response to Comment LA-1-116

Roadway capacity assumptions used by the City differ somewhat from those in the validated, adopted
MCAG Travel Demand Model. The University used the best available traffic forecasting tool for the near
and long-range (2020 and 2030) traffic forecasting for this Draft EIS/EIR; please see Master Response
No. 5 for further clarification on the appropriateness of using the validated, adopted model for this

purpose.
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Response to Comment LA-1-117

The Draft EIS/EIR does assess the near-term impacts of the Campus developing without the University
Community, in the 2020 Plus UCM 2020 Project analysis presented in Volume 3.

Response to Comment LA-1-118

Please see Master Response No. 6, which discusses the appropriateness of the Campus trip generation
rate, and the basis for trip internalization at full Campus and University Community buildout in 2030.
Please note that no University Community, and thus no internalization, was assumed in the 2020 Plus

UCM 2020 Project analysis presented in Volume 3 of the Draft EIS/EIR.
Response to Comment LA-1-119

Please see Master Response No. 7, which explains the basis for conducting the impact assessment using

planned future roadway improvements.
Response to Comment LA-1-120

The control column in the tables indicates the type of control assumed for each case. In the existing
condition, it is the existing control type (side street stop, all-way-stop, or signal). In the future case,
certain intersections are assumed to be signalized, where roadway widening or new segments are
provided. The University will contribute to these intersection improvements via its contribution of
proportional share funding to the roadway improvements at the impact segments identified. Mitigation
Measure TRANS-1A has been revised to clarify how the University’s traffic will be monitored and how

proportional shares will be calculated to ensure that the funding is provided to the affected jurisdiction.
Response to Comment LA-1-121

The intersection impacts are presented toward the end of the Transportation and Traffic Chapter, in

Table 4.13-13. This table presents the intersection impact analysis for all of the project alternatives.
Response to Comment LA-1-122

There are three intersections where significant impacts are indicated under the 2020 With UCM 2020
Project conditions — Bellevue/Highway 59, West Olive/R Street, and 14t Street/G Street/Highway 99
Northbound Off-ramp. The other two intersections noted on page 4.13-68 worsen with the project, but

not by the 5 or more seconds of delay, which is necessary to trigger a significant impact. As noted in
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Response to Comment LA-1-121, the intersection impact table demonstrating this finding is included in

the traffic impact report in the technical appendix, and this table has been added to the Final EIS/EIR.
Response to Comment LA-1-123

The text on page 4.13-10 is incorrect. Roundabouts are included in the University’s conceptual plan for
Campus Parkway, but are not planned as interim improvements on Lake Road, prior to the Parkway’s
construction. This text has been corrected for the Final EIS/EIR. Please see Section 2, Revisions to the

Draft EIS/EIR
Response to Comment LA-1-124

Please see Master Response No. 8 and the revised text of Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A, which
specifically describes the following improvements: provision of traffic signals and related capacity
improvements at Lake Road/Yosemite Avenue, Lake Road/Bellevue Road, and the intersection of Lake
Road and a planned new east-west campus roadway located roughly half-way between Bellevue Road
and Cardella Road (Myers Gate); the construction of Campus Parkway between Yosemite Avenue and
the Campus; and the widening of Bellevue Road to four lanes between Lake Road and G Street. Please see

also Response to Comment LA-1-158.
Response to Comment LA-1-125

The UCM 2020 Project analysis does not assume Campus Parkway is in place—see Draft EIS/EIR
Volume 3, Table 4.13-2. The 2020 analysis shows that Lake Road and Bellevue Road can accommodate the
2020 Project traffic within their existing two-lane capacities, although the projected volumes would be
near the capacities. As discussed in Response to Comment LA-2 Attachment 5F-C, since a more detailed
phasing analysis has not been performed, and the improvements appear to be needed near 2020, the
University will commit to providing its proportional share for certain improvements near the campus as
and when the affected roadways approach 90 percent of their capacity. See revised Mitigation Measure

TRANS-1A in Master Response No. 8.
Response to Comment LA-1-126

These three intersections would experience cumulative impacts from existing and future traffic associated
with regional growth. As Table 4.13-10 in Volume 2 shows, the Campus project would contribute
between 1 and 4 percent of the total traffic at the three affected intersections. Given the project’s relatively
small contribution at these three locations, it is not the responsibility of the University to implement any

intersection improvements at these locations. The University has committed to paying its proportional
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share of the cost of the improvements at these locations, consistent with revised Mitigation Measure
TRANS-1A. Please see Master Response No. 8.

Response to Comment LA-1-127

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A, as revised for the Final EIS/EIR (see Master Response No. 8) adjusts the

proportional share calculation based on traffic monitoring.
Response to Comment LA-1-128

Please see the revised text of Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A, which clarifies the role of traffic monitoring
in determining the proportional share funding to be contributed by the University. The reworded
Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A does not refer to reducing trips other than under Trip Reduction

Measures. See Master Response No. 8.

Response to Comment LA-1-129

Please see Master Response No. 8 and Response to Comment LA-1-7.

Response to Comment LA-1-130

Please see Responses to Comments LA-1-4 and LA-1-5, and also Master Responses No. 5 through 8.
Response to Comment LA-1-131

Please note that Table 4.13-9 on page 4.13-65 reports data for the study roadway segments. The table is
not intended to imply that all of these locations are to be improved solely by non-University funds. The
significantly affected roadway segment are clearly identified on page 4.13-63 and also shown on Figure
4.13-16. Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A, as revised in the Final EIS/EIR (see Master Response No. 8)
provides the mechanism by which the University will calculate and provide its proportional share of

funding for these improvements. Please see also Responses to Comments LA-1-9 and LA-1-45.
Response to Comment LA-1-132

Please see Master Response No. 8 and Responses to Comments LA-1-7, LA-1-8, and LA-1-10.
Response to Comment LA-1-133

Please see Response to Comment LA-1-20.
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Response to Comment LA-1-134
Please see Response to Comment LA-1-20.
Response to Comment LA-1-135
Please see Response to Comment LA-1-19.
Response to Comment LA-1-136

For concern regarding discharge of hazardous materials into the sanitary sewer system, please see Impact
HYD-1 in Volume 2 and Impact HAZ-1 in Volume 1. Regarding maintenance of sanitary sewer system on
the Campus to avoid sewer overflows, the Campus is currently performing this maintenance and is
expected to continue with its current procedures. Please note that infiltration and inflow of stormwater
into the sanitary sewer systems is commonly the primary reason for sewer overflows in older
communities where sewer pipelines are damaged and stormwater enters the sewer mains. In addition, in
some of the older communities, sewer and storm drain systems are interconnected which also leads to
sewer overflows. Because the Campus and the University Community would be new development, will
have better sewer lines, and there will not be any connections between the sewer and the storm drain
systems, they would be less likely to experience sewer overflows. The University will comply with the
Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (Regional Board) requirements relating to sewer systems. The
sewer system in the University Community will be the responsibility of the County or the City and it is

appropriate to assume that the agencies will comply with the Regional Board requirements.
Response to Comment LA-1-137

If and when large industrial facilities are proposed, they will be required to obtain a permit from the City
to discharge to the City’s sewer system (if they are within an area that is annexed to the City or otherwise
served under an agreement). If they qualify as a facility under the industrial classification included in the
NPDES stormwater regulations, they would be required to obtain a permit for stormwater discharges

from an industrial site from the Regional Board.

Response to Comment LA-1-138

See Responses to Comments LA-1-40, LA-1-18, and LA-1-19.
Response to Comment LA-1-139 and 140

See Response to Comment LA-1-20 above.
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Response to Comment LA-1-141 and 142

See Responses to Comments LA-1-40, LA-1-18, and LA-1-19.

Response to Comment LA-1-143

Please refer to Response to Comment LA-1-23. Please also see Master Response No. 4.
Response to Comment LA-1-144

Please see Master Response No. 4. Cumulative Mitigation Measures AES-1, AG-1, and AQ-1 have been
identified to reduce the proposed project’s impacts in these areas to the extent feasible; however, the
Draft EIS/EIR concludes that certain impacts would remain significant and unavoidable even with this

mitigation.

Response to Comment LA-1-145
See Response to Comment LA-1-42.
Response to Comment LA-1-146

Please see the discussion under Cumulative Impact PUB-1 (page 5.0-39) in Volume 2, which explains why
the environmental impacts from the construction of a new police station in the city would be less than

significant. No mitigation is required.
Response to Comment LA-1-147

Please see the discussion under Cumulative Impact PUB-2 (page 5.0-40 and -41) in Volume 2, which
explains why the environmental impacts from the construction of a new fire station in the city would be

less than significant. No mitigation is required.
Response to Comment LA-1-148

As stated under Impact PUB-5, because the Campus and the University Community include an adequate
amount of parkland for the proposed population increase, the Proposed Action would not result in a
substantial increase in the use of neighborhood and community parks in the region, including the City of
Merced. To the extent that the University Community is annexed into the City and the City has a
program to collect in-lieu park fees from all new development, developers that propose projects within

the University Community will be required to comply with the City’s park fee requirements.
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Response to Comment LA-1-149
Please see Response to Comment LA-1-20.
Response to Comment LA-1-150

Please see Responses to Comments LA-1-40, LA-1-18, and LA-1-19. Also note that mitigation measures
(see page 5.0-55 in Volume 2) are included in the Draft EIS/EIR to address the Proposed Action’s
contribution to the significant cumulative environmental impact related to wastewater treatment

capacity.

Response to Comment LA-1-151

Please see Response to Comment LA-1-13.
Response to Comment LA-1-152

The 2020 Plus 2020 Project analysis does not over-estimate the internal trips, as all trips are presumed to
travel external to the site. UCM 2020 Mitigation Measure TRANS-2, which refers back to Mitigation
Measure TRANS-1A, provides for adequate mitigation of the UCM 2020 Project impacts. Mitigation
Measure TRANS-1A has been revised for the Final EIS/EIR to clarify how traffic will be monitored and
the University’s proportional share toward funding the identified improvements will be calculated.

Please also see Responses to Comments LA-1-117 and LA-1-5.
Response to Comment LA-1-153

The development of additional student housing in the Lake View area is part of the UCM 2020 Project.
Upon buildout of the UCM 2020 Project, the Campus would have up to 10,000 FTE students. Trip
generation rate of 2.08 trips per student used for the traffic analysis assume that 50 percent of students

would be living on campus by 2020, including housing additions in the Lake View area.
Response to Comment LA-1-154

There is no conflict between Figures 3.0-3, 3.0-4, and 3.0-5 in Volume 3 of the Draft EIS/EIR with respect
to the Gateway District. The first figure shows the Campus subphases, and includes the Gateway District
within Subphase 2.2. That graphic shows the land use designation as Academic/Lab which is an LRDP
land use designation which includes R&D. Figure 3.0-5 is a graphic that shows the Districts within the
Campus and reflect the Academic/Lab land use designation in the Gateway District of the Campus.

Figure 3.0-4 provides a conceptual view of the Campus upon the completion of the major facilities

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-214 UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
0974.001 March 2009



3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

included in UCM 2020 Project. This graphic does not show land use designations. Instead it provides a
conceptual view of the Gateway district and the legend explains that it would consist of academic, R&D,
and interdisciplinary laboratory buildings. The terms “Academic/Lab”, “R+D and Academic Lab,” and
“Medical Research/Education” indicate the same general types of uses and R&D is an allowable use

within areas designated Academic/Lab on the Campus land use plan.

The Alumni Center would be located in the Gateway District at the corner of the Bellevue Road
roundabout on land designated “Alumni/Conference Center (shown in purple in Figure 3.0-3) and not on

land designated Academic/Lab.

The parking structure and aquatics center would be located in the Central Campus West area. The
Aquatic Center is shown on Figure 3.0-4 as Project 7, and on Figures 3.0-3 and 3.0-5 as a dark green block
to the northeast of the Alumni/Conference Center (note that dark green shows athletic and recreational
land uses under the 2009 LRDP). The parking structure would be located on the block of land shown in
grey on Figure 2.0-3 in the Phase 2.1 area.

Response to Comment LA-1-155

The long-term uses listed in the second column of the table included in the comment will not be
developed as part of the UCM 2020 Project. Those land uses are part of Phases 3 and 4 and would

eventually replace interim parking and some athletic fields.
Response to Comment LA-1-156

The Executive Summary in Volume 3 (page 2.0-2) discloses that “a portion of Phase 1 and the entirety of
UCM Phase 2 have not been previously evaluated at a project level or approved by the University. These
development phases together make up the UCM 2020 Project that is evaluated at a project level in this
volume for its environmental impacts.” The subphase of Phase 1 which is included in UCM 2020 Project

is Phase 1.2. This subphase was not previously evaluated in the 2002 LRDP EIR.
Response to Comment LA-1-157

While the specific improvement projects listed on pages 3.0-11 and -12 would be located within the area
of the Campus that is labeled Phase 1.1, these projects were not previously evaluated in the 2002 LRDP
EIR as part of the UCM Phase 1 Campus. These are a part of the UCM 2020 Project and are evaluated in
Volume 3 of the current EIS/EIR.
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Response to Comment LA-1-158

(@)

(b)

(©

(d)

(®

(8)

(h)

The 2020 Project traffic analysis did not assume any traffic reduction associated with an
intercommunity transit center.

The 2020 Project analysis assumes that one primary new east-west campus roadway connection
would be provided by 2020, located roughly halfway between Bellevue Avenue and Cardella Road.
A new extension of Cardella Road eastward into the Campus/University Community was not
assumed to be in place by 2020.

The 2020 Project analysis does not assume Campus Parkway would be constructed by 2020, and thus
the existing alignment of Lake Road was assumed. However, please see revised Mitigation Measure
TRANS-1A, which identifies construction of Campus Parkway between Yosemite Avenue and the
Campus as an improvement likely to be needed in approximately 2020. When Campus Parkway is
constructed, it is assumed that the Lake Road connections to Bellevue and Cardella Road would be
modified in order to discourage through trips from using Lake Road.

As noted in (c) above, the Draft EIS/EIR analysis did not assume the construction of Campus
Parkway by 2020. However, based on the projected volumes on Lake Road in 2020, it appears that the
Parkway will be needed at some point shortly after 2020 (in the absence of more detailed phasing
analysis, this is the best assessment of the projected timing for the improvement).

The University will own and operate roadways on University land, and the County and City will
own and operate roadways on County and City land, respectively.

The University will make improvements to existing and future access intersections at Lake Road, in
cooperation with the City and County of Merced, and will participate in the funding, design and
construction of Campus Parkway between Yosemite Avenue and the Campus as described in the
revised text of Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A (see Master Response No. 8).

The University will construct portions of the Community Collector Road within the Campus.
However, the LRDP is not a commitment to specific projects or a specific implementation schedule.
UC Merced’s academic goals and the availability of resources will drive implementation of the LRDP.

See response to item (f) above

Response to Comment LA-1-159

The figures provided in the Draft EIS/EIR are conceptual drawings and the final alignment would be

close to what is shown but would be determined later. The final alignment would not affect traffic

circulation or the type of land uses developed.
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Response to Comment LA-1-160

In Figure 3.0-2, Research and Development (R+D) is not separately shown because R+D is an allowed
activity within areas designated Academic/Lab. In the figure, the Alumni Center is represented by

purple, and the Conference Center is represented by orange.
Response to Comment LA-1-161

The correct land use designation for the western boundary of Phase 1.2 is “student housing” as

represented in Figure 3.0-3.
Response to Comment LA-1-162

In Figure 3.0-3, Campus 2020 Development Subphases, the Student Union and Affairs building is the red
block adjacent to the larger lake, therefore it is part of Phase 2.1.

Response to Comment LA-1-163

While the Campus South Subarea is not specifically defined in the Project Description figures, the text
description provided on page 3.0-18 of Volume 3 indicates that it encompasses the Sports Complex area

and Campus Services area, respectively labeled as areas 10 and 5 on Figure 3.0-4.
Response to Comments LA-1-164 and 165

The analysis in UCM 2020 Impact HYD-2 discusses the potential for increased runoff and flooding due to
the development of Phase 2 of the Campus but as discussed on pages 4.8-8 and -9, the impact is found to
be less than significant (which is consistent with the analysis in Volume 2) because adequate detention

basins have been included in the plan for the development of Phase 2 campus.
Response to Comment LA-1-166

Please see Response to Comment LA-1-15.

Response to Comment LA-1-167

Please see Response to Comment LA-1-97.

Response to Comment LA-1-170

Please see Responses to Comments LA-1-18 and LA-1-40.
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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

Response to Comment Letter LA-2
Response to Comment LA-2-1

The comment from the County to revise the Draft EIS/EIR with the suggested titles is noted. The
suggested revisions are not required. The term “2002 LRDP” is used consistently throughout the
document to refer to the adopted LRDP. The revised LRDP is consistently called out as 2009 LRDP. The
term 2004 UCP is used fairly consistently to refer to the UCP that was adopted by the County in 2004, and
the term “proposed revised UCP” is used to refer to the revised UCP that is part of the Proposed Action.
Note that in the resource sections of the EIS/EIR, the term University Community is used because the
reference in most cases is to the geographic area and not the land use plan. Figure 2.0-2 clearly shows the
boundary between the Campus and the University Community. Although the boundary between the
Campus and University Community is less clear on some of the graphics in the Draft EIS/EIR, it does not
affect the environmental impact analysis in the EIS/EIR. Table titles have been revised to clearly indicate

that they refer to the proposed revised UCP. Please see Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR.
Response to Comment LA-2-2

The discussion of UCP policies (which deals with previously adopted UCP policies as environmental
commitments) on page 2.0-59 in Section 2.0, Project Description, has been expanded to state that the
evaluation of impacts from the development of the University Community in this EIS/EIR is based on all
the policies included in the 2004 UCP, which is the adopted plan for the University Community. The
expanded section also notes that these policies may be revised by the County in conjunction with its
review of the proposed revised UCP as and when that review is undertaken by the County. Please see

Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR. This insert adequately addresses the County’s point.
Response to Comment LA-2-3

The University does not have land use jurisdiction over the entire University Community. This EIR/EIS
describes mitigation measures for all of the potentially significant effects identified in the Draft EIS/EIR. It
is not the intent of the University to bind any other governmental agency to mitigation measures

applicable to the University Community. See Master Response No. 4.

The comment states that terms such as “shall” and “will” need to be replaced with “should” or “it is
recommended” on mitigation measures that are applied to the University Community. In many
instances, the University does use the word “should” when referring to mitigation measures
implemented by other public agencies. See for example Mitigation Measure AES-3b, Cumulative

Mitigation Measure AES-1, Cumulative Mitigation Measure AG-1, Cumulative Mitigation Measure AQ-1,

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-275 UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
0974.001 March 2009



3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

Cumulative Mitigation Measure HYD-3b, Cumulative Mitigation Measure UTILS-1b, and Cumulative
Mitigation Measure UTILS-3. These mitigation measures use the word “should” because the Draft
EIS/EIR refers to the City, County, or other public agency as the entity implementing the measure. Please
also see Response to Comment LA-1-24. In other instances, the word “shall” is used because the
mitigation measures require the compliance with existing environmental laws and regulations. See for
example Responses to Comments LA-1-22 and LA-1-23. Mitigation Measure AES-4, which refers to the
City and County, is revised to use the word “should” rather than “shall” because it does not require
compliance with existing environmental laws and regulations. Please see text revision in Section 2.0 of

the Final EIS/EIR.
Response to Comment LA-2-4

Please sece Response to Comment LA-2-1 above. The County’s comment regarding its plan to conduct an

updated economic analysis for the University Community is noted.
Response to Comment LA-2-5

The text on page 2.0-36 has been revised in light of this comment. Please see Section 2.0, Revisions to the

Draft EIS/EIR.
Response to Comment LA-2-6

Table titles in Section 2.0 have been revised in light of this comment. Please see Section 2.0, Revisions to

the Draft EIS/EIR, under subsections for pages 2.0-41, 2.0-42, and 2.0-46.
Response to Comment LA-2-7

The estimates provided in Table 2.0-8, University Community Projected Water and Wastewater Demand

are derived from the adopted 2004 UCP.
Response to Comment LA-2-8

Street references have been added to Figure 3.0-2. The revised figure is presented in Section 2.0,

Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR.
Response to Comment LA-2-9

The County’s comment with respect to the No Action Alternative is noted. Because the entire University
Community (including the lands that constitute Community South) was designated “Multi-Use Urban
Development” in the County General Plan in 2004 when the UCP was approved, and it is not evident in
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any documents that that land use designation would become invalid if the Campus were not to grow, it is
assumed that some development would occur within Community South under the No Action
Alternative, as described in the Draft EIS/EIR, Section 3.6.5. Should the No Action Alternative actually be
put in place, further development of Community South, including a determination of the necessity of a

General Plan Amendment, would proceed in accordance with County guidelines.
Response to Comment LA-2-10

Please see Response to Comment LA-2-2.

Response to Comment LA-2-11

The suggested revision is presented in Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR, under the subsection

Aesthetics, page 4.1-21.
Response to Comment LA-2-12

Please see Response to Comment LA-2-2. The County’s comment regarding agricultural easements is

noted.
Response to Comment LA-2-13

The Draft EIS/EIR states that there are no Important Farmlands within the Myers Easterly, VST, and
Campus Natural Reserve that would be preserved and therefore could be applied as mitigation for the
development of Community North. The Draft EIS/EIR also states that the impacts on Important Farmland
from the development of Community North would not be considered significant because of the limited
acreages of Important Farmland present within Community North and the fact that the area has never
been used for the cultivation of high-value crops. However, conservatively, the Draft EIS/EIR finds the
impact from the development of the entire University Community significant and presents Mitigation
Measure AG-1 to address all losses of Important Farmland from the development of the University
Community. The USACE and the University understand that the County will review the proposed
revised UCP and conduct its own environmental review of the proposed revised UCP. Please also see

Master Response No. 4 regarding mitigation measures.
Response to Comment LA-2-14

As discussed in Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources (page 4.2-31) of the Draft EIS/EIR, the Proposed
Action would not conflict with the existing County general plan or agricultural zoning. As required by

CEQA, the analysis presented in this EIS/EIR is based on existing zoning and land use designations, not
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future amendments. It is noted that the County will determine if the Proposed Action conflicts with the
general plan in consideration of the Future Proposed 2009 University Community Plan (UCP) General

Plan Amendment (GPA).
Response to Comment LA-2-15

The USACE and the University understand that the County will review the proposed revised UCP and
conduct its own environmental review of the proposed revised UCP, and may consider additional

conservation easements to address growth pressures on lands adjacent to the University Community.
Response to Comment LA-2-16

Please see Response to Comment LA-2-9.

Response to Comment LA-2-17

Please see Response to Comment LA-2-2.

Response to Comment LA-2-18

Please see Master Response No. 4 regarding mitigation measures in the EIS/EIR.
Response to Comment LA-2-19

Please see Master Response No. 4 regarding mitigation measures in the EIS/EIR.
Response to Comment LA-2-20

Please see Response to Comment LA-2-9.

Response to Comment LA-2-21

The Draft EIS/EIR quantifies the critical habitat currently located within the project boundaries, and
evaluates the impacts associated with the critical habitat area based on the final rule adopted by the
US Fish and Wildlife Service. A map illustrating the location and extent of these lands is unnecessary and

the EIS/EIR describes the critical habitat area adequately.
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Response to Comment LA-2-22

Regarding the comment related to referencing 2004 UCP policies, please sce Response to Comment

LA-2-2.

Please refer to Master Response No. 4 regarding the comment related to mitigation measures applicable
to the University Community being subject to future determination of Merced County as Lead Agency

for the future proposed 2009 UCP GPA EIR.
Response to Comment LA-2-23

The comment points out that a Section 404 permit application, and an associated Biological Opinion, may
not be necessary for the Community South site. Page 4.4-93 of the Draft EIS/EIR has been revised to state
that the 2002 BO parameters will be incorporated into a potential BO, “if” (and not “when”) a 404 permit

application is filed for Community South.

Response to Comment LA-2-24

Please see Master Response No. 4 regarding mitigation measures in the EIS/EIR.
Response to Comment LA-2-25

Please see Master Response No. 4 and Response to Comment LA-1-22 regarding mitigation measures in

the EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment LA-2-26

Please see Response to Comment LA-2-2.

Response to Comment LA-2-27

Please see Master Response No. 4 regarding mitigation measures in the EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment LA-2-28

Please see Response to Comment LA-2-2.

Response to Comment LA-2-29

Please see Response to Comment LA-2-9.
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Response to Comment LA-2-30

Please see Response to Comment LA-2-2.

Response to Comment LA-2-31

Please see Response to Comment LA-2-9.

Response to Comment LA-2-32

Please see Master Response No. 3 regarding the Proposed Action’s impacts on water supply.

This comment suggests that because several conditions have changed since 2004 the conclusions
regarding the Proposed Action’s impacts on water supply should not based on the analysis conducted by
the County in 2004. The comment also presents a list of these changed conditions. Please note that the
conclusions in the Draft EIS/EIR are not based on the UCP 2004 EIR and the EIS/EIR finds under
Cumulative Impact HYD-3 that the Proposed Action’s contribution to the basin-wide impact would be

cumulatively considerable and that the cumulative impact would be significant.

The comment states that more academic space is now included in the 2009 LRDP than was the case in
2002 and that more mixed use/retail/office space is included in the Community North plan, implying
thereby that the Proposed Action’s impacts would be worse than what they were when the impact was
evaluated in 2004 by the County. Please see Table 4.8-6 on page 4.8-41 in the Draft FIR (Volume 2). That
table shows that despite greater building space included in the 2009 LRDP and in the proposed revised
University Community Plan, the total amount of water that would be needed on the Campus and
University Community at full development will be less than the estimated water demand that was
developed by the University and the County in 2001 and 2004 respectively. This is because even though
the total estimated demand for water for the University Community is now greater than the 2004 estimate
(4,779 acre-feet/year at buildout compared to the previous estimate of 3,583 acre-feet/year [per the CH2M
Hill study commissioned by the County]), the projected demand for water on the campus is much lower
due to high levels of conservation that the Campus is already realizing and is projected to continue to
realize in the future. As a result, the total water needed for the Proposed Action is comparable to the
amount estimated earlier (current estimate of 7,166 acre-feet/year compared to the 2004 estimate of 7,203
acre-feet/year per the CH2M Hill study). Note that the net demand for groundwater is even lower when

the existing groundwater use on the site is subtracted from this estimate).

The comment also states that assumptions surrounding the implementation of the MAGPI plan have not

been realized, that the 2008 Groundwater Management Plan Update and the 2007 MAGPI/DWR technical
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memorandum note that the groundwater basin is in overdraft. The Draft EIS/EIR also refers to all these

documents and notes that the basin is in a state of overdraft.

The issue under item (4) in this comment is unclear. This EIS/EIR concludes a significant cumulative
impact based on the data that are now available. The previous EIRs came to other conclusions based on

the data that were available at that time. There appears to be no inconsistency.

Regarding item (5) in this comment, please refer to Master Response No. 3, which addresses the use of

surface water resources by the local water purveyors to serve the Merced area.

The County’s comment that an analysis will be necessary to demonstrate an assured water supply when

the County undertakes the preparation of the UCP GPA EIR is noted.
Response to Comment LA-2-33

The documents cited in the comment were used in the preparation of the Hydrology and Water Quality
section. It was an oversight that these documents were not listed on page 4.8-1. A water supply
assessment under SB 610 is required only for projects that are submitted to cities and counties for
approval, and thus is not needed for the Proposed Action. However, the impacts of the Proposed Action

on water supply were fully evaluated in the EIS/EIR.
Response to Comment LA-2-34

The analysis in Section 4.8 is focused on the localized impacts of groundwater withdrawal on adjacent
wells. In that very specific context the analysis concludes a less than significant impact. In its analysis of
the Proposed Action’s impact on the regional aquifer which is presented under Cumulative Impact HYD-
3, the EIS/EIR concludes a significant impact. Please see also Master Response No. 3, Water Supply

Impacts.

Mitigation measures are presented under Cumulative Impact HYD-3 to reduce the project’s impact on the

groundwater aquifer.
Response to Comment LA-2-35

The first paragraph on page 4.8-16 makes a general statement about the Regional Board’s role relative to

water resources. It does not state that the Regional Board has general jurisdiction over groundwater.
Response to Comment LA-2-36

Please see Response to Comment LA-2-2.
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Response to Comment LA-2-37

The word “County” has been added to the sentence. Please see Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft

EIS/EIR.
Response to Comment LA-2-38

The comment is referring to a policy in the City’s General Plan that requires the City to cooperate with
the County and MID in developing recharge facilities. The policy does not concern the Campus, although
the University will continue to examine all opportunities to infiltrate stormwater within the campus

boundaries.
Response to Comment LA-2-39

Please see Master Response No. 3, specifically the last subsection. The analysis presented in Impact
HYD-4, which is focused on the Proposed Action’s effects on adjacent wells, shows clearly that pumping
at rates evaluated in the CH2M Hill study and careful siting of on-site wells within the University

Community would avoid drawdown impacts on adjacent wells.
Response to Comment LA-2-40

The comment is noted.

Response to Comment LA-2-41

The discussion in the paragraph cited in the comment is about how reduction in recharge was addressed
in the CH2M Hill study and does not concern the demand for water. The text in this paragraph notes that
while the project footprint has changed, the actual area within the project footprint (i.e., the area that
would potentially experience a reduction in recharge) is not greater than what was evaluated before in
the 2004 CH2H Hill study. In fact the area is about 277 acres less than before. Please also refer to
Response to Comment LA-2-32 above regarding the total water demand under the Proposed Action and

the total water demand as previously estimated by the County.
Response to Comment LA-2-42

The 2004 water demand data reported in Impact HYD-4 was obtained from the CH2M Hill study
commissioned by the County for the UCP EIR. That 2004 data were reported primarily to demonstrate
that the rate of groundwater pumping under the Proposed Action would not be greater than the rate that

was used by CH2M Hill to model drawdown effects on adjacent wells. Because the rate of pumping
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would be comparable (and in fact lower), the study conducted by CH2M Hill was still a valid analysis
which the present EIS/EIR can rely on to evaluate the impacts of on-site groundwater pumping on

adjacent wells.

The comment is confusing two very different numbers. The 913 acre-feet in Table 4.8-6 on page 4.8-41
represents the existing groundwater use on the project site and not recharge. The number reported on
page 4.8-44 is the estimated reduction in recharge (from the UCP EIR) which would be a result of land

use changes (reduced irrigation and increased impervious surfaces) within the University Community.
Response to Comment LA-2-43

The comment is noted.

Response to Comment LA-2-44

The comment is noted.

Response to Comment LA-2-45

Please refer to Response to Comment LA-2-9 above.

Response to Comment LA-2-46

The text on page 4.9-2 of the Draft EIS/EIR concerning the existing City of Merced SOI has been revised.
A cross reference to Figure 4.9-2 has been added as that figure shows the City’s SOL Please see
Section 2.0, Revisions to the EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment LA-2-47

The suggested revision is presented in Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR, under the subsection

Land Use and Planning, page 4.9-4.
Response to Comment LA-2-48

The suggested revisions are presented in Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR, under the

subsection Land Use and Planning, page 4.9-5.
Response to Comment LA-2-49

The suggested revision is presented in Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR, under the subsection

Land Use and Planning, page 4.9-6.
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Response to Comment LA-2-50

The 2004 adopted UCP is adequately described in Section 2.0, Project Description. The County’s General

Plan Update process is discussed in Section 5.0, Cumulative Impacts.
Response to Comment LA-2-51

The Draft EIS/EIR notes in Section 2.0, Project Description, that the County will undertake an

independent review of the proposed revisions to the University Community Plan.
Response to Comment LA-2-52

Please see Response to Comment LA-2-9.

Response to Comment LA-2-53

Please see Response to Comment LA-2-2.

Response to Comment LA-2-54 through 56

Please see Master Response No. 4 regarding mitigation measures.

Response to Comment LA-2-57

Please see Response to Comment LA-2-9.

Response to Comment LA-2-58

The suggested revision is presented in Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR, under the subsection

Public Services and Recreation, page 4.11-6.
Response to Comment LA-2-59

The suggested revision is presented in Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR, under the subsection

Public Services and Recreation, page 4.11-7.
Response to Comment LA-2-60

Please see Response to Comment LA-2-2.
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Response to Comment LA-2-61

The suggested revision is presented in Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR, under the subsection

Public Services and Recreation, page 4.11-22.
Response to Comment LA-2-62

The suggested revision is presented in Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR, under the subsection

Public Services and Recreation, page 4.11-13.
Response to Comment LA-2-63

The suggested revision is presented in Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR, under the subsection

Public Services and Recreation, page 4.11-24.
Response to Comment LA-2-64

A development agreement is not considered necessary to mitigate the environmental impacts on Lake
Yosemite Regional Park. The University looks forward to working with the County to address Lake

Yosemite Regional Park issues.
Response to Comment LA-2-65

As stated in the Draft EIS/EIR (page 4.11-29), this mitigation measure is proposed in the EIS/EIR to avoid
and minimize any secondary effects that could potentially result from the implementation of Mitigation
Measures PUB-6b and -6¢, given the presence of sensitive resources on lands adjacent to the County park.
At the time that the County undertakes any improvements that are near the park’s eastern boundary, it
will need to implement either this measure or another measure to ensure that any impacts on adjacent

lands are less than significant. Also see Master Response No. 4.
Response to Comment LA-2-66

Please see Response to Comment LA-2-9.

Response to Comment LA-2-67

Please see Response to Comment LA-2-2.

Response to Comment LA-2-68

Please see Response to Comment LA-2-9.
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Response to Comment LA-2-69

Please see Master Responses No. 5 through 8, which provide responses to many of the issues in this
comment and its referenced Attachments 4 and 5A-5F. The responses that address the remaining specific
comments in Comment Letter LA-2 Attachments 4, 5A, 5B, 5C, 5D, and 5E are presented at the end of all

numbered responses to the County’s letter.
Response to Comment LA-2-70

The Draft EIS/EIR adequately evaluates and reports the potential traffic impacts from the UCM 2020
Project. It also commits to implementing specific improvements at three intersections and along two
roadway segments to mitigate the effect of campus growth through 2020. Monitoring of campus traffic is
proposed as an element of the transportation mitigation program so that the Campus’ proportional share
contribution can be accurately calculated closer to the time that the payment for the improvements is

needed. Please see Master Response No. 8.
Response to Comment LA-2-71

All of the graphics in Volume 3 are planning level graphics and not design graphics. Figures 3.0-2 and
3.0-4 show the land use designations and the phases in which the Campus would be developed. They
also show the approximate alignments of roadways within the Campus. It does not mean that these
roadways will necessarily be developed in the manner depicted within the timeframe of UCM 2020
Project but represent the fact that the University has designated the land for these roadways, including
Campus Parkway and the access to Lake Yosemite Regional Park. If Campus Parkway is not completed
within the 2020 development horizon, as such, it is expected that Lake Road will continue to be connected
to Lake Yosemite Regional Park through the life of Phase 2.0 of campus development, with possible

connections to the future Bellevue roundabout with a T-cross section.
Response to Comment LA-2-72

The University will work closely with Merced County to develop an on-campus road network that works

well with the adjacent off-campus road network and that access to adjacent land uses is preserved.
Response to Comment LA-2-73

Please see Response to Comment LA-2-2.
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Response to Comment LA-2-74
Please see Master Response No. 4.
Response to Comment LA-2-75

The text on pages 4.13-74 and -75 of Volume 2 has been corrected to state that there are bicycle lanes
along Bellevue Road between Lake Road and G Street. Please see Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft

EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment LA-2-76

Please see Response to Comment LA-2-9.
Response to Comment LA-2-77

Please see Response to Comment LA-2-2.
Response to Comment LA-2-78

These tables show the demand numbers associated with the Proposed Action which is the subject of the

EIS/EIR. Comparison to previous proposals is not relevant to the evaluation of environmental impacts.
Response to Comment LA-2-79

The impact statement has been revised to better reflect the discussion that follows. See Section 2.0,
Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR. This change does not affect the conclusion drawn in the Draft EIS/EIR

with respect to this impact.

Response to Comments LA-2-80 and 81
Please see Response to Comment LA-2-9.
Response to Comment LA-2-82

The comment states that the 2004 University Community Plan (UCP) and the policies within that Plan
will undergo a comprehensive re-evaluation and update as part of the Future Proposed 2009 UCP

General Plan Amendment (GPA). The comment is noted.
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Response to Comment LA-2-83
Please see Responses to Comments LA-2-2 and LA-2-9.
Response to Comment LA-2-84

The size of the University Community in terms of residential units is the same as proposed in 2004;
therefore the University Community would still absorb 100 percent of the residential population growth
associated with the Campus. The amount of non-residential space included in Community North is
greater than the previous proposal; however this increase is necessary in order to site some of the joint
use facilities in the community, especially given the 95-acre reduction in the land area of the Campus. The
environmental impacts of the additional building space within Community North are evaluated in all
sections of this EIS/EIR, and are determined not to be substantially greater than the impacts of the

previous proposal for the University Community.
Response to Comment LA-2-85

The text on page 6.0-7 of the Draft EIS/EIR has been revised in light of this comment. Please see
Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment LA-2-86

The text on page 6.0-9 of the Draft EIS/EIR has been revised in light of this comment. Please see
Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment LA-2-87
The comment is noted.
Response to Comment LA-2-88

The suggested revisions are presented in Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR, under the

subsection Revisions to Text in Volume 3, page 4.9-1.
Response to Comment LA-2-89

The suggested revisions are presented in Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR, under the

subsection Revisions to Text in Volume 3, page 4.9-2.
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Responses to Attachments to Comment Letter LA-2

Master Responses No. 5 through 8 address several of the issues raised in Attachments 4 through 5F in
the comment letter from Merced County. The specific comments in these attachments that are addressed

by the master responses are not re-addressed below.
Response to Comments in Attachment 4

Al: A stamped signed traffic analysis report will be provided to the County. Both the original report
prepared for the Draft EIS/EIR, and the report as revised per the responses to comments on the Draft

EIS/EIR, will be provided.
A2.a: Please see Master Response No. 6.

A2b: The trip generation rates for the University Community are a combination of the rural and urban
rates contained in the MCAG Travel Demand Model. The residential rates fall between the MCAG Travel
Demand Model urban and rural rates; the retail and office rates match the model’s rural rates; and the
business park rate is slightly lower than the rural office rate. These rates were developed during

development of the 2002 UC Merced LRDP and 2004 University Community Plan.
A2.c: Please see Master Response No. 6.

A2.d: The internal roadways within and between the Campus and the University Community are being
planned to adequately serve all internal travel; thus, it is incorrect to say that the Campus Parkway will
be significantly used for internal travel within the University Community and between the University
Community and the Campus. The Campus Parkway would present a substantially longer route between
most origins-destination pairs within the combined site; even if the Parkway has a speed limit that is 5 to
10 mph higher than internal roadways, the additional distance and signal-related delay would minimize

its use for internal travel.

A3:  DPlease see Master Response No. 7 for additional information on the trip distribution. The

comment does not identify which exhibits are incorrect.

A4 The MCAG model contains a PM peak hour component. To obtain the peak hour intersection
volumes, the model was used to obtain turn movement volumes. The volumes were then adjusted using
the difference method, which adds the difference between the future and base model to the existing
counts to obtain turning movements for each scenario. These turning volumes are then used in

intersection Level of Service (LOS) analysis. Because the model lacks an AM component, a reversal of PM
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volumes and appropriate balancing was performed for AM peak period analysis. This information will be

added to the technical report and the Final EIS/EIR. See Section 2, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR.
A.5: Please see Master Response No. 5.

A.6:  The University will own and operate roadways on University land, and the County or City will

own and operate roadways on land within their jurisdiction.
A7:  Please see Master Response No. 8.

B.1:  The trip generation is adequately documented in the Draft EIS/EIR. Master Response No. 6

provides additional information about the derivation of the campus trip generation rates.

B.2:  Inaddition to Master Response No. 5, please note that the use of the model did include adjusting
for model error, as described in the Draft EIS/EIR Volume 2 Chapter 4.13, section 4.13.5.1.

B.3: Please see Master Response No. 6.

B.4: The internal campus roadways and intersections are conceptually laid out in the Draft EIS/EIR
Chapter 3, Project Description; the UCM 2020 Project and the Campus at full development under the 2009
LRDP are not defined at a level that allows detailed traffic volume assignment and analysis. However,
the internal roadways and intersections will be adequately designed and will conform to industry design

standards as the UCM 2020 Project is implemented.

B.5: The roadway capacity analysis is performed on a daily basis, but the daily roadway capacities are
based on standard assumptions about the relationship between peak hour and daily traffic carrying

capacities, assuring that the capacities are not overstated. Please see also Master Response No. 5.
B.6: Please see Master Response No. 5.

B.7: The Draft EIS/EIR does provide estimated proportional shares in Volume 2, Table 4.13-10 for the
Campus at full development under the 2009 LRDP. Please see also Master Response No. 5, and Master
Response No. 8 which provides revised language for LRDP Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A. The revised
mitigation measure provides better clarity on how the University’s proportional share will be calculated

and when the funding will be committed and paid to the affected jurisdiction.

B.8: Please see Master Responses No. 5 and 8.
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Response to Comments in Attachment 5A

B.1: A stamped signed traffic analysis report will be provided to the County. Both the original report
prepared for the Draft EIS/EIR, and the report as revised per the responses to comments on the Draft

EIS/EIR, will be provided.
B.2: Please see Master Response No. 6.

B.3: Please see Master Response No. 7. As shown in the attachments to that master response, the
UCM 2020 Project traffic was added at two points on Lake Road, thus distributing the traffic to Bellevue
and Lake Road via the conceptually planned Campus roadway connections. The 2020 + 2020 Project’
traffic volumes projected for Lake Road and Bellevue Road are believed to be correct. While Bellevue
Road is assumed to be widened in the 2020 case, consistent with the MCAG Travel Demand Model (see
Master Response No. 5), the projected volumes on both of these roadways are below the two-lane

capacity, under 2020 + 2020 Project’ conditions (see Draft EIS/EIR Volume 3 Table 4.13-2.)

C.1:  The widening of Bellevue Road is expected to be needed at some point before build-out of the
Campus and University Community, and build-out of the other development expected in the City and
County of Merced. As noted above in Response to Comment Attachment 5A B.3, although the Draft
EIS/EIR traffic volume projections do not indicate the need to construct the widening by 2020, the City
and County should be planning ahead for its eventual widening. The University has committed to
funding its proportional share of this project; please see Master Responses No. 7 and 8, including the
revised text of Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A, which includes the mechanisms by which the University

would fund its proportional share of this improvement project.

C.2: The University has committed to funding a traffic signal and associated turn lane improvements
at Lake/Yosemite intersection; please see Master Response No. 8 and the revised text of Mitigation

Measure TRANS-1A.

C3:  The comment proposes that the mitigation for the UCM 2020 Project include (1) widening
Bellevue Road from 2 to 4 lanes; (2) constructing a traffic signal and adding lane channelization at Lake
Road/Yosemite Avenue; and (3) constructing a traffic signal at Lake Road/Bellevue Road, consistent with

Mitigation Measure 4.14-1 for the Phase 1 Campus project in the 2002 LRDP EIR.

These mitigations are included in revised Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A (please see Master Response
No. 8 and the revised text of Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A). The revised text of the mitigation measure

also clarifies the proposed mechanisms for proportional share calculation and project funding.
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The Parking Lot I project, noted in LRDP Section 10.3, will be modified or relocated as needed to

accommodate the interim improvements at Lake Road/Bellevue Road.

C4:  The internal campus roadways and intersections are conceptually laid out in Draft EIS/EIR
Chapter 3, Project Description; the UCM 2020 Project and full Campus under the 2009 LRDP are not
defined at a level that allows detailed traffic volume assignment and analysis. However, the internal
roadways and intersections will be adequately designed and will conform to industry design standards
as the UCM 2020 Project is implemented. In addition, as described in Master Response No. 8 and the
revised text of Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A, the University will provide a new signal and associated
turn lanes at a new intersection formed by a planned new east-west campus roadway (Myers Gate) and
Lake Road, located roughly half-way between Bellevue Road and Cardella Road. This intersection is
expected to be provided as part of the UCM 2020 Project. The Class I bike path along Lake Road will be

accommodated in the design and construction of this roadway and intersection.
Response to Comments in Attachment 5B
A: Please see Response to Comment Attachment 5A-C.4 and Master Response No. 5.

B: As noted in Draft EIS/EIR Volume 3 Table 4.13-2, the Campus Parkway is not assumed to be
constructed north of Yosemite Avenue under the 2020 conditions. The University has committed to fund
its proportional share to the improvement of two existing intersections on Lake Road, at Bellevue and
Yosemite; at one future intersection of a new east-west roadway at Lake; and to the widening of Bellevue
from 2 to 4 lanes between Lake Road and G Street, as described in the revised text of Mitigation Measure
TRANS-1A (refer to Master Response No. 8). Several additional intersection and roadway impact
locations will be mitigated through the University’s contribution of its proportional share, as described in
the revised text of Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A. This mitigation measure is referenced by UCM 2020
Mitigation Measure TRANS-3, and thus is the mechanism for the provision of interim circulation

improvements.

C Please see Responses to Comment Attachment 5A-C.4 and Responses to Comment Attachment
5B-B. Should future improvements require encroachment permits from the County, any necessary

environmental analysis will be performed by the University.
D: Please see Response to Comment Attachment 5B-C.
Response to Comments in Attachment 5C

A: Please see responses below.
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B: The Phase 1 mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures 4.14-1, 2 and 3 from the 2002 LRDP EIR)
are now covered by Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A. The program-level mitigation measures from the
2002 LRDP EIR are considered superseded by those contained in this 2009 EIS/EIR. Please see specific

responses regarding each mitigation measure below.

B.1: This mitigation measure is now covered by Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A; see Master

Response No. 8 and the revised text of Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A.

B.2: This mitigation measure is now covered by Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A; see Master

Response No. 8 and the revised text of Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A.
B.3: As noted in the comment, this mitigation measure has been completed.

B.4: This mitigation measure is replaced by Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A, as revised (see Master
Response No. 8). Impact TRANS-1 and Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A in the Draft EIS/EIR identify 18
roadway segments on which the Campus is projected to have a significant impact, as opposed to the nine
segments identified in the 2002 LRDP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.14-4. Certain segments that were
previously identified are not identified in the new analysis due to a revised traffic baseline and a revised
travel demand model which results in somewhat different traffic distribution and volume projections.

However, seven of the nine previously identified segments are in the new list of impact locations.

It is noted that, in the Draft EIS/EIR Volume 2 Table 4.13-10, “Project Contribution to Significantly
Affected Roadway Segments and Intersections,” segment 7 is mislabeled Yosemite Parkway when in fact

itis Yosemite Avenue, and segment 11 is mislabeled G Street when in fact it is Yosemite Avenue.

B.5: This mitigation measure is replaced by Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A, as revised (see Master
Response No. 8). Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A describes the mechanism by which the Campus

Parkway between Yosemite Avenue and the Campus will be constructed and funded.

B.6: This mitigation measure is replaced by Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A, as revised (see Master
Response No. 8).

B.7: This mitigation does not apply to the University. See Master Response No. 4.
B.&: This mitigation does not apply to the University. See Master Response No. 4.

B.9: Please see Response to Comment LA-2-69
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C Please see the above responses for the disposition of each mitigation measure from the 2002

LRDP EIR.
Response to Comments in Attachment 5D
A: Please see responses below.

B: The University will design and operate all University-owned roadways that would be used by
vehicles in compliance with the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices and the California
Vehicle Code. The depiction of the area of Lake Road north of Bellevue Road on Figure 3.0-8 in Volume 3
as part of the campus is a graphical error. The University plans and expects Lake Road to continue to

provide access to Lake Yosemite.

C The University will work with County staff on the alignment and design of Campus Parkway
between Yosemite Avenue and Bellevue Road, and its intersection with Bellevue Road, to ensure that

Lake Yosemite Regional Park access is maintained.

D: The University will own and operate roadways on University property, and Merced County and
the City of Merced will own and operate roadways on land within their respective jurisdictions. The
University will cooperate with neighboring jurisdictions to ensure that the integrity and consistency of

the overall circulation system is maintained.
Response to Comments in Attachment 5E
A: Please see responses below.

B: The statement in Section 3.6.6 refers to the current gateway intersection to the campus at Lake
Road/Bellevue Road. The 2020 + 2020 Project analysis assigns traffic to the campus via both Lake Road
and Bellevue Road, and assumes one additional access point at a new east-west roadway located roughly
halfway between Bellevue Road and Cardella Road. Regarding the assumed 2020 circulation
improvements, please see Master Response No. 5. The project description maps in Draft EIS/EIR
Volume 2 Chapter 3.0 depict the 2020 Project within the context of the ultimate circulation system which
will eventually include Campus Parkway; however, as noted in Draft EIS/EIR Volume 3 Table 4.13-2,
Campus Parkway between Yosemite Avenue and Bellevue Road was not assumed in the 2020 + 2020

Project traffic analysis.

C.: The traffic analysis does not require correction, as noted above.
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D: All of the graphics in Volume 3 are planning level graphics and not design graphics. Figures 3.0-2
and 3.0-4 show the land use designations and the phases in which the Campus would be developed. They
also show the approximate alignments of roadways within the Campus. It does not mean that these
roadways will necessarily be developed in the manner depicted within the timeframe of UCM 2020
Project but represent the fact that the University has designated the land for these roadways, including
Campus Parkway and the access to Lake Yosemite Regional Park. If Campus Parkway is not completed
within the 2020 development horizon, it is expected that Lake Road will continue to be connected to Lake
Yosemite Regional Park through the life of Phase 2.0 of campus development, with possible connections

to the future Bellevue roundabout with a T-cross section.
Response to Comments in Attachment 5F
A: Please see responses below.

B.1: The UCM 2020 Project analysis is evaluated at the level of detail possible given the level of detail
available at this time. The UCM 2020 Project involves substantial campus growth that is expected to take
until the year 2020 to occur, a lengthy period of time, and the specific locations of buildings, parking
structures, and other elements that will directly affect traffic distribution and assignment have yet to be
determined. Nevertheless, UCM 2020 Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 addresses the UCM 2020 Project
impacts, by referencing Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A in Volume 2, which, as revised (see Master
Response No. 8), provides for mitigations to address UCM 2020 Project impacts, including provision of
traffic signals and capacity improvements at three intersections along Lake Road; widening of Bellevue
Road between Lake Road and G Street from 2 to 4 lanes (University to provide proportional share
funding); and construction of Campus Parkway between Yosemite Avenue and the Campus (University

to provide proportional share funding).

B.2.ai: Please see Master Response No. 5 for a discussion of the appropriateness of the use of
the MCAG Travel Demand Model for the 2020 and 2030 traffic forecasting, including roadway capacity

assumptions.

B.2.a.ii: The comment that the existing analysis assumes the incorrect number of eastbound
through lanes at Yosemite Avenue/Parsons-Gardner Avenue is noted. This is a minor error in the Draft

EIS/EIR; to correct this portion of the analysis would not change the impact findings.

B.2.a.iii: The updated bicycle plan is noted and will be replaced in Final EIS/EIR. See revised
Figure 4.13-7 in Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR.

B.2.b.i: Please see Master Response No. 5.
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B.2.b.ii: The PM peak hour model was used in conjunction with the daily model to ensure that
reasonable results were produced for both the roadway segment analysis (conducted on a daily basis)

and the intersection analysis (conducted on a peak hour basis).

B.2.b.ii: Please see Master Response No. 6.

B.2b.iv: Please see Response to Comment LA-2 Attachment 4-A.2.b and Master Response No. 6.
B.2.b.v: Please see Master Responses No. 5 and 6.

B.2.b.vi: Please see Master Response No. 5. Contrary to the comment that Lake Road will exceed

capacity in 2020, the 2020 + 2020 Project analysis shows in Draft EIS/EIR Volume 3 Table 4.13-2, that Lake
Road is projected to carry 9,350 vehicles between Yosemite Avenue and Cardella Road which is below the

capacity of the road.

B.2.b.vii: The intersection improvements noted are addressed through the larger impact
identification of whole roadway segments, as indicated in Draft EIS/EIR Volume 3 Table 4.13-2, which
identifies Cardella Road from G Street to Lake Road, Bellevue Road from SR-59 to G Street, and Bellevue
Road from G Street to Lake Road as project impacts in 2020. The University’s proportional share
contribution to the widening of these roadways, required by UCM 2020 Mitigation Measure TRANS-2,
which references Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A, will by definition include intersection improvements

within those segments.

B.2.b.viii: Please see Master Response No. 8 and the revised text of Mitigation Measure TRANS-
1A, which includes the additional mitigation of a signal and associated turn lanes and improvements at
the intersection of Lake Road and the planned new east-west roadway located roughly half-way between

Bellevue Road and Cardella Road (Myers Gate).

B.2.b.ix: The University’s traffic consultant provided the detailed model data reduction files for all
project alternatives to County staff on their request after Draft EIS/EIR publication, on January 19, 2009.
An earlier transmittal, on October 17, 2008, of model select-zone plots contained incorrect volume
postings, although the bandwidths on the plot were correct, as noted in the comment. Corrected plots

were provided in the January 2009 transmittal.

B.2.b.x: These intersections are now included in the revised Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A.

Please see Master Response No. 8.

B.3.a: Please see Response to Comment LA-2 Attachment 5F-B.2.b.vi.
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B.3.b: UCM 2020 Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 references Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A in Volume 2,
which as revised for the Final EIS/EIR (see Master Response No. 8) does contain the commitment to fully
fund the University’s proportional share of traffic signals and associated capacity improvements at Lake
Road/Yosemite Avenue, Lake Road/Bellevue Road and a new intersection of Lake Road and a future new
east-west campus access roadway. The statement regarding the improvements being the responsibility of
others refers to the fact that the County owns and operates Lake Road and Bellevue Road, and thus

controls the ultimate timing of design and construction of these improvements.

B.3.cc  Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A, as revised for the Final EIS/EIR (see Master Response No. 8)

contains specific improvements that would mitigate the impacts of the UCM 2020 Project.

B.3.d: The discussion under Impact TRANS-4 is intended to convey that the intersection improvements
assumed in the 2020 case are consistent with the roadway improvements, i.e., if a roadway is presumed to
be widened, the intersections along that roadway would also contain additional through lanes. Therefore,
UCM 2020 Mitigation Measure TRANS-3, which references the roadway and intersection improvements
to be provided via Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A, effectively captures the University’s contribution to

the intersection improvements that would be needed along with the roadway improvements.

C The 2020 + 2020 Project analysis indicates that the roadway and intersection improvements noted
in this comment are not needed at 2020. However, the analysis does indicate that, for all of these
improvements, the volumes would be near the level that would warrant improvements. Without a more
detailed phasing analysis, it is not possible to pinpoint at what year and what level of campus growth the
improvements would be needed. Therefore, the University will commit to providing its proportional
share of these improvements as and when the roadway segments near the Campus reach 90 percent of
their capacity and the intersection operations approach unacceptable levels and the County (or the City)
provide a cost estimate and a funding plan to the University for the necessary improvements, as

described in the revised text of Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A.
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Response to Comment Letter LA-3
Response to Comment LA-3-1

The comment expresses concern that the Proposed Action would result in impacts to roadway operations
in Tuolumne County, specifically on Highway 59. Please see Master Response No. 1, Growth Inducing
Impacts of UC Merced, which shows that a large number of Campus employees and students are not
expected to reside in Tuolumne County and therefore county roadways are not likely to be significantly

affected.

Furthermore, the traffic modeling conducted for the Proposed Action as part of the EIS/EIR analysis
shows that campus development through 2020 would add only 150 daily trips to Highway 59 north of
Bellevue and the development of the campus and University Community together would add about 500
daily trips to Highway 59 north of Bellevue in 2030. These represent trips to and from not just Tuolumne
County but also trips to and from other northern destinations within Merced County such as Snelling,
and towns in other adjacent counties via Oakdale Highway. Furthermore, these equate to about 15 and 50

peak hour trips respectively, which are not projected to adversely affect roadway operations.
Response to Comment LA-3-2

Please see Master Response No. 1, Growth Inducing Impacts of UC Merced, and Response to Comment

LA-3-1 above
Response to Comment LA-3-3

While it is likely that a substantial portion of eligible transfer students from Columbia College would
choose to attend UC Merced due to its proximity, it is not likely that this would have a significant impact
on Highway 59 level of service. In Fall 2007, there were about 1,900 part-time students and 900 full-time
students enrolled at Columbia College. Statewide, approximately 40 percent of community college
students transfer to a four-year institution within six years of enrolling. It is not known how many
transfer students from Columbia College would choose to attend UC Merced, but the Campus proposes
to provide on-campus housing for half of all undergraduates which would reduce the number of transfer
students from Columbia College that would commute to classes. Therefore, the increase in students
commuting from Tuolumne County to UC Merced as a result of the Proposed Action would not

significantly impact the level of service on Highway 59 or require roadway expansion.
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Response to Comment Letter LA-4
Response to Comment LA-4-1

The suggested text revision is presented in Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR, under the

subsection Public Services and Recreation.
Response to Comment LA-4-2

The comment is noted. A text revision is presented in Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR, under

the subsection Public Services and Recreation.
Response to Comment LA-4-3

The comment is noted. As discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR, UCP policies will be used to guide

development in the University Community.
Response to Comment LA-4-4

The comment is noted.

Response to Comment LA-4-5

The University will work with the Merced Union High School District to develop a high school within the
University Community that will meet the school district’s school siting criteria. Please note that the
Community North land use plan presented in the EIS/EIR is conceptual. It is anticipated that some
adjustments to the University Community Plan (UCP) would be required in response to this comment
from the school district and comments from other agencies including the County before the revised UCP
will be considered by the County for a General Plan amendment. These changes in the placement of land
uses would occur within the boundaries of the 1,951-acre University Community and would not involve

changes that would result in new environmental impacts previously not addressed in the Draft EIS/EIR.
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Response to Comment Letter LA-5
Response to Comment LA-5-1

This comment requests that the “Permits and Approvals” section set forth on page 3.0-31 of Volume 3
of the Draft EIR/EIS be revised to clarify that the implementation of the UCM 2020 Project may require
one or more approvals from the Local Agency Formation Commission of Merced County (LAFCO).
Page 3.0-31 in Volume 3 of the Draft EIS/EIR has been revised in response to this comment. Revisions to

the Draft EIS/EIR are presented in Section 2, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR, of this Final EIS/EIR.

This comment also requests clarification as to whether the University anticipates seeking either an
annexation or an out-of-boundary service approval from LAFCO for just the UCM 2020 Project or for the
build-out of the entire 815-acre campus. At this time, it is anticipated that, as part of its General Plan
update, the City will seek LAFCO approval of a sphere of influence modification that would bring the
balance of the 815-acre campus within the City’s sphere of influence. Once this occurs, it is anticipated
that the City or the University will pursue LAFCO approval of the annexation of UCM Phases 1 and 2
(the existing campus and UCM 2020 Project) to the City. To the extent City services are required to serve
UCM Phases 1 and 2 prior to their final annexation to the City, the City and the University may seek
LAFCO approval of an “out-of-boundary service agreement” pursuant to which the City will provide
City services on an interim basis to those portions of UCM Phases 1 and 2 that are not already covered by
the existing out-of-boundary service agreement. As currently anticipated, new out-of boundary service
agreements will, if necessary, be entered into in preparation of the City’s ultimate annexation of UCM
Phases 1 and 2 to the City, not as an alternative to annexation. Such arrangements will not be sought,
however, for any area that is not within the City’s sphere of influence at the time. On a long-term basis
and in order to facilitate well-ordered development patterns, it is anticipated that the entire UCM

Campus may eventually be annexed to the City.
Response to Comment LA-5-2

This comment clarifies the different review criteria that apply to the following LAFCO approvals:
(i) out-of-boundary service agreements for lands beyond a city’s jurisdictional boundary but within its
sphere of influence, and (ii) out-of-boundary service agreements for lands beyond a city’s sphere of

influence.

As noted in the comment, when considering whether to approve an out-of-boundary service agreement
for lands beyond a city’s jurisdictional boundary but within its sphere of influence, LAFCO considers
those factors contained under Policies 1, 2, and 3 of Objective VILA of the Local Merced LAFCO Policies.
When considering whether to approve an out-of-boundary service agreement for land beyond a city’s
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sphere of influence, LAFCO considers those factors contained under Policy 5 of Objective VILA of the
Local Merced LAFCO Policies. The University does not, however, anticipate the provision of City services
to the Campus or University Community beyond the City’s sphere of influence as it may be amended
from time to time. To the extent one or more out-of boundary service agreement is required to implement
the Proposed Action, it is anticipated that such agreements will only be sought for land located within the
City’s modified sphere of influence. Accordingly, it is not anticipated that Objective VIL.A, Policy 5 will
apply to the Proposed Action.

Response to Comment LA-5-3

This comment clarifies that the same review criteria discussed in Response to Comment LA-5-2, above,
also apply to LAFCO approvals for an out-of-boundary service agreement for Merced Irrigation District

water. The comment is noted.
Response to Comment LA-5-4

This comment clarifies that, when considering whether to approve a city annexation, LAFCO considers
those factors contained under Objective IIILA of the Local Merced LAFCO Policies. These factors are
discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR, Volume 2, pages 4.9-27, 28 and Volume 2, Table 4.9-1. This comment also
clarifies the statutory procedural differences in processing an out-of-boundary service application and a

formal annexation request. The comment is noted.
Response to Comment LA-5-5

This comment indicates that LAFCO utilizes a definition of “prime agricultural land” as set forth in
Objective LA of the Local Merced LAFCO Policies. This comment clarifies that LAFCO will utilize this
definition when, acting as responsible agency, it evaluates any approval sought from LAFCO. The

comment is noted.
Response to Comment LA-5-5

This comment states that the Draft EIS/EIR does not appear to require mitigation for Impact AG-1 should
the University propose annexation of that portion of the Campus area to be located within the former
University Community boundary. The comment is correct that additional mitigation will not be required
for the Campus, even those portions located within what originally was a part of the University
Community, both because the impacts were determined to be less than significant and because significant

agricultural lands have already been preserved in the region.
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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

Response to Comment Letter ORG-1
Response to Comment ORG-1-1

The comment is noted.

Response to Comment ORG-1-2

The comment is correct that three different comment period deadlines, established by the University and
USACE, were simply clerical errors. All comments on the Draft EIS/EIR received through January 5, 2009

have been included in the record and are addressed in this response to comments document.
Response to Comment ORG-1-3

As described in Section 2.0 of the Draft EIS/EIR (Section 2.4.5, Environmental Commitments included in
the Proposed Action), the environmental commitments comprised numerous measures and plans that
reduce the potential for impacts primarily to biological resources on and adjacent to the project site.
Although the environmental commitments are not called out as mitigation measures in the Draft EIS/EIR
because they are incorporated in the project as proposed, the Proposed Action is mitigated by
commitments as analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR. Further, USACE will incorporate relevant environmental
commitments as conditions of the Section 404 permit, and has the authority to enforce them through

compliance with the terms and conditions of the issued permit.

The USACE has enforcement authority under the Clean Water Act (CWA); USACE enforcement
regulations can be found at 33 CFR 326. The enforcement regulations found at 33 CFR 326 provide for
supervision of authorized activities, including inspections, and sets forth enforcement actions if a
permittee is found to be in violation of the terms and conditions of the issued permit, including bringing
the permitted project into compliance within the specified period of time. If the permittee fails, the
USACE has the authority to issue administrative penalties and/or seek legal action or the pursuit of a

criminal or civil legal action against the party(s) responsible for a violation.

Therefore, the environmental commitments included in the Proposed Action as described in Section 2.0 of

the Draft EIS/EIR would be enforced through the CEQA and Section 404 processes.
Response to Comment ORG-1-4

The environmental commitments were incorporated into the Draft EIS/EIR in an appropriate manner, by
summarizing the commitments in Section 2.0, Project Description, and referring readers to specified

appendices for the full text of environmental commitments contained in various documents. Inclusion of
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measurable objectives in Section 2.4.5 would render this section complex and hard for a layperson to
follow. Therefore, the details are presented in Section 4 and the appendices. During the development of
the Draft EIS/EIR, the University and USACE developed a tracking spreadsheet of environmental
commitments and mitigation measures for administrative purposes, to track existing and ongoing
commitments contained in the EIS/EIR, Compensatory Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (CWMMP),
Conservation Strategy, and Management Plan for Conservation Lands and the Adjacent Campus Buildout for the
University of California, Merced. The University plans to maintain the tracking spreadsheet to monitor

recurring tasks, status of implementation, and responsible entity(s).
Response to Comment ORG-1-5

As discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, the Draft EIS/EIR sets forth numerous environmental
commitments that have been incorporated into the Proposed Action to reduce the potential for impacts
primarily to biological resources on and adjacent to the project site. These commitments include the
preparation and implementation of the Conservation Strategy, Compensatory Wetland Mitigation and
Monitoring Plan, and the Resource Mitigation Plan for the Campus, and Management Plan for
Conservation Lands. These materials are included in the Draft EIS/EIR as Appendix 2.0-3, Appendix
2.0-4, Appendix 2.0-5, and Appendix 2.0-1, respectively. These environmental commitments do not
constitute a deferral of analysis or mitigation. These environmental commitments are specified in the
USFWS's 2002 Final Biological Opinion on the Proposed University of California Merced Campus,
Phase 1 and Campus Buildout and Infrastructure Project (1-1-02-1-2926), and therefore constitute a part of
the Proposed Action. They are therefore required components of the Proposed Action and their
implementation is assured. In addition, these environmental commitments constitute performance
standards which the project will be required to meet. A lead agency may set forth in an EIR performance
standards that identify specific performance criteria so long as the agency commits itself to implementing
those standards. As components of the Proposed Action, the commitments are performance standards
which the University is committed to implementing as required by the USFWS’s 2002 Final Biological

Opinion.

The comment states that appropriate mitigation sites may not be available. With respect to mitigation
sites for preservation, and as discussed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, the University has already
identified several “Tier 1a” conservation lands for the preservation of vernal pool-dominated grasslands,
including the Virginia Smith Trust, Myers Easterly, and Campus Natural Reserve lands. Cyril Smith
Trust land has already been preserved though acquisition by the Nature Conservancy. The University has
also identified numerous “Tier 2” conservation lands, including Robinson, Chance, Cunningham,
Carlson, and Nelson. These lands alone result in a combined total of more than 26,000 acres of vernal-
pool-dominated grasslands.
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With respect to compensatory sites for creation or restoration of wetlands, the University has investigated
the possibility of locating potential mitigation sites using aerial photography and field reconnaissance.
An additional investigation was conducted to further identify potential restoration sites. These
investigations demonstrated that several parcels with the appropriate soil type and topographical
features are available in Merced County. As such, the University has determined that sufficient acreage
exists to accommodate wetland restoration and creation requirements of the Proposed Action. As further
described in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, when a potential site is selected, the University will present
that site to the USACE, USEPA, USFWS, and CDFG for approval. Once the site has been approved and
secured, detailed site plans will be prepared by the University and UCLC to implement the restoration

and creation measures. The plans will also be submitted to the USACE for review and approval.

With respect to the comment regarding the environmental impacts from the restoration and/or creation of
wetlands at the compensatory mitigation sites, because these sites have not yet been selected, the Draft
EIS/EIR discussed the types of impacts typically associated with wetlands restoration and creation efforts.
As further described in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, these impacts include the potential to result in
incidental fill of wetlands that are being restored or created, the potential to remove sensitive plant
species present at the site, the potential to affect wildlife species habitat present on the site (including
residence, foraging and dispersal habitats), the potential to affect resources adjacent to the mitigation site,
the potential to affect known or unknown cultural resources that may be present on the site, the potential
to generate short-term construction-related air pollutant emissions including dust, the potential to disturb
hazardous materials (especially pesticides and herbicides if the site has been under any form of
agricultural use in the past), and the potential to result in impacts on surface water quality from the
release of silt and sediment or construction equipment fluids such as fuel. All of these impacts are well
understood and can be reduced to less-than-significant levels by implementing commonly used
mitigation measures, including construction-site air emissions control plans, storm water pollution
prevention plans, avoidance of sensitive resources, construction-site biological monitoring, and other
such measures. Once the site(s) for compensatory wetland mitigation is selected and the wetland
mitigation details are worked out, the University will review the proposal and conduct additional
environmental review if it is determined that the impacts of its mitigation activities could be greater than

those described programmatically in this Draft EIS/EIR.
Response to Comment ORG-1-6

Section 2.0 in the Draft EIS/EIR describes the Campus Natural Reserve (CNR) as open space to the
northeast of the campus, which would be placed under a conservation easement, maintained
permanently in an undeveloped state, and presumably dedicated to scientific research and education.
The types of research that would be conducted in the CNR would be non-invasive in nature. To the
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extent that the CNR may be used for educational purposes, all such activities would be controlled and
would involve docent-led educational tours of adjacent areas that support vernal pools. These research
and educational activities in the CNR would also be subject to the highly stringent rules that apply to
lands that are in the UC Natural Reserve System, Therefore significant impacts on the resources within
the CNR from these activities are not considered likely. For purposes of evaluating the environmental
impacts to biological resources, Section 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIS/EIR considered the
Conservation Lands, including the CNR lands, to be part of the study area because these conservation
lands are part of the Proposed Action. This study area is shown in Figure 4.4-1 of the Draft EIS/EIR. The
Draft EIS/EIR disclosed that in addition to impacts expected to occur on and adjacent to the project site,
there is potential for direct impacts related to habitat disturbance to occur within Conservation Lands
containing special status species. The Draft EIS/FIR described these impacts potentially resulting from
O&M activities including, but not limited to, implementation of the grazing management and pest
management plans described in the Management Plan for Conservation Lands and various wetlands
monitoring activities outlined in the CWMMP. Further, the 2008 Conservation Strategy incorporates
construction and O&M measures as part of Strategy 2: Incorporate Site-Specific Measures into
Development Projects to be implemented by the University. These elements of these measures are

summarized in Section 4.4 of the EIS/EIR and its full text found in the Resource Mitigation Plan (RMP).

The University is preparing and will implement a Construction Mitigation Plan that will be approved by
the USFWS, USACE, and CDFG. To ensure the project’s consistency with the O&M measures described in
the RMP, measures approved by the USFWS, USACE, and CDFG will be incorporated into the various
elements of the overall campus facilities management program (e.g., work program descriptions,
training programs) and implemented. Additionally, a number of these measures have also been
incorporated as protection and management measures into the Management Plan for Conservation Lands
(Appendix 2.0-1 of the Draft EIS/EIR). The Campus Environmental Manager will be responsible for

ensuring that these requirements are integrated into the Campus O&M program.
Response to Comment ORG-1-7

The comment correctly points out some of the difficulties inherent to translocating plant species.
Translocation is an experimental procedure and has been tested on only a very small number of plant
species. For this reason, translocation is not the primary means of mitigating the project’s impacts on
special-status plant species. Nevertheless, implementing Mitigation Measure BIO-2 would support the
primary measure, which is preserving and maintaining the species on the Conservation Lands. First, if
the translocation is successful, it would offset the net loss of plants and habitat that occurs with

preservation as the sole mitigation measure. Second, the information obtained from developing and
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implementing the transplantation and monitoring plan would be valuable for managing the populations

on the Conservation Lands.

The concern for the genetic integrity of natural populations in the vicinity of the translocation sites is
shared by the University and USACE. Mitigation Measure BIO-2 specifies that the translocations sites
may not contain existing populations of the transplanted species. Page 4.4-109 has been revised to reflect
that Mitigation Measure BIO-2 now specifies that the translocated material will consist of seeds only, not

soil (see Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR).
Response to Comment ORG-1-8

The comment states that the project lacks an effective region-wide weed assessment and abatement
program to identify and reduce threats from newly discovered invasive species. The Integrated Pest
Management Program, as part of the Management Plan for Conservation Lands, adequately addresses the
threat and introduction of invasive species for the Conservation Lands. The Integrated Pest Management
Program provides guidelines to develop and adaptively apply a comprehensive program capable of
preventing, detecting, treating, and monitoring pest species. As discussed in Appendix 2.0-1, Management
Plan for Conservation Lands, management guidelines include prevention of pest introduction, early
detection of pest species introductions, and treatment of pest species introductions following detection of
an invasive species. In the event that Merced County proposes a region-wide weed abatement program,

the University will participate in the program.

The comment also states that invasive species not be limited to those recognized by the California
Invasive Plant Council’s (Cal-IPC) list. Management Guideline IPM-1 specifically requires that an up-to-
date list of potential pest species be maintained based on local, regional, and statewide information. This
list will include species on the Cal-IPC’s invasive species list, as well as emerging new pest species, to

facilitate early detection and control.
Response to Comment ORG-1-9
Please see Master Response No. 4.
Response to Comment ORG-1-10

The community collector road that separates the campus and the Tier 1a Conservation Lands planned as
part of the Proposed Action has the potential to indirectly affect certain wildlife species, including
California tiger salamander, San Joaquin kit fox, and other animals, due to increased noise, light, and

traffic on this peripheral roadway. However, as operation of the campus included operation of the

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-322 UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
0974.001 March 2009



3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

community collector road, loss of species as a result of disturbance from this road has been assessed as
part of the Draft EIS/EIR. Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR text have been made to further discuss the
potential for indirect impacts from increased vehicle travel associated with the Campus and University
Community sites to result in vehicular mortality to California tiger salamanders and San Joaquin kit fox

(see Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR).

Studies show that nitrogen deposition may favor the growth of non-native annual grasses in areas
characterized as hot spots for depositional nitrogen, such as major freeway interchanges or congested
freeway segments. Although there could be some effects on plants due to local deposition, this
community collector road will not have heavy traffic volumes sufficient to generate nitrogen at levels that
would cause any discernible change in plant growth, as_the roadway would serve only the residential
uses in the northern portion of the campus and would not provide access to land uses that involve higher

numbers of daily vehicle trips.
Response to Comment ORG-1-11

Development of Community North cannot proceed until at least several actions are completed. As
discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description (Volume 1), the University Community would either be
annexed to the City in order to receive municipal utility services from the City, including water and
wastewater or would remain in unincorporated Merced County and water and wastewater services
would be developed locally to serve the community. Without the development of these basic utilities and
services, it is unlikely that any part of the University Community would be developed. As these actions
listed above would require a period of a few years, it is unlikely that the area of the Gateway District
(identified in the comment) would be developed immediately. Therefore, the area would continue to
support biological resources in the near future. The University will consider the use of this area to help

educate the campus community and the Merced populace about the vernal pool resources in the area.
Response to Comment ORG-1-12

The Bellevue Ranch alternative was carried forth because the EPA asked for a detailed evaluation, and at
the time of the 2002 Section 404 application for the Campus, no construction at the alternate site had
occurred. Although the alternative has constraints such as the need to assemble a very large number of
parcels and that about 300 homes have been developed on the site, there is still adequate land available

for siting the Proposed Action.

A reduced project alternative was considered by the University during the selection of project
alternatives. As stated on pages 3.0-14 through 3.0-17, a reduced project alternative considered a
reduction in the footprint of the campus as well as in population. A further reduction in the footprint of
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the campus such that it is 760 acres is not possible because as explained on page 3.0-§, the Proposed
Project includes an increased amount of development around the “thumb” formed by Le Grand Canal.
The area to the north and west of the “thumb” require at least two blocks of land between the campus
boundary and the canal to be feasibly developed. If this area were further compressed in order to further
reduce the development footprint for the campus, it would effectively result in the elimination of
approximately 200 acres of developable land on this site for two reasons. First, development on the
outside of the “thumb” to the west and north of the Le Grand Canal would be infeasible because of the
need for at least two blocks of land in order to accommodate campus buildings and facilities that are a
critical part of the academic core. This would result in the loss of approximately 100 acres. Second,
development cannot be relocated to the interior of the “thumb” because this area consists of a natural
bowl-shaped depression that will remain open space in order to accommodate drainage and surface
runoff from the project site. This land consists of approximately 100 acres. Thus, further compression of
developable land around the “thumb” created by Le Grand Canal would result in a campus size of
approximately 600 acres, which would compromise the University’s ability to provide academic core
programs and/or result in unreasonable densification of the campus site. Moreover, further compression
of the developable land between the campus boundary and the canal would not result in a corresponding
appreciable avoidance of aquatic resources or listed species habitat because most of the resources that

would be avoided would not be pristine vernal pool habitat.
Response to Comment ORG-1-13

As noted in the Introduction, the UC Merced Functional Assessment Methodology was intended to be
project-specific and not intended to be a Regional Guidebook. Peer review would be an important and
essential step toward establishing the UC Merced Functional Assessment Methodology as a guidebook
for other projects. As noted in the discussion of Applications and Limitations (UC Merced Functional
Assessment Methodology, pages 40-41), it is anticipated that a number of revisions would be necessary to

adapt this functional assessment methodology for use with other projects in other regions.
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Response to Comment Letter ORG-2
Response to Comment ORG-2-1

The comment is noted. The Draft EIS/EIR (Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources) acknowledges that the
Proposed Action and all project alternatives would have a significant and unavoidable impact on
Important Farmland, including Prime Farmland. The University Community will mitigate the loss by

placing land under conservation easements.
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Response to Comment Letter ORG-3
Response to Comment ORG-3-1

The comment expressing opposition to the proposed development of the University Community is noted.

See Master Response No. 2, University Community — Size, Need, and Location.
Response to Comment ORG-3-2

Merced County Farm Bureau’s opposition to the proposed development of lands to the south of Cardella
Road as part of the University Community is noted. The University and the County have worked closely
to locate both the Campus and the University Community in a manner that minimizes impacts to
agricultural lands and biological resources. The proposed layout of the Campus and University

Community achieves the best balance between the impacts to these resources.
Response to Comment ORG-3-3

The comment is noted.

Response to Comment ORG-3-4

Please see Master Response No. 2, University Community - Size, Need, and Location.
Response to Comment ORG-3-5

The University’s goal is to develop the campus as needed to fulfill its mission. Profits that come to the
University would go towards furthering the mission of the University. With respect to the University
Community, the University and Virginia Smith Trust have formed a not-for-profit organization to
develop Community North so that the area immediately adjacent to the campus is developed in a manner
that supports the campus. As explained in the responses above, development proximate to the University
is needed based on the University’s experience at other campuses. Furthermore, the profits from the
development of Community North will be dedicated to the respective charitable and educational
purposes of both the University and the Virginia Smith Trust, whose assets are to be applied to
scholarships for eligible Merced high school students. Taxpayer monies are not being used by the

University to fund private development.

The comment does not relate to the environmental impacts of the proposed action as defined by

CEQA/NEPA; therefore, a response is not required.
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Response to Comment ORG-3-6

Please see Master Response No. 2, University Community — Size, Need, and Location, as to why the
development of a contiguous University Community at higher residential densities compared to other
developments in Merced will help reduce sprawl and reduce the need of its residents to travel to school
and work at the campus using personal automobiles. The master response also explains why the
University Community is proposed in the area to the south of the Campus. The University has been
coordinating its development plan for the Campus and UCLC has been working with the County and the
City to incorporate its plan into the land use planning efforts of the County and the City.

Response to Comment ORG-3-7

Merced County Farm Bureau’s opposition to the use of lands to the south of Cardella Road for residential
uses is noted. If land within the community south of Cardella Road were to be devoted to research and
development uses, as suggested in the comment, further increases in residential densities in the area of
Community North or Community South or both would be required. Please see Master Response No. 2
regarding why increases in the density of development within the University Community are not

possible at this time.

With respect to the size of the Campus and density of development on the Campus, further reductions in
size or increases in density are not feasible. The University considered campus sizes of other UC
campuses and other major research universities across the country. Based on the data, the University
determined that a 1,000-acre campus was needed to accommodate 25,000 FTE students. The Campus size
as proposed now is 815 acres and this reduction has been possible only by increasing the densities on the
Campus and shifting some of the uses previously planned for the Campus into the University
Community. The Campus’ land use plan now includes academic buildings involving four to six stories
and student housing involving at least four-story buildings. More dense, high-rise-type structures would
not be appropriate for the Campus’ setting. Furthermore, in the case of academic buildings, high-rise

structures affect efficiency and the learning environment.

Development of the Campus or University Community facilities adjacent to the canals would not
adversely affect the water supply functions that these canals currently perform. An agreement between
the University and Merced Irrigation District (MID) will continue to control the rate and quality of
stormwater that is discharged into Fairfield Canal. No discharges into Le Grand Canal are planned at this
time. A similar agreement would be put in place between MID and the County (or the City in case the
University Community is annexed into the City) to ensure that water quality in the canal is not affected

by stormwater discharges from the University Community (see page 4.8-45 in the Draft EIS/EIR). There
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are no other pathways via which the canal waters and thereby the water and food security mentioned in

the comment could be affected by the Proposed Action.
Response to Comment ORG-3-8
See Master Response No. 4.

In order to disclose the impacts of the Proposed Action, the Draft EIS/EIR evaluates the potential
environmental impacts from the development of the University Community based on a land use plan
developed by the UCLC for Community North and an illustrative plan developed for Community South
by the County in 2004. Land use plans for both portions of the University Community will require
approval from the County (or the City of Merced in the event that the University Community is annexed
into the city). Therefore, the University will provide this suggestion that a park or golf course be
considered for the southeastern portion of the University Community to the County for its consideration.
Should such a use be incorporated into the final plan(s) for the University Community, the environmental
implications of this change will be evaluated by the County in its own EIR. As noted in the Draft EIS/EIR,
the County will prepare and circulate a separate EIR that will evaluate the environmental impacts of
adopting a revised University Community Plan and approving a general plan amendment related to the

revised UCP.
Response to Comment ORG-3-9

Please refer to Section 5.0, Cumulative Impacts, in Volume 2 of the Draft EIS/EIR which provides an
exhaustive analysis of the cumulative impacts of the Proposed Action and its alternatives in conjunction
with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in Merced County. The analysis
addresses cumulative effects on all natural resources, including agricultural land and biological

resources, and infrastructure including the transportation network, storm drainage systems, and water

supply.

Response to Comment ORG-3-10

Please see Master Response No. 3, Water Supply Impacts.
Response to Comment ORG-3-11

Please see Impact HYD-7 and Impact HYD-6 which discuss the manner in which stormwater would be
handled under the Proposed Action and the features included in the Proposed Action to avoid flooding
impacts in downstream areas. Sustainability is a major element of the Campus’s 2009 long-range
development plan (LRDP). The Draft EIS/EIR provides information regarding low impact development
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(LID) measures included in the 2009 LRDP to minimize generation of additional runoff and to maximize
infiltration of stormwater into the groundwater basin. Similarly, the University Community Plan includes
policies requiring the inclusion of stormwater controls in future developments. Furthermore, both the
Campus and the University Community will be designed to include detention facilities that would be
capable of holding flows from a 100-year, 24-hour storm. This would allow for stormwater to be detained
on site in the event that Fairfield Canal and Bear Creek are full and cannot accommodate additional

flows.
Response to Comment ORG-3-12

Please refer to Section 5.0, Cumulative Impacts, in Volume 2 of the Draft EIS/EIR which provides an
exhaustive analysis of the cumulative impacts of the Proposed Action in conjunction with past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future development in Merced County. The analysis addresses cumulative
effects on water supply (Cumulative Impact HYD-3 on page 5.0-32 and Cumulative Impact UTILS-1 on
page 5.0-48 in Volume 2) and the City’s wastewater collection and treatment system (Cumulative Impact

UTILS-2 on page 5.0-53 in Volume 2).
Response to Comment ORG-3-13

Cumulative Mitigation Measure HYD-3c requires the University to implement an aggressive water
conservation program, including conducting pilot programs for high-efficiency plumbing fixtures,
studying feasible uses of reclaimed water including grey water, and using water-efficient landscaping
practices, including water-efficient plants. As stated in the 2009 Long Range Development Plan, the
Campus is committed to water neutrality and using recycled water for irrigation (see LRDP Policies
SUST-8 and SUST-9). The Campus is also committed to achieving zero net energy by 2020 (see LRDP
Policy TZC-1).

The University agrees with the comment and will incorporate the suggested sustainable design measures

in all new development on the campus.
Response to Comment ORG-3-14

The comment is noted.
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Response to Comment Letter ORG-4
Response to Comment ORG-4-1

The comment expressing opposition to the issuance of a Section 404 permit for the Proposed Action is

noted.
Response to Comment ORG-4-2

The organization of the Draft EIS/EIR follows the direction provided by NEPA. Because of the sheer
volume of information that needs to be included in a joint NEPA/CEQA document to address the
requirements of both laws, these joint documents very often involve multiple volumes. This Draft EIS/EIR
is not unique in that respect. The Draft EIS/EIR presents the environmental impacts of the Proposed
Action (full buildout of the campus and the University Community) in Volumes 1 and 2, with the third

volume focused on the project-specific impacts of the next phase of campus development.

The Draft EIS/EIR clearly identifies all the sections included in each volume in the table of contents which
is included in each of the three volumes. In addition, the organization of the Draft EIS/EIR is also
provided on pages 1.0-23 and -24 in Section 1.0, Introduction (Volume 1) with a view to inform the reader
about the sections that make up the Draft EIS/EIR. Page 1.0-24 also informs the reader that the appendices

are provided on a CD located in the back cover of Volume 2.

Page x (Roman numeral ten) in the Table of Contents lists titles of all the documents that are included in
the appendices. The Environmental Checklist (presumably this is a reference to the checklist included in
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines) does not need to be included in an FIR and is therefore not
included in this document, although as stated throughout the resource sections, the standards of
significance used in this EIS/EIR were derived from the CEQA Environmental Checklist, supplemented

with additional standards of significance as appropriate.

The environmental resource topic of Hazardous Materials is addressed in Section 4.7 in Volume 1. Please
see page iii in the Table of Contents which lists this section and its various subsections along with page
numbers to assist the reader in locating this section in the Draft EIS/EIR. Table ES-1 in the Executive
Summary presents the impacts of the Proposed Action, and for those impacts that are determined to be
significant, it also presents the proposed mitigation measures. The impact statements, impact conclusions,
and mitigation measures in Table ES-1 are completely consistent with the detailed analysis presented in

Section 4.0.
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Please review Section 2.0, Project Description in Volume 1 as that section clearly explains the differences
between the previously approved 2002 LRDP and the 2009 LRDP, and the differences between the
previously approved 2004 UCP and the currently proposed (revised) UCP. That section also contains
Table 2.0-1 (on page 2.0-11 in Volume 1) which highlights these differences between previous and current
proposals, and also contains graphics showing the previously approved plans and the currently proposed
plans (see Figures 2.0-3 and 2.0-4 for previous and current campus land use maps). The terms used to
distinguish the current proposals from the previous plans for the campus and the University Community

are clearly defined in Section 2.0 and used consistently throughout the Draft EIS/EIR.

The definition of terms (terminology) presented in the Conservation Strategy in the appendix is
applicable only to that document and is not intended for the three main volumes of the Draft EIS/EIR.

Acronyms and abbreviations used in the three volumes are presented in Section 9.0 of Volume 2.

The comment is correct that the copy of the 2002 Biological Opinion in the CD appendix inadvertently

omitted four figures. These figures are available upon request from the USACE and the University.
For all of the reasons presented above, recirculation of the EIS/EIR is not required.
Response to Comment ORG-4-3

The comment regarding the adoption of an Environmental Checklist by the University is unclear. As
noted above, the standards of significance used in this EIS/EIR were derived from the CEQA

Environmental Checklist, supplemented with additional standards of significance as appropriate.
Response to Comment ORG-4-4

Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality and Section 5.0, Cumulative Impacts of the Draft EIS/EIR
provide a detailed analysis of the Proposed Action’s direct and cumulative impact on water supply.
Water would be provided to the Campus and the University Community by the City of Merced in the
event that the project site is annexed into the city or would be provided by on-site wells to be developed
by the County if the area is not annexed. Please see pages 4.8-39 through -43, pages 5.0-32 through -37,
and pages 5.0-48 through 5.0-53 in Volume 2.

The discussion of Impacts HYD-5, HYD-6, and HYD-7 in the Draft EIS/EIR is based on analysis of the site
characteristics, elements of the Proposed Action designed to control stormwater runoff, and federal

permitting requirements.

Cumulative Mitigation Measure HYD-3a requires the University to support the Merced Area

Groundwater Pool Interests (MAGPI)’s effort in pursuing cooperative agreements with state and local
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agencies for expanding the basin’s conjunctive use capabilities. Cumulative Mitigation Measure HYD-3b
suggests that the City of Merced adopt a water conservation program. Cumulative Mitigation Measure
HYD-3c requires the University to implement an aggressive water conservation program. Despite these
mitigation measures, the Proposed Action will have a significant and unavoidable impact on

groundwater supplies.
Response to Comment ORG-4-5

The Draft EIS/EIR addresses alternatives considered but not carried forth for detailed analysis at pages
3.0-11 to 3.0-14, and in greater detail at Appendix 3.0, Supplemental Alternatives Analysis. The
alternatives that were considered and not carried forward in the Draft EIS/EIR included the Downtown
Merced Alternative and the Infill Alternative. These two alternatives were not carried forward, as
explained in the Draft EIS/EIR, because they would each result in significant environmental impacts and

fail to satisfy the project purposes.
Response to Comment ORG-4-6

The comment describes events and patterns that are not related to the Proposed Action. Please see Master
Response No. 1. Cumulative impacts of the Proposed Action are presented in Section 5.0 in Volume 2 of
the Draft EIS/EIR. The 60-page section addresses a total of 22 separate cumulative impacts involving a
total of 16 resource topics. Growth inducing impacts are presented in Section 6.0 in Volume 2. The
analysis presents the total direct, indirect and induced growth related to the development of the

proposed campus at Merced.
Response to Comment ORG-4-7

Illegal takes are discussed in Section 5.3.4 (Biological Resources) of the EIS/EIR under Cumulative Impact
BIO-5. Specifically, the EIS/EIR describes the substantial amount of wetland acreage in eastern Merced
County that has already been filled in conjunction with past development, with the primary threat to

vernal pool habitat being conversion to agriculture beginning around the mid-1800s.
Response to Comment ORG-4-8

The RMP was prepared in 2002 prior to the preparation of the 2002 BO. The 2002 Biological Assessment
(BA) and 2002 Biological Opinion (BO) incorporated the RMP commitments as a part of the UC Merced
Project Description. The BO called for developing several more detailed plans to implement the
commitments of the RMP. These requirements were met though development of a set of documents,

prepared through extensive involvement of regulatory agencies and interested stakeholders, which were
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adopted as part of the project. These documents include the Conservation Strategy, Management Plan for
Conservation Lands, and Compensatory Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. The Draft EIS/EIR evaluates
the RMP and these other documents as part of the Proposed Action.

Although a Draft EIS/EIR is not required to respond to scoping comments, it is also noted that no

comments regarding the RMP were received during scoping for the Draft EIS/EIR.
Response to Comment ORG-4-9

Contrary to the comment, the requirements of the 2002 Biological Opinion (BO) have not been ignored or
deferred. The 2002 BO specified that a set of parameters would be achieved “in many instances” by
complying with a set of Conservation Measures, which were initially proposed by the University as
environmental commitments in the 2002 BA and carried forward into the BO. Parameter 1 of the 2002 BO
required the development of a Conservation Strategy approved by USFWS that addresses applicable

requirements of the Federal ESA.

In compliance with Parameter 1, the University has prepared a Conservation Strategy (full text included
in the Draft EIS/EIR as Appendix 2.0-3). The Conservation Strategy focuses on the ecology, distribution of,
and threats to 13 species of highest conservation concern in the project region. In addition to the
development and implementation of a Conservation Strategy, the 2002 BO requires the development and

implementation of specific mitigation and management plans, including;:

e Compensatory Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (CWMMP) — The University has prepared
and submitted to the USACE for their review and approval a detailed Compensatory Wetland
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for on-site and off-site wetland preservation, enhancement, and
restoration efforts. The full text of the CWMMP is included in the Draft EIS/EIR as Appendix 2.0-4.

e Resource Mitigation Plan (RMP) for the Campus and Management Plan for Conservation Lands —
The University prepared the Resource Mitigation Plan for Federally Listed Species that May be Affected by
the Establishment of the University of California, Merced dated February 2002 and the Management Plan
for Conservation Lands and the Adjacent Campus Buildout for the University of California, Merced dated
September 2008. The full text of the RMP and the Management Plan for Conservation Lands is
included in the Draft EIS/EIR as Appendices 2.0-5 and 2.0-1, respectively.

Response to Comment ORG-4-10

The provisions of the conservation easements that address protections of the Conservation Lands and
associated resources are summarized in the Management Plan for Conservation Lands, all of which are
available for review from the University and will be included as an appendix in the final management

plan. Conservation easements are one of the mechanisms used to address the impacts of the Proposed
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Action. The primary value of conservation easements is to prevent changes in land uses that would

reduce habitat values.

The BO recognizes and requires that a variety of measures be employed to mitigate project impacts. In
addition to protecting lands and their resources through conservation easements (i.e., on “Tier 2” lands),
the University has committed to and is implementing a variety of other actions, including acquisition in
fee title and conservation management of the UC Merced Conservation Lands (VST Preserve, CNR, and
Myers Easterly lands) as outlined in the Management Plan for Conservation Lands, acquisition by TNC of

the CST lands, and acquisition of suitable lands and implementation of the CWMMP.

The comment is correct that there are relatively few management requirements for the Tier 2 easement
lands. The conservation value of the Tier 2 easements is the prevention of future changes in land use that
might otherwise occur. Also, there is general consensus (among the regulatory agencies, the University,
and a number of the non-governmental organization (NGO) representatives) that maintenance of the
existing grazing operations, which have produced the current desirable conditions on these lands for
sensitive species, is the appropriate management regime. Therefore, there is not a need or option to
establish or require changes in management. Responsibility for easement monitoring and compliance has
been assigned to the easement holders, TNC and the California Rangeland Trust, which were selected by
the California Wildlife Conservation Board (WCB) with the concurrence of the resource agencies, as

proven easement administrators.

The University does not agree with the characterization that the Grazing Management Plan (GMP) in the
Management Plan for Conservation Lands addresses landowner requirements only “in theory.” The GMP
appropriately addresses the primary mechanisms by which grasslands and vernal pools may be affected

by grazing use: the season of use and livestock numbers and distribution.

Finally, the characterizations of the easement holders’ roles in enforcing compliance with easement terms
are correctly stated. As noted above, this responsibility was intentionally assigned to them by the WCB,

with regulatory-agency concurrence.
Response to Comment ORG-4-11

Regarding the comment about monitoring and reporting requirements and responsibilities, monitoring
and reporting is a requirement of the project, if and when it is approved. There is no current requirement
to implement and report on mitigation for the Proposed Action before it is approved. The University has
implemented management actions consistent with its Phase 1 requirements, and is managing the UC
Merced Conservation Lands (Tier la properties) in a manner consistent with most aspects of the
management plan during the interim period prior to a decision on project approval. If the project were
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not to be approved, the management specifications in the BO and supporting documents, beyond those
already irrevocably enacted (such as enforcement of terms of executed conservation easements), would

not be implemented.

Notably, there is no reporting requirement for monitoring of existing conservation easements on Tier 2
lands. TNC and CRT are responsible for monitoring and enforcement of these easements. Extensive
monitoring and reporting will be required for the UC Merced Conservation Lands (Tier 1a properties),
including the VST Preserve and Myers Easterly, which are currently under easements, and the CNR,
which is required to have an easement following project approval. Reporting for the UC Merced

Conservation Lands will be required only if, and when, the Proposed Action is approved

With regards to the comment about Community South not being included in the preliminary analysis
because the lands are privately owned, while it is accurate that the Community South portion of the
University Community is privately owned by LWH Farms, it was included in the Proposed Action and

was analyzed for its environmental impacts.

The University and the UCLC have submitted a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit application to the
USACE for permission to fill wetlands present on the proposed campus site and in Community North,
and a Section 404 permit application has not been filed for Community South. If necessary, LWH Farms
would submit a separate 404 permit application for development of their lands and would undergo
separate supplemental ESA Section 7 consultation at that time, which would also be tiered from the

2002 BO.

However, because Community South is a connected action to the UC Merced Campus and Community
North and because the UC Regents, as part of the Proposed Action, plans to execute an MOU between the
University, UCLC, and LWH Farms, LLC, to facilitate the coordinated development of the University
Community, including the Community South portion (Section 2.0, Project Description), Community
South is considered part of the Proposed Action and the Project Site for purposes of review in the Draft
EIS/EIR and associated Supplemental Alternatives Analysis (Appendix 3.0 of the Draft EIS/EIR). In
conclusion, Community South is acknowledged in the Draft EIS/EIR to be part of the Proposed Action,

and its environmental impacts are analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR.
Response to Comment ORG-4-12

The University consulted with the regulatory agencies and NGO representatives regarding the best uses
of lands near the perimeter of the Campus and University Community. These entities recommended that
a perimeter roadway would provide the best basis for discouraging and monitoring potential trespass
into Conservation Lands. Trespass would be more likely if land uses adjacent to the border (i.e., housing
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immediately adjacent) were not as visible for patrol and enforcement. In addition, the Campus will be
designed to include perimeter fencing to discourage human disturbance of adjacent habitat areas and to

exclude wildlife from the campus site that may be occupying areas adjacent to the project area.
Response to Comment ORG-4-13

The comment states that easements for “CST lands” are being deferred and there are no assurances that

the easements will be acquired and managed.

As described in the Draft EIS/EIR, Conservation Lands (shown on Figure 2.0-11 Conservation Lands for
the UC Merced Project and Table 2.0-13, Conservation Lands, of the EIS/EIR) are generally divided into
two categories: Tier 1 properties (the VST Preserve, Cyril Smith Trust [CST] property, Myers Easterly,
and CNR) and Tier 2 properties (Robinson, Chance, Cunningham, Carlson, and Nelson properties). Tier 1
properties are owned in fee title by UC Merced, The Nature Conservancy (TNC), and the UCLC, and are
adjacent to the proposed UC Merced Campus. Tier 2 properties have been placed under conservation

easements held by either the California Rangeland Trust (CRT) or TNC.

The CST property has already been acquired in fee title by TNC and under conservation ownership.
Conservation Lands acquired in connection with the Proposed Action encompass a substantial portion of
sensitive habitats in the project region. A total of 6,428 acres of lands (CNR, Myers Easterly, and VST)
have been acquired in fee title by UC Merced or UCLC and have been dedicated to conservation
management. These lands, in concert with CST and the Tier 2 properties, have conserved a total of over

26,000 acres, or more than one-eighth of the remaining unconverted land in the project region.

With regard to the comment that it is misleading that the Campus Land Reserve is “not labeled” in the
Draft EIS/EIR, the Proposed Action consolidates the UC Merced Campus and its reserve development
capacity onto 815 acres, eliminating entirely the 340-acre Campus Land Reserve (CLR) included in the
original 2002 application as a contingency against long-term future needs (shown in Table 2.0-1, Changes
in the UC Merced LRDP and UCP, of the Draft EIS/EIR). Under the revised Long Range Development
Plan, the former CLR lands are part of the Campus Natural Reserve (CNR). The EIS/EIR describes the
CNR as open space to the northeast of the campus, which would be placed under a conservation
easement, maintained permanently in an undeveloped state, and dedicated to scientific research and
education. The Proposed Action’s elimination of the 340-acre potentially developable CLR has resulted in
the avoidance of impacts to approximately 75 acres of jurisdictional waters located within the former CLR

lands.

Regarding the concern about the sensitive resource area that is considered by the USEPA as an Aquatic

Resource of National Importance, the reader is referred to Response to Comment FA-1-1.
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Response to Comment ORG-4-14

The University has been fulfilling all of its commitments under the 2002 Biological Opinion (BO). The
2002 BO required the preparation of a Conservation Strategy (CS) which the University has completed
(the Proposed CS is included in the Draft EIS/EIR appendices). The 2002 BO required the University to
protect and manage tracts of land for the conservation and enhancement of biological resources. The
University has committed to preserve vernal-pool dominated grasslands in eastern Merced County at a
mitigation ratio of 10 to 1, and acquired and placed approximately 26,645 acres of lands in eastern Merced
County under conservation easements (see pages 2.0-58 and -59 and Figure 2.0-11 in Volume 1). The CS
includes specific measures for ensuring that connectivity between habitat areas used by species such as
the San Joaquin kit fox is maintained. Regarding the request that the University enter into MOUs with the
County as described in the comment, such an action is not required by CEQA. With respect to reliance on
the County to fulfill its commitments under the 2002 BO with respect to the University Community,
please see pages 2.0-59 and -60 which list UCP policies that are directly linked to the conditions in the CS
for the University Community. By requiring all development in the University Community to comply

with these policies, the County will fulfill its commitments under the 2002 BO.

Neither the USACE nor the University has any specific information about illegal takes, parcelization of
agricultural land under the General Rule exemption, or discretionary approvals of housing development
in unincorporated Merced County mentioned in the comment. The loss of habitat due to conversion of
range land to agricultural or urban uses is addressed in Cumulative Impact BIO-1. While the University
as a state entity can and will work with local agencies to minimize any incremental losses of habitat or
agricultural lands, it cannot interfere with the land use authority of local jurisdictions. The exclusive

authority of regulating land uses outside the Campus is with other jurisdictions.
Response to Comment ORG-4-15

The comment is noted.

Response to Comment ORG-4-16

The fact that the Great Valley Center is part of the University of California is not relevant to the

environmental impacts of the Proposed Action, and therefore no analysis in this EIS/EIR is required.
Response to Comment ORG-4-17

The University has been working with the County and the City since the time that eastern Merced

County was selected as the area where the 10t UC campus would be sited. All local agencies (the County,
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City, and MAGPI are mentioned in the comment) have been following the progress of the UC Merced
project closely and have been coordinating their planning efforts with the University. The comment
questions why certain infrastructure projects have been analyzed by the local agencies as projects
independent of the University. A review of the environmental documents for these projects as those
documents shows that these projects are required with and without the new campus — that is the projects
have independent utility. Please note that the Campus Parkway and the Atwater-Merced Expressway
were included in the evaluation of the traffic impacts of the Proposed Action (see Section 4.13,
Transportation and Traffic, in Volume 1). To the extent the Proposed Action will result in impacts to these
or other planned facilities, the Proposed Action will pay its proportional share of the cost of

improvements or the proportional share of the cost of environmental mitigation (as appropriate).
Response to Comment ORG-4-18

Please see pages 4.2-28 and -29 in Volume 1 which explain why the impact on Important Farmland from
the development of the Campus and Community North is considered less than significant. The
development of the Campus will convert about 24 acres of Important Farmland and development of
Community North will convert about 55 acres. For both areas, the total affected acreage would be
79 acres. However, the affected land has never been cultivated. Furthermore, the conservation lands that
have been secured and placed under conservation easements by the University contain 69 acres of Prime
Farmland and 1 acre of Unique Farmland which would also be preserved in these uses as a result of the
conservation easements. Therefore the Draft EIS/EIR concludes that the impact of Campus and
Community North development on Important Farmland would be less than significant. Given that the
Campus will not significantly affect Important Farmland, the University will not be developing an
agricultural mitigation policy. With respect to conversion of Important Farmland from the development
of Community South in particular and the entire University Community in general, the Draft EIS/EIR
includes Mitigation Measure AG-1 which requires developers within the University Community to
mitigate the loss of Important Farmland by securing agricultural easements on comparable farmland at a
minimum ratio of 1:1 prior to the development of any portion of the University Community site. The
Draft EIS/EIR notes that it is anticipated that UCP Policy A 2.1 will be evaluated by the County for
revisions. If a revised policy is adopted that is as stringent as the mitigation measure, then developers
with projects within the University Community will comply with the policy and no other mitigation

would be required.

Please refer to pages 4.2-22 through 4.2-24 in Volume 1 which present the methodology involved in the
LESA model. As that text shows, the LESA model gives higher weight to soil types that are capable of

supporting crops versus rangeland.
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The remainder of the comment asking that the project not be allowed to proceed is noted. Please see
Section 6.0, Growth Inducing Impacts which presents an evaluation of the Proposed Action’s growth
inducing effects and Section 5.0, Cumulative Impacts where the cumulative effects of the Proposed
Action and the rest of the projected growth in the region on agricultural resources are evaluated and

mitigation is provided for the significant cumulative impact.
Response to Comment ORG-4-19

Please refer to Master Response No. 1 and Master Response No. 2.
Response to Comment ORG-4-20

The comment does not relate to the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action as defined by

CEQA/NEPA; therefore, a response is not required.
Response to Comment ORG-4-21

Please see Master Response No. 3, Water Supply Impacts.
Response to Comment ORG-4-22

Please see the analysis of impacts related to hazardous materials on the campus in Section 4.7, Hazardous
Materials and Public Safety. Given the types of research envisioned to take place on the campus and the
regulatory environment in which the use of hazardous materials would occur, the potential to release
hazardous materials to the environment, especially into the local groundwater aquifer, is low. Please
specifically see Impact HAZ-1 on pages 4.7-12 through 4.7-18 (Volume 1) which provides an exhaustive
analysis of the types of materials involved and the regulatory controls that would ensure that the

environment and the public are not adversely affected by the hazardous materials use on the campus.

The impacts of the Proposed Action on groundwater and surface water are addressed in Section 4.8,
Hydrology and Water Quality, in Volume 2 of the Draft EIS/EIR. The impacts of campus stormwater on
surface and groundwater quality are addressed in Impacts HYD-2, HYD-3, and HYD-7. Impact related to

the development of an on-site wastewater treatment plant is addressed under Impact HYD-1.
Response to Comment ORG-4-23

The “illegal parking lot at the cormner of Lake Road and Bellevue Road” referred to in this comment was
not a University-owned or —-managed parking lot. As of the writing of this response, a fence has been

installed around the parcel to preclude parking of automobiles.
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Response to Comment ORG-4-24

The comment is noted.

Response to Comment ORG-4-25

The comment is noted.
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Response to Comment Letter ORG-5
Response to Comment ORG-5-1

It is appropriate for the EIS/EIR to evaluate the environmental effects of actions such as the land transfer
from UCLC to the University and the execution of an MOU between the University, UCLC, and LWH
Farms. These actions would, however, not provide the University with land use authority over the
University Community. The Draft EIS/EIR clearly states that under existing conditions, the County is the
agency with land use authority and will continue to have this authority unless the University Community
is annexed, in which case the City of Merced will have land use authority over the University

Community. See Response to Comment LA-1-52.
Response to Comment ORG-5-2

Similar to all UC campuses, UC Merced will enroll the most deserving students from all parts of the state;
there is no plan to give any preference to local students. However, while other parts of the state are well
served by UC campuses, the San Joaquin Valley is a populous portion of the state that does not have a
UC campus at this time. By locating the campus in this portion of the Central Valley, UC Merced will be
able to encourage more high school students and transfer students from community colleges in the valley
to consider a higher education at a UC campus. Based on 2008 enrollment data, 36.8 percent of the
students enrolled at UC Merced are from the Central Valley, with about 31 percent from the San Joaquin
Valley. The vast majority (68 percent) of University employees reside in Merced County. The comment
specifically mentions instructors that commute from Fresno to work at the campus. They make up

approximately 4 percent of all faculty and staff.
Response to Comment ORG-5-3

The comment does not relate to the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action as defined by

CEQA/NEPA,; therefore, a response is not required.
Response to Comment ORG-5-4

The comment is noted. The bullets under objective 13 on page 1.0-13 of the Draft EIS/EIR explain the

intent of this objective which is focused on campus design. Please also see Master Responses No. 1 and 2.
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Response to Comment ORG-5-5

Please sece Response to Comment ORG-4-11. The suggestion that all land the University owns in Merced
County be placed in an “irrevocable trust” is noted. However, it should also be noted that such a

procedure is not required by CEQA or any other law.
Response to Comment ORG-5-6

The comment does not relate to the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action as defined by

CEQA/NEPA; therefore, a response is not required.
Response to Comment ORG-5-7

The comment regarding the consultation meetings is noted. The University and USACE engaged in an
open collaborative process that involved resource agencies and non-profit organizations in order to
develop a footprint of the campus and associated community that would minimize direct and indirect
impacts on resources in the area. Other non-profit organizations and environmental groups found the

process useful and beneficial to the resources that required protection.
Response to Comment ORG-5-8

Please see the discussion of operational air quality impacts in Section 4.3, Air Quality under Impact AQ-2

on pages 4.3-44 to 4.3-49 of the Draft EIS/EIR.
Response to Comment ORG-5-9

Please see Response to Comment ORG-1-3.
Response to Comment ORG-5-10

The comment states that “the campus was built on hawk habitat.” The Draft EIS/EIR has evaluated the
impact of the project on special-status and non-special-status raptor habitat and avoidance, minimization
and conservation measures have been included in the project to avoid direct impacts to raptors and

compensate for habitat loss.
Response to Comment ORG-5-11

Surveys have been conducted for burrowing owl and as stated in Section 4.4.2.2 (page 4.4-25 of the Draft
EIS/EIR); this species is known to occur in the project area. Follow-up surveys are required for this

species to identify active burrows prior to construction in order to avoid nesting impacts.
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Response to Comment ORG-5-12

Section 4.4.2.2 (page 4.4-25 of the Draft EIS/EIR) describes the project area as being within the range of
San Joaquin kit fox (SJKF) and evaluates both potential for denning and dispersal in the project area. The
term “vagrant SJKF” is referring to dispersing SJKFs and is not suggesting that parts of the project area

are not within the species range.

Response to Comment ORG-5-13

Please refer to Master Response No. 4, City and County Land Use Jurisdiction.
Response to Comment ORG-5-14

As described in the Draft EIS/EIR, development of the eastern portion of Community North (where the
five cultural resources are located) is not anticipated to occur for several years. Given that no
development would occur in the area immediately following approval of this EIS/EIR or the issuance of a
Section 404 permit by the USACE, the USACE has consulted with the SHPO and has proceeded with the
preparation of a Programmatic Agreement (PA) that stipulates the steps that will be implemented by the
UC Regents and the University Community Land Company (UCLC) to evaluate this site and
appropriately mitigate any impacts if the site is found to be eligible. Mitigation Measure CUL-1 is
included in the Draft EIS/EIR to disclose the manner in which any adverse impacts to the identified
cultural resources would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Further, Section 4.5.3.1 of the Draft
EIS/EIR (page 4.5-8) discusses the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act,
which allows the use of a PA, which spells out measures to avoid or mitigate impacts to a historic

property, in order to resolve any adverse effects of the project with the SHPO.

This PA document binds signatory parties to the process and measures contained in the PA. A PA may be
used to allow completion of the NEPA environmental review process prior to completion of all steps
needed to fully comply with Section 106 of the NHPA. However, the NEPA Record of Decision (ROD)
will not be signed by the USACE until the PA is fully executed (signed by the signatory parties including
the SHPO).

Response to Comment ORG-5-15

As discussed in Impact GEO-1 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the project site is not subject to significant seismic
hazards associated with active faults. No active faults have been identified in the immediate vicinity of
the study area and the nearest active fault inside Merced County is the Ortigalita fault, located in the

western quarter of Merced County. The Draft EIS/EIR concluded that the potential for the development of
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the Campus and the University Community to expose people or structures to increased risk from fault
rupture is less than significant. As discussed in Impact GEO-2, construction of the Proposed Action is
generally not expected to expose people or structures to risk of injury or structural damage from ground
shaking and related hazards such as liquefaction. However, sites could be present within the Campus
that have some potential for liquefaction, slope stability issues, or other structural issues that could be
aggravated during seismic events. Construction on such sites could expose structures or people to risk of
damage or injury. To minimize the risk of injury or structural damage from ground shaking and related
hazards, Mitigation Measure GEO-2 would be implemented, which would require site-specific
geotechnical investigations to be performed by a Certified Engineering Geologist or Licensed
Geotechnical Engineer, during project-specific building design. Mitigation Measure GEO-2 incorporates
performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the project for the specific site

hazards.
Response to Comment ORG-5-16

The comment notes some of the regional faults and their distances, as well as the lack of liquefaction

hazard areas in Merced County, as described in the Draft EIS/FIR Volume 1 (pages 4.6-2 to 4.6-3)
Response to Comment ORG-5-17

See Response to Comment ORG-5-15 above. A specific mitigation is included in the Draft EIS/EIR. It is

not “a plan to plan.”
Response to Comment ORG-5-18

As discussed under Impact HAZ-1, pages 4.7-12 through 4.7-20, construction and operations of the
Campus and University Community would involve hazardous material transport. The UC Merced
project will comply with all applicable federal, state, and local laws concerning hazardous materials and
waste, including those that govern the transport of hazardous materials and waste. Please see the

discussion of applicable laws in the Draft EIS/EIR Section 4.7, Hazardous Materials and Public Safety.
Response to Comment ORG-5-19

UC Merced's Institutional Biosafety Committee, which oversees all projects involving biohazardous
materials, complies with all University policies, national guidelines, industry guidelines, federal, state,
and county regulations as discussed on page 4.7-14. There is no proposal to establish a Biosafety Level 4

laboratory at UC Merced. In the event that such a facility were proposed, it will be subject to
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environmental review and its impacts will be evaluated and disclosed to the public, agencies, and the

decision makers.
Response to Comment ORG-5-20

Although a medical research and education facility is planned as part of the UCM 2020 project and is
described in Volume 3, additional details about the potential medical school are not available at this time.
As and when a school of medicine is proposed on the campus, it will be evaluated further in a project-
level document to ensure that the development of the medical school facilities would not result in

additional environmental impacts not previously evaluated in this EIS/EIR.

However, it is noted that medical schools associated with UC campuses are similar to UC research
laboratories that are described extensively in Section 4.7 in Volume 1, and involve the use of hazardous
chemicals and biohazardous materials that are substantially the same as chemicals and biohazardous
materials handled in biomedical research facilities. The same control programs and guidelines apply to
medical school facilities. All biohazardous waste generated in a medical school is subject to the
requirements of the California Medical Waste Management Act; the requirements of this Act also apply to
all biomedical laboratories (see page 4.7-14). Therefore the analysis under Impacts HAZ-1 and HAZ-2

applies equally to a school of medicine.
Response to Comment ORG-5-21

Page 4.7-6 in Volume 3 of the Draft EIS/EIR describes the potential for an environmental impact resulting
from exposure to an existing on-site contamination. The impact is identified along with mitigation to help

avoid exposure. The intent is not to blame the contamination on construction workers or past uses.

As described in Volume 1 under Impacts HAZ-1 and HAZ-2, all hazardous material use, storage and
transport would be subject to federal, state, and local regulations, and these programs are designed to
ensure that the public and the environment, including groundwater aquifer and surface waters, are not

adversely affected from both routine operations and accidental releases, especially during transport.
Response to Comment ORG-5-22

Please see Responses to Comments ORG-5-20 and -21 above.

Response to Comment ORG-5-23

Impact HYD-5 explains why Campus and University Community development will not interfere with

groundwater recharge. Impact HYD-6 describes changes to the site’s hydrology with the development of
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the Campus and the University Community and the potential effect on downstream flooding. Impact
HYD-7 discusses the manner in which site runoff will be collected and treated before discharge into
MID’s canal. The Draft EIS/EIR explains that because the Campus has not yet been designated a Phase 1I
community under the NPDES regulations for stormwater, it is not required to develop and implement a
Storm Water Management Plan at this time. However, pursuant to its agreement with MID, because the
Campus cannot discharge stormwater into Fairfield Canal without first detaining and treating it, the
Campus already includes best management practices including detention basins to detain and release
stormwater at a rate specified by MID. Because of this requirement which will also apply to all
subsequent phases of campus development, the University has evaluated and determined that adequate
land is available within the Campus to build stormwater detention basins and bioswales for the treatment
of stormwater and its detention to avoid flooding effects in the canal and Bear Creek. Impact HYD-8
explains how the Campus will work with MID to ensure that the integrity of the canal levees is not
compromised and levee failure does not result in flooding. The Draft EIS/EIR also notes that UCP
contains specific policies to ensure the structural integrity of the canal levees. Note that the Phase 1 of the
Campus has already been developed and the Campus is complying with all of MID’s requirements with

respect to discharge of stormwater into the canal and for the maintenance of levee integrity.
Response to Comment ORG-5-24

The Draft EIS/EIR does not evaluate the impact of existing developments on land use and planning.
Impacts resulting from amendments to land use plans, policies, or regulations associated with previous
projects are not within the scope of this analysis. Please also see Master Response No. 1, Growth
Inducing Impacts of UC Merced. As explained in the master response, all recent housing growth in the

Merced area cannot be attributed to the establishment of the campus.
Response to Comment ORG-5-25

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR explain if the project would "displace
substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere.” Therefore, a discussion of this impact has been included in the Draft EIS/EIR. Please also see
Master Response No. 1, Growth Inducing Impacts of UC Merced. As explained in the master response,

all recent housing growth in the Merced area cannot be attributed to the establishment of the campus.
Response to Comment ORG-5-26

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A presents the detailed steps that the University will take to continue to
monitor and evaluate the Campus’ traffic impacts, implement transit enhancements, review individual
projects as they are proposed for consistency with the Campus’ sustainable transportation policy and
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TDM program, conduct traffic monitoring, and determine and pay its proportional share of the cost of
necessary improvements. It also identifies the types of feasible improvements that can be made to
mitigate the project’s significant impacts. A similar multi-step program is laid out in Mitigation Measure

TRANS-1B to address the impacts from the traffic associated with the University Community.

Because both the UC Merced LRDP and the University Community Plan represent long-term
development programs, and the impacts are expected to occur incrementally over time, the mitigation
has to be a program such as the one presented in the Draft EIS/EIR. There is adequate detail included in
the revised Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A for a reader to understand how it would work and how it
would address the Proposed Action’s contribution to long-term cumulative traffic impacts. Please see

Master Response No. 8.
Response to Comment ORG-5-27

See Master Response No. 4 and Response to Comment FA-1-13. In addition, please see the full
discussion of Impact GCC-1 in the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment ORG-5-28
Please see Master Response No. 4, City and County Land Use Jurisdiction.
Response to Comment ORG-5-29

As shown on Table 3.0-11, Evaluation of Species and Wetland Mitigation Ratios Achieved by Tier 1a
Mitigation Lands, all of the impacts of the Campus will be mitigated on University or University
Community Land Company, LLC (UCLC) lands (i.e., “Tier 1a” lands) at ratios exceeding those imposed
under applicable regulatory standards, including the 2002 biological opinion issued by the US Fish and
Wildlife Service. All of these lands will be protected by a permanent conservation easement (to the extent
they are not already so protected), and will be managed through funding to be provided by an
endowment that will be established by the University and UCLC. Please also see Response to Comment

ORG-4-10 regarding monitoring of conservation easements.
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animal control issue. Additionally, the University has enacted an animal control program consistent with
the US Environmental Protection Agency’s Integrated Pest Management (IPM) Principles. Although this
program focuses on control of species on campus facilities and lands, it also recognizes and incorporates
objectives and actions to minimize the introduction and spread of species from the campus to
conservation lands. Further, the Proposed Action is consistent with the Merced County General Plan.
Please also refer to Response to Comment ORG-4-7, which addresses illegal actions (i.e., trespassing)

onto Conservation Lands.

Regarding the potential impacts to species from the use of the peripheral road, please see Responses to

Comments ORG-1-10 and ORG-4-12.
Response to Comment ORG-5-30

The history of water supply planning in Merced County is summarized in Section 4.8, Hydrology and
Water Quality, in Volume 2 of the Draft EIS/EIR. As stated there, the cooperating agencies of the Merced
Water Supply Plan (City, County, and UC Merced) have recognized the importance of maintaining
sufficient water levels in the groundwater basin and have agreed on developing a strategy to maintain
groundwater levels at the 1999 levels (Final UWMP 2005). The proposed mitigation measure in the Draft
EIS/EIR for the University to support MAGPI's effort in pursuing cooperative agreements with state and
local agencies for expanding the basin’s conjunctive use capabilities is consistent with the Final UWMP
and is a logical mitigation measure for the University to implement. Mitigation measures that the City
can and should implement are also included in the Draft EIS/EIR. The mitigation measures do not include

a groundwater study.
Response to Comment ORG-5-31

Mitigation measures for Impact UTILS-2 do not represent “a plan to plan.” The first mitigation measure
requires the Campus to continue to monitor and reduce the total amount of wastewater discharged from
the site. This will be implemented by the Campus by monitoring flows and making improvements to
fixtures, improvement to cooling systems to reduce the volume of blowdown discharged to the sanitary
sewer system, and by ensuring that infiltration and inflow (I/I) of storm water into the sanitary sewer
system is minimized. These are all specific actions that the Campus would take to reduce flows and
thereby its impact on the City’s wastewater treatment plant capacity. In addition to the above measure,
the University will evaluate the feasibility of developing a recycled water plant on the Campus or

Community North.
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Response to Comment ORG-5-32

The terms of joint ownership between VST and the University with respect to Community North are not
relevant to the EIS/EIR analysis. No MOU with VST is required for Community North as VST and the

University co-own the land.
Response to Comment ORG-5-33

The application for the Section 404 permit involves two co-applicants, the University for filling of
wetlands within the area that will form the 815-acre campus, and the UCLC for filling wetlands within

the 833-acre Community North,
Response to Comment ORG-5-34

As described in the 2002 LRDP EIR, in 1988, the Regents of the University of California (The Regents)
authorized the President of the University to initiate planning for additional campuses to accommodate
the student population expected in the latter part of the 20th century and into the 21st century. In 1990,
The Regents further determined that the search for the first new campus should focus on the central
portion of California, specifically the San Joaquin Valley, which was not served by a UC campus and
where the university attendance rates for high school graduates are much lower than the state average.
More than 85 sites in the central region were considered and, based on a number of factors including but
not limited to demographics, transportation, and access to amenities, three finalist sites were identified. A
programmatic EIR was then prepared that presented the environmental impacts from developing a
campus at any one of the three finalist sites. This EIR, titled the Site Selection EIR, was certified by The
Regents in 1995, and the Lake Yosemite site in eastern Merced County was selected by The Regents as the
site for the tenth UC campus.

The text in the Draft EIS/EIR has been clarified to indicate that the University focused its search for a
campus site in the San Joaquin Valley in 1990. See Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment ORG-5-35

The University did not place any fill in wetlands in conjunction with the development of Phase 1 Campus
on the site of the former golf course. Nonetheless, the University has secured a Section 404 permit to
address the fill activities that occurred prior to University ownership through provision of additional

mitigation.
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Response to Comment ORG-5-36

As explained on Draft EIS/EIR page 1.0-4, the UC Merced 2002 LRDP encompassed a campus that
involved three major areas — the 910-acre Main Campus, a 340-acre Campus Land Reserve (CLR), and a
750-acre Campus Natural Reserve (CNR). That CLR was planned as a reserve area that would be not be
developed in the foreseeable future but would be held by the Campus in reserve and would be used
when the Main Campus lands were fully utilized. A CLR is not included in the 2009 LRDP. The former
CLR land area of 340 acres has been added to the CNR and will not be developed with campus uses.

The Draft EIS/EIR explains on page 1.0-5 that this EIR is a subsequent EIR in that it updates the previous
analysis contained in the 2002 LRDP EIR in view of the changed location of the Campus and the
University Community and the changes in the land use proposals for the Campus and Community

North.

The transfer of the ownership of 286 acres of land from UCLC to the University does not have to be
completed before the environmental review is undertaken. The transfer is necessary before any

development project is commenced.

The UCLC will apply for a General Plan amendment which will require the preparation of an EIR. The

County will prepare that document.
Response to Comment ORG-5-37

The comment presents a newspaper article from the Fresno Bee regarding the effect of poor air quality on

human health and life in the San Joaquin Valley. The article is noted.

Response to Comment ORG-5-38

Please see Master Response No. 2, University Community - Size, Need, and Location.
Response to Comment ORG-5-39

This campus is needed for the high concentration of population in the San Joaquin Valley portion of the
Central Valley which does not have a UC campus. Approximately 36.8 percent of the students enrolled at
UC Merced in Fall 2008 were from the Central Valley, with about 31 percent from the San Joaquin Valley.
Also see Response to Comment ORG-5-2.
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Response to Comment ORG-5-40

The comment does not relate to the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action as defined by

CEQA/NEPA; therefore, a response is not required.
Response to Comment ORG-5-41

Offering on-campus housing to first- and second-year students and housing 50 percent of all students is
not a UC policy: it is a way to achieve the project objective of providing on-campus housing that is
consistent with UC-wide student housing policies. As discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR, Section 1.4.3, the
provision of on-campus student housing would help strengthen the sense of campus community, provide
an enhanced learning experience, and discourage long commutes, which would reduce traffic congestion

and air pollution.

Response to Comment ORG-5-42

Please see Master Response No. 1, Growth Inducing Impacts of UC Merced.

Response to Comment ORG-5-43

The comment is noted.

Response to Comment ORG-5-44

The University is paying for all hookup fees for water and sanitary sewer to the City of Merced.
Response to Comment ORG-5-45

The factual statements in the comment are noted. Please see Master Response No. 4, City and County

Land Use Jurisdiction.
Response to Comment ORG-5-46

The Draft EIS/EIR is correct in noting that the 27-inch line in Bellevue Road has adequate capacity to
handle the flows from the buildout of the campus. However, the University acknowledges that under the
agreement with the City for wastewater and water service, the Campus can receive wastewater and water

service only for Phase 1.1 of its development.
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Response to Comment ORG-5-47

It is unclear why the comment states that page 2.0-27 (Volume 1) of the Draft EIS/EIR presents a plan to
plan. Page 2.0-27 in Volume 1 describes the terms and conditions of the existing agreement that the
University has with MID under which stormwater from Phase 1.1 of the campus is discharged to Fairfield
Canal. The Draft EIS/EIR states that it is anticipated that the same terms and conditions would apply to
all future stormwater discharges from subsequent phases of the campus. The Draft EIS/EIR presents an
estimate of increased runoff from the full development of the campus site and shows that there are
adequate areas and locations available within the campus site to locate the required facilities (see Figure

2.0-7 and Table 2.0-5 in Section 2.0).
Response to Comment ORG-5-48

The Draft EIS/EIR acknowledges that the County would need to approve a General Plan amendment to
revise the footprint of the University Community and to change the land use designation of the land that
would be transferred from the former University Community to the current Campus. Furthermore,
specific development projects within the University Community will require approval from the County

(or the City in the event of annexation).

The Draft EIS/EIR presents the draft land use plan for Community North because the UCLC (a not-for-
profit organization that consists of both the University and VST) has developed a land use plan for the
land that is under its ownership and the UCLC has also submitted an application to fill wetlands within
the Community North site. Neither the University nor UCLC has prepared any plans for Community
South. To evaluate the impacts from the development of the southern portion of the University
Community, the Draft EIS/EIR uses the growth that was previously evaluated by the County in 2004 as
part of the UCP.

Please also see Master Response No. 4.
Response to Comment ORG-5-49

The comment is referring to a footnote to Table 2.0-8, University Community Projected Water and
Wastewater Demand, in the Draft EIS/EIR. The footnote states that the lower number in the range of
existing water usage within Community South is used for this analysis. When calculating the change to
water usage within the Community South area under the Proposed Action, the lower end of the range in
existing water use was used. This resulted in an estimated increase in water use under the Proposed
Action that is greater and therefore more conservative than the increase that would have resulted if the

upper end of the range had been used.

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-382 UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
0974.001 March 2009



3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

Response to Comment ORG-5-50

The Draft EIS/EIR evaluates two options for wastewater. The first involves annexation of the Campus and
the University Community to the City of Merced to be served by the City’s collection and treatment
system. Under the second option, the Campus and/or the University Community would not annex into
the City, in which case, an on-site wastewater treatment system would be required. The Draft EIS/EIR
includes both options because the process of annexation has not commenced and it cannot be assumed
that the Proposed Action site will certainly be annexed to the City. Because the environmental impacts of
the two options would be quite different from one another, the Draft EIS/EIR analyzes both options to
provide full disclosure of environmental impacts under either option. This does not represent a plan to

plan.
Response to Comment ORG-5-51

Figure 3.0-3, Alternative 4 — 2002 Proposed Project Alternative Location Map, in the Draft EIS/EIR is not
intended to show the location of other projects. The location of projects separate from the Proposed

Action is not relevant to the alternatives analysis presented in Section 3.0, Alternatives.
Response to Comment ORG-5-52

The comments presented are not pertinent to the environmental impact assessment presented in the Draft
EIS/EIR. For the record, the University does not agree with the comment regarding student health and
safety.

Response to Comment ORG-5-53

The latest Merced Groundwater Basin Management Plan Update dated June 2008 was produced by
MAGPT and is described in detail on pages 4.8-11 and -12 of the Draft EIS/EIR. The Plan Update was used
in the evaluation of impacts of the Proposed Action in conjunction with other past, present and
reasonably foreseeable future development in the eastern portion of Merced County on groundwater

resources.

The potential for the Proposed Action to contribute to downstream flooding is evaluated in Section 4.8.
The focus of the analysis is on the amount of stormwater that the Campus and University Community
would add to Fairfield Canal which in turn could affect flooding in Merced River. To avoid this impact,
the Proposed Action includes detention facilities to hold flows from a 100-year storm event. That is

adequate capacity to avoid discharges downstream that could lead to flooding.
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The comment refer to recent legislation (SB 5) passed in 2007 which requires land use planning and other
actions by the Department of Water Resources and cities and counties to control the siting of new
development in areas susceptible to flooding and to reduce the risk of property damage from flooding.
While that law (Central Valley Flood Protection Act of 2008) refers to a 200-year flood event as the design
event to which future land use planning must respond, the requirements of that law are not pertinent to

the analysis of off-site flooding analysis in the EIS/EIR.

It should also be noted that based on preliminary flood plain maps prepared by DWR, the Campus and

University Community are not located within a 200-year floodplain of any water body.
Response to Comment ORG-5-54

The University pays for all hookup fees to the City.

Response to Comment ORG-5-55

The University is voluntarily proposing to implement sustainable practices on the proposed campus.
As these are voluntary measures, no enforcement mechanism is needed. UCP policies, on the other hand,
are currently adopted policies and unless amended or replaced with other equally or more effective
policies, these will be enforced on new development that is proposed within the University Community

via the environmental review and permit approval processes.
Response to Comment ORG-5-56

The comment does not accurately represent the water demand of the Campus and University
Community at buildout. Section 4.14.5 (pages 4.14-19 through 4.14-21 of the Draft EIS/EIR) provides

estimates for indoor and outdoor potable water demand in Community North and Community South.

Please see the analysis under Impact UTILS-1 which explains that the total water demand associated with
the Proposed Action is 7,166 acre-feet at full development of the Campus and University Community
whereas the City’s 2005 UWMP anticipates that the Campus alone at buildout (assumed in the UWMP to
be in 2025) would require 8,073 acre-feet. The Draft EIS/EIR concludes that the impact related to water
supply would be less than significant because the total amount of water needed by both the Campus and
University Community is less than the amount planned by the City for the Campus alone. It is also to be
noted that buildout of neither the Campus nor the University Community is anticipated to occur by 2025,
and so the actual water demand for the Proposed Action in 2025 will be even lower than 7,166 acre-feet.
Note that this conclusion of a less-than-significant water supply impact is drawn under Impact UTILS-1

because this impact is evaluated based on the fact that water demand associated with the Proposed
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Action is anticipated in the City’s water planning documents and that the Proposed Action will not
require more water than previously planned for by the City. Please note that Cumulative Impact HYD-3
in Section 5.0 evaluates the project’s contribution to the cumulative effect of existing and future growth
on the groundwater basin and concludes that the project’s effect on the groundwater basin is
cumulatively considerable, and because all available mitigation will not fully offset this impact, that the

project’s effect would be significant and unavoidable.
Response to Comment ORG-5-57

Please see the last sentence in the first paragraph on page 4.14-29 of the Draft EIS/EIR which clearly states
that “wastewater from the next phase of campus development would be conveyed to the City’s WWTP
either under a new or revised services agreement or after annexation.” The Draft EIS/EIR does not claim
that wastewater from the next phases of the campus would be conveyed to the City’s WWTP under the
current services agreement which is only for Phase 1.1 of the campus. The University is not trying to get

out of any of its commitments or obligations under the law.
Response to Comment ORG-5-58

The limitation of the Campus’ location and problems associated with the disposal of treated effluent,
including concerns expressed in the comment related to potential effects of the discharge of treated
effluent on groundwater aquifer and the regional flooding problem, are well understood. Furthermore,
the need to reuse the recycled water so as to minimize the withdrawal of groundwater from the Merced
Groundwater Basin is also well understood. Therefore, the University has committed to evaluate the
feasibility of a recycled water system as part of its sustainability goal so that wastewater is treated locally
and the recycled water from the treatment process can be used to offset some of the Campus and
Community North’s groundwater demand. As discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR on pages 4.14-30 and -31,
new technologies have been developed that involve treatment processes that produce treated effluent
(recycled water) that can be used in numerous applications and minimal to no discharge of effluent to
surface water bodies or to land is required. If such a system is found to be feasible and is constructed, it
will not discharge any treated effluent into any surface waters and would therefore not affect surface or
groundwater quality. Because the feasibility of such a system has not been evaluated and the details are
not available, a detailed evaluation of its environmental impacts cannot be provided. However based on
evaluations of recent industrial-scale applications of these technologies, these systems involve few if any
environmental impacts. The Draft EIS/EIR notes that as and when a wastewater treatment system is

proposed, it would be subject to further environmental review.

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-385 UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
0974.001 March 2009



3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

Response to Comment ORG-5-59

The Solar Power Generation Array project is described on page 3.0-18 in Volume 3 and is evaluated for its
impacts as part of the UCM 2020 Project. The main environmental impact of the solar panel project would
be its potential to produce glare. However, as discussed on page 4.1-5, due to its location in the eastern
portion of the central campus away from roadways and the regional park and because new types of solar

panels do not produce excessive glare, the impact would be less than significant.
Response to Comment ORG-5-60

The University has always identified the Campus Parkway as a related project. However, as discussed in
the EIS/EIR for the Campus Parkway, that project has independent utility, that is that a parkway skirting
the eastern side of the City of Merced is needed whether or not a campus is developed at the proposed
site. To the extent that additional growth such as a Walmart distribution center is proposed or developed
along the parkway north of SR-99, it will depend on the manner in which the parkway is finally designed
and built by the County. The growth impacts of the parkway were evaluated in the EIS/EIR prepared for
that project by the County. The Yosemite Lake Estates (Gallo) Project is identified in the Draft EIS/EIR
(page 4.9-6) among the approved and planned developments in the vicinity of the Proposed Action.

Please also see Master Response No. 1 regarding the growth inducing impacts of the campus.
Response to Comment ORG-5-61

The Draft EIS/EIR discloses all reasonably foreseeable direct and indirect environmental impacts from the
development of the proposed campus. The so-called dire planning impacts of various research programs

or other initiative are beyond the scope of a NEPA and CEQA document.
Response to Comment ORG-5-62

Please refer to Master Response No. 1 regarding the growth inducing impacts of the campus. The Draft
EIS/EIR adequately addresses the air quality impacts of the Proposed Action, including its effect on

global climate change.
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Response to Comment Letter ORG-6
Response to Comment ORG-6-1

As discussed in Section 1.0, Introduction, the University has determined that the success of UC Merced
depends on a planned associated, contiguous, and supporting community that provides housing and
other amenities for faculty, staff, and students. The rationale for this determination is based on the
University’s experience developing the other nine UC campuses and in particular its observation that
without such planning, communities tend to develop around a campus in a piecemeal, random fashion.
A contiguous community provides for housing, fosters a pedestrian-oriented environment, encourages
faculty and student interaction within a shared learning environment, and discourages long commutes.
As further discussed in Section 1.0, Introduction, and in the Supplemental Alternatives Analysis prepared
pursuant to Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act and included as Appendix 3.0, a well-planned
community adjacent to a campus also helps preserve the natural habitat and other open space resources

by increasing density and focusing development.

The comment states that the purpose and need statement is “misleading” and refers to the current
housing market in Merced County. The University’s purpose and need statement is based on its planning
experience with the other nine UC campuses. As described in Section 2.0, Project Description, the
Proposed Action is a multi-phased project that generally anticipates development at a pace with expected
enrollment levels. Buildout of the project is not anticipated until after the year 2030. Accordingly,
development of the project will last for several years, during which time the housing market and the
nation’s economy can be expected to swing in cycles from good to bad and back again. The current
housing market and the general economic conditions of both the state and the nation are only short-term
events in the overall life of the project. The housing market is likely to regain its footing at some point in

the future and certainly within the span of time between 2009 and the buildout of the project.

In any event, the University’s desire for an associated and contiguous community is not related to current
economic forces shaping the housing market such as high foreclosure rates, the possible availability of
foreclosed homes, or the potential for market absorption. The desire for an associated and contiguous
community stems from the University’s fundamental land use planning needs. The University’s
experience with its other campuses shows that a university campus generates a variety of housing,
commercial, recreational, entertainment, cultural, and public use requirements. The University
anticipates that in addition to housing, the University Community will include parks, schools, and
neighborhood-serving retail. Absent a planned community to which these uses can be directed, this
growth will result in a random and inefficient development design. These inefficiencies resulting from

poor land use planning have significant long-term effects on a university. To take just one example,
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existing UC campuses that are land constrained or did not plan for significant residential facilities are
now having to pursue expensive leasing or purchasing arrangements for land and facilities to meet the

housing needs of students, faculty, and staff.

In addition to these design considerations, an associated and contiguous community is critical to the
University’s commitment to reducing sprawl created by the UC Merced Campus. The development of a
major research university will result in a large influx of students, faculty, and staff into the area. This
increased population in turn will result in an increased need for housing, commercial building space,
employment centers, schools, and cultural recreational amenities. A well-planned community adjacent to
a campus helps preserve the natural local habitat by increasing density and focusing development to
avoid sprawl. Absent such a community where growth can be directed, development to accommodate
these needs will occur in a haphazard and unplanned manner. Focusing this inevitable development
within an area planned for that development will therefore help to preserve contiguous tracts of natural
habitat that might otherwise be lost to unfocused, haphazard, or unplanned development resulting from
the UC Merced Campus. Focusing this development and establishing land use plans for this growth will
generate other environmental benefits as well, including reduced traffic congestion and air emissions.
Notably, recognizing these and other environmental benefits, the USEPA’s comment letter on the Draft
EIS/EIR “commend[ed] the efforts of UCM and the Corps to plan a contiguous supporting community for

the Campus as an alternative to unplanned development.” See Comment Letter FA-1.

Finally, the “Purpose and Need/Objectives of the Proposed Action” set forth in the Draft EIS/EIR are
derived from the project applicant’s (the University) overall project purpose for the Proposed Action. The
University is able to develop its own statement of purpose and need and project objectives with respect to
the Proposed Action. The USACE is not able to substitute its own view of the project’s purpose and needs

or objectives in place of those identified by the University.
Response to Comment ORG-6-2

Please refer to Master Responses No. 1, Growth Inducing Impacts of UC Merced and No. 2, University
Community - Size, Need, and Location. It should be noted that the proposal in the comment fails to take
account of the fact that while the local housing market may be oversupplied under short-term market
conditions, that has no bearing on the need for housing in the mid-and long-term for development of the
campus. In addition, the comment fails to consider the adverse traffic, air quality, and greenhouse
emissions that would result if the Campus relied entirely on housing remote from the campus to meet
direct and indirect housing demand rather than housing proximate to the campus that would be

provided by the University Community. Indeed, the approach suggested by the comment would
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encourage the very sort of “sprawl” that many other comments object to. Also see Response to Comment

ORG-6-3 below.
Response to Comment ORG-6-3

The University launched the environmental review of the proposed campus in 2001 and the USACE
launched review under NEPA in 2002. Between that point in time and 2007, the University and the
USACE worked closely with the USEPA to define the purpose and need for the Proposed Action. All
parties concurred with the following statement regarding the purpose of the Proposed Action: “The
overall purpose of the proposed project is to establish a major research university in Merced County that
would ultimately support up to 25,000 full-time equivalent students with an associated, contiguous
community needed to support the university.” As can be seen, all agencies agreed that the project
included not only the campus but also an associated, contiguous community to support the university.
All agencies also agreed with the need to plan for an associated, contiguous community capable of
absorbing the growth associated with the campus so as to avoid urban sprawl and unplanned
development near the campus. Given this statement of project purpose and the agencies’ concurrence
with the need for a University Community, the Draft EIS/EIR provides an accurate, finite, and stable

description of the Proposed Action.

The comment that the Draft EIS/EIR does not present an accurate view of the project is itself incorrect
because the Proposed Action is defined based on the description provided by the University (for
purposes of CEQA) and by the applicants to the USACE (for purposes of NEPA). In any environmental
document, the project is described based on the proposal put forth by the applicant or project proponent.

That is what has been done in this document.

Finally, with respect to the statement that the housing market has an oversupply of housing, this is a
short-term condition resulting in large measure from current economic conditions, and is not indicative
of future conditions. For a further discussion, see Master Response No. 2 and Response to Comment

ORG-6-2.
Response to Comment ORG-6-4

The comment states that the Draft EIS/EIR fails to discuss the project’s contribution to global warming,.
The Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) created a framework for the reduction of greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions in California—it did not specifically address the role of CEQA in achieving the
goals of the Act. Senate Bill 97, signed into law in 2007, requires the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research (OPR) to develop guidelines under CEQA for the assessment and mitigation of GHG emissions.

Once OPR finalizes the guidelines, SB 97 dictates that the Resources Agency implement the formal
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rulemaking process and certify the guidelines by January 1, 2010. The USEPA has issued an Advanced
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for regulating GHGs under the Clean Air Act. However, a formal
method for such an assessment of GHG emissions has not yet been established in the regulatory
framework of CEQA and NEPA.

Nonetheless, Section 4.16, Global Climate Change, of the Draft EIS/EIR presents a discussion of the
potential global warming impacts associated with development of the Proposed Action and alternatives.
Emissions of GHGs associated with construction of the Proposed Action are presented in Table 4.16-5.
Emissions of GHGs associated with operation of the Proposed Action are presented in Table 4.16-6. While
significance thresholds for GHG emissions have not been adopted by a public agency, Section 4.16 also
makes a determination of significance utilizing the GHG reduction goals and strategies of the state as
evidenced in AB 32, Senate Bill 375, and other GHG legislation. The determination is also based on the
analysis of the estimated GHG emissions, project design features incorporated into the Proposed Action

that would reduce GHG emissions, and proposed mitigation measures.
Response to Comment ORG-6-5

The comment that the Draft EIS/EIR does not include sufficiently detailed analysis of impacts is without
basis. Please see Section 4.4, Biological Resources of the Draft EIS/EIR, a 168-page section with 77 pages
devoted to the discussion of biological impacts. Each one of the 11 impacts is not only described in clear
terms but its magnitude is quantified using data such as acres of habitat that would be removed. In all
instances both direct and indirect impacts are analyzed and reported in the section. Once that is done, the
environmental commitments that are relevant to the impact are described in detail and determination is
made whether, following the implementation of the environmental commitments already included in the
Proposed Action, there would still be a remaining impact that would require additional mitigation
measures. The analysis of impacts is not curtailed by simply stating that the environmental commitments

will result in a less-than-significant impact.

Similarly, Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources in the Draft EIS/EIR presents a detailed, quantitative
analysis of the effect of the Campus, Community North, and Community South on Important Farmland,
identifying clearly the acres of farmland that would be converted to urban uses. Following this
evaluation, the Draft EIS/EIR explains why the loss of some of the farmland would not represent a
significant impact because those lands have never supported cultivated crops. Lastly, the EIS/EIR invokes
the environmental commitments included in the Proposed Action and demonstrates to the reader how

the conservation lands would help protect prime farmland from being developed with urban uses.

Please note that the Draft EIS/EIR concludes that the Proposed Action’s impact on Important Farmland
and impacts on air quality would be significant and unavoidable, and not less than significant as stated in

the comment.
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Response to Comment ORG-6-6
Please see Master Response No. 3, Water Supply Impacts.
Response to Comment ORG-6-7

The Draft EIS/EIR provides an adequate program-level analysis of the environmental effects of
constructing off-site utility improvements that would be required to provide utilities to the Campus and
the University Community. These off-site improvements to utility systems are described in Section 2.0
(Volume 1) on pages 2.0-23 through 25 and on pages 2.0-30 and 31. The likely alignments of these off-site
improvements are shown in Figure 2.0-6. As shown in that figure, all of these utility improvements
would be located either within the right-of-way of existing roadways or within the right-of-way of the
approved Campus Parkway. Given these alignments and the limited amount of disturbance associated
with installation of new or expanded pipelines and power lines, the Draft EIS/EIR concluded in various
resource sections that the impacts from constructing these improvements would be less than significant
or would be rendered less than significant with standard mitigation measures. It should be noted that as
and when these improvements are proposed they will be subject to additional environmental review by

the entity undertaking their construction.
Response to Comment ORG-6-8

Please see Response to Comment LA-5-5. As LAFCO’s Comment LA-5-5 indicates, different LAFCOs
have adopted different policies regarding conversion of agricultural land; there is no uniform statewide
policy regarding such conversions. The Draft EIS/EIR evaluates the applicability of Merced County

LAFCO’s policies, rather than “assume” they are satisfied.
Response to Comment ORG-6-9

The comment states that Mitigation Measure AQ-2a in Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIS/EIR does
not meet the legal requirements of CEQA and NEPA and is in improper deferment of mitigation. The

comment also states that Mitigation Measure AQ-2b is unenforceable.

Mitigation Measure AQ-2a requires the Campus to work with the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Control District (SJVAPCD) to ensure that emissions directly and indirectly associated with the Campus,
University Community, and induced growth are adequately accounted for and mitigated in applicable air
quality planning efforts. The SJVAPCD is responsible for developing air quality attainment plans for the
San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (5JVAB), and those attainment plans are required to demonstrate attainment
of the state and federal ambient air quality standards for those pollutants in which the basin is designated

as nonattainment or maintenance. Mitigation Measure AQ-2a ensures that the air quality planning efforts
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of the Campus reflect a commitment to SJVAPCD’s goal of attaining state and federal ambient air quality

standards.

Mitigation Measure AQ-2b calls on the University and the developers within the University Community
to implement the following measures to reduce emissions from vehicles: provide pedestrian-enhancing
infrastructure to encourage pedestrian activity and discourage vehicle use; provide bicycle facilities to
encourage bicycle use instead of driving; provide transit-enhancing infrastructure to promote the use of
public transportation; provide facilities to accommodate alternative-fuel vehicles such as electric cars and
CNG vehicles; and to improve traffic flows and congestion by timing of traffic signals to facilitate
uninterrupted travel. Such measures are enforceable via agreements or contracts with the Campus and
the lead agency. Measures similar to these are recommended by public agencies, such as the Governor’s
Office of Planning and Research. In December 2008, the Office of the California Attorney General
included mitigation measures similar to those in Mitigation Measure AQ-2b in a publication entitled, The
California Environmental Quality Act—Addressing Global Warming Impacts at the Local Agency Level. The
provisions in Mitigation Measure AQ-2b would result in co-benefits with respect to emissions of

greenhouse gases.
Response to Comment ORG-6-10

With respect to mitigation measures that are identified in the cumulative impact sections as actions
that other entities can and should implement to address the cumulative impacts, please see Master
Response No. 4. Regarding Cumulative Mitigation Measure HYD-3, please refer to Response to
Comment ORG-5-30.

Response to Comment ORG-6-11

The comment does not identify any issue that is not adequately addressed in the EIS/EIR. Therefore, there
is no need to withdraw the Draft FIS/EIR and reissue it.
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Response to Comment Letter ORG-7
Response to Comment ORG-7-1

This comment states that the management of all conservation lands acquired or made subject to a
conservation easement should be fully endowed by the University. Such a requirement is not needed to

mitigate the impacts of the 77.79 acres of fill on waters of the United States or protected species.

As shown on Table 3.0-11, Evaluation of Species and Wetland Mitigation Ratios Achieved by Tier 1a
Mitigation Lands, all of the impacts of the Campus and Community North will be mitigated on
University or University Community Land Company, LLC (UCLC) lands (i.e., “Tier 1a” lands) at ratios
exceeding those imposed under applicable regulatory standards, including the 2002 Biological Opinion
issued by the US Fish and Wildlife Service. All of these lands will be protected by a permanent
conservation easement (to the extent they are not already so protected), and will be managed through

funding to be provided by an endowment that will be established by the University and UCLC.

With respect to the Tier 1b lands (the “Cyril Smith Trust” property) and the Tier 2 lands (other
WCB-funded easement acquisitions), the WCB grant agreements require that the grantees manage those
lands for the purposes of wildlife habitat preservation, restoration and management, among other
conservation-related purposes. As such, each grantee (either The Nature Conservancy [TNC] or The
California Rangeland Trust [CRT]) is legally responsible to ensure the Tier 1b and Tier 2 lands are
adequately managed in perpetuity. In fact, given that TNC is the owner of fee title to the Tier 1b lands
and manages them in accordance with its environmental purposes, an endowment should not legally be

required.
Response to Comment ORG-7-2

The comment correctly notes that the CST property was acquired by the TNC using WCB funding, and
not directly acquired by WCB. The revised text is presented in Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft
EIS/EIR, under the subsection Biological Resources, page 4.4-86.

Response to Comment ORG-7-3

The comment that page 4.4-88 of the EIS/EIR does not accurately describe the Conservation Lands is
correct. Although the intent of the text is to state that the Conservation Lands have been acquired
specifically to mitigate impacts resulting from implementation of the Proposed Action, simply stating

that “implementation of the Proposed Action will result in conservation of over 26,000 acres of natural
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lands” may be misleading. Page 4.4-88 has been revised to reflect that over 26,000 acres of conservation

lands have already been acquired (see Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR).
Response to Comment ORG-7-4

The comment is correct that grazing lands are subject to minimum residual dry matter (RDM) standards
only. The revised text is presented in Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR, under the subsection

Biological Resources, page 4.4-100.
Response to Comment ORG-7-5

Please refer to Response to Comment ORG-1-5. Please also refer to the discussion regarding a phased
implementation schedule for the wetland restoration and creation efforts, as provided in the EIS/EIR

under Impact BIO-1.
Response to Comment ORG-7-6

Please refer to Response to Comment ORG-1-7. Mitigation Measure BIO-2 specifies that the
translocations sites may not contain existing populations of the transplanted species. Page 4.4-109 has
been revised to reflect that Mitigation Measure BIO-2 now specifies that the translocated material will
consist of seeds only, not soil (see subsection Biological Resources in Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft

EIS/EIR).
Response to Comment ORG-7-7

The comment is correct that Tier 2 lands do not require San Joaquin kit fox habitat to be maintained,
including the installation of artificial dens. The revised text is presented in Section 2.0, Revisions to the

Draft EIS/EIR, under the subsection Biological Resources, page 4.4-132.
Response to Comment ORG-7-8

The comment notes that the discussion of replacement functional capacity units needs to be reevaluated,
because it was derived from an analysis presented in the Compensatory Wetland Mitigation and
Monitoring Plan that used an incorrect assumption for rating the effects of grazing on the conservation
lands (see Comment ORG-7-13). The paragraph on page 5.0-19 of the Draft EIS/EIR, which discusses how
the Proposed Action would compensate for a significant cumulative impact on wetlands, has been

revised in view of this comment (see Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR).
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As reflected in the textual revision, the preservation and management components of the Proposed
Action are intended to ensure that there would be no net loss of wetland functions for naturally occurring
wetlands. The restoration and creation components are intended to ensure that there would be no net loss
in the overall areal extent of wetlands. The combination of preservation, management, restoration, and
creation would compensate for the loss of wetland acreage and functions and fulfill the “no net loss”
requirement. By resulting in “no net loss,” the Proposed Action’s contribution to the significant impact

would not be cumulatively considerable.

Please refer to Response to Comment ORG-7-31 regarding the calculation of functional replacement in

the CWMMP.
Response to Comment ORG-7-9

The Myers Easterly property is considered part of the UC Merced Conservation Lands (Tier 1a lands).
The text and figure errors will be corrected in a revised draft of the Management Plan for Conservation

Lands (MPCL).
Response to Comment ORG-7-10

There does not appear to be any conflict between the text in Section 2.2.2 and that presented in the
comment. The description of the purpose of the purchase will be incorporated into the text of a revised

version of the MPCL.
Response to Comment ORG-7-11

The text has been modified to state that livestock grazing will be managed to meet required levels of
residual dry matter (RDM) left at the end of the growing season, as specified in the conservation

easement.
Response to Comment ORG-7-12

The comment is correct that the easement holder is responsible for monitoring to verify compliance with
the terms of the easements it holds for the VST and Myers Easterly lands. TNC is responsible for funding
this obligation.
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Response to Comment ORG-7-13

The term “UC Merced Conservation Lands” is synonymous with Tier 1a lands, as stated in Section 2.2.1.
See Response to Comment ORG-7-9, for corrections to be incorporated into that section. Therefore, no

change to the title is needed.
Response to Comment ORG-7-14

As a result of reconfiguration of the Campus and University Community, CST lands are not required to
meet mitigation land ratios specified in the project’s Biological Opinion (US Fish and Wildlife Service
2002). Therefore, text in these sections will be simplified in a subsequent plan revision to refer solely to

monitoring compliance with the future terms of any conservation easement placed on the property.
Response to Comment ORG-7-15

As noted in Response to Comment ORG-7-1, as a result of project reconfiguration, the University does
not require Tier 1b or Tier 2 conservation lands to meet mitigation requirements. The University has not
committed to fund monitoring and administration of easements on conservation lands. The holders of

current easements have accepted these responsibilities.
Response to Comment ORG-7-16

The University agrees with TNC’s characterization and will correct the referenced section to reflect the

provision of funds by WCB to TNC, so TNC could acquire the conservation easements for Tier 2 lands.
Response to Comment ORG-7-17

The designation of ownership “by a rancher” was intended to be deleted for all properties, as the
University did not have recent information on owners and their land uses. Future versions of the MPCL

will remove this reference.

Response to Comment ORG-7-18

The suggested corrections will be incorporated into a revised version of the plan.
Response to Comment ORG-7-19

The University agrees that TNC can employ its own policies, procedures, and practices to administer its

easements. The University does not require mitigation credit from the CST or Tier 2 mitigation lands in
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order to meet its requirements. The University does not intend to insert the recommended language into
the MPCL to commit the University to funding easement administration and monitoring on these lands.
Response to Comment ORG-7-20
This error will be corrected in a revised version of the plan.

Response to Comment ORG-7-21

This suggestion does not correct an error. There are many ways that the same information about grazing
use could be portrayed. The suggested information can be readily calculated by the reader, so it will not

be incorporated into a revised version of the plan.
Response to Comment ORG-7-22

This appendix will be re-titled “Conservation Easements for Tier 1 and 2 Conservation Lands” in a

revised version of the plan
Response to Comment ORG-7-23

The comment presents suggested revisions and/or corrections to the Conservation Strategy. The
suggested correction to page 3-3 in the Conservation Strategy is noted; the revision does not change the

meaning of the sentence in any significant way.
Response to Comment ORG-7-24

The suggested correction to page 5-15 in the Conservation Strategy is valid and the University

acknowledges that TNC did also acquire in fee title some of the conservation lands for this project.
Response to Comment ORG-7-25

With respect to TNC’s comment regarding easement and endowment funding, see Response to

Comment ORG-7-1.
Response to Comment ORG-7-26

The comment regarding page 6-1 is noted. Revisions to the MPCL will clarify how the MPCL meets these

two requirements.
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Response to Comment ORG-7-27

The suggested correction for page 6-6 in the Conservation Strategy is valid and the University
acknowledges that monitoring reports for UC Merced Conservation Lands only will be submitted

annually to the USFWS, the USACE, and CDFG.
Response to Comment ORG-7-28

With respect to TNC’s comment regarding easement and endowment funding, see Response to

Comment ORG-7-1.
Response to Comment ORG-7-29

The comment is correct that the Myers Easterly property has been protected. The text in the Conservation

Strategy on page 7-2 will be revised to reflect this.
Response to Comment ORG-7-30

With respect to TNC’s comment regarding easement and endowment funding, see Response to

Comment ORG-7-1.
Response to Comment ORG-7-31

The Disturbance Index Table (Table 3-5) in the Compensatory Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan
(CWMMP) incorrectly represented the Disturbance Index Table that was developed for the functional
assessment (See Table 12, page 35 of Appendix A, UC Merced Functional Assessment Methodology). The
“Managed per NRCS Standards” grazing scenario in Table 3-5 of the CWMMP should read “Moderate
Grazing, Managed per NRCS Standards.” The CWMMP has been revised accordingly.

The “No Grazing” scenario (0.50) is intended to represent the cessation of all grazing activities. The
“Severe Grazing” scenario (0.50) is intended to represent an unregulated level of grading that clearly
degrades wetland function, beyond that which could occur if grazing were managed to conform to NRCS
overgrazing standards. The “Moderate Grazing, Managed per NRCS Standards” scenario is intended to
represent the broad range of grazing activities carried out in the region, with institutional constraints to
assure that NRCS overgrazing standards are also met. Although not clearly stated, these scenarios were

intended to represent conditions occurring over more than one growing season.

The calculation of functional replacement in the CWMMP was based on the more conservative

incremental difference in FCI of 0.20 between the Severe Grazing and No Grazing scenarios (0.50) and the
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Moderate Grazing scenario (0.70). The less conservative difference in FCI of 0.30 between the Moderate
Grazing, Managed per NRCS Standards scenario (0.80) and the Severe Grazing and No Grazing scenarios

(0.50) was not used.

The conservation easements over the Tier 1a lands (VST and Myers Easterly) allow the University to, at a
minimum, maintain moderate grazing managed to meet or exceed NRCS overgrazing standards. An
incremental difference in FCI of 0.20 on Tier 1a lands yields a functional replacement of 144.4 FCUs (See
Table 5-3 of the CWMMP). Compared to the estimated loss of 28.8 FCUs, this will result in an estimated
5:1 replacement of FCUs. The CWMMP goes on to calculate potential functional benefits that could be
derived from various other actions, including prevention of overgrazing or cessation of grazing and/or
adaptive grazing management on Tier 1b and Tier 2 Conservation Lands, but these potential benefits are
not reasonably foreseeable and/or unquantifiable. For purposes of crediting the proposed mitigation, only
the functional benefits derived from Tier 1a lands (144.4 FCUs) should be assumed. The CWMMP has

been revised to clarify this.

Response to Comment ORG-7-32

The comment is correct. The CWMMP has been revised accordingly.
Response to Comment ORG-7-33

The estimated cost of mitigation will include only those costs associated with providing the benefits
needed to compensate for wetland function and area. Long-term maintenance costs will be included but
only for maintenance of the Tier la lands and the restoration/creation lands. Since mitigation credit for
Tier 1b and Tier 2 lands is not necessary to compensate for wetland function and area, maintenance costs

for these lands will not be included.
Response to Comment ORG-7-34

Because of the difficulty in devising appropriate and reasonable performance standards specifically for
aquatic invertebrates, the USACE has not typically required them in mitigation plans. Instead, the
USACE has treated plant community and hydrology performance standards as reasonable proxies for the

restoration or creation of suitable vernal pool/vernal swale invertebrate habitat.
Response to Comment ORG-7-35

The comment is correct. The CWMMP has been revised accordingly.
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Response to Comment ORG-7-36

The CWMMP has been revised to make it clear that TNC or a subsequent easement holder will be

responsible for report submittal for Tier 1b lands.
Response to Comment ORG-7-37

The comment is correct. The CWMMP has been revised accordingly.
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Response to Comment Letter ORG-8
Response to Comment ORG-8-1

The comment opposing the Proposed Action is noted.
Response to Comment ORG-8-2

The University has been working closely with Merced County since the time that Merced was selected as
the preferred County for the siting of the 10 Campus. The University is working with both the County

and the City in their general plan update processes.

The Draft EIS/EIR presents a history of alternatives considered for the siting of the proposed campus
dating back to the early 1990s. It also provides a discussion of alternatives considered and withdrawn by
the University and the USACE because the alternatives failed the practicability criterion. The Castle
Airport Alternative was among the alternatives that were not carried forth because it failed a number of

screening criteria.

The Draft EIS/EIR addresses alternatives considered but not carried forth for detailed analysis at pages
3.0-11 to 3.0-14, and in greater detail at Appendix 3.0, Supplemental Alternatives Analysis. The
alternatives that were considered and not carried forward in the Draft EIS/EIR included the Downtown
Merced Alternative and the Infill Alternative. These two alternatives were not carried forward, as
explained in the Draft EIS/EIR, because they would each result in significant environmental impacts and

fail to satisfy the project purpose.

Regarding the need for a University Community to house all of the campus-related growth, please see

Master Response No. 2, University Community — Size, Need, and Location.

Response to Comment ORG-8-3

Impacts to agriculture are evaluated in Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources of the Draft EIS/EIR.
Response to Comment ORG-8-4

The Draft EIS/EIR analyzes the Proposed Action’s impact on the regional aquifer in Cumulative Impact
HYD-3. The analysis uses all available documents, including the 2005 UWMP, the Merced Water Supply
Plan and its Update, and the Draft Merced Groundwater Basin Management Plan. Based on the data
presented in these documents and in light of the overdraft condition of the groundwater basin and the

projected increases in water demand in the future due to not just the Proposed Action but other
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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

anticipated regional growth, the Draft EIS/EIR concludes that the Proposed Action’s effect on the
groundwater basin would be cumulatively considerable, and because all available mitigation will not
fully offset this impact, that the project’s effect would be significant and unavoidable. Please note that the
Draft EIS/EIR presents the reduction in groundwater use from the conversion of project site farmland to
urban use merely to show the net effect of the Proposed Action on the groundwater resources; it is not
intended to suggest that urban uses are to be preferred over agricultural uses in order to address water

scarcity.
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Response to Comment Letter ORG-9
Response to Comment ORG-9-1

The comment in support of the Proposed Action is noted.
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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

Response to Comment Letter ORG-10
Response to Comment ORG-10-1

The comment in support of the Proposed Action is noted. The LWH Farms is correct in noting that a
review of the existing plan for the entire University Community will be undertaken by the County which
may result in changes to existing policies and that the County’s review of the environmental impacts of
the revised University Community Plan may result in the adoption of revised/additional mitigation

measures, beyond those identified in this EIS/EIR.
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Response to Comment Letter I-1
Response to Comment I-1-1

The comment in support of the Proposed Action is noted.
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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

Response to Comment Letter 1-2
Response to Comment I-2-1

The comment in support of the Proposed Action is noted.
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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

Response to Comment Letter I-3
Response to Comment I-3-1

As described in Section 2.4, Proposed Action (Volume 1), the 1,307-acre Campus Natural Reserve (CNR)
located adjacent to the campus, would be placed under a new conservation easement, and presumably
dedicated to scientific research and education. The Project Description also describes that the CNR will be
maintained permanently in an undeveloped state and managed in a manner consistent with the
management practices of the UC Natural Reserve System pursuant to a management plan for

conservation lands (Appendix 2.1 of the EIS/EIR).
Response to Comment [-3-2

The Draft EIS/EIR includes a discussion of a Downtown Merced Alternative and an Infill Alternative on
pages 3.0-11 through 3.0-14 in Volume 1. That discussion shows that both alternatives would not be
practicable and therefore these alternatives were not carried forth for detailed evaluation. Although both
alternatives would potentially reduce the Proposed Action’s impacts on biological resources but the
Downtown Merced alternative would have much greater displacement and traffic impacts than the
Proposed Action, and the Infill Alternative would result in greater operational impacts related to a

dispersed campus.
Response to Comment I-3-3

An alternative that would move the Campus further south of the proposed location would result in the
displacement of the University Community further south of its current proposed location. Such an
alternative was considered by the USACE and the University but was not included in the Draft EIS/EIR
because it would significantly increase the project’s impacts on prime farmland. The Campus and
University Community as proposed under the Proposed Action represent the effort to attain the best

achievable balance between impacts on biological resources and farmland impacts.
Response to Comment I-3-4

No new roadways are specifically proposed to serve the University Community. The Campus Parkway,
which is planned to the east of the City of Merced and would provide access to the Campus and
University Community from Highway 99, has been approved by Merced County for implementation.
This project is required with and without the new campus or University Community —that is, the project
has independent utility. The growth impacts of the parkway were evaluated in the EIS/EIR that was

prepared by the County for that project. No other new roadways are planned in the project area.
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Response to Comment I-3-5

Special-status plants and wildlife species that occur or have the potential to occur in or near the project
site are presented in Table 4.4-6 of the Draft EIS/EIR. As discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR, Pallid Bats are a
species of concern in California that have a low potential to occur in the project site. The comment that

bats are also known to roost in buildings in addition to trees is noted.
Response to Comment I-3-6

Rare plant information presented in the Draft FIS/EIR relied upon the California Native Plant Society’s
(CNPS’s) 2008 Online Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California available at
www.cnps.org/inventory/ and the California Department of Fish and Game’s California Natural
Diversity Database (CNDDB). CNPS’s Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants contains the latest
inventory of rare plants and is updated quarterly, while the CNDDB serves to inventory the locations of

the state's rarest species and natural communities.
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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

Response to Public Hearing (PH) Comments
Response to Comment PH-1

The comment in support of the Proposed Action is noted.
Response to Comment PH-2

The comment in support of the University’s development plan is noted. The comment states that the City

of Merced has the ability to provide water and sewer services to the Campus.

Response to Comment PH-3

The comment emphasizing the need for a UC campus in the San Joaquin Valley is noted.

Response to Comment PH-4

The comment in support of the Campus and University Community’s current location and size is noted.
Response to Comment PH-5

The comment supporting the proposed location of the campus is noted.

Response to Comment PH-6

The comment in support of the Proposed Action is noted.

Response to Comment PH-7

The comments in support of the Proposed Action and stating that the Proposed Action is the least

environmentally damaging alternative are noted.
Response to Comment PH-8

The Draft EIS/EIR (Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources) acknowledges that although the Proposed Action
and all project alternatives would have a significant and unavoidable impact on Important Farmland, the
Campus and University Community will mitigate the loss through agricultural easements. The
University has already placed over 26,000 acres of lands in eastern Merced County under conservation
easements. Approximately 70 acres of Important Farmlands and approximately 26,435 acres of grazing

land within these conservation lands will be permanently protected from development. These acreages
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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments
would more than adequately compensate for the loss of 24 acres of Important Farmland within the
campus site.

Developers with projects within the University Community will mitigate the loss of Important Farmland
by securing agricultural easements on comparable farmland at a minimum ratio of 1:1 prior to the

development of any portion of the University Community site.
Response to Comment PH-9

The comment in support of the Proposed Action is noted.
Response to Comment PH-10

The comment stating that the Proposed Action is the least environmentally damaging alternative is

noted.

Response to Comment PH-11

The comment in support of the Proposed Action as proposed is noted.
Response to Comment PH-12

The comment in support of the Proposed Action is noted.

Response to Comment PH-13

The comment recommends approving the 404 permit for the proposed site in consideration of public

interest and financial expense. The comment is noted.
Response to Comment PH-14

The comment stating that the Proposed Action is the least environmentally damaging alternative is

noted.
Response to Comment PH-15

The comment recommends approving the 404 permit for the proposed site in consideration of public

interest. The comment is noted.
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Response to Comment PH-16

The comment recommends approving the 404 permit for the proposed site in consideration of public

interest. The comment is noted.
Response to Comment PH-17

The comment recommends approving the 404 permit for the proposed site in consideration of public

interest. The comment is noted.
Response to Comment PH-18

The comment recommends approving the 404 permit for the proposed site in consideration of public
interest and points out the delays and costs associated with shifting the campus to one of the alternative

sites. The comment is noted.
Response to Comment PH-19

The comment supporting the Campus as proposed is noted. The comment points out that if the campus
were to be developed at two separate locations, the campus would not develop as a high-quality campus.

The comment is noted.
Response to Comment PH-20

The comment is noted. The Draft EIS/EIR also notes that the County, as the lead agency for the University
Community, will conduct the necessary environmental review for the County General Plan amendment

needed to accommodate the changes to the University Community Plan proposed by the UCLC.
Response to Comment PH-21

The comment is noted.

Response to Comment PH-22

The comment is noted.

Response to Comment PH-23

The comment in support of the Proposed Action is noted
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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

Response to Comment PH-24

The comment in support of the Proposed Action is noted.
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND
REPORTING PROGRAM

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that a Lead Agency establish a program to
monitor and report on mitigation measures adopted as part of the environmental review process to avoid
or reduce the severity and magnitude of potentially significant environmental impacts associated with
project implementation. CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 (a) (1)) requires that a Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) be adopted at the time that the agency determines to carry
out a project for which an EIR has been prepared, to ensure that mitigation measures identified in the EIR

are fully implemented.

As discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR, the UC Merced and University Community Project encompasses the
development of the UC Merced Campus and the University Community and the impacts of this project
are evaluated in Volumes 1 and 2 of the Draft EIS/EIR. The MMRP for the UC Merced 2009 Long Range
Development Plan is presented in Table 1, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, UC Merced
2009 Long Range Development Plan, which includes the full text of mitigation measures identified in the
Final EIS/EIR. In addition, Volume 3 of the Draft EIS/EIR evaluates the potential environmental impacts
from the development of the next phase of campus development (UCM 2020 Project). The MMRP for the
UCM 2020 Project is presented in Table 2, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, UCM 2020
Project, which include the full text of project-specific mitigation measures identified in the Final EIS/EIR
for that project. Each MMRP describes implementation and monitoring procedures, responsibilities, and

timing for each mitigation measure identified in the Draft EIS/EIR, including:
Significant Impact: Identifies the Impact Number and statement from the Final EIS/EIR.
Mitigation Measure: Provides full text of the mitigation measure as provided in the Final EIS/EIR.

Monitoring/Reporting Action(s): Designates responsibility for implementation of the mitigation measure

and when appropriate, summarizes the steps to be taken to implement the measure.
Mitigation Timing: Identifies the stage of the project during which the mitigation action will be taken.

Monitoring Schedule: Specifies procedures for documenting and reporting the implementation of the

mitigation measure.

UC Merced may modify the means by which a mitigation measure will be implemented, as long as the
alternative means ensure compliance during project implementation. The responsibilities of mitigation
implementation, monitoring and reporting extend to several UC Merced departments and offices. The

manager or department lead of the identified unit or department will be directly responsible for ensuring
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

the responsible party complies with the mitigation. The Physical Planning, Design and Construction
Department (PPD&C) is responsible for the overall administration of the program and for assisting
relevant departments and project managers in their oversight and reporting responsibilities. The PPD&C
is also responsible for ensuring the relevant parties understand their charge and complete the required

procedures accurately and on schedule.
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