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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.

1.0‐1Impact Sciences, Inc.
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1.0 Introduction

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
1325 J 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 is also available on the USACE Web site at 

http://www.spk.usace.army.mil and on UC Merced’s Web site at http://lrdp.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.

1.0‐3Impact Sciences, Inc.
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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/EIR, 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 

2.0‐1Impact Sciences, Inc.
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2.0 Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR

amended UCP is adopted, the County landowners would then prepare infrastructure Master Plans for 

County approval . Once those plans are in place, the County would consider prior to submittal of specific 

plans for individual development projects within the University Community, in conjunction with, or 

followed by rezoning and subdivision approvals. A rezone is first reviewed by the County Planning 

Commission, which then makes a recommendation to the County Board of Supervisors. A major 

subdivision approval would require approval of both a tentative subdivision map and a final map and 

the approval of the County Planning Commission. In addition to the above, if some or all of the 

University Community parcels remain within the County, then LAFCO approvals would be necessary for 

the formation of special districts to provide urban services to those parcels. At a broad level, these might 

include, for example, a County Service Area, a Community Services District, or a California Water 

District. For capital construction, one or more Community Facilities Districts (CFDs) might be established 

as well as Landscaping and Lighting Districts (LLDs) or other mechanisms for maintenance purposes.

Pages 2.0‐41 and 2.0‐42

Table 2.0‐6
Major Land Uses in the 2009 Proposed Revised University Community Plan

Land Use

Community North Community South

TotalTown Center 6
Residential 

Neighborhoods Villages
Residential

Single Family

Acres 45 330 560 935

Units 1,4181 3,3562 4,029 8,803

Multi Family

Acres 4 10 75 89

Units 480 1,794 2,274

Mixed Use

Total Acres 15 15

Retail (sf) 183,0003 183,000

Office (sf) 313,6004 313,600

Housing Units 540 540

Retail

Acres 8 6 15 29

Square Feet 130,700 78,400 250,000 459,100
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2.0 Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR

Land Use

Community North Community South

TotalTown Center 6
Residential 

Neighborhoods Villages
Office

Acres 5 9 14

Square Feet 292,700 140,000 432,700

Research and Development

Acres 71 71

Square Feet 2,308,300 2,308,300

Schools

Acres 43 80 123

Parks and Open Space

Acres 55 76 148 229

Shared Parking

Acres 9 9

Total Development

Acres 162 465 887 1,514

Streets

Acres 52 154 2318 437

Total Acres7 214 619 1,118 1,951

Notes:
1 all townhouse/rowhouse units at 30 du/acre average
2 includes 1,900 townhouse/rowhouse units at 25 du/acre average
3 assumes 0.20 FAR of mixed‐use site area is retail
4 assumes upper floors of commercial mixed‐use is office
5 includes 2 acres for future performing arts center
6 added the Gateway R+D to the Town Center for comparison purposes, even though we are considering it a separate district
7 net acres without 43 acres of MID Canal easements
8 the acreage for streets is reduced from the 2004 UCP land use plan due to reduction in the size of the community.

Table 2.0‐7
Proposed Revised University Community Plan Population

Total Population
Community 

North
Community 

South
Residential Population 15,351 15,431

Employment 9,219 1,025

Total 24,570 16,456
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2.0 Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR

Page 2.0‐46

Table 2.0‐8
Proposed Revised University Community Plan Projected Water and Wastewater Demand

Water/Wastewater
Community 

North
Community 

South Total
Potable Water 1,141 acre‐feet/year1 1,289 acre‐feet/year2 2,430 acre‐feet/year

Irrigation Water3, 4 786 acre‐feet/year 1,563 acre‐feet/year 2,349 acre‐feet/year

Existing Water Use5 946 acre‐feet/year 1,939 acre‐feet/year2 2,885 acre‐feet/year

Net Increase in Water Demand 981 acre‐feet/year 913 acre‐feet/year 1,894 acre‐feet/year

Wastewater 0.92 mgd 1.04 mgd 1.96 mgd

Source: Stantec 2008
1 Based on 15 gpd per employee, 55 gpd per resident and 10 gpd per elementary, middle and high school student,
2 Based on 20 gpd per employee, 70 gpd per resident and 10 gpd per elementary, middle and high school student,
3 Percent of acreage that is irrigated is based on land coverage percentage projections by Clascape, May 30, 2008,
4 Based on an irrigation rate of 4.0 feet per year for turf and 3.0 feet per year for non‐turf uses.
5 Existing water use based on 2004 UCP EIR.
7 The existing water use within Community South ranges from 1,939 to 5,284 acre‐feet/year. The lower number in the range 

is used for the purposes of this analysis. This water includes both groundwater obtained from on‐site wells and surface 
water obtained from MID.

Pages 2.0‐59 and 2.0‐60

UCP Policies

In accordance with the adopted UCP, Merced County has committed to the avoidance, minimization, and 

mitigation measures for future development within the University Community area (including 

Community South) that are listed below.

• Impact avoidance and minimization through project design and construction‐related BMPs.

• Habitat preservation, creation, restoration, and/or enhancement to achieve no net loss of value or 
function, including habitat value for Colusa grass, at a ratio of 3:1.

• Habitat preservation, creation, restoration, and/or enhancement to achieve no net loss of value or 
function, including habitat value for San Joaquin Valley Orcutt grass, at a ratio of 3:1.

• Habitat preservation, creation, restoration, and/or enhancement to achieve no net loss of value or 
function, including habitat value for vernal pool tadpole shrimp, at a ratio of 3:1.

2.0‐4Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
March 2009



2.0 Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR

• 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.1

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.

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 shouldshall 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.

• 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)
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2.0 Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR

Section 4.3

Section 4.3, Air Quality, page 4.3‐7

As shown in Table 4.3‐2, the SJVAB is in nonattainment for the federal standards for ozone (8 hour), 

PM10, and PM2.5. The air basin is in nonattainment for the state standards of ozone (1 hour), ozone 

(8 hour), PM10, and PM2.5.

Table 4.3‐2
San Joaquin Valley Air Basin Attainment Status

Pollutant Federal Standards State Standards
Ozone‐1 hour No federal standard1 Nonattainment2

Ozone‐8 hour Nonattainment/Serious Nonattainment2

PM10 Attainment/Maintenance
Nonattainment/Serious

Nonattainment

PM2.5 Nonattainment Nonattainment

CO Attainment/Unclassifiable Unclassified/Attainment3

Nitrogen dioxide Attainment/Unclassifiable Attainment

Sulfur dioxide Attainment/Unclassifiable Attainment

Lead Attainment Attainment

Hydrogen sulfide No federal standards Unclassified

Sulfates No federal standards Attainment

Vinyl Chloride4 No federal standards Unclassified

Visibility‐Reducing particulates No federal standards Unclassified

Source: CARB 2007; US EPA 2008.
1 The 1‐hour ozone NAAQS was revoked on June 15, 2005.
2 CARB has not issued area classifications based on the new state 8‐hour standard. The previous classification for the 1‐hour 

ozone standard was Severe.
3 Kings County, Madera County, and Merced County are classified as Unclassified for Carbon Monoxide (Source: California 

Code of Regulations, Title 17, Section 60202, http://ccr.oal.ca.gov)
4 CARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as “toxic air contaminants” with no threshold level of exposure for adverse health 

effects determined.
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SOURCE: Digital Globe - 2008, Impact Sciences Inc. - August 2008

FIGURE 3.0-2

Alternative 3 - Bellevue Ranch Location Map
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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 catalytic 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 and is owned and managed by The 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, implementation of the Proposed Action will result in 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 

2.0‐9Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
March 2009



2.0 Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR

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 or at 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 by 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: 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 Le Grand Canal (i.e., 

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

feasibility analysis 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. To 

compensate for the loss of 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 from the project site 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:

• coordination efforts with agencies and knowledgeable individuals,

• methods for collecting seeds from the affected populations,

• 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

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

Section 4.4, Biological Resources, page 4.4‐109

• 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 containing seeds 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 Conservation 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‐9a and ‐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 has plans 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 above 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 of the 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 former 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 above 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 boundaries 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 Gallo Project 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 about 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. AnoOther 

planned pending land uses in the vicinity of the project site include 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. Fahrens 

Creek development plan involving 640 acres; South Thornton development plan involving 350 acres; the 

Dominion project involving a commercial and residential development on about 174 acres northeast of G 

Street and Bellevue Road, and The Mercy Medical Center which 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 

City 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 Plan Update 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 
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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, a new station is 

planned as part of the University Community.

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 ʺNorth Merced High Schoolʺ 

“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‐ 

owned regional park is approximately 233 acres total, and the developed portion of the County property 

is approximately 89 acres. Some land acreage within the park site currently is undeveloped and is not 

used for recreational purposes. No park expansions are planned at this time (Vejar 2008). In 1969 and 

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 a 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 ofn 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. County tax revenues would fund 

any new stations that would be constructed (Merced County 2004). 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 5‐4‐ 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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MCAG travel demand model, and are conservative as they are based on the number of lanes on the 

mainline segments and do not necessarily consider added turn lanes (and their added capacity) at the 

intersections. Starred entries have been changed for the Final EIR at the request of the City of Merced 

staff, to better match the existing configuration and facility type of certain segments. The existing 

volumes and corresponding LOS are shown in Table 4.13‐4, Existing Roadway Segment Level of 

Service.

Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, pages 4.13‐11 and 4.13‐12

Table 4.13‐4
Existing Roadway Segment Level of Service

No.
Roadway 
Segment Locations Facility Type

No. of 
Lanes Capacity LOS ADT

1. Lake Rd South of Bellevue Collector 2 12,000 A 2,450
2. Lake Rd South of Cardella Collector 2 12,000 A 2,500
3. McKee South of Yosemite Ave Collector* 

Arterial
2 128,000* A 5,250

4. McKee South of Olive Collector* 
Arterial

2 128,000* BA 8,250

5. Yosemite Ave East of SR 59 Arterial 4 36,000 B 12,150
6. Yosemite Ave East of G St Arterial 2 18,000 C 15,100
7. Yosemite Ave West of Lake Collector 2 12,000 A 4,850
8. Yosemite Ave East of Lake County Road 2 21,600 A 2,450
9. Yosemite Ave East of Kibby County Road 2 21,600 A 2,150
10. Yosemite Pkwy West of Santa Fe Ave Arterial 2 18,000 A 10,400
11. Yosemite Pkwy East of Santa Fe Ave Highway 2 43,200 A 7,550
12. Olive Ave East of SR 59 Arterial 6 54,000 A 32,250
13. Olive Ave West of G St Arterial 6 54,000 A 26,600
14. Olive Ave East of G St Arterial 2*4 1836,000* E*A 18,500
15. G St South of Bellevue Arterial 2 18,000 A 6,350
16. G St South of Cardella Arterial 2 18,000 A 6,650
17. G St South of Yosemite Ave Arterial 4 36,000 A 15,000
18. G St South of Olive Arterial 4 36,000 B 25,950
19. M St North of 23rd Arterial 4 36,000 A 18,350
20. M St South of 23rd Arterial 4 36,000 A 17,500
21. SR 59 South of Bellevue Arterial 2 18,000 A 6,000
22. SR 59 South of Cardella Arterial 2 18,000 A 8,100
23. SR 59 South of Yosemite Ave Arterial 2 18,000 B 12,750
24. SR 59 South of Olive Arterial 2 18,000 D 16,600
25. Cardella Avenue East of SR 59 Local*Collector 2*4 1224,000* A 250
26. Cardella Avenue East of G St Arterial*Collector 2*4 1824,000* A 100
27. 16th St West of SR 59 Arterial 4 36,000 A 20,400
28. Kibby South of Yosemite Ave County Road 2 21,600 A 1,250
29. Kibby North of Yosemite 

Pkwy
County Road 2 21,600 A 1,950
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Source: Fehr & Peers, October 2008
Notes:
1 Segment 42: existing ADT volume estimated.
* Existing Facility type and capacity modified per City of Merced for Final EIS/EIR

No.
Roadway 
Segment Locations Facility Type

No. of 
Lanes Capacity LOS ADT

30. Parsons North of Olive Collector 2 12,000 A 5,600
31. Parsons South of Olive Collector 2 12,000 A 3,900
32. Bellevue West of Lake Collector 2 12,000 A 3,700
33. Bellevue East of SR‐59 Arterial*Collector 2 182,000* A 1,800
34. Bellevue West of SR 59 Collector 2 12,000 A 2,650
35. SR‐140 West of Massasso Arterial*Collector 2 182,000* A 4,850
36. SR 99 North of 16th St Freeway 4 96,000 A 56,000
37. SR 99 North of M St Freeway 4 96,000 A 52,000
38. SR 99 South of Yosemite 

Pkwy
Freeway 4 96,000 A 41,500

39. SR 99 South of Mission Ave Freeway 4 96,000 A 40,000
40. Campus Parkway South of Yosemite Ave Does not Exist
41. Campus Parkway South of Olive Ave Does not Exist
42.1 Cardella M Street to G Street Arterial*Collector 4*2 3612,000* A 3,150
43. R Street Yosemite Ave to 

Bellevue Ave
Does not Exist

44. N. Parsons Yosemite to Bellevue Does not Exist

Figure 4.13‐7, Existing and Planned Bikeways

Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, pages 4.13‐41 through 4.13‐43

Table 4.13‐6
Roadway Capacities – Future Conditions (2030)

No.
Roadway 
Segment Location

Existing Future
Facility 
Type

No. of 
Lanes Capacity

Facility 
Type

No. of 
Lanes Capacity

1. Lake Rd South of Bellevue Collector 2 12,000 Collector 2 12,000

1 A. Campus 
Pkwy

South of Bellevue Does not Exist Arterial 4 36,000

2. Lake Rd South of Cardella Collector 2 12,000 Collector 2 12,000

2 A. Campus 
Pkwy

South of Cardella Does not Exist Arterial 4 36,000

3. McKee South of
Yosemite Ave

Collector
* Arterial

2 128,000* Arterial 2 18,000
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2.0 Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR

No.
Roadway 
Segment Location

Existing Future
Facility 
Type

No. of 
Lanes Capacity

Facility 
Type

No. of 
Lanes Capacity

4. McKee South of Olive Collector
* Arterial

2 128,000* Arterial 2 18,000

5. Yosemite 
Ave

East of SR 59 Arterial 2 18,000 Arterial 4 36,000

6. Yosemite 
Ave

G St. to N. 
Parsons

Arterial 4 36,000 Arterial 4 36,000

7. Yosemite 
Ave

N. Parsons to 
Lake

Collector 2 12,000 Collector 4 24,000

8. Yosemite 
Ave

East of Lake County 2 21,600 County 
Road

2 21,600

9. Yosemite 
Ave

East of Kibby County 2 21,600 County 
Road

2 21,600

10. Yosemite 
Pkwy

West of Santa Fe 
Ave

Arterial 2 18,000 Arterial 4 36,000

11. Yosemite 
Pkwy

East of Santa Fe 
Ave

Highway 2 43,200 Highway 4 86,400

12. Olive Ave East of SR 59 Arterial 6 54,000 Arterial 6 54,000

13. Olive Ave West of G St Arterial 6 54,000 Arterial 6 54,000

14. Olive Ave East of G St Arterial 2*4 1836,000* Arterial 4 36,000

15. G St South of Bellevue Arterial 2 18,000 Arterial 4 36,000

16. G St South of Cardella Arterial 2 18,000 Arterial 4 36,000

17. G St South of
Yosemite Ave

Arterial 4 36,000 Arterial 4 36,000

18. G St South of Olive Arterial 4 36,000 Arterial 4 36,000

19. M St North of 23rd Arterial 4 36,000 Arterial 4 36,000

20. M St South of 23rd Arterial 4 36,000 Arterial 4 36,000

21. SR 59 South of Bellevue Arterial 2 18,000 Arterial 2 18,000

22. SR 59 South of Cardella Arterial 2 18,000 Arterial 2 18,000

23. SR 59 South of
Yosemite Ave

Arterial 2 18,000 Arterial 2 18,000

24. SR 59 South of Olive Arterial 2 18,000 Arterial 4 36,000

25. Cardella 
Road

Between SR 59 
and M St.

Local*Co 
llector

2*4 1224,000* Arterial 4 36,000

26. Cardella 
Road

Between G St. 
and Lake

Arterial* 
Collector

2*4 1824,000* Arterial 4 36,000

27. 16th St West of SR 59 Arterial 4 36,000 Arterial 4 36,000

28. Kibby South of
Yosemite Ave

County 2 21,600 County 
Road

2 21,600

29. Kibby North of
Yosemite Pkwy

County 2 21,600 County 
Road

2 21,600
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Source: Fehr & Peers, October 2008
Notes:
1 Segment 42: existing ADT volume estimated.
* Existing Facility type and capacity modified per City of Merced for Final EIS/EIR

No.
Roadway 
Segment Location

Existing Future
Facility 
Type

No. of 
Lanes Capacity

Facility 
Type

No. of 
Lanes Capacity

30. N. Parsons 
Ave

E. Olive to 
Yosemite

Collector 2 12,000 Collector 2 12,000

31. S. Parsons 
Ave

E. Olive to Santa 
Fe

Collector 2 12,000 Collector 2 12,000

32. Bellevue 
Road

Lake to G St Collector 2 12,000 Arterial 6 54,000

33. Bellevue 
Road

G St. to SR 59 Arterial* 
Collector

2 182,000* Arterial 6 54,000

34. Bellevue 
Road

West of SR 59 Collector 2 12,000 Collector 6 12,000

35. SR 140 West of Massasso Arterial* 
Collector

2 182,000* Highway 2 43,200

36. SR 99 North of 16th St Freeway 4 96,000 Freeway 4 96,000

37. SR 99 North of M St Freeway 4 96,000 Freeway 4 96,000

38. SR 99 South of 
Yosemite Pkwy

Freeway 4 96,000 Freeway 4 96,000

39. SR 99 South of Mission 
Ave

Freeway 4 96,000 Freeway 4 96,000

40. Campus 
Pkwy

South of
Yosemite Ave

Does not Exist Expressway 4 62,500

41. Campus 
Pkwy

South of Olive 
Ave

Does not Exist Expressway 4 62,500

42.1 Cardella 
Road

M St. to G St Arterial* 
Collector

4*2 3612,000* Arterial 4 36,000

43. R Street W. Yosemite to 
Bellevue

Does not Exist Arterial 4 36,000

44. N. Parsons 
Ave

E. Yosemite to 
Bellevue

Does not Exist Arterial 4 36,000
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2.0 Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR

Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, pages 4.13‐58 through 4.13‐61

Table 4.13‐8
Roadway LOS – Proposed Action – Future Conditions (2030)

No.
Roadway 
Segment Location

Existing 2030
Facility 
Type

Number 
of Lanes Capacity

Volume 
(2008) LOS

Facility 
Type

Number 
of Lanes Capacity

No Project With Project
Volume LOS Volume LOS

1. Lake Rd South of 
Bellevue

Collector 2 12,000 2,450 A Local Access Street – Not Analyzed

1 A. Campus 
Pkwy

Cardella to 
Bellevue Does not Exist Arterial 4 36,000 8,050 A 19,750 A

2. Lake Rd Yosemite to 
Cardella

Collector 2 12,000 2,500 A Local Access Street – Not Analyzed

2 A. Campus 
Pkwy

Yosemite to 
Cardella Does Not Exist Arterial 4 36,000 24,300 B 31,000 D

3. McKee South of
Yosemite Ave

Collector 
*Arterial

2 128,000* 5,250 A Arterial 2 18,000 11,900 B 14,150 C

4. McKee South of
Olive Ave

Arterial 2 128,000* 8,250 BA Arterial 2 18,000 16,550 D 17,300 D

5. W. Yosemite 
Ave

SR 59 to G St.
East of SR 59

Arterial 2 18,000 12,150 B Arterial 4 36,000 13,450 A 13,350 A

6. E. Yosemite 
Ave

G St. to N. 
Parsons

Arterial 4 36,000 15,100 C Arterial 4 36,000 21,850 B 27,750 C

7. E. Yosemite 
Ave

N. Parsons to 
Lake/ 
Campus 
Pkwy1

Collector 2 12,000 4,850 A Collecto 
r

4 24,000 8,450 A 17,500 B

8. E. Yosemite 
Ave

Lake to Kibby County 
Road

2 21,600 2,450 A County 
Road

2 21,600 10,900 A 18,950 D
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2.0 Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR

No.
Roadway 
Segment Location

Existing 2030
Facility 
Type

Number 
of Lanes Capacity

Volume 
(2008) LOS

Facility 
Type

Number 
of Lanes Capacity

No Pro ject With Project
Volume LOS Volume LOS

9. E. Yosemite 
Ave

East to Kibby County 
Road

2 21,600 2,150 A County 
Road

2 21,600 10,150 A 11,700 A

10. Yosemite 
Pkwy

West of Santa 
Fe Ave

Arterial 2 18,000 10,400 A Arterial 4 36,000 8,350 A 14,550 A

11. Yosemite 
Pkwy

East of Santa 
Fe Ave

Highway 2 43,200 7,550 A Highwa 
y

4 86,400 10,250 A 16,800 A

12. Olive Ave East of SR 59 Arterial 6 54,000 32,250 A Arterial 6 54,000 43,150 C 43,850 C

13. Olive Ave West of G St Arterial 6 54,000 26,600 A Arterial 6 54,000 35,350 B 38,300 B

14. Olive Ave East of G St Arterial 2*4 1836,000* 18,500 E*A Arterial 4 36,000 24,700 B 25,350 B

15. G St South of 
Bellevue

Arterial 2 18,000 6,350 A Arterial 4 36,000 19,050 A 20,950 A

16. G St Cardella to 
Bellevue

Arterial 2 18,000 6,650 A Arterial 4 36,000 15,150 A 18,550 A

17. G St South of
Yosemite Ave

Arterial 4 36,000 15,000 A Arterial 4 36,000 24,400 B 26,250 B

18. G St South of 
Olive

Arterial 4 36,000 25,950 B Arterial 4 36,000 32,150 D 33,000 D

19. M St North of 23rd Arterial 4 36,000 18,350 A Arterial 4 36,000 17,850 A 19,250 A

20. M St South of 23rd Arterial 4 36,000 17,500 A Arterial 4 36,000 16,000 A 17,600 A

21. SR‐59 South of 
Bellevue

Arterial 2 18,000 6,000 A Arterial 2 18,000 8,500 A 8,550 A

22. SR‐59 South of 
Cardella

Arterial 2 18,000 8,100 A Arterial 2 18,000 12,700 B 13,600 C

23. SR‐59 South of
Yosemite Ave

Arterial 2 18,000 12,750 B Arterial 2 18,000 19,800 E/F 20,450 E/F

24 SR‐59 16th St. to W. 
Olive

Arterial 2 18,000 16,600 D Arterial 4 36,000 34,500 D 35,200 D
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No.
Roadway 
Segment Location

Existing 2030
Facility 
Type

Number 
of Lanes Capacity

Volume 
(2008) LOS

Facility 
Type

Number 
of Lanes Capacity

No Project With Project
Volume LOS Volume LOS

25. Cardella 
Road

East of SR 59 Local*Co 
llector

2*4 1224,000* 250 A Arterial 4 36,000 950 A 2,000 A

26. Cardella 
Road

G St. to Lake/ 
Campus 
Pkwy

Arterial* 
Collector

2*4 1824,000* 100 A Arterial 4 36,000 4,200 A 16,250 A

27. 16th St West of SR‐59 Arterial 4 36,000 20,400 A Arterial 4 36,000 28,700 C 27,700 C

28. Kibby South of
Yosemite Ave

County 
Road

2 21,600 1,250 A County 
Road

2 21,600 1,700 A 8,550 A

29. Kibby North of 
Yosemite 
Pkwy

County 
Road

2 21,600 1,950 A County 
Road

2 21,600 5,200 A 12,650 A

30. N. Parsons 
Ave

E. Olive to E.
Yosemite

Collector 2 12,000 5,600 A Collecto 
r

2 12,000 11,550 D 13,600 E/F

31. N. Parsons 
Ave

E. of Olive to 
Santa Fe

Collector 2 12,000 3,900 A Collecto 
r

2 12,000 12,100 E/F 13,300 E/F

32. Bellevue 
Road

Lake/Campus 
Pkwy to G St

Collector 2 12,000 3,700 A Arterial 6 54,000 9,900 A 20,300 A

33. Bellevue 
Road

G Street to SR 
59

Arterial* 
Collector

2 182,000* 1,800 A Arterial 6 54,000 12,850 A 14,700 A

34 Bellevue 
Road

West of SR‐59 Collector 2 12,000 2,650 A Collecto 
r

2 12,000 6,950 A 7,700 B

35. SR 140 West of 
Massasso

Arterial* 
Collector

2 182,000* 4,850 A Highwa 
y

2 43,200 9,500 A 10,000 A

36. SR‐99 North of 16th 
St

Freeway 4 96,000 56,000 A Freewa 
y

4 96,000 71,350 B 71,300 B

37. SR‐99 North of M St Freeway 4 96,000 52,000 A Freewa 
y

4 96,000 66,400 B 66,250 B
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2.0 Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR

1. Fro the 2030 case, these segments extend to Campus Parkway
2. Segment 42: Existing Volume estimated
* Existing facility type and capacity modified per City of Merced, for Final EIS/EIR
Bold = Roadway segment at or near capacity
Dark Shaded = project impact based on over‐capacity projection
Light Shaded = project impact based on > 1 percent project traffic contribution to a roadway with a planned improvement project.
Source: Fehr & Peers, October 2008.

No.
Roadway 
Segment Location

Existing 2030
Facility 
Type

Number 
of Lanes Capacity

Volume 
(2008) LOS

Facility 
Type

Number 
of Lanes Capacity

No Project With Project
Volume LOS Volume LOS

38. SR‐99 South of 
Yosemite 
Pkwy

Freeway 4 96,000 40,000 A Freewa 
y

4 96,000 48,350 A 49,900 A

39. SR‐99 South of
Mission Ave

Freeway 4 96,000 41,500 A Freewa 
y

4 96,000 58,350 B 57,650 B

40. Campus 
Parkway

South of
Yosemite Ave

Does not Exist Express 
way

4 62,500 23,650 A 30,550 A

41. Campus 
Parkway

South of
Olive Ave

Does not Exist Express 
way

4 62,500 26,150 A 29,800 A

42. Cardella
Road2

G St. to M St Arterial* 
Collector

4*2 3612,000* 300 A Arterial 4 36,000 11,600 A 18,300 A

43. R Street W. Yosemite 
to Bellevue

Does not Exist Arterial 4 36,000 25,250 B 25,300 B

44. N. Parsons/ 
Gardner

E. Yosemite 
to Bellevue

Does no Exist Arterial 4 36,000 11,300 A 23,550 B
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2.0 Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR

Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, pages 4.13‐66 and 4.13‐67

Table 4.13‐10
Project Contribution to Significantly Affected Roadway Segments and Intersections

Roadway 
Segment/Intersection Location

2030 With Project Scenario
2030 With Project Plus Merced Atwater 

Expressway Scenario
% 

Campus
% Comm. 

North
% Comm. 

South
% 

Other
% 

Campus
% Comm. 

North
% Comm. 

South % Other
Roadway Segments

1. Campus Pkwy Cardella to Bellevue 32% 28% 5% 35% 33% 28% 5% 34%

2. Campus Pkwy Yosemite to Cardella 17% 28% 10% 45% 17% 29% 10% 44%

5. E. Yosemite Ave SR‐59 to R St 2% 4% 2% 92% 2% 3% 2% 93%

7. E. Yosemite AvePkwy N. Parsons to Campus Pkwy 2% 4% 13% 81% 2% 4% 17% 77%

10. Yosemite Pkwy West of Santa Fe 8% 14% 12% 67% 9% 16% 13% 62%

11. Yosemite PkwyG Street East of Santa Fe 7% 12% 10% 71% 7% 13% 11% 69%

15. G Street Cardella 1% 3% 3% 94% <1% 4% 3% 93%

16. G Street E. Yosemite to Cardella 2% 3% 2% 93% 2% 4% 2% 92%

25. Cardella Road SR59 to M St 3% 6% 2% 89% 3% 7% 3% 87%

26. Cardella Road G St to Campus Pkwy 11% 24% 8% 57% 1% 25% 9% 5%

32. Bellevue Road Campus Pkwy to G St. 27% 28% 5% 40% 28% 29% 5% 38%

33. Bellevue Road G St. to SR 59 2% 3% <1% 95% 3% 4% 1% 92%

34. Bellevue Road West of SR‐59 3% 3% <1% 94% 3% 4% <1% 93%

40. Campus Pkwy E. Yosemite to E. Olive 11% 19% 9% 61% 12% 20% 1% 57%

42. Campus Pkwy E. Olive to SR 99 9% 15% 6% 70% 10% 16% 7% 67%

42. Cardella Rd Between G St. and M St. 8% 18% 6% 68% 9% 19% 6% 6%

43. R Street W. Yosemite to Bellevue 2% 3% 1% 94% 1% 2% 1% 96%

44. N. Parsons/Gardner E. Yosemite to Bellevue 10% 16% 4% 70% 11% 16% 3% 70%
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Source: Fehr & Peers 2008

Roadway 
Segment/Intersection Location

2030 With Project Scenario
2030 With Project Plus Merced Atwater 

Expressway Scenario
% 

Campus
% Comm. 

North
% Comm. 

South
% 

Other
% 

Campus
% Comm. 

North
% Comm. 

South % Other
Study Intersections

1. Highway 59/Bellevue N/A 1% 1% 0% 98% 2% 2% 1% 95%

14. R Street/W. Olive N/A 4% 7% 4% 84% 3% 6% 4% 87%

33. G Street/14th Street/SR 99 
NB off‐ramp

N/A 3% 5% 2% 91% 3% 5% 2% 91%
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2.0 Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR

Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, pages 4.13‐71 through 4.13‐73

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

Program (CTMP) is a proposed program to monitor trip generation, reduce peak‐ 

hour trips, and/or participate in roadway improvements designed 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 section Section 15130(a)(3)). The CTMP will consist of the following 

elements/measures:

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.
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2.0 Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR

The CTMP will consist of the following elements/measures:

MM TRANS‐1A‐1: 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. (Applicability – Campus)

MM TRANS‐1A‐2: 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. (Applicability – Campus)

MM TRANS‐1A‐3: Sustainability and Monitoring.Measures. The University shall review 

individual projects proposed under the 2009 LRDP for consistency with UC 

sustainable transportation policy and UCM Transportation Demand 

Management (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. (Applicability – Campus)

MM TRANS‐1A‐4: 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. (Applicability – Campus)The University’s goal is for 50 percent of 

student population to live on campus.

MM TRANS‐1A‐52: Campus Traffic Impact 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 3,000 1,500 person increase in student population,

Impact Sciences, Inc. 
0974.001

2.0‐32 UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
March 2009



2.0 Revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR

measured by three‐term average headcountFTE students enrollment increases 

with 2007‐08 as the base year. If this monitoring determines that traffic 

attributable to the Campus contributes to a significant traffic impact at any of the 

roadway segments or intersections listed in Table 4.13‐10 the University will 

implement measures to reduce vehicle trips contributing to the impact or 

provide its proportional share of funding for improvements at the impacted 

intersections and/or roadway segments. (Applicability – Campus)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.

MM TRANS‐1A‐63: Determination of Proportional Share Attributable to Campus (Applicability – 

Campus)Determination.

At the time a significant impact is identified pursuant to the monitoring under 

Mitigation Measure TRANS‐1A‐5, the University’s actual percent contribution to 

the total traffic volume at pertinent intersections and roadway segments will be 

calculated and used as the basis for determining the University’s mitigation 

obligation, or proportional share of funding for the traffic improvements listed in 

the table. Table 4.14‐10 provides the projected percent contribution of the 

Campus to the total traffic volume on the roadway segment impact locations and 

at the intersection impact locations, respectively. The tables also show the 

projected contribution from the Community North and Community South. A 

fourth column indicates the projected contribution of traffic on the roadway 

segments and at the intersections attributable to all other sources. (This category 

includes existing traffic and growth in traffic from non‐Campus, non‐University 

Community sources). In the future, the actual contributions of campus traffic to 

the affected intersections and roadway segments will be calculated. 

(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 

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 basis  × rojected ercentae in Table 413 -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‐7: Mitigation Payments. The amount of the University’s mitigation payments will 

be based on the University’s proportional share of the affected jurisdiction’s 

actual cost of the relevant traffic improvement(s) at the time of final design. The 

amount will be calculated by applying the University’s proportional share 

determined in Mitigation Measure TRANS‐1A‐6 to the total cost of the 

improvement, after accounting for all other federal and state funding sources. 

Funding will be internally committed by the University at the time the traffic 

impact is triggered pursuant to the results of monitoring under Mitigation 

Measure TRANS‐1A‐5. Payments will be made to the appropriate jurisdiction at 

the time the improvements are constructed. If improvements are constructed 

before the impact is triggered, the University will pay its proportional share at 

the time that the impact is triggered. Mitigation payments will be made after the 

University reviews the scope and budget of the improvement project. 

(Applicability – Campus)

MM TRANS‐1A‐4: 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
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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 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
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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.

MM TRANS‐1A‐5: 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)’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.

MM TRANS‐1A‐86: Alternate Improvements. Feasible (Applicability – Campus)

Specific feasible traffic improvements are identified in TableTables 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 configuration of future 

transportation improvements may vary from those identified in Tables 4.13‐11. 

Detailed planning, environmental analysis and engineering studies for some of 

these improvements hashave not been completed; therefore, and the 

implementing agency 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 public agencyCounty 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 currently has 

no bike lanes or pedestrian facilities 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 

would not 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. When viewed in terms of functional replacement, the increased wetland 

function resulting from preservation and management would yield an estimated increase of 203.2 

functional capacity units as compared to the estimated direct and indirect impact of 28.8 functional 

capacity units, an approximate ratio of 7:1. 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 

a 1:1 ratio. Note that substantially lower mitigation ratios are considered by the resource agencies as 

adequate to result in no net loss of wetlands. The high ratios that would be achieved by the Proposed 

Action demonstrate that the Proposed Action’s contribution to the significant impact would not be 

cumulatively considerable.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.

• 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.

• 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 year 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 employee 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 years following approval of the 2009 LRDP, the Campus 
shall initiate a study on feasible measures for utilization of reclaimed 
water (including rainwater, gray 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.”and besides those lands are prime farmlands and conversion of that land to urban 

uses would not be allowed under the County policies that control the conversion of prime farmlands.

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 would be provided. 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. The Rural Residential Center 

(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. If excess water and wastewater capacity and points of 

connection for proposed project facilities were provided by the City along these roads, the provision of 

infrastructure to the Campus and University Community could trigger growth in the RRC area. 
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However, a wastewater line to serve the Campus through full development has already been installed 

along Bellevue Road and the City has not allowed any connections to that sewer main from the rural 

residences along that roadway. Similarly, any additional extensions along Lake Road, Yosemite Avenue, 

or other local roads would not allow for connections to the rural residences until such time that the RRC 

area is included in the City’s SOI/ Specific Urban Development Plan (SUDP) (It is acknowledged that all 

or a portion of the RRC area may be included within the City’s revised SOI/SUDP and if and when that 

happens, any utility extensions that are proposed to serve the Campus and the community would likely 

be sized to also serve this area.). 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. Because no infrastructure would be provided to these residences, 

the provision of infrastructure to the Campus and University Community would not induce growth in 

the project vicinity.

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 incorporates includes the entire campus site.

The northern portion of the UCM 2020 Project site, generally north of above 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 ofabove the Bellevue 

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

the site is outside of the City’s SOI.

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

The current County zoning for the University Community is A‐1, General Agriculturalagricultural land. 

According to the previously 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.
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3.1 INDEX TO COMMENTS

As described in Section 1.0, Introduction, all comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) received either in writing or orally at the public 

hearing have been coded, and the codes assigned to each comment are indicated on the written 

communication and the public hearing transcript that follow. All agencies, organizations, and individuals 

who commented on the Draft EIS/EIR are listed in Table 3.0‐1, Index to Comments, below.

Table 3.0‐1
Index to Comments

Commenter Code Agency/Organization/Individual – Name

FA‐1 Environmental Protection Agency – Kathleen M. Goforth

SA‐1 Department of Conservation – Dan Otis

SA‐2 Department of Fish and Game – Jeffrey R. Single

SA‐3 Native American Heritage Commission – Katy Sanchez

SA‐4 State Clearinghouse – Terry Roberts

LA‐1 City of Merced – Ellie Wooten

LA‐2 County of Merced – Robert E. Smith

LA‐3 County of Tuolumne – Adam Paszkowski

LA‐4 Merced Union High School District – Michael Belluomini

LA‐5 Local Agency Formation Commission – Bill Nicholson

ORG‐1 California Native Plant Society – Carol W. Witham

ORG‐2 Central Valley Farmland Trust – Maxwell Norton

ORG‐3 Merced County Farm Bureau – Peter Koch

ORG‐4 San Joaquin Et Al – Maureen McCorry

ORG‐5 San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center/Protect Our Water – Lydia Miller

ORG‐6 San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center/Protect Our Water – Marsha A. Burch

ORG‐7 The Nature Conservancy – Jaymee Marty
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FA: Federal Agency; SA: State Agency; LA: Local Agency; ORG: Organization; I: Individual; PH: Public Hearing

Commenter Code Agency/Organization/Individual – Name

ORG‐8 Valley Land Alliance

ORG‐9 Virginia Smith Trust – W. Terrence Bates

ORG‐10 LWH Farms – Sharon Hunt Dicker

I‐1 Robin Adam on behalf of California State Assemblymember Cathleen Galgiani

I‐2 Fred B. Silveira

I‐3 David Wyatt

PH‐1 Ralph Temple

PH‐2 Bill Spriggs

PH‐3 through 6 Kathleen Crookham

PH‐7 Terry Bates

PH‐8 Sid Lakireddy

PH‐9 Seth Ellery

PH‐10 Jess Brown

PH‐11 Norton Maxwell

PH‐12 through 13 Roger Wood

PH‐14 through 16 Lee Andersen

PH‐17 Frank Quintero

PH‐18 through 19 Dee Dee D’Adamo

PH‐20 through 21 Robert Smith

PH‐22 Louise Farley

PH‐23 Robin Adam

PH‐24 Bert Crane
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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 EIS/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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induced growth especially along existing roadways such as Bellevue Road is considered likely and other 

nearby areas including the area to the northwest of the campus could experience growth pressures, the 

growth will limited because of infrastructure constraints and the presence of wetlands and endangered 

species habitat.

Regarding growth along La Paloma Road to the north of the campus, even historically, there have been 

growth pressures to develop land along La Paloma Road. Therefore the Proposed Action does not 

introduce growth pressures in an area where there were none before. However, development on land 

parcels along La Paloma Road has historically been and continues to be constrained by the same factors 

that affect Yosemite Lake Estates proposal – lack of infrastructure and presence of wetlands and species 

habitat. Additionally, agricultural zoning designations of land adjacent to the roadway would need to be 

amended by the County before any development could move forward in the area. Therefore, even though 

the lands along that roadway are near the campus, it is unlikely that that area would develop unless and 

until the roadway is improved and the zoning is changed.

With respect to Tuolumne County’s comment that the proposed project will induce housing growth in 

that county, especially in the Lake Don Pedro area and in Columbia, and concern expressed in other 

comments regarding potential growth impacts in the adjacent foothill counties, existing residence 

patterns of the faculty and staff of the campus were examined to determine what percentage of the 

current faculty and staff live in Tuolumne County and in other adjacent foothill counties. The results of 

the zip code survey are reported in Table 3.0‐2, Residence Patterns of Existing Faculty and Staff, below.

Table 3.0‐2
Residence Patterns of Existing Faculty and Staff

County Number of Employees (% of total)
Calaveras 1 (< 1%)

Fresno 51 (5.9%)

Madera 27 (3%)

Mariposa 24 (2.8%)

Merced 586 (67.6%)

Santa Clara 5 (0.6%)

San Joaquin 5 (0.6%)

Stanislaus 79 (9%)

Tuolumne 3 (0.3%)

Rest of California 82 (9.5%)

Other 4 (0.5%)
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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 2006–07, 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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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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 

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
March 2009

3.0 -7



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

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 10th 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 10th 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.

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
March 2009

3.0 -8



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

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 2005 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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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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 
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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 

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

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:

• 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

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

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.

3.2.4 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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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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

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.

3.2.5 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.

• 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 
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County and its member cities. 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.

Assumptions Regarding Planned Land Use Growth at 2020 and 2030

In developing the MCAG Travel Demand Models for 2020 and 2030 and ultimately the roadway 

improvement plans in the RTP, MCAG uses the land use plans from the General Plans of the County and 

each City, along with State Department of Finance projections of population and employment growth, to 

project the land use changes within the county. Thus, the model is consistent with local jurisdictions’ 

planning documents. While Merced County or the City of Merced may currently expect that the pace of 

development may slow in the near and mid‐term, the long‐range transportation planning tool is 

consistent with County and City plans, and with the state’s official long‐term growth forecasts.

The MCAG 2030 Travel Demand Model estimates housing growth of 70 percent and employment growth 

of 87 percent by 2030 in the City of Merced and adjacent areas. In the 2020 model, the growth projections 

are 48 percent and 57 percent, respectively. MCAG does not maintain alternate versions of the model 

with lower growth projections.

Roadway Capacity Assumptions

The capacities used for the MCAG model are presented in Table 3.0‐3 below.

Table 3.0‐3
Per‐Lane Daily Roadway Segment Capacities

Type of 
Roadway LOS A Threshold1 LOS B Threshold1 LOS C Threshold1

LOS D
Threshold1

Freeway Mainline 14,400 18,000 20,400 24,000

Highway 12,960 16,200 18,360 21,600

Expressway 8,500 10,600 12,000 14,100

County Road 6,480 8,100 9,180 10,800

Arterial 5,400 6,750 7,650 9,000

Collector 3,600 4,500 5,100 6,000

Ramp 3,600 4,500 5,100 6,000

1. Vehicles per lane per day.
Source: MCAG Travel Demand Model, October 2008.
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These capacities were used in the development and validation of the model. The capacities are reasonable 

based on standard guidelines for developing planning‐level roadway capacities. According to the Model 

Validation and Reasonableness Checking Manual (Travel Model Improvement Program, FHWA, 1997), 

the hourly capacities presented in Table 3.0‐4 are considered to be reasonable. Table 3.0‐5 gives the 

corresponding daily capacities, using a 10 percent peak hour‐to‐daily ratio.

Table 3.0‐4
Roadway Segment Capacities

Area Type

Functional Class

Freeway
Class 1 
Arterial

Class 2 
Arterial

Class 3 
Arterial Collector

Urban
Capacity1 2,000 1,000 870 670 470

Freeflow Speed 50 35 25 20 15

Suburban
Capacity1 2,000 1,000 870 670 470

Freeflow Speed 55 40 35 25 20

Rural
Capacity1 2,000 1,000 870 870 470

Freeflow Speed 60 45 40 35 25

1. Vehicles per lane per peak hour.
Source: Model Validation and Reasonableness Checking Manual, FHWA 1997.

1. Vehicles per lane per day, assuming 10% of ADT is peak hour traffic.
Source: Fehr & Peers, February 2009. Model Validation and Reasonableness Checking Manual, FHWA 1997.

Table 3.0‐5
Roadway Segment Capacities

Functional Class
Class 1 Class 2 Class 3

Area Type Freeway Arterial Arterial Arterial Collector
Urban/Suburban 20,000 10,000 8,700 6,700 4,700

Rural 20,000 10,000 8,700 8,700 4,700
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These capacities are within the general range of those defined for the specific roadway types in the 

MCAG Travel Demand Model. The model’s capacities also compare well with the capacities used by 

several other California jurisdictions, shown in Tables 3.0‐6 through ‐10 below.

Table 3.0‐6
Stockton Roadway Segment Level of Service Thresholds (Bi‐Directional)

Facility 
Class Lanes Area Type LOS A LOS B LOS C LOS D LOS E

4 All Areas 27,600 45,200 63,600 77,400 86,400

Freeway
6 All Areas 41,400 67,800 95,400 116,100 129,600

8 All Areas 55,200 90,400 127,200 154,800 172,800

10 All Areas 69,000 113,000 159,000 193,500 216,000

2 Existing 8,400 9,300 11,800 14,700 17,300

2 New 10,000 11,100 14,000 17,500 20,600

4 Existing 18,600 20,600 26,000 32,500 38,200

4 New 23,300 25,800 32,600 40,700 47,900
Arterial

6 Existing 28,800 32,000 40,300 50,400 59,300

6 New 33,300 37,000 46,600 58,300 68,600

8 Existing 38,100 42,300 53,300 66,600 78,400

8 New 41,100 45,700 57,600 72,000 84,700

2 Existing 6,400 7,100 9,000 11,300 13,200

2 New 6,400 7,100 9,000 11,300 13,200
Collector

4 Existing 17,600 19,600 24,700 30,900 36,300

4 New 21,100 23,500 29,600 37,000 43,500

The “Existing” Area is generally located between I‐5 and SR‐99, and between Eight Mile Road and French Camp Road.
Note: Eight Mile Road is considered a “New” arterial due to lack of existing development in the area.
Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2000; Fehr & Peers, 2005.
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Table 3.0‐7
Modesto Daily Per‐Lane Roadway Segment Capacities

Note: 1. Capacities are estimated based on peak hour for each facility assuming 10% of traffic occurs in peak period. 
Source: City of Modesto General Plan.

Type of Roadway Segment LOS A LOS B LOS C LOS D LOS E
Freeway Mainline 12,000 14,000 16,000 18,000 20,000

Expressway (Class A) 9,000 10,500 12,000 13,500 15,000

Expressway (Class B) 7,500 8,750 10,000 11,250 12,500

Expressway (Class C) 6,000 7,000 8,000 9,000 10,000

Arterial (Signalized) 4,500 5,250 6,000 6,750 7,500

Arterial (Unsignalized) 6,000 7,000 8,000 9,000 10,000

Collector (Signalized) 3,000 3,500 4,000 4,500 5,000

Collector (Unsignalized) 4,500 5,250 6,000 6,750 7,500

Rural Road 5,400 6,300 7,200 8,100 9,000

Table 3.0‐8
Vacaville Daily Roadway Capacities1

Facility Type
Total 2‐way 

Capacity
LOS C Directional 

Capacity 2
Maximum Directional

Capacity 3
8‐lane Freeway 120,000 72,000 90,000

6‐lane Freeway 80,000 48,000 60,000

6‐lane Divided Arterial 45,000 27,000 33,750

4‐lane Divided Arterial 35,000 21,000 26,250

4‐lane Undivided Arterial 25,000 15,000 18,750

2‐lane Arterial 15,000 9,000 11,250

2‐lane Collector 10,000 6,000 7,500

Notes:
1 Capacities are estimated based on peak hour for each facility assuming 10% of traffic occurs in peak period.
2 Represents 60% of total capacity in one direction.
3 Represents 80% of total capacity in one direction.
Source: City of Vacaville 1990 General Plan.
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Table 3.0‐9
Oakley Daily Roadway Capacities

Facility Type LOS C LOS D LOS E
2‐lane Collector 9,400 11,900 12,500

2‐lane Rural 12,200 15,400 16,200

2‐lane Undivided Arterial 13,400 17,000 17,800

4‐lane Divided Arterial 29,400 34,000 35,600

6‐lane Divided Arterial 45,600 51,000 53,400

8‐lane Divided Arterial 61,800 68,000 71,200

4‐lane Undivided Arterial 27,900 32,300 33,800

Source: City of Oakley 2001 Long Range Circulation Plan.

Source: Yuba City General Plan EIR

Table 3.0‐10
Yuba City Daily Roadway Capacities

Type Lanes LOS A LOS B LOS C LOS D LOS E
Expressway/Freeway

Conventional Highway

Conventional Highway

4 15,100 24,800 35,500 44,000 49,600

2 1,300 2,800 5,900 10,900 16,900

4 10,600 17,300 25,100 33,200 39,200

Conventional Highway

Major Arterial

Minor Arterial

6 15,800 26,000 37,600 49,800 58,800

4 ‐ ‐ 32,100 34,000 36,600

2 ‐ 10,700 17,000 18,600 20,000

Collector 2 ‐ ‐ 5,900 8,800 9,900

Adequacy of Impacts Identified and Mitigations Proposed

The Draft EIS/EIR analysis uses the adopted MCAG Travel Demand Model, with the assumptions as 

described above, and projects Future No Project and Future With Project traffic forecasts on the roadway 

network, including several segments that are assumed to be widened (or in some cases fill gaps in the 

network). This analysis methodology is employed both for the full development of the campus under the 

2009 LRDP (25,000 students) at 2030, and the UCM 2020 Project (10,000 students) at 2020. By setting the 

threshold of significance as “contribute one percent or more to the total projected future traffic on a 
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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 EIS/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:

• All trips generated by schools and parks

• 70 percent of residential trips

• 90 percent of retail trips

• 60 percent of office trips

• 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.

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
March 2009

3.0- 24



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

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:

MM TRANS‐1A‐1: 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.

MM TRANS‐1A‐2: 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.

MM TRANS‐1A‐3: 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  × rojected ercentae in Table 413 -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 

(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.

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
March 2009

3.0- 31



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

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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MM TRANS‐1A‐5: 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.

MM TRANS‐1A‐6: 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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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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SOURCE: Jones & Stokes – February 2009

FIGURE 3.0-1

Clay Playa Vernal Pool Contributing Watershed
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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. 1 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.

1 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/)

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 
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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 EIS/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 PM10 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 

(PM10) 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 PM10, 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 PM10. 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 PM10. 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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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment LA‐1‐11

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‐1‐12

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/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 

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

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 
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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 PM10 emissions. A detailed 

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
March 2009

3.0- 199



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

breakdown of PM10 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 

(SJVAPCD).

The Draft EIS/EIR provides mitigation measures to address the impacts of the Proposed Action on PM10 

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 PM10 impacts for construction emissions to less than significant. 

Despite Mitigation Measure AQ‐2, addressing operational emissions of the Proposed Action, PM10 

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. MIDʹs conjunctive use strategy 

focuses on groundwater recharge, as further discussed in Impact BIO‐11. All of MIDʹs 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 
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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 EIS/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 EIS/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/16th 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

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
March 2009

3.0-207



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

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 14th 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 
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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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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

Response to Comment LA‐1‐158

(a) The 2020 Project traffic analysis did not assume any traffic reduction associated with an 
intercommunity transit center.

(b) 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.

(c) 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.

(d) 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).

(e) 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.

(f) 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).

(g) 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.

(h) 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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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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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Letter No. LA-2

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
Administration Division

Paul A. Fillebrown
Director
Robert E. Smith
Special Programs Director

715 Martin Luther King Jr. Way
Merced, CA 95341
(209) 385-7602
(209) 385-7622 Fax
www.co.merced.ca.us

Equal Opportunity Employer

January 21, 2009

Nancy Haley
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
1325 J Street, Room 1480
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922

Brad Samuelson
Regents of University of California
UC Merced and University Community Project
Physical Planning, Design and Construction
University of California
P.O. Box 2039
Merced, CA 95343

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Comment 
Letter (Comment Letter)

Dear Ms. Haley and Mr. Samuelson:

The County of Merced (County) has reviewed the DEIR/DEIS for the UC Merced and University 
Community Project (Project). The County understands this project to consist of a revised Campus 
Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) for the ultimate development of UC Merced to 25,000 
students on a site of approximately 815 acres. In addition, the UC has prepared a more precise 
development project level plan that encompasses Phases 1 and 2 of the Campus (UCM 2020) that 
will accommodate 10,000 students on 517 acres within the LRDP boundary. Finally, the UC is 
seeking authorization from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE) to fill 76.7 acres of wetlands 
within the proposed LRDP boundary and land to the south of the LRDP that is referred to as 
“Community North.” This EIR/EIS is intended to environmentally assess all three related projects.

In addition, the UC has prepared a conceptual plan for the land south of the LRDP referred to as 
“Community North.” It is the understanding of the County that this plan has been prepared to assist in 
identifying the environmental effects from an associated contiguous community to UC Merced and to 
support the submittal of a 404 Application to the USACOE.

In December 2004, in fulfillment of commitments made by the County to the UC Regents during the 
site selection process and with the support and encouragement of the UC, Merced County adopted a 
University Community Plan (UCP) on lands south of the 2002 adopted LRDP. This 2004 UCP was 
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sized and planned to support the full development of the campus and to accommodate all of the 
growth that would be created by the campus. That UCP was developed with extensive community 
participation involving dozens of workshops and several community-wide planning fairs. Through the 
General Plan Amendment that adopted the 2004 UCP, the UC Merced University Community Specific 
Urban Development Plan (SUDP) was established. Within that SUDP, the area of the 2002 LRDP 
was designated “UC Merced” and the area of the UCP was designated “Multiple Use Urban 
Development” (MUUD).

The County prepared and certified an EIR in conjunction with the 2004 UCP General Plan 
Amendment. Through that EIR, the County examined an array of alternatives, identified project 
impacts and mitigation measures, and adopted a set of overriding considerations because of 
identified significant impacts that could not be avoided nor mitigated to a level of insignificance.

The 2009 LRDP proposed by the UC and the land use and circulation plan identified for the area 
referred to as “Community North” represents a significant change from the current UCP adopted in 
2004. An amendment to the General Plan will be required in order for the County to reflect that 
change. Such amendment will need to address changes to the UC Merced UCP SUDP as well as 
changes to the “UC Merced” and “Multiple Use Urban Development” land use designations. It will 
also be necessary to comprehensively re-evaluate the University Community Plan, including the 
goals, objectives, and policies of the UCP. It is anticipated that an EIR will be required for this 
General Plan Amendment [either a Subsequent EIR to the 2004 GPA EIR or a new EIR].

The County is in the process of a comprehensive General Plan Update. The current schedule calls 
for this process to be completed by August 2009. Because the preferred County growth scenario has 
not been chosen nor have Goals and Policies of General Plan Update been presented, it is uncertain 
what implications the new County General Plan may have on the General Plan Amendment 
necessary to address the proposed revised UC Merced University Community SUDP and University 
Community Plan (UCP).

The DEIR/DEIS to some degree recognizes that amendments to the County General Plan will be 
necessary. County staff has also had numerous discussions with UC Merced staff concerning the 
need and necessary form of the amendments to the County General Plan that will be necessary. It is 
the County’s understanding that the UC, on behalf of the University Land Company, the owner of the 
land described as “Community North,” will be submitting an application for a General Plan 
Amendment to reflect the changes to the Campus and Community identified in this DEIR/EIS.

There are numerous clarifications, changes, and corrections throughout this DEIR/EIS which are 
necessary to recognize the subsequent County General Plan Amendment process for the Campus 
and Community and also to recognize the County’s responsibilities and discretion as the land use 
authority and CEQA Lead Agency for land use decisions in the unincorporated area. These are 
generally identified as follows:

Nomenclature

The Current LRDP was approved by the UC Regents in 2002. The current UCP was approved by the 
County Board of Supervisors in 2004. The revised LRDP analyzed in this DEIR/EIS is proposed to 1
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be approved by the UC Regents in 2009. The General Plan Amendment application to revise the 
UCP and UC/UCP SUDP will be submitted to the County in 2009 following Regents approval of the 
revised LRDP. Therefore, the County recommends that the following Titles be defined in the 
Introduction Section of this document and used throughout the DEIR/EIS where appropriate to ensure 
clarity and to avoid confusion:

Current adopted LRDP……………………………2002 LRDP

Revised LRDP……………………………………..2009 LRDP

Current adopted UCP……………………………..2004 UCP

Changes identified to the UCP/SUDP…………..2009 Future Proposed UCP/SUDP

In addition to the text clarifications, there are numerous tables, figures, and diagrams throughout the 
DEIR/EIS that should be amended to use these clarified descriptors. In addition, many figures fail to 
adequately delineate the area defined by the 2009 LRDP versus the “Community North” or 2009 
Proposed UCP.

References to 2004 UCP Policies

Throughout the DEIR/EIS, there is text referencing various policies from the 2004 UCP. There are 
also numerous tables which list various policies. Because these policies will be re-evaluated as part 
of the future proposed 2009 UCP General Plan Amendment, the DEIR/EIS needs to clearly disclose 
the potential for these policies to be amended, removed, or replaced. The County requests that this 
be clearly described in the Introduction and Project Description sections. Further, the County 
requests the following footnote be added to any table and/or page which lists policies from the 2004 
UCP.

Note: The policies listed in this table (on this page) will be reviewed 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.

Mitigation Measures Applicable to the University Community

Throughout the DEIR/EIS, there are mitigation measures that are proposed to be applied to the 
University Community. The USACOE and UC, as Lead Agencies for your DEIR/DEIS do not have 
the legal authority nor power to mandate mitigation measures for the UCP because the County is, 
and will be, Lead Agency for that project. The UC can of course apply mandatory mitigation 
measures to the LRDP and the USACOE can mandate requirements and terms to the UC as the 404 
Applicant; however, it is the County’s discretion to exercise and decide as Lead Agency for the UCP 
GPA to apply and impose mitigation measures to the University Community.

Therefore, the terms “shall” or “will” need to be replaced with “should” or “it is recommended” on all 
mitigation measures that are applied to the University Community. The County also recommends 
that the County’s Lead Agency role be expressly confirmed and clarified in the Introduction section to

1

2

3
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include a discussion on the applicability of recommended University Community mitigation measures 
in recognition of the UCP GPA EIR that the County will be responsible for and that will be prepared 
after your DEIR/DEIS.

Specific Comments

3

The County offers the following more specific comments and corrections by Section:

2 .0 Project Description

Page 2.0-11; Table 2.0-1

The term “Previous Proposed” should be changed to “2002 LRDP” and “2004 UCP” and the 
term “Current Proposed” should be changed to “2009 LRDP” and “Future Proposed 2009 UCP.”

It must also be noted that as part of the 2009 UCP GPA process, the County will perform an 
updated economic analysis to determine, among other things, the appropriate quantities of 
development within the revised University Community.

Page 2.0-36; UCP Amendment and Development Approval Process

The County will not prepare infrastructure master plans. It is the responsibility of the 
landowners to prepare these plans for County approval prior to the submittal of Specific Plans.

Page 2.0-42; Tables 2.06, 2.07

Titles should be amended to read “Future Proposed 2009 University Community…”

Page 2.0-46; Table 2.0-8

It is not clear whether this table reflect demand estimated from 2004 approved UCP or Future 
Proposed 2009 UCP. This should be clarified.

3 .0 Alternatives

Page 2.0-20; Figure 3.0-2

Street references are omitted.
Page 3.0-22; Alternative 5 – No Action Alternative

The discussion regarding “Community South” is incorrect. This area is part of the 2004 UCP 
SUDP because the County determined that the size of the UCP area needed to be 
approximately 2,133 acres to accommodate all the growth that would be generated by the full 
build-out of the UC Merced at 25,000 students. That need was one of the primary justifications 
for the County to determine its highest and best use was for urban development versus 
agriculture. If the campus was limited to 104 acres and less than 5,000 students, the

4

5

6

7

8

9
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justification for a 2,133 acre University Community would no longer exist. For Community South 
to develop under the “No Action” Alternative, a General Plan Amendment would be required. 
Under present General Plan policies, Community South would then only qualify for urban 
development as an expansion of the City of Merced SUDP because of the amount of prime 
agricultural soils that comprise the site would not allow it to qualify as a stand-alone SUDP.

4 .0 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

4.1 Aesthetics

Page 4.1-13; Table 4.1-1

Footnote needed as described earlier.

9

10

Page 4.1-21; MM AES – 1a

Please add to the mitigation measure that the UC will provide the County with the opportunity to 
review landscape plans for any vegetation that will be planted along the campus’ western 
boundary.

4.2 Agricultural Resources

Pages 4.2-20, 21

2004 UCP Policies listed should include footnote as described earlier.
With respect to 2004 UCP Policy A 2.1, it should be noted that since the adoption of the 2004 
UCP, the County has required agricultural conservation easements to offset the effects of SUDP 
expansions through the update of community plans irrespective of the lack of any County-wide 
program involving the incorporated cities.

Page 4.2-29; Paragraph Under Table 4.2-7

With respect to determining the impacts from the development of the University Community on 
agricultural resources, the County’s 2004 EIR did not differentiate between “Community North” 
and “Community South” in consideration of any existing easements because it had not been 
determined that existing easements in eastern Merced County that had been acquired for 
resource conservation would be available to mitigate for development of any part of the 
University Community area. The County will determine the appropriate agriculture preservation 
policies to be applied to the University Community as part of the 2009 UCP GPA process. As 
Lead Agency for the 2009 UCP GPA EIR, the County will determine the extent of impacts on 
and appropriate mitigation for these impacts.

11

12

13
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Page 4.2-31; University Community

Please note that the County will ultimately determine if the proposed Action is in conflict with the 
General Plan. That determination will be made in consideration of the future proposed UCP 
GPA.

14

Page 4.2-33

Please note that as part of the future proposed 2009 UCP GPA, the County may consider the 
application of new conservation easements on lands adjacent to the UC UCP SUDP to address 
growth pressure on these lands as a result of the development of the University Community.

Page 4.2-65 Alternative 5 – No Action

Please refer to prior comment concerning the development of “Community South” under the No 
Action Alternative.

15

16

4.3 Air Quality

Page 4.3-24; Table 4.3-4

Footnote needed as described earlier.

Pages 4.3-42, 43; MM AQ-1a; MM AQ-1b; MM AQ-1c

The County will be responsible for determining mitigation for the Future Proposed 2009 UCP 
GPA as Lead Agency for 2009 UCP GPA EIR.

Pages 4.3-48; MM AQ-2b; MM AQ-2c

Previous comment applies.

Page 4.3-61 4.3.6.5 Alternative 5 – No Action

Please refer to prior comment concerning the development of “Community South” under the No 
Action Alternative.

17

18

19

20

4.4 Biological Resources

Page 4.4-64 Critical Habitat

As noted, the US Fish and Wildlife Service has adopted a final rule for critical habitat for a 
variety of vernal pool species in Merced County. The County recommends that a map be 
included to illustrate the location and extent of these lands designated as critical habitat.

21
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Page 4.4-80, 81 University Community Plan

Footnote needed as described earlier for listing of 2004 UCP policies.

Also, please note that all mitigation measures intended for the University Community will be 
subject to the determination of the county as Lead Agency for the Future Proposed 2009 UCP 
GPA EIR.

Page 4.4-93 Methodology for Evaluating Effects

Reference is made to when a 404 Permit Application is filed for “Community South” and a 
potential Biological Opinion relative to that application. The County questions whether or not 
this will be in fact necessary due to the small quantity of wetlands that may exist within this 
portion of the University Community.

Page 4.4-125 MM BIO-7

Please see previous comments concerning mitigation measures intended for the University 
Community.

Page 4.4-134 MM BIO-7

“Shall” needs to be changed to “should” or “it is recommended that.”

4.5 Cultural Resources

Page 4.5-12 University Community Plan

Please add previously described footnote to the list of policies from the 2004 UCP.

Pages 4.5-23, 24, 25, 26, 28

Please note previous comments concerning mandatory mitigation measures intended for 
development within the UCP.

4.6 Geology and Soils

Pages 4.6-19, 20 University Community Plan

Please add footnote previously described for the listing of policies from the 2004 adopted UCP.

Page 4.6-35

Please refer to prior comment concerning the development of “Community South” under the No 
Action Alternative.

22
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4.7 Hazardous Materials and Public Safety

Pages 4.7-8, 9, 10 University Community Plan

Please add previously described footnote to the list of policies from the 2004 adopted UCP.

Page 4.7-40

Please refer to prior comment concerning the development of “Community South” under the No 
Action Alternative.

4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality

General Comments

The County is concerned that the DEIR/EIS does not contain sufficient technical studies and analysis 
to support the conclusion that the proposed project will not have an adverse effect on ground and 
surface water resources. Further, the DEIR/EIS does not demonstrate that an adequate water supply 
can be provided to the project without adverse effects. The County is also concerned that the 
conclusions regarding impacts to ground resources that the UC reached in approving the 2002 LRDP 
or that the County reached when it approved the 2004 LRDP may no longer be viable because of the 
following factors:

1) The academic building space proposed in the 2009 LRDP is 175 percent of that approved in 
the 2002 LRDP.

2) The mixed use/retail/office square footage in the proposed “Community North” plan is 182 
percent of that approved by the County in the 2004 UCP.

3) The assumptions surrounding the implementation of the Merced Area Groundwater Pool 
Interests (MAGPI) that were relied upon for the approval of the 2002 LRDP and the 2004 UCP 
have not been realized.

a) The MAGPI Groundwater Management Plan Update adopted in July 2008 concludes 
that despite efforts to recharge the Merced Groundwater Basin (MGWB) since 1990, the MCWB 
is in a state of mild long-term groundwater level decline (i.e. overdraft).

b) The MAGPI/Department of Water Resources (DWR) Merced Basin Hydrologic 
Modeling Objectives and Strategy Technical Memorandum Draft of February 2007 concludes 
that “Due to limited surface water supplies, the Merced Basin has been operating under 
overdraft conditions for many years…The continued groundwater overdraft and the urban 
growth pressure in the region call for improved water resources management in the Merced 
Basin.”
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4) This DEIR/EIS has concluded that the project will result in cumulative adverse impacts to 
groundwater resources. The UC, in approving the 2002 LRDP, and the County, in approving 
the 2004 UCP, did not reach that conclusion based on the information available at that time.

5) The reliance of surface water as a supplemental supply should only be relied on in 
consideration of the demand for more water to remain in San Joaquin River tributaries, including 
the Merced River to meet water quality standards at vernalis and the Sacramento-San 
Francisco Bay Delta.

6) The determination by the California Supreme Court, in deciding The Vineyard Area Citizens 
for Responsible Growth vs. The City of Rancho Cordova, that water supply assessments for 
General Plan Amendments (such as the UCP GPA) provide assurances that projected supplies 
– not just “plans” or “policies” will be available to serve all phases of development.

As Lead Agency for the UCP GPA EIR, the County will require the necessary background 
technical studies and analysis to ensure that a long-term reliable water supply is available to the 
University Community, that the environmental consequences of that supply are understood, and 
that the requirements of SB 601 and SB 221 are met at the appropriate phases of the 
development of the UCP.

Specific Comments

Page 4.8-1

Both the 2008 MAGPI Groundwater Management Plan Update and the 2007 MAGPI/DWR 
memorandum previously discussed in these comments are listed as references at the end of 
this section but are not cited as a source for its preparation. Please explain why these more 
recent reports were not used in this analysis.
The County understands that Jones and Stokes prepared a 2008 Water Supply Assessment for 
the revised LRDP and proposed “Community North” and “Community South” but it does not 
appear to be used in the preparation of this section. Please explain if this is the case and why.

Page 4.8-2

This page references Section 5.0 Cumulative Impacts. In this section, the DEIR/EIS concludes 
that this project, in conjunction with other development in the project area, would deplete 
groundwater supplies resulting in an overdraft of the regional groundwater acquifer. However, 
the discussion that follows in Section 4.8 does not provide sufficient evidence that the proposed 
project will not in and of itself, result in such an impact. This section should also be expanded to 
discuss specific alternatives to project design, location, and intensity that might reduce this 
impact.

Page 4.8-16

The first paragraph appears to assert that the California State Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (CSRWQCB) has general jurisdiction over groundwater, which is not the case.

32
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Pages 4.8-25, 26, 27, 28; Table 4.8-4

Please add footnote previously described for the list of policies from the 2004 adopted UCP.

Also, it should be noted that the County will update the analysis of general and local 
groundwater impacts as part of the EIR for the UCP GPA.

Page 4.8-29

Merced County Code Chapter 16.40

Page 4.8-30 Implementing Action 3.2d

Does the UC have any specific locations for such recharge facilities within the proposed LRDP?

Page 4.8-39 Impact HYD-4

As previously discussed in this comment letter, the County is concerned that the technical 
information and analysis in this section does not support the conclusion that the proposed 
project will not substantially deplete groundwater supplies.

Pages 4.8-39, 40

Please note as previously discussed that the County will update the technical studies necessary 
to determine the potential impacts from the Future Proposed 2009 UCP on local wells, as well 
as the regional acqifer, as part of the 2009 UCP GPA EIR.

Page 4.8-40; First Complete Paragraph

The County questions the conclusions of this paragraph in light of the substantial increases to 
the academic building space within the proposed LRDP and the proposed increase in the 
square footage of mixed us/office and retail uses within the proposed “Community North.”

Page 4.8-41; Table 4.8-6

Please note that the 2004 UCP EIR (Page 4.8-44) identified a total net water demand of 5,549 
acre feet/year (AF/Y) rather than 7,203 as indicated in the table. Also, does the 913 AF/Y figure 
for existing groundwater use account for the net reduction of recharge of 269 AF/Y as discussed 
on page 4.8-44?

Page 4.8-42

Please note that the 2004 UCP policies cited on this page will be re-evaluated as part of the 
proposed 2009 UCP GPA EIR and the updated groundwater water impacts analysis that will be 
part of this EIR.

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

STRIVING FOR EXCELLENCE
Page 10 of 20

3.0-227Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
March 2009



Pages 4.8-42, 43

Please refer to previous discussion in this comment letter concerning the County’s revisiting of 
the potential impacts to nearby wells as part of the proposed 2009 UCP GPA EIR.

Page 4.8-53 4.8.6.5 Alternative 5 – No Action

Please refer to prior comment concerning the development of “Community South” under the No 
Action Alternative.

44

45

4.9 Land Use and Planning

Page 4.9-2 The Description of the Existing City of Merced Sphere of Influence (SOI) needs to be 
corrected as follows:

The northern portion of the proposed campus site, approximately 1/8 of a mile south of the 
Bellevue Road alignment, is within the City of Merced’s current Sphere of Influence (SOI), while 
the remainder of the proposed campus and University Community are outside of the City’s SOI.

Page 4.9-4 Second Paragraph Should be Amended as Follows:

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 Merced Hills Golf Course 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 the Bellevue Road alignment is 
designated UC Merced,” whereas the southern portion is designated “Multiple Use Urban 
Development” in the County General Plan.

University Community

Throughout this discussion, the term “Future Proposed 2009 University Community” should be 
used as previously discussed in this comment letter.

Page 4.9-5 First Paragraph

The first paragraph should be corrected to read: …UC Merced/University Community SUDP 
boundaries…
Surrounding Land Uses

The “Gallo Project” should be corrected to read “Yosemite Lake Estates.”

Page 4.9-6 First Paragraph

The County is in the process of acquiring right-of-way for Campus Parkway, not the City.

46
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Page 4.9-14

After the description of the Merced County General Plan and prior to the description of the City 
of Merced Vision 2015 General Plan, there should be a brief description of the Merced County 
General Plan Update and the 2004 adopted University Community Plan. Please see prior 
discussion in this comment letter. The County can assist the UC in providing this description.

Page 4.9-20 University Community

It should also be noted in this discussion that the Proposed Action, in addition to requiring SUDP 
boundary and land use designation changes within the University Community, will also 
necessitate a comprehensive re-evaluation and update of the University Community Plan. This 
update will include but not necessarily be limited to a new economic feasibility analysis, re­
evaluation of UCP goals, objectives, and policies, and updates to the land use, circulation, and 
open space concepts of the 2004 adopted UCP.

Page 4.9-36 Alternative 5 – No Action

Please refer to prior comment concerning the development of “Community South” under the No 
Action Alternative.

50

51

52

4.10 Noise

Page 4.10-22

Please note previous comments concerning citation of 2004 Adopted UCP Policies and the 
application of mitigation measures to the University Community.

Page 4.10-24; MM N01-2a, 2b

Please note prior comments concerning application of mitigation measures to the University 
Community.

Page 4.10-28; MM NOI-3

Please note prior comments concerning application of mitigation measures to the University 
Community.

Pages 4.10-31, 32; MM NOI-4a, 4b

Please note prior comments concerning application of mitigation measures to the University 
Community.
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Page 4.10-41; Alternative 5 – No Action

Please refer to prior comments concerning development of Community South under the No 
Action Alternative.

57

4.11 Public Services and Recreation

Page 4.11-6; Lake Yosemite Regional Park

The description of the current status of Lake Yosemite Regional Park needs to be corrected. 
Please see attached memorandum from Peggy Vejar providing a correct description of the 
ownership and operating arrangement of the Park. This memorandum is incorporated into this 
comment letter by reference.

58

Page 4.11-7; Bike Paths in Project Area

The last sentence should be corrected to read:

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

59

Pages 4.11-14; 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 Table 4.11-2

Please add previously described footnote to Table listing current UCP policies.

Page 4.11-22; Second to Last Paragraph

Please correct sentences to read as follows:

Payment of developer impact fees for residential and non-residential development would be 
required by the City or County to fund a new police station within the University Community or at 
an off-site location.

These fees would be determined by the City or County prior to the development of the 
University Community site.

Last Paragraph

Please correct to read as follows:

If the County constructs a new police facility, it would be located in the University Community 
site. Development impact fees and/or special taxes applied to new development within the 
University Community would fund any new stations that would be constructed. In addition, 
owners of residential and non-residential property that would be developed within the University 
Community would pay property taxes and/or special taxes that would fund the operating cost of

60
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the new station, including the cost associated with the hiring of police officers. Therefore, the 
impact related to law enforcement would be less than significant and no mitigation is necessary.

Page 4.11-13; Last Paragraph

Please correct the first sentence to read:

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.

Page 4.11-24 University Community

Second paragraph, first sentence should be corrected to read:

Should the University 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.

Page 4.11-29; MM PUB 6a, 6b, 6c

The County believes it is necessary and appropriate that there be a Development Agreement 
(DA) between the UC and the County prior to construction within the UC Merced 2020 Project 
Area to implement these mitigation measures. This DA would, among other things, define:

^ The program for the joint use of on-campus sports, recreational, and parking facilities;
^ The Lake Yosemite Regional Park maintenance program to avoid the physical 

deterioration of park facilities resulting from increased usage associated with the 
development of the campus;

^ The University’s fair share funding to support the Lake Yosemite Regional Park 
maintenance program, including defining the Lake Yosemite Regional Park’s service 
area within eastern Merced County.

Page 4.11-29; MM PUB-6d

The County does not accept this mitigation measure as currently written. If and when the 
County decides to construct any park improvements within 250 feet of the eastern boundary of 
the Lake Yosemite Regional Park., it will be the County’s responsibility to comply with all State 
and Federal laws with regards to such improvements.

Page 4.11-32 Alternative 5 No Action

Please refer to prior comment concerning the development of “Community South” under the No 
Action Alternative.
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4.12 Socioeconomics/Environmental Justice

Pages 4.12-10, 11, 12; Table 4.12-10

Please add previously described footnote.

Pages 4.12-28 Impact on Minority or Low-Income Populations

Please refer to previous comment concerning the development of “Community South” under the 
No Action Alternative.

67

68

4.13 Transportation and Traffic

General Comments

These comments will apply to both the LRDP/404 programmatic CEQA/NEPA analysis and the 
UC Merced 2020 Project level analysis.

The County has identified numerous deficiencies in the analyses that were performed and 
assumptions used to identify traffic impacts from both the full implementation of the LRDP and 
the development of the UC Merced 2020 Project. These deficiencies are sufficiently 
fundamental and significant that the County is not confident that this EIR/EIS has adequately 
identified the transportation and traffic impacts for either the LRDP or the UC Merced 2020 
Project.

The mitigation program that is presented through the mitigation measures for both the LRDP 
and the UC Merced 2020 Project contain so many qualifications and requirements and variables 
that they effectively do not provide an acceptable amount of certainty or specificity that they will 
in fact be implemented.

The attached memorandum dated January 14, 2009 as well as ISSUE PAPER Nos. 1-6 from 
Steve Rough, Supervising Engineer, provide detailed comments to both the Program level traffic 
analysis and mitigation and the Project level traffic analysis and mitigation. These are 
incorporated herein by reference and accompany this Comment Letter.

It is the County’s position that the traffic generated by both the ultimate implementation of the 
LRDP and the UC Merced 2020 Project needs to be identified through a technically sound traffic 
analysis, that the traffic be adequately monitored, and that the University pay its proportionate 
share in a timely practically and legally manner for the improvements necessary to the 
transportation system to be able to maintain an acceptable level of service.

The Program level analysis for the LRDP DEIR anticipates that there will be subsequent 
environmental review that will be tiered from the LRDP DEIR for later discretionary decisions by 
the UC. Presumably such subsequent environmental review will be Project level environmental 
review for phases beyond the UC Merced 2020 Project. County requests, and expects, that 
such subsequent environmental review shall provide an opportunity for the UC to more closely
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STRIVING FOR EXCELLENCE
Page 15 of 20

3.0-232Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
March 2009



work with the County in preparing the traffic analysis and mitigation program, than was the case 
for this Program level environmental review that will sufficiently identify and mitigate significant 
environmental effects.

To provide certainty and ensure that all significant environmental effects are adequately 
addressed, on a lawful timely basis, It is the County’s view; therefore, that an agreement is 
REQUESTED that the UC enter into with the County that would mutually define the process and 
framework of traffic impact identification, monitoring, and mitigation that would be applied to 
future environmental review for Project level CEQA documentation beyond UC Merced 2020.

The UC Merced 2020 component of this DEIR/DEIS is presented as a Project level analysis and 
presumably no additional environmental review is planned nor will occur for its implementation. 
It is the County’s view; therefore, that a development agreement is REQUIRED between the UC 
and the County to address the identification of traffic impacts, the monitoring of traffic, and a 
mitigation program to ensure that the University pays its proportionate share for the 
transportation improvements necessary to maintain an adequate level of service on County 
roadways throughout the implementation of UC Merced 2020. It is the County’s position that 
this development agreement must be in place prior to any construction that would add any 
additional student capacity to the campus following certification of the FEIR/FEIS by the UC.

69

70

The Project Description for the UC Merced 2020 Project contains inconsistent depictions of the 
roadway network within the Project and displays the development of roadways outside of the 
Project that are almost certainly not going to be in place within the 2020 development horizon of 
this phase of the LRDP. For example, Figure 3.0-2 appears to illustrate Lake Road terminating 
at some point south of Bellevue Road and from Lake Yosemite Park to some point north of Lake 
Road, which would effectively cut off access to the park unless one travels through the campus. 
Figure 3.0-3, on the other hand, appears to show an extension of Campus Parkway into the 
park through undeveloped County parkland. Figure 3.0-8 does not illustrate Lake Road at all 
north of Bellevue Road. All these figures, as well as Figure 3.0-4 assume the full development 
of Campus Parkway, which is unrealistic to expect by 2020.

As the development plans for UC Merced 2020 are refined, the UC needs to work very closely 
with the County to ensure that the roadway network outside of the Plan will be able to support its 
development and that access is preserved to surrounding land uses.

Additional Detailed Comments

Pages 4.13-33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38 University Community Plan

Please add previously referenced footnote for listing of 2004 Adopted UCP Policies.

Pages 4.13-73, 74; MM TRANS-1B University Community Traffic Mitigation

Please note that the County as Lead Agency for the Future Proposed 2009 UCP GPA EIR will 
be conducting a separate traffic study and impact analysis and will be preparing a separate 
transportation mitigation program for the UCP. All mitigation measures presented in this section
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that are intended to apply to the UCP need to be re-worded to be advisory to the County and not 
mandatory, as the UC does not have land use authority, jurisdiction nor CEQA responsibility for 
development within the UCP.

Page 4.13-74 Campus and University Community

This section is incorrect. Bellevue Road does have bicycle lanes that extend from Lake Road 
to G Street west of the UC Merced Campus.

74

75

4.13.6.5 Alternative 5 No Action

Refer to prior previous comment concerning the development of “Community South” under the 
No Action Alternative.

76

4.14 Utilities and Service Systems

Pages 4.14-15, 16, 17, 18; Table 4.14-2

Please add previously referenced footnote concerning the 2004 Adopted UCP Policies.

77

Pages 4.14-20, 21, 22; Table 4.14-3, 4, 5, 6

The County believes it would be useful to modify these tables to illustrate these volumes and 
generation rates in comparison to the estimates in the 2002 LRDP EIR and the 2004 UCP EIR.

78

Page 4.14-28 Alt 1-Impact UTILS-3

The description provided in this impact does not match the discussion that follows. Under both 
wastewater treatment scenarios, there would either be the need to construct new conveyance 
facilities (G Street) or an on-site wastewater treatment facility.

Pages 4.14-37, 38

Please refer to prior comment concerning the development of “Community South” under the No 
Action Alternative.

79

80

Pages 4.15-2, 4 Alternative 5 – No Action

Please refer to prior comment concerning the development of “Community South” under the No 
Action Alternative.

81
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4.16 Global Climate Change

Page 4.16-37; Last Paragraph

Please note as previously described, the 2004 University Community Plan and the policies 
within that Plan will undergo a comprehensive re-evaluation and update as part of the Future 
Proposed 2009 UCP GPA.

82

Pages 4.16-38, 39, 40, 41, 42; Table 4.16-8

Please add previously described footnote to table listing 2004 Adopted UCP Policies.
Page 4.16.6.5 Alternative 5 – No Action

Please refer to prior comment concerning the development of “Community South” under the No 
Action Alternative.

83

6.0 Growth Inducing Impacts

Pages 6.0-5, 6; Table 6.0-2

Please note that current County policy is that the University Community be sized and planned to 
accommodate growth generated by the full development of UC Merced to 25,000 students. 
Changing the size or quantities of development greater than that necessary to accommodate 
the build-out of the campus would represent a major policy change for the County. Such a 
policy change would have to be considered as part of the Future Proposed 2009 UCP GPA 
process.

Page 6.0-7; Second Full Paragraph

Please note that although the County General Plan discourages the premature conversion of 
productive agricultural land and does not allow the creation of new SUDP’S on predominantly 
prime agricultural lands. The conversion of prime farmlands (such as south of Yosemite 
Avenue) is not entirely prohibited under current County General Plan policy. The current update 
of the City of Merced General Plan in fact identifies much of this area as a “Future Joint City­
County Study Area.”

Page 6.0-9

The statement that “…new infrastructure would be designed for the primary purpose of serving 
the campus and the University Community and no excess capacity would be provided” is not 
entirely correct. The present Area Plan policies in the 2004 UCP speak to the need for the City 
of Merced and Merced County to engage in joint planning of lands between the UC 
Merced/University Community SUDP and the Merced City SUDP. This joint planning would 
involve both the Bellevue Corridor and the Rural Residential Center (RRC). Such joint planning 
could very well result in policies that require any water and wastewater conveyance facilities that 
are constructed to serve the campus and/or University Community be sized to serve the RRC as
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well. The current City of Merced SOI includes the RRC. Though the present City-County 
Revenue Sharing Agreement precludes the County from approving any development other than 
residential at a density of 1 unit/acre, this Revenue Sharing Agreement will be comprehensively 
updated in response to the City’s General Plan Update.

The current policies in the 2004 UCP are intended to prevent the possibility of inducing growth 
on adjacent rural lands. The RRC is not considered a “rural” land use designation in the County 
General Plan

86

UC Merced 2020 Project

In addition to the previous comments made specific to transportation and traffic, the County has 
the following additional comments to the DEIR/DEIS as it applies to the UC Merced 2020 
Project.

Please note that all comments made to Program level mitigation measures that are used to 
mitigate Project level impacts for the UC Merced 2020 Project continue to apply.

4.9 Land Use and Planning

Page 4.9-1; 4.9.1.1 Land Uses and Designations; Second Sentence

Suggest that “incorporates” be changed to “includes.”
4.9. 1.2 UCM Project Campus

The second paragraph should be corrected to read:

The northern portion of the UCM 2020 Project site, generally north of the Bellevue Road 
alignment is generally designated “UC Merced” in the County General Plan, whereas the 
southern portion is generally designated “Multiple Use Urban Development” (MUUD) in the 
County General Plan.

The first sentence of the second paragraph should be corrected to read:

The northern portion of the UCM 2020 Project site, approximately 1/8 mile south of the Bellevue 
Road alignment, is within the City of Merced’s SOI while the remainder of the site is outside of 
the City’s SOI.

Page 4.9-2; 4.9.1.3 Existing and Planned Surrounding Land Uses

The current zoning of the University Community area is A-1, General Agricultural.

Suggest that “…the previously adopted UCP…” be changed to “2004 Adopted UCP.”
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Thank you for the opportunity to submit this Comment Letter. The County particularly appreciates the 
dialogue that has occurred with the UC during this CEQA designated comment period and the 
willingness of the UC to grant an extension to the County to submit this Comment Letter until the 
close of business on January 21, 2009.

Sincerely,

Robert E. Smith
Special Programs Director

RES/tjt

cc: Merced County Board of Supervisors
Dee Tatum, County Executive Officer
James N. Fincher, County Counsel
LAFCO Executive Officer
Jesse Brown, Director, Merced County Association of Governments
Antonio Rossmann, Esq., Rossmann and Moore, LLP
City of Merced

Attachments:

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

NOP Comment Letter dated May 7, 2008
E-mail from Brad Samuelson dated January 6, 2009 concerning EIS/EIR comments
Memorandum from Peggy Vejar dated January 7, 2009
Memorandum from Steve Rough dated January 14, 2009
ISSUE PAPERS No.s 1-6 prepared by Steve Rough
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“Attachment 1”

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
Administration Division

Paul A. Fillebrown
Director
Robert E. Smith
Special Programs Director

May 7, 2008

715 Martin Luther King Jr. Way 
Merced, CA 95341
(209) 385-7602
(209) 385-7622 Fax
www.co.merced.ca.us

Equal Opportunity Employer

ATTN: Nancy Haley
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 
1325 J Street, Room 1480
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922

ATTN: Brad Samuelson
Regents of the University of California
Physical Planning, Design and Construction
University of California, Merced
P.O. Box 2039
Merced, CA 95343

RE: University of California (UC) Merced and University Community Project UC Merced Phase 
2 Campus

Dear Ms. Haley and Mr. Samuelson:

The County of Merced has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for this proposed project. 
From the Notice and attached Project Information and Scope Document, it is our understanding 
that the University of California (UC) will be the State of California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) lead agency for the revised campus Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) and that 
the US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) will be the Federal National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) lead agency for the Section 404 Permit (404 Permit) to fill jurisdictional wetlands. The 
UC is proposing the revised LRDP and is applying for a 404 Permit within the “UC Merced 
Campus,” as shown on Figure 2 of the Project Information and Scope Document. Further, the 
UC, acting on behalf of the University Land Company, an LLC, is submitting an application for a 
404 Permit for the area shown as “Community North.” It appears that the University is being 
moved southward onto lands currently owned by the University Land Company.

There is no 404 Application being submitted for lands identified as “Community South,” as 
shown on Figure 2. The lands that are the subject of the revised LRDP and 404 Application are 
in the unincorporated area of Merced County. The County of Merced, therefore, has land use 
and development jurisdiction over all non university-owned lands, including lands owned by the 
University Land Company, and all university-owned non-academic lands.

In December of 2004, the County Board of Supervisors certified an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) and approved an Amendment to the County General Plan that reflected the 
Campus LRDP that had been approved by the Regents in 2002. This General Plan 
Amendment also established a plan and urban development boundary for the associated 
University Community (see attached). The County General Plan currently designates the LRDP 
area as “University” and the University Community Plan area as “Multiple Use Urban
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Development.” The boundaries for the revised Campus and Community Footprint shown in 
Figure 2 of the NOP attachment are different from the boundaries and general plan designations 
for the Campus and for the University Community approved by the County in 2004. In order for 
these new boundaries for the Campus and University Community to be considered by the 
County, an application to amend the County General Plan must be submitted by or with the 
consent of the landowners of the affected lands. The County will be the lead agency for CEQA 
purposes for any proposed General Plan Amendment. As recognized in the NOP, the County 
will require a new or subsequent EIR as part of this General Plan Amendment process.

Because an application to amend the General Plan has not yet been submitted to the County, 
the UC is placing itself in a position to take action on the new LRDP and the Corps is placing 
itself in a position to take action on the new 404 Application in advance of the County’s 
consideration of the proposed General Plan Amendment. Please understand that despite such 
action ahead of the County, the County, in exercising its discretion, is not compelled to approve 
the same plans and boundaries as the Regents and/or the Corps. It should also be recognized 
that the separate EIR that will be certified by the County before acting upon the General Plan 
Amendment may present different and/or additional environmental impacts and conclusions 
than those that are presented to the Regents in the LRDP EIR and to the Corps in the 404 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

The County recognizes that conditions sometimes require plans to change. We appreciate the 
goals of this revised plan to address the provisions of the Clean Water Act. The University 
Community Plan adopted in 2004, however, is a result of millions of dollars of State and local 
investment and represents the collective input of many Merced County residents as well as 
various Federal, State, and local agencies. It truly represents the collective vision of the County 
for the development of a sustainable and viable community that advances the goals, objectives, 
and policies of the County General Plan, including the preservation of agricultural resources and 
the enhancement of the County’s economic base.

We look forward to evaluating the future General Plan Amendment while maintaining the 
principles of the existing University Community Plan and continuing to advance the goals of the 
County’s General Plan.

Sincerely,

Robert E. Smith
Special Programs Director

RES/tjt

:Attachment

cc: County Board of Supervisors
Demitrios O. Tatum, County Executive Officer
James N. Fincher, County Counsel
Paul A. Fillebrown, Public Works Director
Robert Lewis, Development Services Director

M:/Word Files/LETTERS/FILES/2008/NOP Comment Letter 5-7-08.doc
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"Attachment 2"
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“Attachment 3”

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
Parks and Recreation Division

Paul A. Fillebrown
Director

Old Courthouse
Merced, CA 95340 
(209) 385-7426 
(209) 385-7428 Fax
www.co.merced.ca.us

Equal Opportunity Employer

January 7, 2009

TO: Bob Smith

FROM: Peggy Vejar

SUBJECT: Lake Yosemite Regional Park

In reviewing the EIR material for the UC Merced and University Community Project, 
some of the information is incorrect or is not stated correctly. I hope this is more helpful 
in understanding Lake Yosemite and the surrounding land.

Lake Yosemite Park which includes the lake water and shoreline/park area is owned by 
Merced Irrigation District and leased to the County (1976-2026). Upon entering the park 
the land to the left (northwest direction) is the land leased from Merced Irrigation 
District. The leased portion is 400 surface water acres and 86 acres of developed 
land/shoreline for a total of 486 acres.

Upon entering the park the land to the right (northeast) that runs from the park entrance to 
the Le Grand canal is know as Bicentennial Grove. This land is owned by the County 
and is approximately 25 acres.

The County purchased approximately 260 acres with Federal and State Grant money. 
This acreage consists of the 25 acres known as Bicentennial Grove and the other 235 
acres used for grazing purposes.

The County of Merced Parks and Recreation Division manages 111 acres of developed 
land at Lake Yosemite Regional Park. The 111 is the 86 acres of MID land and 25 acres 
for Bicentennial Grove.

In the document you gave me, it says “The County owned regional park is approximately 
233 acres total and the develop portion is approximately 89 acres”. I don’t believe the 
statement is accurate based on the acres I stated above. The developed acres we manage 
is 111.
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Under the park Facilities include:

Paved Trails for bicycling and walking, the only trail is from the Fairfield canal to the 
Bicentennial restrooms. Probably about 1/8th of a mile then it stops and no other trails are 
in the park.

Sixty sailboat Slips. I don’t know exactly how many. The Lake Yosemite Sailing Club 
manages and maintains them and they have also built new ones. These can only be 
rented from the club. Not for day use.

Baseball fields are undeveloped.

There are only two playgrounds, not three.

Support facilities-first aide is only offered if we have lifeguard and not sure what the 
water wells is? Is it the “wishing well”? or are they saying we have water in our park 
from wells?

Wp/letters/letters/memos/2009/bobsmitheirinformationucmerced
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“Attachment 4”

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
Professional Services Division

Paul A. Fillebrown
Director

345 West 7th Street
Merced, CA 95340
(209) 385-7601
(209) 722-7690
www.co.merced.ca.us

Equal Opportunity Employer

Date: January 21, 2009

To: Bob Smith, Special Projects Coordinator 
Bob Gabriele, County Counsel

From: Steven E. Rough, Supervising Engineer

Subject: UC Merced LRDP & University Community - Draft EIS/EIR

M E M O R A N D U M

Our office has reviewed the circulation section of the LRDP and the associated Draft EIS/EIR. 
In summary, the Transportation Impact Study (traffic analysis) prepared by Fehr & Peers, dated 
October 2008, is incomplete and does not provide sufficient information to determine the 
potential impacts of the proposed project.

In this memo, I will briefly describe the general deficiencies of the analysis as well as provide 
addition detail on specific language in the Draft EIS/EIR that needs to be clarified or corrected.

A. General Deficiencies

1. The traffic analysis was not stamped and signed by the engineer in responsible charge of 
its preparation. In the State of California, this is a mandatory requirement. Engineers 
that do no stamp engineering reports are in violation Section 6735 of the State of 
California Professional Engineers Act.

2. Trip Generation

a. The trip generation rate used for UC Merced has not been adequately 
documented or justified. The trip generation rate used was 2.08 trips/student. 
This rate is the average of the trip generation rate reported to occur at UC Davis 
(2.40 trips/student) and UC Santa Cruz (1.77 trips/student). The average trip 
generation rate for universities suggested by the ITE Trip Generation Manual is 
2.38 trips/student. A trip generation study for the existing UC Merced Campus 
indicated an existing rate of 2.33 trips/student. The ITE average rate is based on 
actual data from seven universities; the range of rates varied from 2.03 to 3.31 
trips/student. A review of all of the available trip generation rate material 
indicates that the data from UC Merced is an anomaly that does not conform to 
any of the other data sets; thus, it should not be used in the determination of the 
anticipated trip generation rate for UC Merced.

There are several methods that can acceptably be used to determine the 
appropriate trip generation rate for UC Merced. The best method would be to add 
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the data obtained from the Davis study and the UC Merced study to the data set 
used for determination of the ITE Trip Generation Manual rate; I do not have 
access to sufficient information to use this method. The next method would be to 
average the ITE Rate (weighted) with the UC Davis Rate and the UC Merced 
Rate. This results in a trip generation rate of: ((2.38 x 7) + 2.40 + 2.33)/9 = 2.377 
trips/student. If you include the data from UC Santa Cruz (even though it appears 
to be an anomaly) the calculation becomes ((2.38 x 7) + 2.40 + 2.33 + 1.77)/10 = 
2.316 trips/student. The conservative approach would be to use a rounded rate of 
2.38 trips/student; however, the project proponent can make a strong case to use a 
rounded rate of 2.32 trips/student. At 2.32 trips/student, the total trips anticipated 
to be generated by UC Merced (at 25,000 students) is 58,000 trips. This 
represents 6,000 more trips per day than analyzed in the Fehr & Peers report.

b. University Community Trip Generation. The trip generation rates used in the 
traffic analysis (Table 7) do not conform to the trip generation rates used in the 
MCAG Traffic Model. The trip generation rates that are supposed to be utilized 
in the analysis are summarized in Table 4 of the MCAG Traffic Demand Model 
Development Report, dated April 2006, prepared by Fehr & Peers. The trip rates 
used in the traffic analysis seem to be approximately 10 - 20% less than used in 
the MCAG model. Thus, the analysis does not account for approximately 15,000 
to 30,000 trips per day. The addition of these trips may significantly change the 
results of the analysis.

c. Internal/External Trip Allocation. The traffic analysis suggests that 70% of 
the trips generated by UC Merced and the University Community will remain 
internal to the UC Merced/University Community area. The percentage has not 
been justified and I can find no studies on-line that can confirm such a large 
internal-internal trip percentage for a large suburb type community or any large 
mixed-use community. Percentages that large are usually restricted to smaller 
walkable multi-use centers that are part of a larger community; however, the 
studies I have seen for such multi-use centers seem to indicate the maximum 
internal-internal trips to be 55%.

d. The number of trips added to Campus Parkway from the UC and University 
Community is inherently incorrect as a result of the 70% reduction in trips. In 
addition to serving regional circulation needs, Campus Parkway will be the 
primary corridor for UC & University Community internal traffic. The internal­
internal traffic that will occur has been omitted from consideration. This is a 
significant oversight in the traffic analysis. This error impacts the required design 
cross section as well as the proportionate contributing percentage proposed in the 
document. The University Community will be a very attractive place for people 
to live. Many people working throughout Merced and Merced County with no 
association to UC Merced will choose to live in the University Community. The 
type of retail opportunities in the University Community will be very limited. 
People will continue to shop at regional shopping areas and at their favorite 
grocery store. Specialty stores in the University Community not found in Merced 
or other nearby communities will attract shoppers not living in the University 
Community.
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3. Trip Distribution

The trip distribution has not been sufficiently presented in the report to provide for 
analysis. The traffic report contains incorrect model result exhibits.

4. Conversion from MCAG Daily Model to Peak Hour Analysis.

The report did not indicate how the MCAG Daily Traffic model numbers were converted 
to create peak hour numbers used in the analysis.

5. Capacity Analysis

The capacity analysis is based on unachievable roadway capacities and does not conform 
to the Highway Capacity Manual, published by the Transportation Research Board, 
which is the required source for the analysis. The use of the Highway Capacity Manual 
is standard practice throughout the United States and provides state-of-the-art techniques 
for estimating capacity and determining level of service for transportation facilities.

6. Public vs. UC Roadways

We are unsure which roadways shown in the LRDP will be UC owned and operated 
roadways and which roadway will be County roadways. This is a very important issue 
that needs to be resolved. For instance, if the UC owns and operates the loop roadway 
around the perimeter of the site, the traffic study cannot assume this roadway will 
function as a typical County roadway. The UC may unilaterally decide to close or 
modify internal roadways without any discussion with the County. For instance, 
roadways on the existing UC campus have already been modified to significantly impact 
on-site circulation; in this case, this does not impact County roadways; however, in the 
future, such changes could be significant.

7. Mitigation Measures

Many of the mitigation measures are written in such way as we are very uncertain if they 
can be implemented in the real world. We strongly recommend the development of more 
traditional mitigation measures. A fee structure needs to be developed by the City and 
County (possibly through MCAG) to provide a means for collecting fees from the UC, 
the University Community, the adjacent Rural Residential Center, and possibly other 
nearby urban areas. The UC needs to agree to pay proportionate fees based on whatever 
traffic analysis has been adopted to support the UC LRDP project. (It is very important 
to note that since our office does not agree with the methodology used for the traffic 
analysis, the mitigation measures listed in the Draft EIR for the University Community 
are not appropriate; the EIR prepared by the County for the University Community will 
result in the preparation of a traffic analysis that conforms to County requirements and 
will result in very different mitigation for the University Community.)

The mitigation measures for the UC should be based on average annual enrollment 
figures (that is the best measure of the size and impact of the UC). The UC needs to pay 
their proportionate share to the County which will be place into an interest bearing 
account specifically set aside for the improvements needed to support the UC.

The UC needs to contribute their proportionate share of improvements to circulation in 
the University Community needed to support the UC.
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B. Recommendation:

The traffic analysis needs to be completely redone to conform to standard industry practice for 
the analysis of a new large development. The standard practice is best summarized in the “Guide 
for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies” published by Caltrans.

1. The traffic generation methodology must be fully documented before the traffic analysis 
proceeds to trip distribution.

2. The MCAG can be used as an initial guide to determine trip distribution; however, the 
trip distribution may need to be adjusted to account for anomalies in the traffic model.

3. The internal-external distribution percentage must be fully documented.

4. The intersections and roadway segments to be analyzed must include internal roadways.

5. All capacity analysis (both intersection and segment) is required to be based on the most 
recent version of the Highway Capacity Manual using both AM and PM peak hour 
analysis periods.

6. The infrastructure improvements assumed to be in-place at future years must be 
confirmed.

a. At this point, the MCAG Regional Transportation Plan only recognizes 5 fully 
funded projects: the SR99 Mission Avenue Interchange, the SR99 Sultana 
Interchange, the SR99 Westside Boulevard Interchange, the SR99 Arboleda 
Interchange, and the SR99 Plainsburg Interchange.

b. Campus Parkway from Coffee Street to Childs Avenue is fully funded.

c. Other projects that may be fully funded must be confirmed with MCAG, the City 
of Merced and the County.

d. Roadways that require developer fees for funding are not considered to be fully 
funded. The UC and University Community are development projects that will be 
required to pay impact fees. It is important these roadways not be considered to 
be in-place with the initial analysis so the UC and University Community’s 
proportional shares can be determined.

7. The study must determine the UC and University Community’s fair share proportionate 
percentage contribution towards required mitigation. A formula for determining 
proportionate share is included in the Caltrans Guide.

8. Ultimately, the method of fee contribution must be determined. Since we are dealing 
with several jurisdictions, this can become very complicated.
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“Attachment 5A”
COUNTY OF MERCED DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

UC Merced 2020 Project 
ISSUE PAPER No. 1

Date: January 21, 2009

To: Bob Smith, Special Projects Coordinator
DPW – Admin.

Bob Gabriele, Deputy County Council 
County Counsel

From: Steven E. Rough, Supervising Engineer
DPW - Professional Services Division

Issue: UC Merced 2020 Project Impacts to Lake Road and Bellevue Road

A. Problem Statement: The Transportation Impact Study, dated October 2008, 
prepared by Fehr & Peers to analyze the impacts of UC Merced 2020 Project contains 
significant errors & omissions and does not adequately identify and evaluate the 
project’s impacts on Lake Road and Bellevue Road; thus, the proposed mitigation 
measures are legally inadequate.

B. Problem Summary: The Traffic Study [which purports to be a final report] contains 
the following significant errors, omissions and deficiencies:

1. Transportation Impact Study Not Stamped & Signed: The study has not been 
stamped and signed by the Civil Engineer or Traffic Engineer responsible and in 
charge of its preparation. Section 6735 of the Professional Engineers Act of the 
State of California requires final civil engineering reports to bear the signature 
and seal or stamp of the registrant, the date of signing and sealing or stamping, 
and the expiration date of the certificate or authority.

2. Trip Generation: The Trip Generation Rate used in the traffic analysis is 
summarized on page 83 of the Report in Table 19. The Trip Generation Rate 
used was 2.08 trips per day per student. However, in contrast and express 
contradiction the following express statement is included on page 33 of the 
Report, “A trip generation survey, conducted for the current campus, provided a 
rate of 2.33 trips per day per enrolled student.” The UC Merced 2020 project 
analysis assumes no University Community has been developed to provide 
supporting services to students, staff, and employees of the University. Thus, 
the Trip Generation Rate reduction postulated on page 83 of the Report in Table 
19 is not supported, not valid and therefore not appropriately used for the 
analysis of the UC Merced 2020 project.

In order to correct this error, a Trip Generation Rate of 2.33 should be used for 
the UC Merced 2020 project resulting in a total regional trip generation of 23,300
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“Attachment 5A” 
trip ends. The amount of productions and attractions should be adjusted to 
reflect this increase in trip ends.

3. Trip Volumes. The trip volumes for Lake Road and Bellevue Road indicated on 
page 85 (and following) in Table 20 of the report are incorrect because not 
properly calculated. In addition, this table assumes Bellevue Road to be 
developed with 6-lanes by the year 2020, for which no funding source nor 
explained need for expansion from 2 lanes to 6 lanes independent or in 
conjunction with the trip volumes expected to be generated by the 2020 Plan.. 

In order to determine the impact of the UC Merced 2020 project, the volumes in 
Table 20 should be adjusted to remove volumes being generated by the existing 
UC Merced campus. On page 84 of the report, it states, “… the current campus 
serves about 2,000 students.” Since the trip rate has been determined for the 
existing campus, the total number of trips generated by 2,000 students can be 
calculated to be 2,000 x 2.33 = 4,660 trip ends. Based on observations by the 
Merced County Department of Public Works, traffic going to and coming from the 
campus is almost equally distributed (50/50 split) between Bellevue Road and 
Lake Road. An incorrect calculation of trip volumes results in an incorrect level 
of service calculation results being reported on Table 20; this then further results 
in incorrect conclusions concerning the trip volumes impacts of the UC Merced 
2020 Project on Lake Road and Bellevue Road.

In order to correct this error, the traffic volumes on Table 20 need to be 
recalculated. The following table represents the actual anticipated traffic 
volumes on Lake Road.

Recalculated Anticipated Traffic Volumes (ADT)
Existing 
(No UC)

Existing + 
Phase 1 
5,000 

students

Existing + 
Phase 1 & 2 

10,000 
students

2020
(No UC) 

(3% per year)

2020 + 
Phase 1 

5,000 
students

2020 +
Phase 1 & 2 

10,000 
students

Bellevue Rd 1,370 7,195 13,020 1,954 7,779 13,604
Lake Rd 120 5,945 11,770 172 5,945 11,822

According to Table 20, capacity of Bellevue Road and Lake Road as they exist 
today is shown to be 12,000 trips per day. Based on the recalculated results 
shown above, Bellevue Road is anticipated to exceed capacity and Lake Road is 
approaching capacity. Minor adjustments in how trips may be distributed 
between Lake Road and Bellevue Road will not alter the results. Thus, the 
development of the UC Merced 2020 project will result in a significant impact to 
Lake Road and Bellevue Road that must be mitigated.

(Note: The focus of my review of Table 20 has been limited to Bellevue Road and 
Lake Road. This ISSUE PAPER analysis is for illustrative purposes of the errors, 
omissions and deficiencies which have equal application to the remainder of the 
traffic volumes reported on Table 20 as also incorrect. The potential for incorrect 
reporting of significant impacts to the road system resulting from the 
development of the UC Merced 2020 project goes well beyond Bellevue Road 
and Lake Road.)

C. Proposed Mitigation: Several mitigation measures are necessary to address the 
evident significant traffic impacts created by the UC Merced 2020 project.
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“Attachment 5A”
1. Bellevue Road LOS (capacity) Impact: The only mitigation that can deal with, 

address and reduce to a level of insignificance is the construction of additional 
lanes, from the 2 existing lanes, on Bellevue Road. According to Table 22 of the 
report, the University’s proportionate share contribution for project impacts [which 
could be higher if not based on the flawed traffic analysis] to Bellevue Road for 
the UC Merced 2020 project is 83%. Using the adjusted traffic volumes [which 
may even be too low based on the flawed traffic analysis], I have calculated the 
University’s share to be 86%.

Widening Bellevue Road is a very complex project. The new centerline 
alignment needs to be established, an EIR needs to be completed, the design 
prepared, right-of-way acquired, and the improvement needs to be bid and 
constructed. From start to finish, a project of this magnitude is likely to take 6 to 
8 years. The UC Merced 2020 project is estimated to be completed by the year 
2020; impacts from the project do not suddenly occur in 2020; the impacts 
incrementally and will likely gradually occur over time as individual sub-projects 
are developed. As a result, a mitigation measure that involves monitoring of the 
traffic volumes on Bellevue Road will only delay the inevitable. The University 
needs to program funds almost immediately to complete this project. All of the 
funds are not needed at one time. The funds can be programmed to be provided 
as necessary to complete the various phases of this project. However, for the 
improvements to be timely made, the funding needs to be timely and sufficiently 
in place].

2. Lake Road at Yosemite Avenue: A traffic signal and channelization has been 
determined to be necessary for this intersection (See Page 84 of the 
Transportation Impact Study ). The need for this signal is probably more than 
anticipated in the existing Study because of the incorrect volume calculations for 
Lake Road. According to Table 23 of the Study, the University’s proportionate 
share contribution for construction of this intersection improvement is 92%. I 
believe the University’s proportionate share may be even greater [as I showed 
regarding Bellevue]. It is important to note that this traffic signal is an interim 
improvement. In the long term, after Campus Parkway is constructed, this signal 
is likely no longer needed and therefore could appropriately be removed.

3. Lake Road at Bellevue Road: A traffic signal has been determined to be 
necessary at this intersection through the environmental process completed for 
Phase 1 of UC Merced. The University Regents adopted a mitigation measure 
for this intersection improvement (Mitigation Measure 4.14-1). According to the 
third paragraph of page 12 of the January 16, 2002 staff report (Exhibit 2-GF) 
from the Office of the President to the Committee on Buildings and Committee on 
Finance, “A traffic light and road expansion required at a major intersection is 
estimated to cost $350,000 and will be covered by the campus budget.” This 
cost is indicated as being part of the capital project budgets for mitigation of 
Phase 1 of the campus development. At this point, we can not validate the dollar 
value, but the intent of the Office of the President was clear.

This traffic signal is an interim improvement necessary to support the UC Merced 
2020 project. Ultimately, when Campus Parkway is constructed, this traffic signal 
will be removed.
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“Attachment 5A”
In Section 10.2 of the LRDP, Project No. 4 (Non-State Funded Capital Projects) 
is shown as occurring at the intersection of Campus Parkway and Bellevue 
Road. Project No. 4 is identified as, “Campus Parking Lot I”. A parking lot at this 
location makes no planning sense and would constitute a dangerous condition in 
that it conflicts with the development of the improvements to the circulation 
system and will likely conflict with the interim improvements needed at Lake 
Road and Bellevue Road.

4. Additional Interim Improvements. Additional interim improvements may be 
necessary along Lake Road that have not yet been identified. Since Campus 
Parkway between Yosemite Avenue and Bellevue Road is not likely to exist by 
the year 2020, the University needs to identify interim circulation improvement 
needed to support the project. For instance, certain internal campus roadway will 
need to be extended to Lake Road creating new intersections. The type of traffic 
control necessary at these interim intersections has not yet been identified. It is 
possible that traffic signals may be necessary.

In addition, the interim improvements are likely to conflict with the continuity of 
the Class 1 Bike Path that currently exists along Lake Road.

A detailed layout of the UC Merced 2020 Project and supporting interim 
circulation improvements needs to be prepared along with an adequately 
prepared traffic analysis.
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“Attachment 5B”
COUNTY OF MERCED DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

UC Merced 2020 Project
ISSUE PAPER No. 2

Date: January 21, 2009

To: Bob Smith, Special Projects Coordinator
DPW – Admin.

Bob Gabriele, Deputy County Council 
County Counsel

From: Steven E. Rough, Supervising Engineer
DPW - Professional Services Division

Issue: Interim Circulation Improvements

A. Problem Statement: The LRDP and supporting Draft EIS/EIR fails to identify interim 
circulation improvements necessary to support the UC Merced 2020 Project.

B. Problem Summary: All of the exhibits included in the LRDP and Draft EIS/EIR seem 
to indicate the assumed as expected existence of Campus Parkway from Yosemite 
Avenue to Bellevue Road at the year 2020. However, no funding source nor any 
definitive information is provided to support such an assumption or expectation to 
actually occur. Without such, it can not be relied on in calculating required circulation 
improvements. As a practical analysis, this segment of Campus Parkway is not likely 
to exist at the year 2020 unless and until the University Community is developed. The 
resulting problem: No attempt has been made to identify interim circulation 
improvements necessary to support the UC Merced 2020 Project. The public (and 
possibly the University) may be misled by the Draft EIS/EIR to incorrectly assume that 
no interim circulation improvements are necessary; when in fact, they are or will be 
necessary.

C. The construction of these interim improvements may have environmental impacts that 
have not been identified because the interim improvements that are or will be 
necessary were never identified in the Draft EIS/EIR.

For instance, one or more internal campus roadways are likely to be extended to Lake 
Road on an interim basis to provide for adequate circulation. These interim extensions 
will create new intersections with a County roadway that must be adequately designed 
and constructed. In addition, these interim extensions are likely to impact the 
continuity of the Class 1 Bike Path that exists along Lake Road. If these issues are 
not adequately identified, they can not be adequately analyzed. If not identified and 
environmentally assessed, when the University applies for an encroachment permit 
from the County to connect any such interim extension with Lake Road, the County 
may exercise its discretion to withhold issuance of an encroachment permit until any
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“Attachment 5B” 
necessary supplemental environmental analysis has been completed.

D. Proposed Mitigation:

1. Before construction of any UC Merced Phase 2 projects occurs, an interim 
circulation plan needs to be developed. If supplemental environmental 
investigation is necessary, this must be completed before any Phase 2 projects 
are developed.
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COUNTY OF MERCED
“Attachment 5C”

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

UC Merced 2020 Project
ISSUE PAPER No. 3

Date: January 21, 2009

To: Bob Smith, Special Projects Coordinator
DPW – Admin.

Bob Gabriele, Deputy County Council
County Counsel

From: Steven E. Rough, Supervising Engineer
DPW - Professional Services Division

Issue: Status of Adopted Mitigation Measures for UC Merced Phase 1

A. Problem Statement: The mitigation measures adopted by the UC Regents for the 
development of UC Merced Phase 1 need to be reviewed in consideration with the 
proposed UC Merced 2020 Project.

B. Problem Summary: The mitigation measures proposed as part of the UC Merced 
2020 project may conflict with or supplant the mitigation measures adopted by the UC 
Regents for development of UC Merced Phase 1. To the extent such is the case, it 
needs to be identified and any conflict/difference needs to be addressed (explained). 
Following is a summary of the mitigation measures related to circulation:

1. Mitigation Measure 4.14-1. Install a traffic signal at the intersection of Lake Road 
and Bellevue Road and widen the intersection to provide a left-turn lane on the 
northbound and eastbound approaches (Applicability – Project Level).

STATUS: Based on the results of observational monitoring, a traffic signal is not 
yet warranted at this location.

RECOMMENDATION: Continue to monitor. This signal should probably be 
constructed with one of the first subphases of the UC Merced 2020 Project.

2. Mitigation Measure 4.14-2. The County can and should analyze the expected 
future operations of the Lake/Yosemite intersection at the following milestone 
points: (1) on determination of the conceptual alignment for Campus Parkway, 
(2) on preparation of the Geometric Approval Drawings for Campus Parkway, 
and (3) each October, beginning in the opening year of the UC Merced Campus. 
If any of these analyses determine that the Lake/Yosemite intersection will 

operate at unacceptable LOS, the University will contribute its fair share (as 
described in Section 4.14.3.2) towards the cost of any of the following 
improvements deemed necessary at the intersection: installation of a traffic
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“Attachment 5C” 
signal, or construction of a left-turn pocket on the Yosemite Avenue approach to 
Lake Road; monitoring of other approach routes to the Campus will continue as 
described in Mitigation Measure 4.14-5 (Applicability – Project Level).

STATUS: Based on the results of observational monitoring, a traffic signal is not 
yet warranted at this intersection. However, an investigation should be 
conducted on the potential installation of an all-way STOP at this location.

RECOMMENDATION: Coordinate with City of Merced to review warrants for the 
installation of an interim all-way STOP at this location. Continue to monitor. This 
signal should probably be constructed with one of the first subphases of the UC 
Merced 2020 Project.

3. Mitigation Measure 4.14-3.

a. The university will create a visual record of pavement surface condition along 
Bellevue Road (from Lake Road to Highway 59), and Lake Road (from the 
University entrance to Yosemite Avenue), and any other routes on which final 
haul plans indicate large truck traffic generated by campus construction would 
exceed 5% of existing traffic levels. The University will re-inventory pavement 
condition along these routes within two months following completion of Phase 
1 construction, and either restore pavement to pre-construction condition or 
reimburse the responsible jurisdiction to perform restoration (less a 
reasonable allowance for deterioration caused by other traffic). (Applicability 
– Project Level).

STATUS: Bellevue Road was reconstructed as part of the construction of 
Phase 1 of UC Merced (in conjunction with installation of sewer, water and 
fiber optic utilities in the roadway).

RECOMMENDATION: This mitigation measure has been fully completed.

b. The University will either: (1) if deemed necessary by County Public Works 
Department, restrict truck traffic routing to/from the site to prohibit large trailer­
trucks (with turn radius greater than 40-feet) from travel via Lake Road, or (2) 
pay the County to design and construct improvements to the intersection of 
Lake Road and Yosemite Avenue to accommodate the turn-radius of the 
largest permitted construction vehicle. (Applicability – Project Level).

STATUS: The County worked closely with UC Merced to prohibit trucks from 
using Lake Road. Although a few trucks did travel on Lake Road, the 
University was quick to respond and remind suppliers of this restriction.

RECOMMENDATION: This mitigation measure has been fully completed.
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“Attachment 5C”
4. Mitigation Measure 4.14-4

a. The University will contribute its fair share (as described in Section 4.14.3.2) 
toward the following RTP Tier 2 roadway improvements:

^ Campus Parkway, extend from Yosemite Avenue to Bellevue Road

^ Highway 59, widen to 4 lanes, Olive Avenue to Bellevue Road

^ Highway 59, new segment between Highway 99 and 140

^ Yosemite Avenue, extend from R Street to Highway 59

^ Yosemite Avenue, widen to 4 lanes, Campus Parkway to G Street

^ Bellevue Road, widen to 6 lanes, Highway 59 to Campus Parkway

^ R Street, extend from Yosemite Avenue to Bellevue Road

^ Parsons Avenue/Gardner Avenue, extend and widen to 4 lanes, Childs 
Avenue to Bellevue Road

^ Santa Fe Drive, widen to 6 lanes, Buhach Road to Highway 59

^ Intersection improvements along G Street between Highway 99 and 
Childs Avenue (Applicability – Program Level)

STATUS: No improvements have been completed on any of the roadways 
under the jurisdiction of the County of Merced. Many of these improvements 
are not recognized as mitigation measures in the newly prepared Draft 
EIS/EIR for the UC Merced LRDP.

RECOMMENDATION: Since this is a program level mitigation measure, 
mitigation measures adopted as part of the new EIS/EIR are assumed to 
supplant/replace this mitigation measure. The Final EIS/EIR should include 
discussion on the applicability of carrying these mitigation measures forward.

b. Merced County, City of Merced, Caltrans and MCAG can and should move 
expeditiously through project development processes to establish right-of-way 
and access management requirements along key routes affected by campus 
traffic.* (Applicability – Program Level).

5. Mitigation Measure 4.14-5. Merced County can and should* and the University 
will establish rights-of-way and build campus access routes comparable to the 
extension of Campus Parkway from Yosemite Avenue to Bellevue Road, 
University Drive, and Commerce Drive, even if the University Community is not 
developed. (Applicability – Program Level).

STATUS: The University has constructed on-site improvements as necessary to
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“Attachment 5C” 
support UC Merced Phase 1.

RECOMMENDATION: The University will continue to be responsible for 
constructing any on-site improvements necessary to support the campus. The 
construction of regional improvements (by either the City, the County or MCAG), 
such as Campus Parkway between Yosemite Avenue and Bellevue Road will 
only occur if sufficient funding is obtained. The level of off-site improvements 
necessary to be constructed to support UC Merced Phase 2 has not been fully 
established. There appear to be significant design issues that should be further 
evaluated by the University at the intersection of Campus Parkway and Bellevue 
Road; the grade differential at this location will make design and construction of 
this intersection extremely challenging; a significant amount of fill material will 
need to be imported; connections to approaching roadways will be very difficult.

6. Mitigation Measure 4.14-6. The University will contribute its fair share (as 
described in Section 4.14.3.2) toward the annual monitoring of traffic conditions 
along major approach routes to the campus, and the implementation of interim 
improvements, if warranted. Improvements to be considered at the intersection 
of Bellevue Road and G Street will include installation of a traffic signal and 
construction of a left-turn pocket on the westbound Bellevue Road approach. 
(Applicability – Program Level).

STATUS: No agreement has been reached between the County and the 
University towards contributing their fair share towards monitoring of traffic 
conditions.

RECOMMENDATION: An agreement needs to be negotiated in order to 
implement this mitigation measure. This mitigation measure needs to be carried 
forward as part of the new EIS/EIR for the LRDP.

7. Mitigation Measure 4.14-8. Merced County and the City of Merced can and 
should ensure adequate maintenance of the existing path along Lake Road and 
other regional bicycle and pedestrian facilities that provide access to the 
proposed campus.* (Applicability – Program Level).

STATUS: The County recently upgraded the existing bike path with grant funds 
received from the State of California.

RECOMMENDATION: The County does not have a source of funds for ongoing 
maintenance of the bike path. However, we will make every effort to provide an 
adequate level of maintenance for the bike path including periodic sweeping of 
the path. Since the University will be one of the primary users of the bike path, 
the University should probably contribute funds towards the maintenance of the 
bike path.

8. Mitigation Measure 4.14-9. The County can and should implement parking 
restrictions in sensitive areas around campus, such as recreational and 
residential parking permits and parking time restrictions, and should provide 
aggressive enforcement of these restrictions.* (Applicability – Program Level)
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STATUS: Parking restrictions have been enacted along Lake Road from 
Bellevue Road to the Lake Yosemite Park Entrance.

RECOMMENDATION: Continue to monitor off-site parking and enact restrictions 
as necessary.

9. Mitigation Measure 4.14-10.

a. The University will contribute its fair share (as described in Section 4.14.3.2) 
toward the following RTP Tier 2 roadway improvements:

^ Highway 59, widen to 4 lanes, Olive Avenue to Bellevue Road

^ Highway 59, new segment between Highway 99 and 140

^ Yosemite Avenue, extend from R Street to Highway 59

^ Yosemite Avenue, widen to 4 lanes, Campus Parkway to G Street

^ Bellevue Road, widen to 6 lanes, Highway 59 to Campus Parkway

^ R Street, extend from Yosemite Avenue to Bellevue Road

^ Parsons Avenue/Gardner Avenue, extend and widen to 4 lanes, Childs 
Avenue to Bellevue Road

^ Highway 59, new alignment along Mission Avenue

^ Childs Avenue, widen to 4 lanes, Campus Parkway to Highway 59. 
(Applicability – Program Level).

STATUS: No improvements have been completed on any of the roadways 
under the jurisdiction of the County of Merced. Many of these improvements 
are not recognized as mitigation measures in the newly prepared Draft 
EIS/EIR for the UC Merced LRDP.

RECOMMENDATION: Since this is a program level mitigation measure, 
mitigation measures adopted as part of the new EIS/EIR are assumed to 
supplant/replace this mitigation measure. The Final EIS/EIR should include 
discussion on the applicability of carrying these mitigation measures forward

b. Merced County, City of Merced, Caltrans, and MCAG can and should move 
expeditiously through project development processes to establish rights-of- 
way and access management requirements along key routes affected by 
campus traffic.  (Applicability – Program Level).*

* Denotes mitigation measure that requires action by an agency other than the 
University. While the University cannot implement these measures, it will monitor 
them. During campus development, the University will notify the appropriate
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agencies of mitigation measures within their jurisdiction analyzed in the EIR, request 
that they submit information on their plans to implement the mitigation measures, 
and prepare a report of the status of each measure identified.

C. Proposed Mitigation:

1. The following mitigation measures adopted by the UC Regents as part of the 
approval of UC Merced Phase 1 remain applicable for the UC Merced 2020 
Project: Mitigation Measures 4.14-1, 4.14-2, 4.14-5, 4.14-6, and 4.14-9.

2. Mitigation Measures 4.14-4 and 4.14-10 have been supplanted by mitigation 
measures adopted for the UC Merced 2020 Project.

3. Mitigation Measure 4.14-8 shall be revised to read: “Merced County and the City 
of Merced can and should ensure adequate maintenance of the existing path 
along Lake Road and other regional bicycle and pedestrian facilities that provide 
access to the proposed campus. The University will contribute a proportionate 
share to be negotiated with the County of Merced for the maintenance of the 
Lake Road Bike Path.”

4. Before construction of any UC Merced Phase 2 projects occurs, the mitigation 
measures adopted for the development of UC Merced Phase 1 need to be 
reviewed and carried-out, if determined to be necessary.
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COUNTY OF MERCED
“Attachment 5D”

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

UC Merced 2020 Project
ISSUE PAPER No. 4

Date: January 21, 2009

To: Bob Smith, Special Projects Coordinator
DPW – Admin.

Bob Gabriele, Deputy County Council
County Counsel

From: Steven E. Rough, Supervising Engineer
DPW - Professional Services Division

Issue: University vs. County Operated and Maintained Roadways

A. Problem Statement: The Circulation Plan for the UC Merced 2020 Project and the 
Ultimate University Project fail to identify which roadways will be operated and 
maintained by the University and which will be operated and maintained by the 
County.

B. Problem Summary: Several key roadways have been identified in the LRDP and the 
Draft EIS/EIR as critical for circulation including: Campus Parkway from Yosemite 
Avenue, the Campus Loop Drive, and the Town-Gown Community Central Drive. 
Roadways not operated and maintained by the County may be subject to being 
controlled by the University in a way that does not conform to the Vehicle Code, the 
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, and other laws and rules intended to 
regulate traffic. Whereas, County roads must conform to such regulations.

In addition, Figure 3.0-8 seems to indicate that the University desires to occupy the 
existing location of Lake Road north of Bellevue Road. However, an adequate public 
connection to Lake Yosemite is not indicated.

C. Proposed Mitigation:

1. Access to the Lake Yosemite Regional Park shall be maintained. Access to be 
provided by a roadway operated and maintained by Merced County.

D. Proposed Revisions to Project Descripton:

The project description needs to be revised to identify which roadway that passes 
through the University project area will be dedicated to the County for which County 
will be asked to become responsible for operation and maintenance. At a minimum, 
this should include Campus Parkway. Because of their importance to circulation, this 
should also include the south portion and northern portion of the Public Access 
Community Collector as shown on Figure 3.0-8. The eastern portion of the Public 
Access Community Collector appears to convert to a Managed Access Street under
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future phases of UC Merced.
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COUNTY OF MERCED DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

UC Merced 2020 Project
ISSUE PAPER No. 5

Date: January 21, 2009

To: Bob Smith, Special Projects Coordinator
DPW – Admin.

Bob Gabriele, Deputy County Council
County Counsel

From: Steven E. Rough, Supervising Engineer
DPW - Professional Services Division

Issue: UC Merced 2020 Project – Project Description

A. Problem Statement: The Project Description included in Volume 3 of the Draft 
EIS/EIR does not match the traffic analysis.

B. Problem Summary: In Section 3.6.6 of Volume 3 of the Draft EIS/EIR (page 3.0-22), 
the following statement is made, “The main access to the Campus is at Bellevue 
Avenue; this entry point is adjacent to the UCM 2020 Project area and would be the 
primary access.” However the traffic analysis prepared by Fehr & Peers (specifically, 
the 2020 + Project Traffic Model) indicates the primary access point will be Lake Road; 
the analysis indicates that 60% of the trips will access site from Lake Road 
approximately ½ mile south of Bellevue Road (at the interface area between UC 
Merced and the University Community).

The traffic analysis is based on the unsupported assumption that certain circulation 
improvements are constructed by 2020 including: Cardella Road between Lake Road 
and G Street; and, Campus Parkway from Yosemite Avenue to SR 99; and, other 
circulation improvements further distant from the UC site. The assumption is 
unsupported because no definitive funding source is either identified or committed. 
Therefore, it is not a legally authorized assumption upon which to base a traffic 
analysis.

Thus, the primary problem: The traffic analysis does not match [is inconsistent with] 
the project description. Unfortunately, I believe the project description is probably 
more accurate than the traffic analysis.

Another problem: The Exhibit Maps for the Project Description seem to indicate the 
presence of Campus Parkway between Bellevue Road and Yosemite Avenue. In 
contrast and therefore an inconsistency, the traffic analysis assumes no Campus 
Parkway and interim connections to Lake Road. In this case, the reader is not able to 
determine which is accurate and therefore is not able to evaluate the integrity of the 
traffic analysis. Since I know of no committed funding source and no committed
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timetable for such improvements, I believe the traffic analysis [assumption to be the 
more accurate] over the project description assumption.

C. Proposed Mitigation:

None. That constitutes a significant omission and deficiency in the analysis as 
mitigation is and would be required based on evident traffic impacts that may 
significantly effect adversely the environment.

D. Proposed Revisions to Project Description:

1. An exhibit map or appropriate descriptive text needs to be added to the project 
description describing the interim circulation improvements needed to support the 
UC Merced 2020 project. Specifically, this text needs to acknowledge that 
Campus Parkway between Bellevue Road and Yosemite Avenue will not exist in 
2020 and that additional interim connections from the UC site to Lake Road will 
be necessary.

2. Section 3.9, Permits and Approvals. This section needs to include a statement 
that an encroachment permit from the Merced County Department of Public 
Works is necessary before any improvements or new connections are 
constructed onto County roadways.
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COUNTY OF MERCED DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

UC Merced 2020 Project
ISSUE PAPER No. 6

Date: January 21, 2009

To: Bob Smith, Special Projects Coordinator
DPW – Admin.

Bob Gabriele, Deputy County Council
County Counsel

From: Steven E. Rough, Supervising Engineer
DPW - Professional Services Division

Issue: UC Merced 2020 Project – Traffic Analysis

A. Problem Statement: The Traffic Analysis prepared for the UC Merced 2020 Project, 
which proposes actual construction, contains significant errors and the results do not 
correctly reflect anticipated conditions.

B. Problem Summary: The traffic analysis prepared for the UC Merced 2020 Project is 
actually only based on a planning level circulation analysis that is not legally adequate 
nor appropriate for the UC Merced 2020 Project because it legally requires a project 
level analysis. Volume 3 of the Draft EIS/EIR for the UC Merced 2020 Project 
specifically states in Section 3.3.2 (page 3.0-2), “UCM Phase 2 is an element of the 
UCM 2020 Project that is evaluated at a project level in this volume for its 
environmental impacts.”

1. Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides guidance to assist in the 
determination of the significance of various impacts. This guidance lists and 
describes the following questions as important to answer in determining the 
significance of impacts to automobile transportation/traffic: Would the project:

a. Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing 
traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial 
increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on 
roads, or congestion at intersections)?

b. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard 
established by the county congestion management agency for designated 
roads or highway?

c. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

d. Result in inadequate emergency access?

The Draft EIS/EIR does not include sufficient information to answer these
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questions; thus, insufficient information has been provided to ascertain the 
potential significant impacts resulting from the development of the UC Merced 
2020 project.

It is important to note: Section 15358 of the California Environmental Quality Act 
states, “Effects” and “impacts” as used in these guidelines are synonymous.

a. Effects include:

i. Direct or primary effects which are caused by the project and occur at the 
same time and place.

ii. Indirect or secondary effects which are caused by the project and are later 
in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. 
Indirect or secondary effects may include growth-inducing effects and 

other effects related to induced change in the pattern of land use, 
population density, or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and 
other natural systems, including ecosystems.

b. Effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change.

In addition, Section 15126.4 of the California Environmental Quality Act contains 
discussion on the appropriate structure and content of mitigation measures. In 
the Draft EIS/EIR there are many proposed mitigation measures that do not meet 
the requirements and/or intent of this section. Impacts identified in the Draft 
EIS/EIR to occur are not being directly mitigated. For example: Mitigation 
Measure UCM 2020 MM TRANS-2 does not identify the improvements 
necessary to correct very specific impacts that have been identified to occur (for 
instance, the LOS at the intersection of Yosemite Avenue and Lake Road is 
shown on page 4.13-6 of Volume 3 of the Draft EIS/EIR as deteriorating from 
LOS B to LOS F; this is identified on the same page as being a significant 
impact; however, the mitigation measure does not specifically state what type of 
improvement will be installed at this location to address this significant impact).

2. Traffic Study. The traffic analysis prepared to assess the UC Merced 2020 
Project’s increase in traffic and relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of 
the street system is summarized in, “Transportation Impact Study for the UC 
Merced and University Community Project Draft EIR/EIS,” dated October 2008, 
prepared by Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants. This document is divided 
into two primary sections: Setting; and, Impacts and Mitigation Measures. The 
comments in this ISSUE PAPER will focus primarily on the analysis of the Setting 
and the Analysis of the UCM 2020 Project included as part of the Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures section of the document.

a. Setting.

i. According to the traffic study, page 7, Roadway Capacity Analysis, the 
capacity of each segment was based on the type of facility, number of 
lanes, type of traffic control, and maximum per-lane capacities from the 
Merced County Association of Governments (MCAG) travel demand 
model.

The primary and official (according to MCAG itself) purpose of the MCAG

UC Merced 2020 Project – Issue Paper Page 2

3.0-267Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
March 2009



“Attachment 5F”
model is to conduct a generalized planning, NOT project, level analysis of 
the future needs of the regional circulation system based on broad 
estimates of growth and development of land uses at various planning 
horizon years. A further limitation on the contemporary use of the MCAG 
model relied on for the Draft EIS/EIR is that the per-lane capacities used 
by the MCAG model to evaluate the level-of-service of roadway segments 
is based on annual average daily volume level-of-service tables developed 
by the State of Florida Department of Transportation included in the 1998 
Level of Service Handbook published by the Florida Department of 
Transportation. This handbook has since been replaced by the 2002 
Quality/Level of Service Handbook published by the Florida Department of 
Transportation. The most current versions of the generalized capacity 
tables are dated 5/17/2007 and can be downloaded from the State of 
Florida website. The traffic study does not give any indication that the 
updated materials were considered; and therefore, it appears that the 
traffic study relied on is outdated. Therefore, because it is a plan level, 
not a project level model and the model relied on is outdated, the UC can 
not lawfully rely on the MCAG model in the manner in which is evidently is 
being relied on.

According to the 2002 Quality/Level of Service Handbook (page 81), 
“Because FDOT’s Generalized Level of Service (LOS) Tables (Table 4-1 
through 4-9 make extensive use of statewide default data, use of the 
tables generally should be limited to:

^ Statewide or region-wide analyses where consistency in approach 
is more important than accuracy on any given roadway,

^ As a screening device for initial problem identification,

^ Analyses of future years where roadway, traffic and signalization 
characteristics are uncertain,

^ Quick LOS estimates, and

^ Use by lay people with little transportation analysis experience.”

Based on the Florida Handbook, the tables that have been used as the 
basis for determining segment capacity in the MCAG traffic model are not 
appropriate for a project level traffic analysis. Thus, all of the level-of- 
service results shown in Table 4 are not based on proper LOS 
determination procedures for a project-level analysis. It can be concluded 
that the roadway segment analysis prepared for the UC Merced 2020 
Project is not legally adequate , nor can it be considered sufficiently 
accurate, to assess the potential project-level impacts of the UC Merced 
2020 project.

ii. The lane configurations used in the analysis for the intersection of 
Parsons Avenue and Yosemite Avenue is incorrect. The number of 
existing eastbound through lanes does not match the number of through 
lanes assumed in the analysis.
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iii. Page 24, the Merced County Regional Commuter Bicycle Plan has been 

replaced with the Merced County Regional Bicycle Transportation Plan, 
dated 2008. The EIS/EIR should reference and utilize the most current 
bicycle plan as part of the analysis to ensure the policies proposed in the 
LRDP conform to the most current policy adopted by Merced County.

b. Impacts and Mitigation Measures.

i. See discussion in previous section concerning the factually and legally 
improper use of the MCAG Traffic Model for a project level analysis for the 
UC Merced 2020 Project. The roadway capacities listed in Table 6 are not 
based on proper LOS techniques for a project level analysis.

ii. On page 31 of the report, reference is made to an MCAG PM peak hour 
traffic model. Fehr & Peers, under contract with MCAG, updated the 
MCAG Traffic Model. As part of this work effort, an attempt was made at 
creating a PM Peak Hour traffic model. According to Matt Fell of MCAG, 
attempts at calibrating the PM Peak hour traffic model were unsuccessful 
at achieving the required standards for modeling. As a result, MCAG has 
not adopted a PM Peak Hour Traffic Model. This reference should be 
removed.

iii. UC Merced Trip Generation:

The trip generation rate used for UC Merced shown on Table 19 has not 
been adequately documented or justified. The trip generation rate used 
was 2.08 trips/student. This rate is the average of the trip generation rate 
reported to occur at UC Davis (2.40 trips/student) and UC Santa Cruz 
(1.77 trips/student). In that regard, it is noteworthy to mention that the UC 
Merced campus location and other factors in the record and a matter of 
public record regarding the 3 campuses and communities, establishes that 
the UC Merced campus approximates more closely the conditions and 
traffic patterns of UC Davis versus UC Santa Cruz. In contrast, the 
average trip generation rate for universities suggested by the ITE Trip 
Generation Manual (which it is the standard practice for Traffic Engineers 
to rely on in the absence of an actual project level specific qualification) is 
2.38 trips/student. A trip generation reference in the traffic study, at page 
33, expressly indicated (without reference to the source of such 
determination or calculation) an existing rate of 2.33 trips/student. The ITE 
average rate is based on actual data averaged from seven California 
universities; the range of rates varied from 2.03 to 3.31 trips/student. A 
review of all of the available trip generation rate material indicates that the 
data from UC Santa Cruz is an anomaly that does not conform to any of 
the other data sets; thus, it should not be used in the determination of the 
anticipated trip generation rate for UC Merced.

There are several methods that standard California Traffic Engineering 
practice can acceptably be used to determine the appropriate trip 
generation rate for UC Merced. One acceptable method would be to add 
the data obtained from the Davis study and the UC Merced study to the 
data used for determination of the ITE Trip Generation Manual rate; I do 
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not have access to sufficient information to use this method. Another 
acceptable method would be to average the ITE Rate (weighted) with the 
UC Davis Rate and the UC Merced Rate. This results in a trip generation 
rate of: ((2.38 x 7) + 2.40 + 2.33)/9 = 2.377 trips/student. If you include 
the data from UC Santa Cruz (even though it appears to be an anomaly) 
the calculation becomes ((2.38 x 7) + 2.40 + 2.33 + 1.77)/10 = 2.316 
trips/student. The most conservative approach would be to use a rounded 
rate of 2.38 trips/student; however, the project proponent can make a 
strong case to use a rounded rate of 2.32 trips/student. At 2.32 
trips/student, the total trips anticipated to be generated by UC Merced (at 
10,000 students for the UC Merced 2020 Project) is 23,200 trips.

No university community is anticipated to exist in 2020. Thus, based on 
the above analysis, the appropriate trip generation rate to be used for the 
UC Merced 2020 Project should be either 2.33 (the measured rate for the 
existing campus) or 2.32 (the weighted rated determined above).

iv. Note on Table 7 for 2030 Analysis: The trip rates used to calculate the trip 
generation for the University Community do not match (are lower than) the 
trip generation rates of the MCAG model. The MCAG Traffic Demand 
Model Development Report, dated April 2006, by Fehr & Peers includes a 
table (Table 4) summarizing the Daily Trip Generation Rates for the 
MCAG Model. This should not impact the UC Merced 2020 Project. But, 
this does significantly impact the 2030 analysis because the number of 
trips actually generated will be 10 to 20 percent higher than analyzed in 
the Study.

v. Table 20 of the traffic report includes information on roadway capacity, 
anticipated traffic volumes, and anticipated level-of-service for various 
roadway segments. Please refer to comments B.2.a.i which discusses the 
inappropriate use of a generalized planning LOS methodology for a 
project level analysis. The results in this table are incorrect for three 
reasons: 1) An incorrect trip generation rate was used for the UC campus; 
2) For the 2020 + UCM 2020 Project scenario, roadways were assume to 
exist that are not likely to exist which impacts trip distribution; and 3) The 
roadway capacity is based on a generalized planning level analysis, not a 
project-level analysis.

vi. 2020 + UCM 2020 Project Scenario. This analysis includes a primary 
assumption that certain roadways exist in 2020. For instance, this 
scenario assumes that Campus Parkway has been constructed to 
Yosemite Avenue; that Cardella Road has been constructed from Lake 
Road to G Street; and, that Bellevue Road has been widened to 6 lanes. 
None of these improvements are likely to exist in 2020.

In order to determine appropriate mitigation, only improvements that have 
been fully funded should be included in the analysis. The second step in 
the analysis should be to propose necessary mitigation and re-run the 
analysis with the proposed mitigation in-place.

Based on information provided by Fehr & Peers on January 6, 2008, it can 
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be shown that for the 2020 + UCM 2020 Project, a portion of Lake Road 
will exceed the capacity stated in Table 20. If the correct trip generation 
rates are used and if Cardella Road and Campus Parkway are removed 
from the model, the number of trips generated by the UC Merced 2020 
project will increase, traffic will be diverted to Lake Road south of Cardella 
Road and the model is anticipated to reveal that all of Lake Road exceeds 
capacity.

No mitigation measures have been proposed to address the capacity 
exceedance issue. The Regional Transportation Plan designates Lake 
Road as a 2-lane road; thus, widening Lake Road to mitigate this issue 
does not conform to the regional transportation plan. Thus, it is important 
to improve the Bellevue Road corridor to divert traffic from Lake Road. At 
2-lanes, Bellevue Road will also exceed its capacity in 2020; however, 
widening Bellevue Road to 4-lanes will satisfy the circulation need and 
does conform to the regional transportation plan.

I have limited my review of Table 20 to Lake Road and Bellevue Road. 
However, Table 20 includes many other roadway segments. The 
roadways downstream from Lake Road and Bellevue Road included in 
Table 20 will be subject to differing levels of traffic in the same way as 
Lake Road and Bellevue Road. A corrected analysis is likely to reveal 
impacts to downstream roadways that have not been identified in the Draft 
EIS/EIR.

vii. Table 21 indicates the anticipated intersection LOS resulting from the UC 
Merced 2020 Project. In order to assess the impact of the UC Merced 
2020 Project, this table should include a column showing the 2020 
unmitigated LOS at intersections. The table assumes signals existing at 
2020 that do not exist today and may not exist in 2020. Some examples: 
SR 59 at Bellevue Road, Lake Road at Bellevue Road (actually proposed 
to be a roundabout, but required to be mitigated by UC Merced as part of 
Phase 1 EIR with a traffic signal), Lake Road at Cardella Road, etc. Since 
these improvements are not funded, the analysis of the 2020 scenario 
should not make the assumption that these signals have been installed.

viii. The analysis for the 2020 scenario excludes the analysis of the interim 
intersections required with Lake Road and roadways entering on to the 
UC Merced site. Because of the anticipated volumes of traffic at these 
locations, it is very likely these interim intersections will need to be 
signalized.

ix. Insufficient information has been provided in the traffic analysis to confirm 
the proposed proportionate share contribution (identified in Table 22) by 
the UC for the needed circulation improvements. Incorrect traffic modeling 
summaries were included in the traffic study. According to an e-mail 
dated January 5, 2009 from Ellen Poling of Fehr & Peer, she states, 
“Please also note that I discovered the Community North and Community 
South plots have the correct "bandwidths" of traffic shown, but the posted 
volumes are incorrect, due to a plot command problem -- we will fix and
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re-send those” This information was subsequently provided by Ellen 
Poling on January 6, 2009. According to an e-mail dated January 8, 2009, 
from Ellen Poling of Fehr & Peers, she states, “We are still working on 
cleaning up the model adjustment calculation spreadsheets and percent 
contribution spreadsheets, and will forward as soon as they are ready.” 
As of today, this information has not yet been provided. This information 
needs provided for review and comment otherwise the Final EIS/EIR be 
as deficient as the Draft EIS/EIR.

x. Tables 23 and 24 fail to include all of the intersections that will require 
improvement to support the UC Merced 2020 project including: the 
intersection of Bellevue Road and Lake Road, the intersections of Lake 
Road and the interim extensions of the roadways entering the UC Merced 
site. That constitutes a very significant omission that must be addressed.

3. Draft EIS/EIR. The Draft EIS/EIR includes a summary of the traffic study 
mentioned above in Section 4.13. The aforementioned comments generally also 
apply to the Draft EIS/EIR. However, there is one significant difference. The 
mitigation measures in the Draft EIS/EIR have been significantly modified from 
the recommendations of the traffic study. Following are comments:

a. The conclusion reached on page 4.13-5 “UCM 2020 Impact Trans-1” is based 
on an analysis with several significant errors. Using a proper trip generation 
and trip distribution, Lake Road is anticipated to exceed the stated capacity 
for this scenario.

b. Three intersections were identified in the Draft EIS/EIR to be significantly 
impacted by the UC Merced 2020 project. However, no specific project level 
mitigation measures have been proposed to lessen these impacts. Instead, 
the Draft EIS/EIR (Volume 3, page 4.13-7) references the generalized 
program level mitigation measure Trans-1 to address these impacts. Plus, 
even though in Table 4.13-4 at page 4.13-15 of Volume 3 of the Draft 
EIS/EIR, the campus has been identified as having a 92% proportionate 
share for signalizing the intersection of Lake Road and Yosemite Avenue, the 
Draft EIS/EIR in text states “the improvements are the responsibility of others, 
there is not assurance that they would be built.” That creates an internal 
irreconcilable inconstancy that must be resolved. In that regard, Table 4.13-4 
at page 4.13-15 should control as that is reasonable whereas the statement 
that “improvements are the responsibility of others” is contrary to common 
sense and contrary to even the flawed traffic analysis relied on by the UC-- 
all of which establish that the 2020 Project SHALL cause significant traffic 
impacts for which the UC has significant “responsibility” to mitigate.

c. Mitigation Measure UCM MM TRANS-2 references MM TRANS-1A. 
However, this mitigation measure is written specifically for impacts to 
circulation anticipated to occur in 2030 for the build-out of the project. This 
mitigation measure fails to identify the special mitigation measures necessary 
for the interim circulation conditions anticipated to occur as a direct result of 
the UC Merced 2020 project. The project level mitigation measures should 
be more specifically stated in the Draft EIS/EIR to address the unique 
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conditions anticipated to occur in 2020. The structure of the program level 
mitigation measure MM TRANS-1A appears to allow for the definition of the 
UC Merced project to change; the possibility of a redefinition in a program 
level project definition is appropriate; but, the possibility of redefinition of a 
project analyzed under a project level Draft EIS/EIR is not lawful and does not 
allow for the local agency (Merced County) to fully understand the proposed 
project and reasonably allow the identification of potential significant impacts 
and mitigation measures needed to address those significant impacts.

d. The conclusion reached by UCM 2020 Impact TRANS-4 is based on a false 
premise and unsupported assumption. On page 4.13-8 of Volume 3 of the 
Draft EIS/EIR it states, “The analysis of the 2020 Plus UCM 2020 Project 
scenario assumes that intersections on roadway segments with planned 
improvements would receive associated capacity improvements”. Such 
premise and assumption are invalid unless a funding source is identified and 
committed; which is not evident here.

C. Proposed Mitigation:

Based on my review of the traffic analysis, the following circulation improvements are 
necessary to support the UC Merced 2020 Project and to mitigate significant 
impacts/effects caused primarily by the UC Merced 2020 Project:

1. Signalize the intersection of Bellevue Road and Lake Road. (Since this signal is 
an interim improvement necessary to support the UC Merced 2020 project and 
since this signal will be replaced with a more permanent improvement in the 
future to serve regional traffic, the UC is 100% responsible) This interim 
improvement will be replaced with a roundabout in the ultimate condition.

2. Signalize the intersection of Yosemite Avenue and Lake Road. (Since this signal 
is an interim improvement necessary to support the UC Merced 2020 project and 
since this signal will be replaced with a more permanent improvement in the 
future to serve regional traffic, the UC is 100% responsible). This interim 
improvement will not be necessary after Campus Parkway has been constructed 
and will be removed.

3. Signalize the intersection of the Lake Road and the interim connection roads 
entering onto the UC Merced project site. (Since this signal is an interim 
improvement necessary to support the UC Merced 2020 project and since this 
signal will be replaced with a more permanent improvement in the future to serve 
regional traffic, the UC is 100% responsible) These interim improvements will not 
be necessary after Campus Parkway is constructed and will be removed.

4. Widen Bellevue Road from 2-lanes to 4-lanes. (The UC’s proportionate share, at 
a minimum, is 84% based on Table 4.13-6 on page 4.13-16 of Volume 3 of the 
Draft EIS/EIR. Because of the increased traffic volumes, a corrected analysis is 
anticipated to indicate a higher proportionate responsibility).

Additional mitigation measures may be necessary if a revised traffic analysis is 
prepared to correct the errors contained in the existing analysis. That determination 
can not reasonably be made however unless and until a revised traffic analysis is 
prepared to correct the errors contained in the existing analysis is available for review
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and comment.
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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, 
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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 see 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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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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

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

Response to Comment LA‐2‐22

Regarding the comment related to referencing 2004 UCP policies, please see 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.

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
March 2009

3.0-279



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

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

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

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

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 ‐6c, 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.

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
March 2009

3.0-287



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

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

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

A.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.

A.2.a: Please see Master Response No. 6.

A.2.b: 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.

A.2.c: Please see Master Response No. 6.

A.2.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.

A.3: Please see Master Response No. 7 for additional information on the trip distribution. The 

comment does not identify which exhibits are incorrect.

A.4: 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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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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.

A.7: 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: In addition 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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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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.

C.3: 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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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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.

C.4: 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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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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 

it is 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.8: 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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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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. a.i: 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.iii: Please see Master Response No. 6.

B.2. b.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. c: 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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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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

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 VII.A 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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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

sphere of influence, LAFCO considers those factors contained under Policy 5 of Objective VII.A 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 VII.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 III.A 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 I.A 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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Letter No. ORG-1

California Native Plant Society
January 5, 2009

Nancy A. Haley
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Regulatory Division
1325 J Street, Room 1480
Sacramento, California 95814
nancy.a.haley@usace.army.mil VIA EMAIL

Brad Samuelson
UC Merced
P.O. Box 2039
Merced, CA 95344 
bsamuelson@ucmerced.edu VIA EMAIL

RE: UC Merced and University Community Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR/DEIS) 
Public Notice SPK-1999-00203, SCH No. 2008041009

The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) is a statewide non-profit organization of some 10,000 
scientists, educators, and laypeople dedicated to the conservation and understanding of the California 
native flora. As a science-based conservation organization, we believe that good land use decisions must 
be accompanied by a thorough assessment of the environmental impacts as required by the state and 
federal Endangered Species Acts (ESA), the Clean Water Act (CWA), the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA), the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and other resource protection laws.

CNPS has been closely tracking the University of California, Merced (UCM) project since the late 1990s. 
We were a leading member of the environmental groundswell that achieved the first campus footprint 
relocation in 2000. We participated in the public comment period of the 2002 Long Range Development 
Plan and both the University’s and County of Merced’s initial public review processes under CEQA. We 
also actively participated in the eastern Merced County Habitat Conservation Plan - Natural Community 
Conservation Plan planning process which was abandoned in 2003. More recently we have worked 
collaboratively with UCM and the regulatory agencies to improve the scientific integrity and regional 
applicability of the Conservation Strategy and to reduce direct impacts to species and wetland habitat.

The following are CNPS’s comments related to the DEIR/DEIS referenced above.

General Comments

^ UCM, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the consultants who prepared the DEIR/DEIS 
are to be complimented on the thoroughness and straightforward readability of the document.

^ CNPS applauds UCM’s intention to construct all compensatory mitigation as soon as possible instead 
of in small increments over time during campus build out. This will ensure that temporary losses of 
wetland function will be eliminated in future construction phases.

Deadline Comments

^ Why did UCM and USACE decide to publish three different comment period deadlines? UCM 
(http://www.ucmerced.edu/news_articles/11262008_uc_merced_and_army.asp) lists the due date as 
January 5, 2009 and was the first to publish a deadline. The USACE public notice 
(http://www.spk.usace.army.mil/pub/outgoing/co/reg/pn/199900203-DEIS-PN.pdf) gives January 2, 
2009 as the deadline. And the USACE list of open public notices

1

2
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CNPS Comments on UC Merced DEIS/DEIR
January 5, 2009, Page 2 of 2

(http://www.spk.usace.army.mil/organizations/cespk-co/regulatory/PNs/) has December 21, 2008 as 
the deadline. CNPS expects that the lead agencies will consider comments provided by January 5, 
2009 under both NEPA and CEQA and assumes that the multiple deadlines were simply clerical 
errors.

Project Comments

^ Incorporation of the Environmental Commitments (Conservation Strategy, Compensatory Wetland 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, etc.) into the Proposed Action is a novel but untested legal theory. 
CNPS requests that the mitigation measures contained in the referenced documents be fully 
incorporated into both the USACE Permit and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Biological Opinion 
as special conditions. We are concerned that the mitigation measures buried in the DEIS/DEIR 
appendices be fully implemented, enforceable and that success criteria and remedial actions, as 
necessary, are clearly spelled out.

^ The DEIS/DEIR relies heavily on the presumption that implementation of the Environmental 
Commitments will mitigate many aspects of the Project to less than significant levels. However, the 
document itself lacks a clear crosswalk to help decision-makers and the public to understand its 
reasoning in reaching this conclusion. In most cases, the information is in the document or in the 
record, but is not summarized in a manner to make it sufficiently understandable to laypeople. Most 
of the goals are articulated in the Project Description, but it isn’t until Chapter 4 that the meat of the 
measurable objectives is discussed. And then, the discussion is often embedded within a bunch of 
regulatory jargon paragraphs. Consider incorporating some of the measureable objectives into 
Chapter 2 with a summary of what has and has not yet been accomplished. This could serve as an 
at-a-glance summary of Environmental Commitments completion progress.

^ Implementation of various Environmental Commitments, primarily restoration or creation of 
compensatory wetlands, will result in environmental impacts on the mitigation site even if only 
temporary in nature. These impacts would be in addition to those described for the Project site and 
are only briefly addressed in the DEIS/DEIR. The document inappropriately defers some of the 
environmental analysis and review to some later date which will undoubtedly occur in a regulatory 
rather than public process.

Because the compensatory mitigation sites have not been disclosed and analyzed in the DEIS/DEIR, 
CNPS is concerned that appropriate mitigation sites may not be available. Neither the DEIS/DEIR or 
the Compensatory Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (CWMMP) contain safeguards or 
contingencies in the event that no suitable mitigation site can be feasibly acquired. The DEIS/DEIR 
defers mitigation site selection to a full year after permits have been issued. This is an inappropriate 
deferral of mitigation.

Section 4.4.6.1 requires mitigation measures and measurable objectives to ensure that compensatory 
mitigation requirements are conducted in a manner that reduces impacts to the mitigation site to less 
than significant. Additional mitigation measures are required in the event the suitable lands for 
construction of “in-kind” wetlands cannot be feasibly acquired. And finally, the section also requires 
mitigation measures that ensure the genetic integrity of any mitigation sites by outlining precautionary 
principal rules related to propagule sources, etc.

^ CNPS is concerned that the DEIS/DEIR does not appropriately disclose the potential environmental 
impacts to the Campus Natural Reserve (CNR) which are likely to occur as a result of research 
activities. While some guidelines are provided in the Management Plan for Conservation Lands 
(MPCL) that information is buried deep in the appendices. Perhaps moving some of the measurable 
objectives from the MPCL into Chapter 2 which summarizes the Environmental Commitments and 
into Section 4.4 would alleviate the apparent lack of disclosure.

2
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CNPS Comments on UC Merced DEIS/DEIR
January 5, 2009, Page 3 of 3

^ CNPS has a policy against translocation of plants as a primary means of mitigation. We understand 
that this mitigation measure is in addition to conservation of viable natural populations, but are still 
concerned about the genetic integrity of natural populations (of plants and animals) in the vicinity of 
translocation sites.

Vernal pool grassland annual plants are highly variable in their response to local weather patterns. 
Potential translocation sites must be studied over multiple years before determining that the target 
species is indeed absent before translocation is implemented. Additionally, only seeds from the 
target plant species should be translocated. Soil will contain seeds of many other plants and cysts 
from large branchiopods posing a potential genetic threat to other biota at the translocation site.

^ The Project still lacks an effective region-wide weed assessment and abatement program. 
Maintenance of conservation values for preserved lands and mitigation lands requires a proactive 
effort to identify and reduce threats from newly discovered invasive species, not just the ones that are 
already widespread and recognized by the California Invasive Plant Council. The goal of such a 
program would be to identify potential new invaders and respond quickly before they become 
problematic. This will require coordination with various local authorities and must consider every 
newly discovered weed in the eastern Merced County area as potentially invasive. Do not wait until 
the weed has already arrived at Conservation Lands before doing something about it.

7

8

^ Several of the mitigation measures specified in the DEIS/DEIR commit the County of Merced to 
specific actions. The County is not a lead agency or participating entity in this document. How will 
the Project proponents ensure that these mitigation measures are actually implemented by the 
County?

9

^ CNPS agrees that there should be hardscape between the campus and the preserved vernal pool 
grasslands. However the proposed four lane “community collector” or “campus loop” road currently 
proposed has the potential to have substantial indirect and cumulative effects on the preserved areas. 
These impacts include: 1) nitrogen deposition from automobile exhaust which has been shown to 
favor non-native wetland grasses such as ryegrass and will therefore impact the plant community 
composition to the potential detriment of several listed species, 2) inadvertent roadkill of listed 
California Tiger Salamander and other wildlife that may wander off the preserve, and 3) increased 
light pollution from headlights and streetlights which has been shown to alter wildlife behavior and 
breeding capacity.

CNPS urges UCM to reconsider their onsite traffic and circulation plans so that the perimeter road 
between the campus and the preserve is intended for light, local residential traffic only. Main traffic 
collectors should be placed a block within the campus and community.

An alternative would be a landscaping screen on the outer perimeter of the proposed “community 
collector” road that would help to reduce both nitrogen deposition and light pollution. However, that 
alternative would defeat the goal of maintaining scenic vistas of the vernal pool landscape 
surrounding much of the campus.

^ The proposed “University Community Land Company Research and Development” area in the 
“Gateway District” should be retained as an open space area for as long as possible during campus 
and community development. This location is rich in endangered species and wetland habitat 
resources and would be an ideal educational resource. Providing appropriate public access as well 
as interpretative information at this locally-convenient site could be instrumental in enlightenment of 
the campus community and general Merced populace related to understanding and appreciating local 
natural resources such as vernal pool grasslands.

^ CNPS questions why Bellview Ranch was chosen as one of the sites to be included in the 
alternatives analysis. Given that this site already has entitlements, it would be deemed infeasible 
even if shown to be both the LEDPA and preferred alternative.

10
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12

3.0-316Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
March 2009



CNPS Comments on UC Merced DEIS/DEIR
January 5, 2009, Page 4 of 4

We also wonder why a further reduced footprint was not considered in any of the alternatives 
analyzed. The proposed campus configuration of 810 acres is still 50 acres larger than the 760 
minimum campus size referenced in various documents including comment letters from the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency. While we understand the constraints imposed by the two irrigation 
canals in Alternative 1, Alternatives 2 and 3 do not have the same constraints and could, therefore, 
be built on less acreage.

Secondary Comments

^ The Functional Capacity Assessment and corresponding mathematical model for Functional Capacity 
Units outlined in the CWMMP have not been appropriately vetted through the scientific community. 
CNPS strongly advises that the USACE refrain from using this assessment method in future projects 
until it has been accepted for publication in a peer reviewed journal. In particular, some of the 
assumptions appear to have been pulled-out-of-a-hat instead of being based upon models derived 
from appropriate analyses of actual field data.

On behalf of the California Native Plant Society, I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the 
environmental review document for this important educational institution in the San Joaquin Valley.

12

13

Sincerely,

Carol W. Witham, Vice President
California Native Plant Society
2707 K Street, Suite 1 
Sacramento CA 95816
(916) 452-5440

Cc: Interested Parties
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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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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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

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

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/EIR 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 

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
March 2009

3.0-321



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

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

the campus such that it is 760 acres is not possible because as explained on page 3.0‐8, 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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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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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Letter No. ORG-3

January 5, 2009

University of California Merced
PO Box 2039
Merced, California 95344

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
UC Merced 2009 Long Range Development Plan

The Merced County Farm Bureau Board of Directors submits the following comments:

We do not support the University of California Merced Long Range Development Plan 
for the University Community. While we support the existing campus we believe that the 
development footprint must be much smaller because of the global economic downturn, 
new environmental regulations that are being developed from AB32 and SB375, extreme 
drought conditions, urban sprawl, food security and other issues discussed below.

The Merced County Farm Bureau had supported the location of the University of 
California in Merced. We supported development on the golf course, to the north, east 
and south to Cardella Road and encouraged the university to work with the City of 
Merced to coordinate development along Bellevue Avenue going west, not south. We 
have not seen the cooperation that is needed as of today.

Merced County Farm Bureau represents thousands of farmers and ranchers in our county. 
We exist as an agricultural advocacy group because we believe that a domestic food 
supply must be the foundation of our national security policy. Supplying food for 
ourselves and the world is what made this nation great. We cannot be dependent on 
foreign nations for our food as we are for energy. Agriculture in the San Joaquin Valley 
is uniquely situated to be able to supply both our food and alternative energy sources for 
future generations. All land use planning needs to consider that fact before moving 
forward with designs and plans that have failed us in the past. This is the 21st Century. 
We should make it a new day in land use planning and think out of the box and protect 
our farmland, our food supply and those that care for and work the land.

Merced County is the epicenter for the housing meltdown. Have there been any studies 
done that address the amount of over production of single family homes built or planned 
in our city, region and state? It could take years to recover from the foreclosures, 
bankruptcy and over built communities that have failed to meet their requirements for 
parks and bike paths, let alone other needed facilities such as schools and fire stations. A 
rosy recovery is not planned anytime soon. Most are predicting that we have not hit 
bottom. They are expecting waves of foreclosures through 2011. There is not going to be 
a quick fix and relying on an outdated design for communities is not what is needed today 
or in the future.

What our community—the taxpayers—need is our elected officials, the land use decision 
makers—to get together and do a much better job of planning our urban cores. Building 
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up not out should be the plan for the UC and all our communities in our county. Higher 
densities with a jobs/housing balance must be a requirement for all development so that it 
will be coordinated and cost effective for current and future residents of our community.

Planning in isolation is what got us into this mess. We can not continue to have the cities 
and the county in adversarial positions, while the UC is being their own developer and 
making land use decisions. Why is the UC a private developer on taxpayers dollars? How 
will the true cost of development be fulfilled in the current planned process? Is this an 
efficient use of the taxpayers dollars? Only a comprehensive approach can properly 
answer these questions.

LAND USE

Currently, Merced and Merced County are updating their general plans. All our land use 
decision makers need to be in full and cooperating communication to guarantee the 
efficient use of the taxpayers’ dollars. The university development must be a part of the 
city’s plans. To plan the full build out of the university and an adjoining city almost the 
size of the current city today is not sound development. It is repeating a bad design that 
we know is not good for the environment or the taxpayers pockets—urban sprawl.

No one is winning with urban sprawl, in fact the taxpayers are losing out all the way 
around with poorly planned communities that require cars for basic needs and do not pay 
their way. The residents of Merced had to tax themselves to cover the needed safety 
officers to just maintain the status quo. Accordingly we are being told that Merced 
County residents will have to vote to tax themselves to meet the needs of the planned 
transportation infrastructure. When will it end?

It is not too late to develop in tandem with each other. Build more dense, town centered 
development in North Merced that will be contiguous to the UC campus. Bellevue 
Avenue is essentially un-developed. Why won’t that vacant land west of the campus 
fulfill the projected housing needs of the UC and their faculty? Projects are being planned 
along the northwest side of Yosemite Lake. Why isn’t that plan being folded into the UC 
Merced long range plan?

Any development south of Cardella Road, along the Campus Parkway should be for the 
much touted research and development that the UC will hopefully bring to our region. It 
does not need to be planned for more tax draining subdivisions and housing. The UC 
should be able to build up, using a much smaller footprint in today’s technologically 
advanced environment. This would also protect the important canals that spread out from 
Lake Yosemite through Merced Irrigation District canals that supply irrigation water to 
our farms and ranches. Planting people on top and adjacent to these canals is dangerous 
for our future water and food security.

Developing housing going east along Yosemite Avenue past Kibby Road will drastically 
impact the rich, productive farmland south and east of the proposed development. A 
County park with horse trails or a golf course on the eastern edge would be more suitable 

4

5

6

7

8

Page 2

3.0-328Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
March 2009



and a better buffer lessening the impacts of intensive development adjacent to agricultural 
operations and irrigation canals. This would protect thousands of acres of prime farmland 
east of Merced instead of encouraging the eventual development of that rich and 
productive soil that has surface water supplied by Merced Irrigation District.

The cumulative impacts on our natural resources and our infrastructure are not addressed 
in the UC Merced Draft EIS/EIR for the UC Merced and University Community Project.

HYDROLOGY & DRAINAGE

We are in the third year of drought. We have had declarations telling us we are in an 
emergency drought situation. Our reservoirs are low. We have set records for low 
precipitation and storage throughout the state. Environmental requirements on our rivers 
allot hundreds of thousands of acre feet per year for endangered and threatened species 
that were not part of the equation in previous drought years. All these requirements, 
including SB375, impact our ability to grow our food in a stable environment. Our 
legislature refuses to make tough decisions and commit to solving our water crisis. Yet, 
we continue with business as usual with a massive development of houses and people 
planned for the UC.

Using the incomplete Merced Water Supply Plan MWSP in any version is unacceptable 
and fails to address the requirements of assuring a water supply for any development in 
eastern Merced County. While the MAGPI group has been meeting and moving forward 
on beginning some of the process needed, there has been no formation of a Joint Powers 
Authority or financial commitment from Merced County, Atwater, Livingston or the 
community service districts. Those commitments have to be in place to complete the 
needed studies. Many of the goals and objectives in the MWSP have not been met and 
will not be met in regards to recharge basins in the eastern edge.

In 2005, Merced Irrigation District made it clear that the MWSP could not be used as a 
tool for development. That is today’s reality as well. The studies do not exist to make the 
conclusion that there will not be an impact on our underground aquifers. Nor can the 
assumption be made that “something” will be done to guarantee an adequate water supply 
for growing our food and supplying urban and industrial needs. We do know that wells 
are dropping at an alarming rate across the region including along the Merced River. 
These include both domestic and agricultural wells.

Placing a massive development upstream from the City of Merced will have a huge 
impact on the health of the water supply. The DEIS/EIR does not address the cumulative 
impacts from development on our underground aquifers because the information is not 
available, especially as we plan for more growth through the general plans of the City of 
Merced and Merced County.

Drainage issues in regards to storm water and water runoff have never been addressed 
adequately in Merced or the eastern region. It is why we have had massive flooding 
problems in the western region of Merced along 16th Street, Hwy 59 and Hwy 99. We do 
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not have a flood control entity to deal with the regions drainage issues. Paving over land 
to the north and east of Merced without addressing inadequate drainage cannot continue. 
Once again our elected officials at all levels have failed the taxpaying public in providing 
the needed infrastructure while growth is being allowed.

Failing to address the cumulative impacts of the approved and/or planned developments 
for Merced is unacceptable, especially when the UC is currently hooked up to Merced 
sewer and water systems.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The use of dual plumbing systems, using gray water for irrigation must be a requirement 
starting today on any and all development, new or in progress, especially UC Merced. No 
lawns, except for playing fields, should be planned. Any and all landscape that is 
provided should be native or drought resistant plants.

All residential and commercial development must incorporate solar powered energy into 
their designs. The UC can be the great innovator with the development of state of the art 
solar technology. We can design and manufacture the systems right here in our own 
backyard.

While we understand the legal process the UC must complete, the Merced County Farm 
Bureau requests that the Long Range Development plans be put on hold until we actually 
have the needed information and action from the state and our local officials in regards to 
implementing SB 375 and AB 32 , expanding our water storage, implementing 
environmental requirements and addressing current lawsuits and judges orders on our 
rivers, streams and creeks.

We look forward to working with UC Merced officials, our local and state legislators and 
the community to plan a state of the art, 21st Century university campus that will benefit 
our county, region and state without costly impacts to our working landscapes and the 
men and women who supply the safest, most diverse food products in the world.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss this further please call our Executive 
Director Diana Westmoreland Pedrozo at 209-723-3001.

Sincerely,
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Peter Koch, President
Merced County Farm Bureau Board of Directors
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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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

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

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

(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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Letter No. ORG-4

Maureen McCorry, Director 
San Joaquin Et Al

P.O. Box 722
Merced, CA 95341

Sanjoaquinetal@sbcglobal.net
(415) 816-8872

January 5, 2009

Nancy A. Haley
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Regulatory Division
1325 J Street, Room 1480
Sacramento, CA 95814
nancy.a.haley@usace.army.mil

Brad Samuelson
Physical Planning, Design & Construction
University of California, Merced
P.O. Box 2039
Merced, CA 95343
bsamuelson@ucmerced.edu

Re: Comments Associated to the DEIR and DEIS for the University of California,
Merced, Campus and Community Project (SCH No. 2008041009)/Via: E-mail 1.05.09

We are writing to oppose the University of California (UC) application for an Army Corps of 
Engineer, Clean Water Act 404 permit for the build out of the Campus, the Long Range 
Development Plan Amendment, and the University Community. We ask that the 
DEIR/ DEIS be withdrawn, and a new DEIR/DEIS be issued that addresses meaningful 
alternatives and is organized and indexed in a fashion that is user friendly to the public. In 
addition, we ask that this process be deferred until: a new Biological Opinion can be 
produced to address the changing circumstances since 2002; an actual water supply plan is 
created for the Merced Basin; an agricultural mitigation policy is adopted by the County; 
and there is a clearly demonstrated need for a New Town/Commercial Center north of 
Merced.

1

I. At minimum, the DEIR and DEIS should be re -circulated:

The DEIR/DEIS is inadequate and poorly organized, failing to meet both the letter and the 
spirit of the California Environmental Quality Act and NEPA to inform the public. The 
public is forced to cross reference information on each checklist item across three separate 
volumes, plus a CD Rom appendix – without a useful roadmap or contextual guide.
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The index does not reference all relevant documents that are vital to understanding the 
scope of the project. The index fails to list the Appendices or the Environmental Checklist. 
There is no key for the fifteen documents listed in the Appendices. The file labeled 
“ApxES.pdf” might reasonably be assumed to be the Executive Summary. However, it 
contains the Notice of Preparation (NOP) comments. There is no mention of “Notice of 
Preparation” or “NOP comment letters” in the Table of Contents or Index (which is 
repeated in each of the three volumes).

Information on at least one checklist item (Hazardous Waste s) is not consistently 
presented. This raises serious questions. A cursory view of the Executive Summary would 
allow one to draw a very different conclusion (regarding potential impacts or mitigation) 
than if one were to read each of the sections devoted to this topic and spread over the three 
volumes. Finally, there is no summary sheet or guide to explain how the information in this 
EIR/EIS differs from the previous LRDP and County/University joint UCP plan. In an 
obscure section of the Appendix, one finds within the Final Conservation Strategy: 
“Terminology” – that would more efficiently be included in the introduction (1-5). This 
one-half page item is buried so as to render it useless to the average reader. Even if these 
distinctions were available in the introduction, these terms are not employed consistently 
used throughout the conservation related documents. Finally, the BO on which this project 
relies does not include key figures referenced in the BO. These figures are far from trivial 
as the BO was created in 2002 – the maps and figures matter, given the changes made to 
this project over time.

We find the Environmental Checklist that the University adopted wholly inadequate. 
However, at this time, we are limiting our critique to the following issues:

II. NOP comments are not addressed in the current DEIR/DEIS:

Comments by key regulatory agencies are ignored. This is particularly the case with 
respect to following:

^ Water: There is no analysis of the project’s impact on Merced County groundwater, 
Merced City water supply and water quality and further impacts to aquatic 
resources. Instead the DEIR/ DEIS defers potential water supply impacts to a local 
process led by the Merced Irrigation District -- a process where the University has 
had no recent visible presence. There is no support for the conclusions it reaches in 
its Executive Summary, regarding mitigation required for “Hydrology 4,5, 6, and 7 or 
Biological Resources 11 (Merced River impacts).” Finally, the statement made for
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Cumulative Impacts MM HYD-3a and 3b are disingenuous and misleading given the 
University of California’s (University) track record over the last six years. 4

^ Alternatives Analysis: A robust analysis of meaningful alternatives is absent. 
Common sense, practicality, need, green, sustainable growth would dictate a much 
closer look at both Castle and the City of Merced. Each possesses the infrastructure 
and space the University is seeking to expand its operations. The City of Merced is 
overflowing with vacant commercial space and ripe with alternatives for infill as 
entire neighborhoods are being vacated or are in foreclosure. This is a time when 
creative use of already available resources and infrastructure is urgently needed. 
One would expect a world class educational institution to welcome such a challenge. 
Contemplating an expansion on pristine vernal pools, productive agriculture lands 
with the required infrastructure still needed to be built defies rationality, common 
sense, and an efficient use of taxpayer dollars. The University of California, Merced 
– states Merced, not an unnecessary New Town in Eastern Merced County. Finally, 
there are viable options and much more meaningful alternatives than those 
analyzed. A Castle/City of Merced alternative complements the previous University 
plan to create satellites in order to reach out to the community. This alternative 
would also reinforce previous University investment and redevelopment of the 
Mondo building (situated alongside row after row of vacant commercial space on 
Main Street) and the underutilized Tri-College Center – each offering a real 
opportunity for much more efficient and creative use of diminishing resources -­
that not only benefit the University, but represents a real investment in our local 
community and infrastructure– the redevelopment of downtown Modesto serves as 
a case in point for a vision that serves its residents. Both of these alternatives were 
considered, but withdrawn – offering very little in the way of support for its 
conclusions (3.0-11, Volume I). This, at a time when we are facing catastrophic 
economic conditions – not seen since the Great Depression.

5

^ Cumulative Impacts and the Growth Inducing Impacts associated to this project are 
relegated to a relatively short section in Volume II. Ironically, the impacts already 
experienced by the community with the current siting of the University are ignored. 
Faculty and staff drive from Modesto, Snelling, Mariposa, and the Bay Area to work 
on campus. Since 1997 an increasing number of agricultural parcels have been split 
to accommodate a desire to teach and live in the country. Our watershed, which 
encompasses Mariposa County and Catheys Valley has witnessed unprecedented 
growth and increased stress groundwater in the foothills that are to provide water 
and recharge for Merced County. The growth inducing impacts of the Merced City 
sewer line cutting North through the partially build and abandoned housing
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developments at Bellevue Ranch along with the proposed New Towns that are 
expected to be included in the City of Merced’s General Plan Update, are ignored. 
The real estate boom and bust that dramatically impacted our entire region is 
effectively ignored. Unincorporated communities in Eastern Merced County have 
stressed their water and sewer capacity (at their own expense) in response to 
indirect impacts from this project – these impacts are ignored. Finally, there is no 
analysis of impact of the illegal takes acknowledged in both the Final Conservation 
Strategy and the Compensatory Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (CWMMP). 
This lack of analysis ignores the research outlined in the 2002 US Fish and Wildlife 
BO which clearly identifies Eastern Merced County as a unique state resource (see 
page 107).

^ Despite critical comments during the NOP phase, The Resource Management Plan 
(RMP) remains conceptual in nature – another form of deferral, six years after the 
BO was written for this project. In addition, the RMP also ignores the growth 
inducing nature of the project on the entire region – as the BO clearly states, 
“Eastern Merced County possesses (this may be moot with this project) one of the 
least fragmented vernal pool habitats in the state (and quite possibly the nation).

III. Mitigation proposed in these documents fails on a variety of levels:

Biological Resources:

The very clear expectations and responsibilities outlined in the 2002 Biological 
Opinion from the US Department of Fish and W ildlife, for which this project is 
reliant, have been ignored or deferred.

6

7

8

9

The easements which serve as the cornerstone of the state’s mitigation for this 
project and are referenced continually throughout this DEIS and DEIR as 
appropriate mitigation are not included in this DEIR/DEIS. How is the public to 
determine if our investment in over 26,600 acres have management and 
endowment plans that protect our interest in the biological resources they are 
purported to protect? We have no way of knowing. The BO is incredibly clear that 
without effective management, monitoring and endowments, threatened or 
endangered species will continue carry this status without effective management 
and monitoring. (This issue is also raised in the NOP comment letters). The 
“Management Plan” which appears as “Appendix B” at the very end of the 286 page 
“Compensatory Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan” is not a management plan. 
It provides a very thin description of the easements it holds and the private lands
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that public monies were used to purchase easements as mitigation for this project. 
The “Management Plan” describes what grazing can do in theory as opposed to 
detailing what it will require landowners to do in order to ensure threatened and 
endangered species are protected. The only real information offered about the 
practices University has employed since it has acquired the easements is a short 
paragraph featuring the lease for the Fagundes Dairy (Appendix B, page 7 – Recent 
Use 3.2). There is no analysis as to whether or not dairy cattle are the best grazers 
for the resources; this information is just dumped in and completely isolated from 
the recent research sited in the document on best grazing practices for conservation 
of vernal pool wetlands. Finally, page 7-3 of the Compensatory Wetland Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plan and page A-5 and A-6 of the “Management Plan for Tier 2 
Conservation Lands…” defer responsibility to the California Rangeland Trust and 
The Nature Conservancy for ensuring proper monitoring and legal compliance. 
Again, five or more years after these easements were created we are still looking at 
“future action” without any public mechanism for enforcement. To quote:

If monitoring of Tier 2 Conservation Lands identifies non 
Compliance with easement terms that is likely or dem­
onstrated to cause detrimental effects on species of 
conservation concern, TNC and CRT should work directly 
with landowners or take other actions as necessary to achieve 
compliance. (italics ours, A-5)

We do not view this as legal or adequate.

It is interesting to note that in the same section, page 7-4 of the CWMMP, there is a 
statement indicating that the University of California, Merced, “will” be responsible 
for preparing and submitting annual monitoring reports. It is relevant to point out 
that this responsibility/requirement was discussed in the 2002 BO, but presumably 
no reporting has taken place since these easements were established five or more 
years ago. The lack of transparency thus far bodes ill for future reporting, if this 
final permit is granted.

“The Compensatory Wetland Management and Monitoring Plan (CWMMP)” is a plan 
to make a plan. This critically important document is also buried in the Appendix. 
Once again, the University of California has had five years to figure this out. It has 
had a major incentive to meet the BO, but, it has chosen to rely on future deferrals. 
Given the eloquent descriptions of the irreplaceable and pristine vernal pool 
wetlands in the 2002 BO, the public has the right and expectation to demand that a

5
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404 permit cannot be issued until actual (as opposed to theoretical) monitoring, 
management, endowments, and restoration plans are presented for review. Instead, 
we are told that this plan will be followed by a “final” CWMMP. We are also 
informed that “Community South” is not included in this preliminary analysis as the 
lands in this section of the UCP are privately owned.

The barriers, fences recommended in the BO are trampled (page 27) by the 
establishment ofa new “perimeter road.” This road, rather than serving as a barrier 
to sensitive wetlands, will encourage human encroachment on the lands the 
University is claiming to protect.

Other deferrals: Easements for over 3,000 acres of “CST lands” are to take place at 
some future point with no assurances that the easements will be procured and that 
the proper, legal, management and monitoring will take place. The Campus Land 
Reserve is not labeled in a highly misleading fashion. This area – along with its 
innumerable and valuable natural resources -- is being held by UC for future 
development and not examined as part of the current project for its ultimate, 
intended urban uses. These impacts are not analyzed in this EIR/EIS. Moreover, 
the fate of a sensitive resource area that is owned by the County which features “An 
Aquatic Resource of Natural Importance” can’t be determined by this project 
EIR/EIS (see page 45, Water Division, EPA comments). Ongoing public education to

UC has been lauded as an environmental model – yet it has not undertaken this role 
for the protection of the valuable lands in Eastern Merced County. The Biological 
Opinion is also very detailed in assigning critical importance to the shared 
responsibility by the City, the County, and the University in protecting lands in this 
region. The BO is also very clear about the need for connectivity for the ultimate 
survival of all of the threatened and endangered species placed at risk by this 
project (see pages 108-111). Yet, connectivity can only guaranteed when there are 
Memorandums of Understanding and enforceable agreements among the University 
and local land use agencies not only exist, but are honored. Moreover, since ground 
has broken, the University has abdicated its responsibility as steward of the habitat 
in Eastern Merced County. We have a six year track record available to analyze. 
There are no MOU’s between the County and the University at this juncture to 
ensure that this project’s reliance on County processes is warranted. The wording 
in Cumulative Impact Mitigation Measure AG-1, Volume I and Cumulative Impact 
5.0.5, Volume II) ring hollow with six years of illegal takes, parcelization of 
agricultural land under the General Rule exemption, and discretionary approval of 
residential development throughout unincorporated Merced County with no
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objection or intervention by the state . The state has taken “a hands off” approach 
with respect to engaging local land use authorities in order to strengthen its 
commitment to natural resources in the region. Nearly 10,000 acres in Eastern 
Merced County have been converted from rangeland to farming or urban uses (see 
Conservation Strategy and CWMMP), further eroding and fragmenting the rich 
vernal pool habitat in Eastern Merced County. Yet, the University has not 
participated in the General Plan update for the County. It has not taken 
responsibility for ensuring that its Conservation Strategy is protected through the 
policies adopted by the local land use authorities (City and County of Merced). 
Merced County has seen a dramatic increase in discretionary approvals to convert 
agricultural lands to productive agriculture and rural ranchettes, and yet silence 
from the state. A grading ordinance would go a long way to stem the conversion of 
rangelands in the County with high natural resource values, but there is no visible 
political presence to support progressive policies that would actually work to stem 
agriculture to agriculture conversions and the agriculture to urban conversions 
bemoaned in the Conservation Strategy and of major concern in the BO. In this 
DEIR/ DEIS, the University defers these responsibilities to a County that has 
routinely ignored this BO and has no respect for natural resources.

There is no joint policy, MOU, or University engagement in the current General Plan Update 
process that indicates any past or future coordination to prevent further fragmentation of 
the pristine vernal pool wetlands or agriculture in this region. This is further supported by 
the letter submitted by the Special Programs Director for Merced County. His letter makes 
clear that the County is under no obligation or to quote: “is not compelled to approve the 
same plans and boundaries as the Regents and/or the Corps. It should also be recognized 
that the separate EIR that will be certified by the County before acting upon the General 
Plan Amendment may present different and/or additional environmental impacts and 
conclusions than those that are presented to the Regents in the LRDP EIR and to the Corps 
in the 404 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).” It is relevant to also note that there is 
no mention of the current General Plan Update – one that is nearly 20 years overdue for 
our local community.

The County website for the University was last updated on August 13, 2004 (over four 
years ago).

There is only one other letter from a County official (signed as a representative for the San 
Joaquin Valley Regional Association of County Governments). This NOP comment letter is 
clearly focused on the very capable efforts of the University in wooing local officials with
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social events. There is nothing close to the type of critical analysis one would expect of 
local leaders in analyzing the very serious impacts associated to the NOP and this project.

We also question the role and the potential conflict of interest associated to the Great 
Valley Center’s championing of a Valley-wide, “regional” planning process (the Governor’s 
Blueprint and the Governor’s Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley). The Great Valley 
Center (GVC) is now part of the University of California. The GVC has assumed a lead role 
in advancing a process that promises to leap-frog over a transparent, local planning 
process as required under California and federal law. This relationship has definite 
environmental and resource impacts that have not been analyzed in these documents.

This lack of engagement and coordination with local land use agencies has been consistent 
across the board: Water; Wastewater; Air; and Transportation: Coordinated plans with 
enforceable mitigated measures for an integrated infrastructure are non-existent. Each 
draft or final EIR has been brought forward as a project, separate and independent of the 
University. This has been true for all major infrastructure proposed in our County which 
will ultimately benefit the University, at the expense of resources needed to benefit the 
residents of Merced County -- (Campus Parkway, the Atwater-Merced Expressway, MAGPI, 
and the Merced City Sewer).

IV. Conversion of Farmland, Impacts to Agriculture and Agricultural Mitigation:

There is no agricultural mitigation policy. To date, the state and the local land use 
authority have not yet developed a policy to mitigate. In lieu fees are not adequate and 
neither is a 1:1 ratio. We do not agree with the conclusion reached on page 4.2-3, Volume 
I, that there is no point in mitigating for farmland of importance for the Community North 
and South as easements already exist. Productive agriculture and rangeland are not one in 
the same. The LESA standards relied on in the analysis of agriculture impacts also ignores 
these critical important distinctions.

The University should not be allowed to move forward until a transparent agricultural 
mitigation policy is vetted and approved which at minimum offers options for a meaningful 
mitigation of the agricultural losses caused by the project and growth inducing impacts to 
the entire region.

V. Social Justice/Need?

To discuss this project in the current economic environment without addressing NEED is to 
further subject this community to economic and resource degradation that is far beyond
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unconscionable. Mercedians have been whip-sawed by a speculative housing boom that 
has indeed gone bust. Our boom was fueled by the growth inducing impacts of the 
University of California. The social justice impacts of this have yet to be properly analyzed 
and mitigated. According to Realty Trac, in 1997, 65% of Mercedians earning the median 
income could afford a home. By 2005, that number was well below 5%. These numbers 
have now adjusted, somewhat. In the meantime, Mercedians have been left bankrupt and 
destitute having had to walk away from a home with debt that superseded its value or 
having been forced out of their homes by foreclosure. Those who have held on to their 
investment are surrounded by vacant houses and homeless residents. Rental signs abound. 
Section 8 housing attempts to mitigate for the loss of overbuilt residential developments 
and where remaining owners have overpaid for a master built community that never 
manifested. Now, the University is proposing to leap frog beyond the economic and social 
chaos it created ata very steep cost of our remaining and irreplaceable natural resources.

VI. Taxpayers are subsidizing the University of California, Merced, at the expense 
of critically needed services and infrastructure:

Taxpayers are subsidizing student enrollment at the cost of providing essential 
infrastructure to meet critical needs – both in terms of providing essential support to our 
community colleges (Merced College), CSU (Fresno and Stanislaus State), and other UC 
campuses. Moreover, vital infrastructure for current residents is non- existent (see above 
information). Campus Parkway and the Atwater-Merced Expressway will cost taxpayers 
nearly $450,000,000, yet the University of California has contributed approximately 
$150,000 to mitigate these very real costs – this at a time, when our economy is in free fall 
and our state is struggling to find funds to pay for essential services (see Merced Sun-Star 
cover story, November 25, 2008).

VII. Additional Concerns:

Water:

There is no water. A New Town in Eastern Merced County is the antithesis of what is 
needed as we face water shortages locally and throughout the state. The foothills that 
surround the current campus recharge the water for the basin and provide our community 
with its groundwater. This is our watershed and it should not be sacrificed. Water is a 
critical need in short supply, housing in Merced County is not. The UC has chosen to absent 
itself from key local planning processes. The current effort to create a new hydrologic 
model and a new water supply plan through local agency processes has been done without 
University involvement.
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Hazardous Waste:

The mission of the University has shifted since its inception. It is disingenuous to indicate 
that a research institution will not produce significant hazardous waste. This impact is not 
properly analyzed. The University is situated at the epicenter of our watershed – affecting 
not only the supply, but quality of our groundwater. The University has not factored in the 
potential impacts to groundwater and our watershed, given its research mandate, and the 
current Memorandum of Understanding with Lawrence Berkeley, Lawrence Livermore, 
and the Los Alamos National Laboratories. Moreover, the University has not addressed 
storm-water run-off which will likely impact Merced communities contributing to the very 
real potential for groundwater contamination with the dramatic increase in impervious 
surfaces proposed by this project. Finally, a wastewater treatment plant is contemplated, 
but not fully analyzed in this report (2.0, 25-, 26, Volume I). This proposal would serve to 
further jeopardize Merced County’s potable water. How is the public to analyze the 
environmental impacts associated to the possibility of UC moving forward with its own 
wastewater treatment plant atop our watershed?

Open Space Parking Lots:

The infamous make shift and illegal parking lot on corner of Lake Road and Bellevue Road 
has created has encroached on open space that at one time was proposed as mitigation for 
the San Joaquin Valley Kit Fox.

We appreciate your consideration and request that the University withdraw this 
DEIR/ DEIS until the conditions listed in paragraph one of this letter are met.
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Finally, we reserve the right to continue to make comments throughout this process per 
federal law under NEPA. We would also expect that a world class institution, committed to 
advancing higher education, would be more than willing to allow more than the 10 day 
period legally mandated for public and agency comment, once the Final EIR/EIS is 
published (in the event the current DEIR /DEIS is not withdrawn).

25

Sincerely,

Maureen McCorry, Director
San Joaquin Et Al
P.O. Box 722
Merced, CA 95341
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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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

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 

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
March 2009

3.0-348
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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:

• 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.

• 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 1a 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 10th 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.

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
March 2009

3.0-354



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

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 corner 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.

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
March 2009

3.0-356



UC Merced and University Community Project Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR/DEIS) Public Notice SPK-1999-

00203, SCH No. 2008041009

Letter No. ORG-5

Lydia Miller
San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center
P.O. Box 778
Merced, CA 95341
(209) 723-9283, ph. & fax
raptorctr@bigvalley.net
sjrrc@sbcglobal.net

Steve Burke
Protect Our Water (POW)
3105 Yorkshire Lane
Modesto, CA 95350
(209) 489-9178, ph.
protectourwater@sbcglobal.net

Nancy A. Haley VIA EMAIL
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Regulatory Division
1325 J Street, Room 1480
Sacramento, California 95814 
nancy.a.haley@usace.army.mil

Brad Samuelson VIA EMAIL
UC Merced
P.O. Box 2039 Merced, CA 95344
bsamuelson@ucmerced.edu

January 05, 2009

RE: UC Merced and University Community Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR/DEIS) Public Notice SPK- 
1999-00203, SCH No. 2008041009

To begin, we would like to take this opportunity to congratulate UC lawyers and 
consultants for producing a DEIR/DEIS which, based on a decade of experience of 
reading DEIR/DEIS’s in Merced County, is the most hostile to public understanding we 
have yet encountered.

We have filed six lawsuits against the manifold violations of law entailed in the UC 
Merced project. We have won half of them. In the course of watching the development of 
this anchor tenant for a speculative land boom, we observed the deep involvement of UC 
lobbyists in the plans of the corrupt Rep. Pombo, Rep. Cardoza, and the now exposed and 
investigated Assistant Secretary of the Department of Interior, Julia MacDonald, in plans 
to gut the Endangered Species Act and the Critical Habitat Designation for the benefit of 
UC Merced special interests.

Nevertheless, a few comments from the local public that have been and will be further 
impacted aesthetically, environmentally, economically, in terms of water quality and 
quantity, in terms of wildlife habitat for endangered species, and socially from this 
misplaced campus, the object of so much greed from the finance, insurance and real
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estate special interests that designed it and in whose name this county has been made 
nationally infamous for our rate of foreclosure. But then, why complain to the UC regents 
about that? You are those special interests. If the campus had been located in Fresno, 
where UC was donated land for a campus decades ago, much of the torture of law and 
logic and illegal political pressure on agencies on behalf of special interests might have 
been avoided.

We offer these comments at random, following the random organization of the 
DEIR/DEIS. Ordinarily, the public tries to make comments in an orderly way with bullet 
points and a coherent narrative. In this case, given the incomprehensible nature of this 
DEIR/DEIS and its manifold contradictions from section to section, we restrict ourselves 
to notes per sections of the document, in some cases attempting to summarize statements 
of great obscurity.

Project description: ES.3
Now, UC proposes to purchase land (Myers) from the UCLC. But, it hasn't. So, this 
project description is based on property it doesn't yet own and an MOU yet to be agreed 
to between UCLC and Hunt. What does the MOU give them that they don't have now? 
EIR/EIS lead agency, UC Regents, not county.
Also, there is latitude in the writing of MOUs. Is the public, whose aesthetic, natural 
resource, economic and social environment is being impacted by this unnecessary new 
town permitted to inquire about the possible terms of these proposed MOUs or are they to 
be proprietary documents of the Regents and their partners? This sort of institutional 
arrogance, with which the California public is very aware from UC, remains 
unacceptable, despite its mindless repetition, so similar to the rest of its propaganda.

ES.4 Serve historically underrepresented populations.
By confession of no less an authority than Carol Tomlinson-Keasey, first chancellor there 
is no empirical evidence that proximity equals service. There is however a great deal of 
evidence, lying all over the outskirts of the City of Merced, that proximity to the UC 
campus equals an increase in Density of urban growth.

As local residents, our observations of this “service” are as follows:
^ We observe the must highly subsidized population of UC students in the UC 

system; barely half, if that, come from the Valley;
^ The university has failed to analyze where faculty, TAs (for example, contract 

TAs from CSU Fresno) staff, students, and construction workers actually live, 
how many commute, and that impact on the local environment and greenhouse 
gases.

Promote regional harmony? When has that ever happened in the Valley? The vitality of 
the Valley is based on conflict, not harmony, and it has always been that way. The 
lawyers and consultants who wrote this thing have no sense of the history of the San 
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Joaquin Valley. The local public remains certain that the regents share that fashionable 
ignorance.

Why is it a goal to provide 100 percent of "UC-generated" growth on campus? This 
policy was stillborn the day the campus was a done deal and now there is excess housing 
lying all over Merced. There is no need for the UCP. It is just one more drug on the local 
housing and commercial strip mall market. What would have been interesting research by 
the UC lawyers and consultants would have been some estimate of when Merced and 
surrounding Valley counties will get out of this economic depression. Planning for 
development as if the present economic crisis does not exist represents an intellectual 
level that , in less corrupt times, would not be considered respectable for UC or any 
serious institution of the higher learning.

ES.7
Alt. 11 - Proposed Action
26,600 acres acquired for conservation easements? Unsupportable. Easements lack 
endowments and monitoring plans and funds. There has been a need for compensatory 
mitigation (restoration and creation of vernal pools) for five years and now there seems to 
be a plan to make a plan to do it.

We argue that UC should put all the land it owns in Merced County in an irrevocable 
trust or some other binding legal status that prevents UC from selling it, as UC sold 
Kearney Park in Fresno County, which was donated to UC for a campus.

The "service" of UC Merced has been real estate development, not education.
What use to Valley of a famous professor of coral reefs? The Valley is not known for its 
coral reefs. In fact, either is the California shoreline of the Pacific Ocean.

p. 1.0-19 Consultation meetings related to the proposed action:
As the UC administration knows, the one abiding purpose of this series of meetings was 
for UC attorneys to try to persuade NGOs to agree not to sue UC on this ridiculous 
document. Adding injury to this insult to discussions surrounding legal CEQA and NEPA 
issues, throughout the proceedings, Chancellor Kang refused to meet with the NGOs on 
these issues. The combination of UC arrogance and local politicians' self- enrichment 
from the lucrative anchor tenant, this campus, is one of the more squalid and obvious 
political maneuvers we have ever seen. Private developers have been a great deal more 
intelligent on environmental issues.

Checklist
AQ1 -- only addresses construction impacts.
BIO 1 -- Commitments not valid.
BIO 7 -- The campus was built on top of hawk habitat.
BIO 9 -- Burrowing owl. Is this a plan to make a plan? Shouldn't they have already done 
surveys?
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BIO 10 -- "vagrant SJKF?" Is that different from the federally listed highly endangered 
San Joaquin Kit Fox? Is there an implication that the campus and the UCP are not on a 
recognized range for the kit fox? If so, UC lawyers and consultants are in error.

cf p.4.4.134 "The County shall ensure..."
Is there any evidence in this EIR that the County has agreed to this? This, furthermore, 
appears to be limited to Community South only, which requires two agreements not yet 
made and about which the public may never have any information, in violation of CEQA.

CUL 1 --another plan to make a plan.
GEO 1 --Earthquake.
cf 4.6-2... One ("inactive") fault 15 miles away from campus. San Andreas 50 miles 
away.
"No specific liquefaction hazard areas have been identified in Merced County; however, 
this potential exists throughout the SJ Valley where unconsolidated sediments and a high 
water table coincide (Merced Co. Planning Dept, 1989)"
4.6-9 Soils with moderate expansion potential are fairly common throughout the campus 
site..." (not soft though, so allegedly won't cause settling, foundation cracking and toxic 
molds)

GEO 2 -- another plan to make a plan.

HAZ -- with an MOU with LLNL, can the public be assured no hazardous material 
transport? Can there be a "major research university" without hazardous waste and this 
potential impact?
cf. p4.7-14: With this plan to make plans, UCM could probably set up a biowarfare lab at 
least biosafety level 2 without further review. Given its MOU with LLNL, the public 
rightly fears the possibility of a level- 4 lab in Merced County, given the successful 
opposition of the public in both Davis and in Tracy in recent years. The public realizes 
that UC has not given up on its plans for such a lab, containing the deadliest biological 
agents known to man.

There is no mention of the now proposed medical center or the additional hazardous 
waste such a facility would generate.

And, we note on p. 4.7-6 the following weasel language: "However, it is possible that 
environmental conditions, such as non-permitted disposal sites, trash burn pits, wells or 
other underground storage devices, may exist in the proposed UCM 2020 Project 
development area that have not been reported or identified. The presence of any of these 
types of sites or materials, either within or adjacent tot eh campus, could generate 
conditions that could be hazardous to public health and the environment; this could create 
a significant impact during construction of the campus." Blame it on construction 
workers and past ag and golf-course use.
It is not insignificant to the environment that hazardous lab materials will be used on a 
site that is uphill, in terms of the aquifer and storm water, from a city of 89,000 people.
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The problem of hazardous waste gets even worst with the proposal of a medical center, 
not addressed in this DEIR/DEIS.

HYD -- same as above.
HYD 5-6-7-8: Dubious. What's the evidence? This is a plan to make plan?

LU -- The campus has already had grave impacts of planning and development, including 
numerous amendments to general plans associated with growth stimulated by UC 
Merced.

SOC 2 -- "Displacing substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere" is a phony impact, some cookie cutter 
thing from consultant land. See article below and many others we could generate on the 
housing situation in Merced:

12-27-08
Merced Sun-Star
Andy Krotik: Outlook not good for early 2009
Andy Krotik is sales manager of Coldwell Banker Gonella Realty in Atwater. Sources of 
information for this article were obtained by Gonella Realty research, CAR, NAR, 
DataQuick and Realty Server MLS. He writes every month.
http://www.mercedsunstar.com/115/v-print/story/611749.html
Real estate in its simplest form is supply and demand. That ingredient usually has the 
most impact on value. Although demand by buyers remains consistent, bank-owned 
properties just keep coming and coming.
Last month in Merced County there were 479 property sales. That's respectable activity 
for a county of just under a quarter-million people. The challenge: there were nearly an 
identical number of foreclosures, 470. Demand for housing locally has been consistent 
the last nine months, far exceeding 2007 numbers.
The number of bank foreclosures has also increased substantially when compared to 
November a year ago. Year-to-date there have been slightly more foreclosures in Merced 
County than property sales: 4,443 foreclosures, 4,427 closed property sales. I believe 
foreclosures will continue to outpace property sales in the first quarter of 2009. 
Here's why:
On July 8 the state Legislature and Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger enacted SB 1137. The 
new nine-page law was designed to protect property owners threatened by foreclosure. It 
comes with new noticing requirements, mandatory loan modification attempts and due 
diligence requirements by banks before they foreclose.
It's supposed to slow down bank takebacks. It was also coupled with a populist message 
by the governor asking for a temporary "moratorium" on foreclosures. Legislators may 
have outsmarted themselves, however, as many believe all they have done is pinched the 
hose.
Brace yourself -- another wave of foreclosures is coming. True, workout programs can 
benefit homeowners, but statistically 70 percent are back in default within six months.
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Most believe this has simply delayed the inevitable. Fact is some people just don't want 
to own a property that's worth less than half of what they owe.
Some are simply making a business decision. That's not to say there aren't awful 
situations where a property owner truly gets in trouble. But to ignore the other component 
is naive.
In the end, the oversupply of repos has put downward pressure on prices, which have 
benefited first-time homebuyers. Currently, 69 percent of those making the median 
income can qualify for the median price of a home here in Merced County.
Some 85 percent of today's buyers are first-timers. They are getting fixed FHA loans. The 
other 15 percent are investors who are coming back into the market, swooping up what 
they feel are fair prices. In short, rentals pencil once again. If you can buy and hold, most 
feel in the end it might be a good investment.

Relief for renters in foreclosures is on the way. Fannie Mae announced Dec. 16 that 
renters who occupy properties being foreclosed on may soon have the option to lease 
directly from Fannie Mae. That's right -- the feds are indirectly getting into the landlord 
business. According to the recent announcement evictions, will be halted until Jan. 9. 
Final details are pending. Fannie Mae also offers relocation assistance to some renters 
trapped between the banks and the former owners.
Fannie Mae is also launching a new financing program to liquidate their dilapidated 
properties. Because so many properties are in tough shape, The Home Path Renovation 
Program which starts Jan. 5 will allow buyers to repair properties, with set-aside monies 
after close of escrow. Details can be found at www.homepath.com In short, Fannie Mae 
wants to reduce the amount in their inventory.
Monthly Tidbit: If you snooze, you lose. One of the biggest complaints I hear from first­
time homebuyers these days is that their offer didn't get accepted because the bank 
received several offers. If you remember one fundamental fact about banks, it's this: 
Banks aren't in business to give buyers a good deal. They are in business to minimize 
losses, period. If there is more than one offer on a property, they will take their time 
deciding. They want a bidding war.
There are basically two ways to get a deal on a bank-owned property. First, be the first 
one to make a qualified offer, which includes documentation of your ability to get a loan, 
and provide evidence of down-payment funds.
It's not uncommon for properties in desirable areas to have several offers and to sell over 
the asking price. But if you're the only one making the offer, you're well-positioned. So 
act fast. if you like, write it up posthaste.
The other way to get a good deal usually comes in finding a property that has a less than 
desirable location, condition or if it's been on the market for an extended period of time. 
If the property doesn't qualify for typical financing, it can be ripe for a steal. More than 
ever, cash is king. It's not uncommon for banks to take a lower cash offer, instead of 
higher offer that requires the property and buyer to qualify.

TRANS 1 -- plan to study to make a plan.

25

26

6

3.0-362Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

UC Merced and University Community Project Final EIS/EIR
March 2009

http://www.homepath.com


UC Merced and University Community Project Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR/DEIS) Public Notice SPK-1999-

00203, SCH No. 2008041009

GCC -1 lays off environmental responsibility on local land use agency, but UC is 
creating the impact and according to ES. Regents must enter into MOU with UCLC and 
Hunts. So what is the force of this MOU? All right, no duty? 27

Cumulative impacts -- the first three, are significant and responsibility is put on local 
jurisdictions.
BIOs 1-2
Depend on the easements without monitoring or endowments, depend on UC's ability and 
willingness to renegotiate thousands of acres of "easements."

28

UC Merced does not have a protocol for dealing with wildlife that appears on campus, 
causing a fresh dilemma every time an animal shows up. Nor is there any coordination 
between the university and existing County plans. 29

UC Merced originally planned a low-use dirt road on the periphery of the campus 
adjoining highly sensitive, protected wildlife habitat land. This has been changed to a 
high-use road that will cause disturbance, damage and illegal take of protected species.

HYD 3 -- No evidence UC supports MAGPI, evidence they don't. This is not a valid 
mitigation measure, it is a groundwater study. (As our correspondence with MAGPI 
indicates, its own public processes are not in order, which raises the question of how 
MAGPI could produce valid mitigation measures.)

UTILS 2 – plan to make plan

30

31

Introduction
CEQA issues
P.1.0.2 What are the terms of joint ownership between Virginia Smith Trust and UC in 
the University Community Land Co.?
UC/VST MOU with Hunt (LWH Farms) for South Community. So, no MOU with VST 
for North Community. But UC /UCLC has yet to buy portion of Myers Ranch necessary 
for North Community.

32

NEPA issues p.1.0.3
76.7 acres wetlands to be filled on campus and on Community North ( Myers property 
yet to be bought), joint application UC and UCLC (which is partnership between UC and 
VST) for 404 permit? This incomprehensible to the public.

33

1 .0.3 Background and History
Actually UC initiated plans for three new campuses, one in Northern California, one in SJ 
Valley, another in Southern California in 1988. As far as selecting Merced in 1995, they 
were still debating the location of UC San Joaquin in early 1999, with two strong 
contenders in Fresno and Madera counties.

34
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p.1.0-4 Golf course was never permitted under 404, so the campus should have been 
required to get a permit for development on golf course.

1.0-5
What is a Campus Land Reserve of 340 acres? Land held in reserve for future 
development? Does this DEIR pretend to cover that development as well?

"subsequent EIR" ... to UCM LRDP EIR of 2002 in light of changed land use.

How valid is a DEIR/EIS on 76 acres of vernal pool and to be filled which UC does not 
yet own?

Merced County expected to file separate EIR on Community North and South. Is this by 
UC mandate?

35

36

1 .0.--16 San Joaquin air district, Dec 27, 08
What's cost of breathing dirty air?
Billion-dollar Valley estimate stirs emotions and confusion...Mark Grossi 
http://www.fresnobee.com/local/story/1097146.html
The more than 800 people who died prematurely this year from breathing dirty San 
Joaquin Valley air are worth $6.63 million each, economists say.
Relatives don't collect a dime, but society is willing to pay someone this price. Confused? 
You're not alone.
The figure -- which surfaced in a report last month -- is commonly misunderstood. People 
sometimes think it means missed wages, a payout from some global life insurance policy 
or health expenditures.
After hearing the amount, a government wonk privately suggested cleaning up the 
Valley's air and using the savings to balance the state's budget. The grand total for more 
than 800 lost lives is $5.2 billion.
But this is no pile of cash.
It's a statistic -- the amount of money that society would be willing to spend on 
preventing premature death due to bad air, economists say. Government agencies 
routinely use such estimates to establish new safety regulations.
Such a price tag stirs emotions. To some people, it sounds too high. To respiratory 
therapist Kevin Hamilton, a health advocate in air-quality issues, the number seems low. 
"How do you place a value on my wife?" he asked. "How do you represent hope and 
dreams? It doesn't sound like there's nearly enough value built into it."
The value is based on decades of studies that set value on human life for decision-making 
agencies, such as the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of 
Transportation.
A central factor in the value: the amount of extra money industries are willing to pay for 
more risky jobs. Another part of the equation is how much less money people would 
accept to get a safe job.
For years, these statistical values on human life have been used in cost analyses of new 
federal cleanup or safety rules.

37
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"It's just like any other risk in society," said economist Jane V. Hall of California State 
University, Fullerton. "When we choose to pay for widening a bridge, for instance, we do 
it based on reducing the risk. We do it to protect human life. We need to know the 
statistical value of a life."
Hall, fellow economist Victor Brajer from Cal State Fullerton and Frederick Lurmann at 
Sonoma Technology used such a statistic in a report they released last month on the 
benefits of meeting federal standards in the Valley and the South Coast Air Basin.
The death and dollar figures are staggering, by most accounts. There are 3,800 premature 
deaths each year in the Valley and the South Coast Air Basin, which have the worst air 
pollution in the nation.
Using established studies from the California Air Resources Board, the economists 
determined the air-related deaths occur about 14 years sooner than they should.
The annual value of those early deaths is $24 billion, economists said. That hefty value 
should help influence decisions on rules and investments in air cleanup, they said.
For instance, the number helps justify a $5.5 billion cost for cleaning up on-road diesel 
truck and bus fleets in California. Diesel trucks and buses are among the biggest sources 
of toxic diesel particles and ozone-forming oxides of nitrogen.
But don't get the idea that the value of life could be the basis of a lucrative lawsuit.
The $6.63 million doesn't apply to the life of one individual, such as your uncle or your 
best friend. Economist Katie Winder, a professor at the University of California at 
Merced, said the value is not customarily part of lawsuits or other legal proceedings. 
Said Winder, "The statistical value-of-life estimates don't take into account variation 
between individuals in terms of education, productivity, age and other factors." 
Adding to the complexity and the confusion, the value does not remain the same for 
various federal agencies as they consider new safety regulations.
When the Department of Transportation changed child-restraint rules for motorists a few 
years ago, the cost of each life saved was pegged at between $1.5 million and $4.9 
million, based on studies of what society would pay to protect the children.
At the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, members of the public have 
incorrectly used the value as a health expense. Officials worry about the 
misunderstanding, saying the money is not real.
There are estimates of actual health costs and related spending included in the study from 
Hall, Brajer and Lurmann. But the estimates amount to a small fraction of the total cost of 
dirty air cited in the study.
Of the more than $6 billion in annual Valley cost for bad air, less than 15% applies to 
health expenditures and days missed for school and work.
But Hall said in the research that the value of life is real money. Industries are willing to 
pay more for dangerous jobs. People are willing to take less money for safer jobs.
For instance, a steel mill might pay $700 extra per year for a job with more risk. For a 
safer job, people would have to accept less money. That difference represents a way 
society values life.
"That is real money," she said. "It shows how much money people would sacrifice for a 
safer job."

37
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1.4.3. Too little, too late. The community has already developed in a haphazard way 
around the campus, faculty are already upside down on their mortgages, despite financial 
help from UC, abundant off-campus housing is available and likely to be for foreseeable 
future. The campus sits next to the largest park in the area, in existence for 50 years. 
There is no "need" for this project.
VST's ability to generate scholarships for local students directly tied to ownership in 
campus community.
VST and CST donated the land for the project.

2 . Central Valley already served by UC Davis.

5. Maximize Academic Distinction -- comparable to other research campuses. Which 
ones don't have significant hazardous material issues?

9. Student housing needs -- Is it in fact UC policy to provide on-campus housing to all 
freshmen and sophomores and 50 percent of all students? We can find no evidence of 
such a policy.

1.4.5. UCP objectives
The UCP master plan is already a fragmented subdivision process at least as it was 
publicly presented several years ago by Lennar Homes, at that time a potential master 
developer.

Section 401 Water Quality certificate needed for state water board; NPDES needed for 
stormwater.

p 1.0.-18- Proposed relations between City of Merced, LAFCO and UCM: has UC paid 
City of Merced for water and sewer hookups yet?

Project Description
p.2.0-2
404 permit application not yet filed for Community South (LWH Farms-Hunt). MOU 
between UC, UCLC and Hunt not yet done.

Nevertheless, this EIR/EIS would include the Hunt property.

p.2.0-23 Wastewater.
27-inch line connected to Merced WWTP. Supposed to be for Phase 1 only.

2.0.-27 MID/UC plans to make plans on stormwater discharge.

2.0.36 UCP Amendment and Development Approval Process

38
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County would have to approve changes in UCP, develop master plan and SUDPs, 
LAFCO would have to approve various special districts to serve the UCP. yet UC to plan 
UCP, sort of. (2.0.37) -- 11,616 housing units to house 30,780 people.

2.0-46 ff.7 -- using the lowest range of water use on Community South. Ag use higher, 
we guess.

2.0--47 Wastewater.
Two scenarios -- annex to Merced or develop own system. Which is it? Plans to make 
plans.

48

49

50

Figure 3.0-3 fails to indicate the Yosemite Lakes subdivision project (Gallo), frequently 
referred to in other sections of the document. Like many other private subdivisions, half­
built around the campus, this project would compete with the UCP and probably fulfill 
most of the housing needs UCP purports to fulfill.

4.7 Public Safety. Even with this very small population, UC has failed to provide its 
students with adequate public health and safety. The campus police clearly cannot control 
the widespread use of dangerous, illegal substances (including their manufacture). The 
campus cannot even control off -campus parking. Visitors invited to speak to classes are 
forced to pay for parking and are ineligible to ride on UC public transportation from the 
City of Merced.

4.8.1. Hydrology and water quality
Fails to use the latest MID Groundwater Management Plan Update (June 2008), so far, 
the only real study on the eastern Merced groundwater basin, therefore invalidating 
projections of impacts to groundwater basin. For example, that study invalidates 
statements like, "Note that the availability of water within the aquifer does not vary 
significantly in relation to wet or dry years or seasonal climate shortages." 
200-year flood control, the existing state standard, is not even mentioned in this section. 
Haystack dam, detention or retention structure, needed for flood control, was not built. 
The county is proceeding separately with a flood control project in the area, under Black 
Rascal Creek Flood Control Project.
No analysis of surrounding, proposed development flood impacts.

4.14 Utilities and Service Systems
Wastewater conveyance
UC Merced has failed to repay the taxpayers of Merced the millions it cost for the illegal 
sewer and water lines beyond Merced City limits that conveys UC Merced sewage, 
violating Government Code Section 54999

4.14.3.1 Triple Zero Commitment; sustainability planning, UCP policies 
Where is the enforcement mechanism for these fine (empty) goal statements?

Potable water demand, campus and UCP at build-out 
UCP 4,776 acre feet
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Campus 1,611
Total: 6,387 AF per year. Less than significant?
Irrigation water: 2,387 AF campus. No estimate for UCP

Campus and community wastewater treatment and disposal.
At the time of the wastewater contract with City for Phase 1 of campus, it was NOT 
emphatically "anticipated that wastewater from the next phase of the campus 
development would also be conveyed and treated at the City's WWTP." This violation of 
the city's own ordinance for service delivery was emphatically sold by UC and city staff 
as only for the first phase. So, this statement on p. 4.14-29 is a misrepresentation that 
invalidates the entire argument proceeding from it. UC's desperation to get out of its 
commitments to surrounding jurisdictions for its impacts is well expressed in the Holtz 
letter on the Marina case in the state Supreme Court, which refined the interpretation of 
the San Marcos School District case in favor of local jurisdictions v. state agencies.

As for WWT facilities on site p.4.14-31) located uphill from the entire eastern Merced 
County aquifer, a great deal of careful analysis would have to be done -- far beyond the 
lack of analysis in this document -- on the potential impacts of that. Even the potential for 
an uphill treatment plant or plants can in no way be characterized as "less than 
significant" environmental impact, particularly when all the flood analysis is being done 
in terms of 100- year flood levels, a century below present state standards.

"Environmental analysis" of proposed solar panel project in the eastern part of the 
campus referred to in volume 2 cannot be found in the DEIR. "Subsection 3.5.1 above" 
(referred to in volume 3) is ontologically non-evident...a high-tech, bio -tech, "green" 
engine-for- growth model of three walnut shells and a pea.

4.15.5 Growth Inducement.
UC Merced has developed a propaganda policy of claiming ignorance for the growth its 
has induced. Examples include its denial of any involvement in the Campus Parkway, an 
expressway connecting it to SR99, now the proposed site of a WalMart distribution 
center and a stimulus to growth (when and if the economy improves) from SR99 to the 
campus. Likewise, UC pretends it knows nothing about the Yosemite Lakes project 
(Gallo) that includes plans for a convention center for the benefit of UC.

As we said in our introduction, this is only a random sampling of this mindless confection 
of the UC lawyers’ and consultants’ art. We failed to mention, because the DEIR/EIS 
failed to mention, the dire planning impacts of the present collaboration between UC and 
the Great Valley Center (for Growth), UC's involvement with the San Joaquin Valley 
Blueprint and Partnership (for Growth), and note the failure to mention the public 
relations gimic of the Yosemite Research Training in Environmental Science program, 
along with the even more grandiose Sierra Nevada Research Institute, and the learned 
study on the contribution of cow farts to air pollution, which will no doubt contribute to 
more GMO research to produce less gassy grasses that will, no doubt, harm cow 
stomachs, shortening their lives even further.
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We note that, despite the pretensions of UC Merced to being "green," its manifest 
growth-inducing impacts have already contributed to global warming and worsening the 
worst air-pollution basin in the nation, and will continue to worsen our air quality.

We reserve the right to submit further comments at the FEIR/EIS state. Also, please refer 
to additional comments by our attorneys, the Law Offices of Donald B. Mooney and 
Marsha A. Burch.

62

Steve BurkeLydia M. Miller

Cc. Interested Parties
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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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

Response to Comment ORG‐5‐5

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

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

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

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

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 II 

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 ʺdisplace 

substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing 

elsewhere.ʺ 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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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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

Table 3.0‐11
Evaluation of Species and Wetland Mitigation Ratios Achieved by Tier 1a Mitigation Lands

Affected Proposed 
Project Lands (Campus 
and Community North)

Tier 1a Conservation 
Lands

(VST Preserve, CNR, 
Myers Easterly)

Ratio: Tier 1a 
to Proposed 

Project
Required ratio 

(X:1)
Species

Succulent owlʹs clover 31 313 10.1 2

Colusa grass 0 156 no impact 2

San Joaquin Valley Orcutt 
grass

0 16 no impact 2

Conservancy fairy shrimp 0 14 no impact 3

Vernal pool fairy shrimp 61 490 8.0 3

Vernal pool tadpole 
shrimp

4 14 3.5 3

California tiger 
salamander

1,884 6,242 3.3 3

CTS Critical Habitat 229 5,914 25.8 3

kit fox residence 1,293 6,128 4.7 3

Kit fox residence and 
dispersal

1,969 6,192 3.1 3

Wetland Habitat

Vernal Pool Grassland1 626 6,428 10.3 10

Wetland Functional 
Assessment (WFA) 

Values
Lost Functional 
Capacity Units

Replacement 
Functional Capacity 

Units

Ratio Tier 1a 
to Proposed 

Project
Required ratio 

(X:1)
Vernal Pools 11.8 36.2 3.1 1

Swales 16.5 87.4 5.3 1

Clay Slope wetlands 0.6 20.8 35.0 1

Total 28.80 144.40 5.0 1

1 Includes project lands which had not been severely disturbed, such as developed or irrigated.

Please see Response to Comment ORG‐4‐10 regarding conservation easements. Regarding the comment 

concerning wildlife that wander onto the campus, the project will be designed to exclude wildlife from 

the campus site that may be occupying areas adjacent to the project area. Birds are likely to frequent the 

project area, but no action is needed for these species. Small and large mammals are also likely to appear 

within the project area; this is considered a safety issue (for humans and/or animals) and would be an 
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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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

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

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.
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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 

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

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.
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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 (SJVAB), 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 EIS/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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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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

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

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

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 1a 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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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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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Letter No. ORG-8

January 5, 2009

University of California Merced
PO Box 2039
Merced, California 95344

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
UC Merced 2009 Long Range Development Plan

The Valley Land Alliance submits the following comments:

We do not support the University of California (UC) application for an Army Corps of Engineers 404 
permit and the Long Range Development Plan Amendment, and the University Community.

1. Planning should be a coordinated effort
Both Merced City and Merced County are in the process of updating their general plans. 
Development planning efforts to build out the campus should be coordinated with local officials 
and the general plan updates to encourage alternatives focused on redevelopment projects 
within the City of Merced or Castle Air Force Base. Redevelopment alternatives support the UC’s 
stated intent to serve as a model community promoting sustainable development. Brownfield 
redevelopment projects utilizing in-place infrastructure are more exemplary and integral to the 
greater Merced community by promoting sustainable development, reducing strain on 
agriculture, and conserving natural resources.

Planning the development of a community the size ofan adjoining city does not encourage 
sustainable development, but urban sprawl. Large areas of vacant land west of the UC are 
ignored by the LRDP – what does the UC think will happen with this land? Merced residents are 
still suffering the negative impacts wrought by real estate speculation and over-development 
encouraged by the initial phases of UC development.

2. Impacts to Agriculture

3. Impacts to Water Not Fully Known
The Merced Water Supply Plan (MWSP) is incomplete and does not provide adequate analysis or 
solutions to groundwater supply issues as required by the California Environmental Quality Act. 
Studies are not in place to conclude the impacts of the UC development and surrounding 
developments that will follow. Merced currently has no groundwater supply management 
ordinance or groundwater level data besides the narrow scope of the MWSP. Domestic and 
agricultural well levels are dropping at incredible rates across the county and Merced taxpayers 
deserve the cooperation between UC and city officials to perform the studies required to 
realistically assess our future groundwater supplies and meet California state law.

The LRDP attempts to justify displacement of agricultural land by showing that UC development 
will use less water than agricultural practices. This appears to espouse sustainability through 
water savings when, in fact, it is quite the opposite. Are we to believe that our best solution to 
water scarcity is to sacrifice our food supplies? To meet urban demand, the MWSP assumes that 
in the future MID will no longer service agricultural entities – while expressing that this is not 
the intent of MID. Which outcome are we to believe?

1

2
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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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 10th 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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Letter No. ORG-9
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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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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Letter No. ORG-10

January 20, 2009

University of California, Merced
Mr. Brad Samuelson, Director of Environmental Affairs
5200 N. Lake Road
Merced, CA 95343

Re: UC Merced and University Community Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Environmental
Impact Report

2009 Long Range Development Plan

LWH Farms,LLC, owner of the land comprising more than fifty per cent of the 
University Community Plan , running from Cardella Road, as the north boundary, to 
Yosemite Avenue, as the south boundary, supports, in general, the proposed LRDP and 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Environmental Impact Report 
referenced above.

LWH Farms, LLC, acknowledges that the modified LRDP, as proposed, will initiate a 
review of the existing plan and the subsequent process may result in changes to existing 
policies currently in the approved University Community Plan. Therefore, it remains that 
LWH Farms, LLC must be an equal participant in development of policies governing the 
community as such policies form. Specifically, mitigation measures which might pertain 
to the entire community require equal and cooperative participation by all property 
owners of the planned community.

1

We look forward to planning and implementing innovative and effective development 
solutions for the University Community in cooperation with the University Land 
Company, UC Merced, and the City and County of Merced.

Regards,

Sharon Hunt Dicker
LWH Farms,LLC
3758 Lake Road 
Merced, CA 95340
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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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Letter No. I-1
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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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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Letter No. I-2

From: Fred Silveira [mailto:raupete@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, November 30, 2008 1:59 AM
To: DLL-CESPK-UCMERCED
Subject: UCMerced Support

Gentlemen -­
As a resident of Merced, I support the expansion of UCMerced especially as 
it relates to the proposed 2,766 acre(s) plan. It makes a good faith effort to 
accomodate environmental concerns. In turn, the potential of 
university education and research can and will enhance the value of life in 
the San Joaquin Valley as well as extending benefits to a world good.

Fred B. Silveira
1611 Evette Court
Merced, CA 95340
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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

Response to Comment Letter I‐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 I‐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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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and Responses to Comments

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

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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Regents of the University of California
University of California, Merced
Physical Planning, Design and Construction
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Brad Samuelson, Director of Environmental Affairs
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Gene Barrera, Associate Planner
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University of California, Office of the President
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Elizabeth Gunther, UC Office of General Counsel
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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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Table 1
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

UC Merced Long Range Development Plan

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

AESTHETICS
Alt 1 – Impact AES‐1: 
The Proposed Action 
would result in a 
substantial adverse 
effect on scenic vistas.

MM AES‐1a: The University will plant tall trees along the campus’ 
western boundary to screen views of the campus facilities from Lake 
Yosemite Regional Park.

PPD&C
Review final landscape 
plans of projects along the 
western boundary of the 
Campus. Revise design, if 
necessary, to screen views 
to the extent feasible.

Project design 
and 
construction.

Prior to 
construction.

MM AES‐1b: Where possible, major vehicular and pedestrian 
transportation corridors on the Campus shall be located and designed to 
provide views of the Sierra Nevada.

PPD&C
Review final circulation 
plans in the 2009 LRDP. 
Revise design, if 
necessary, to provide the 
scenic view to the extent 
feasible.

Project design 
and 
construction.

Prior to 
construction.
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

AESTHETICS (continued)
Alt 1 – Impact AES‐3: 
The Proposed Action 
would substantially 
adversely alter the 
visual quality and 
character of the site and 
its surroundings.

MM AES‐3a: The University shall design all new aboveground 
infrastructure on the Campus to the following standards: (a) Screen 
aboveground infrastructure from view from public rights‐of‐way or scenic 
vistas, via landscaping, fencing, or other architectural screening; (b) 
Require creative design measures to camouflage structures by integrating 
them with existing buildings and among other existing uses; (c) Locate 
aboveground infrastructure on sites that are not visible from visually 
sensitive areas, such as residential communities and open space areas; (d) 
Require providers to co‐locate their structure on a single site, where 
technically feasible and visually desirable; and (e) Locate antennae and 
equipment on other existing community facility sites, such as water tanks 
or utility poles.

PPD&C
Review of engineering 
plan for aboveground 
utility lines.
Review project design for 
compatibility. Revise 
design, if necessary, to 
ensure compatibility.

Project design 
and 
construction.

Prior to 
construction.

AIR QUALITY
Alt 1 – Impact AQ‐1: 
The Proposed Action 
would result in 
construction emissions 
that would violate an 
air quality standard or 
contribute substantially 
to an existing or 
projected air quality 
violation.

MM AQ‐1a: The Campus and the developers within the University 
Community shall include in all construction contracts the measures 
specified in SJVAPCD Regulation VIII (as it may be amended for 
application to all construction projects generally) to reduce fugitive dust 
impacts, including but not limited to the following:
• All disturbed areas, including storage piles, which are not being 

actively utilized for construction purpose, shall be effectively 
stabilized of dust emissions using water, chemical 
stabilizer/suppressant, or vegetative ground cover.

• All on‐site unpaved roads and off‐site unpaved access roads shall be 
effectively stabilized of dust emissions using water or chemical 
stabilizer/suppressant.

• All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, 
grading, cut and fill, and demolition activities shall be effectively 
controlled of fugitive dust emissions using application of water or by 
presoaking.

PPD&C
Continue to require 
standard dust control 
measures as part of every 
construction project 
contract.

Prior to 
construction.

Confirm and 
document prior 
to construction 
of project.

4Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

UC Merced Long Range Development Plan
March 2009



Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

AIR QUALITY (continued)
Alt 1 – Impact AQ‐1 
(continued)

• When materials are transported off‐site, all material shall be covered, 
effectively wetted to limit visible dust emissions, or at least 6 inches of 
freeboard space from the top of the container shall be maintained.

• All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of 
mud or dirt from adjacent public streets at least once every 24 hours 
when operations are occurring. (The use of dry rotary brushes is 
expressly prohibited except where preceded or accompanied by 
sufficient wetting to limit visible dust emissions. Use of blower 
devices is expressly forbidden.)

Following the addition of materials to, or the removal of materials from, 
the surface of outdoor storage piles, storage piles shall be effectively 
stabilized of fugitive dust emissions by using sufficient water or chemical 
stabilizer/suppressant.

PPD&C
Inspect construction site at 
regular intervals during 
construction to verify 
compliance with specified 
dust control measures.

During 
construction.

Confirm and 
document at 
regular 
intervals 
throughout 
construction 
period.

MM AQ‐1b: The Campus and the developers within the University 
Community shall include in construction contracts for large construction 
projects near sensitive receptors the following control measures 
characterized by the SJVAPCD as enhanced and optional control measures:
• Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph.
• Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt 

runoff to public roadways from sites with a slope greater than 1 
percent.

• To the extent feasible, limit area subject to excavation, grading, and 
other construction activity at any one time.

PPD&C
Continue to require 
contract specifications for 
dust and erosion control 
measures as part of every 
construction project 
contract.

Prior to 
construction.

Confirm and 
document prior 
to construction 
of project.

PPD&C
Inspect construction site at 
regular intervals during 
construction to verify 
compliance with specified 
dust and erosion control 
measures.

During 
construction.

Confirm and 
document at 
regular 
intervals 
throughout 
construction 
period.
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

AIR QUALITY (continued)
Alt 1 – Impact AQ‐1 
(continued)

MM AQ‐1c: The Campus and the developers within the University 
Community shall implement the following mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts of ROG and NOx emissions from construction equipment exhaust:
• When feasible, use construction equipment operated by alternative 

fuel.
• Minimize idling time to a maximum of 10 minutes when construction 

equipment is not in use.
• To the extent practicable, manage operation of heavy‐duty equipment 

to reduce emissions.
• Employ construction‐activity management techniques such as 

extending the construction period outside the ozone season of May 
through October.

• Use low‐emission on‐site stationary equipment.

PPD&C
Adopt standard 
specifications that include 
the specified measures to 
reduce emissions of ROG 
and NOx from 
construction equipment 
exhaust as part of every 
construction project 
contract.

Prior to 
construction.

Confirm and 
document prior 
to construction 
of project.

MM AQ‐1d: Prior to use in construction, the Campus and the developers 
within the University Community 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 catalytic 
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.

PPD&C
Evaluate feasibility of 
repowering or retrofitting 
construction equipment to 
meet the stricter of US 
EPA or CARB off‐road 
diesel engines standards, 
as described.

Prior to 
construction.

Confirm and 
document prior 
to construction 
of project.

PPD&C
Ensure retrofitting 
technologies are 
implemented in 
equipment, prior to 
agreement of construction 
contract.

Prior to 
construction.

Confirm and 
document prior 
to construction 
of project.
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

AIR QUALITY (continued)
Alt 1 – Impact AQ‐2: 
The Proposed Action 
would result in 
operational emissions 
that would violate an 
air quality standard or 
contribute substantially 
to an existing or 
projected air quality 
violation.

MM AQ‐2a: The Campus will work with the 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 SJVUAPCD can 
and should adopt adequate measures consistent with applicable law to 
ensure that air quality standard violations are avoided.

PPD&C
Monitor changes in air 
quality regulations.
Attend SJVAPCD 
meetings on changing 
regulations. Meet with 
SJVAPCD to discuss air 
quality planning efforts. 
Document meeting 
results.

During 
operation.

As changes in 
standards and 
procedures 
occur.

MM AQ‐2b: The Campus and the developers within the University 
Community shall 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.

PPD&C
Ensure that facilities listed 
are included in project 
design as applicable: 
verify construction of 
pedestrian‐enhancing 
infrastructure, bicycle 
facilities, transit‐ 
enhancing infrastructure, 
facilities to accommodate 
alternative‐fuel vehicles.

During detailed 
project planning 
or project 
design prior to 
project.

Prior to 
approval of 
final design of 
applicable 
projects.

• Improve traffic flows and congestion by timing of traffic signals to 
facilitate uninterrupted travel.

Facilities Department 
Monitor traffic at affected 
intersections and adjust 
timing of traffic signals as 
appropriate to facilitate 
uninterrupted travel.

During 
operation.

At least yearly.
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

UC Merced Long Range Development Plan

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

AIR QUALITY (continued)
Alt 1 – Impact AQ‐2 
(continued)

MM AQ‐2c: The Campus and the developers within the University 
Community shall implement the following measures to reduce emissions 
from area sources, as feasible:
• Use solar or low‐emission water heaters.
• Orient buildings to take advantage of solar heating and natural 

cooling and use passive solar designs.
• Increase wall and attic insulation.
• EPA certified wood‐burning appliances, or residential natural‐gas 

fireplaces.
• Provide electric equipment for landscape maintenance.

PPD&C
Adopt standard 
specifications or design 
guidelines that include 
area source reduction 
measures to be required 
for construction projects. 
Ensure that where feasible 
applicable measures are 
included in each project.

During 
operation.

At least yearly.

Purchasing Department 
Develop policy that 
requires that where 
feasible new landscape 
equipment purchased is 
electric.

During 
operation.

At least yearly.

Alt 1 – Impact AQ‐4: 
The Proposed Action 
would result in a 
cumulatively 
considerable net 
increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the 
project region is 
nonattainment under an 
applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality 
standard (including 
releasing emissions 
which exceed 
quantitative thresholds 
for ozone precursors).

Mitigation Measures AQ‐1 and AQ‐2 would apply to this impact. No 
further mitigation is available.

See monitoring and 
reporting for Mitigation 
Measures AQ‐1 and AQ‐2 
above.

8
March 2009

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001



Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Alt 1 – Impact BIO‐2: 
The Proposed Action 
would result in adverse 
impacts on special‐ 
status plant species.

MM BIO‐2: 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 Le Grand 
Canal (i.e., land adjacent to CNR) a restoration ecologist, retained by the 
University, shall prepare a feasibility analysis 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. 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, 
seeds from all three species will be collected 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:
• coordination efforts with agencies and knowledgeable individuals,
• methods for collecting seeds from the affected populations,
• seed storage methods,
• planting plan and specifications (including planting locations and 

densities),

PPD&C
Retain the services of a 
qualified restoration 
ecologist to work with 
resource agency 
specialists, determine 
suitability of translocation 
sites, and develop 
transplantation 
monitoring plan as 
described.

Prior to project 
construction 
that would 
result in 
impacts on 
succulent owl’s‐ 
clover, shining 
navarretia, and 
dwarf 
downingia 
plants.

Document upon 
completion.
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (continued)
. • measurable success criteria that can be achieved within a 10‐year 

period, monitoring and reporting methods and schedule,
• funding source and responsible party, and
• adaptive management measures to ensure that the desired success 

criteria are achieved.

The University will submit draft copies of the transplantation and 
monitoring plan to the appropriate resource agencies (e.g., USFWS and 
CDFG) for review and comment. The plan will be approved by the 
appropriate agencies before it is implemented. As part of the plan, the 
following general steps would be involved in the translocation and 
monitoring efforts, as appropriate:
• A site analysis will be conducted to document the biotic and physical 

requirements of succulent owl’s‐clover, shining navarretia, and dwarf 
downingia within the project site. This task will include an evaluation 
of the populations. Information on soil type, plant species associations, 
aspect, vegetation cover, and level of disturbance will be gathered 
during this evaluation.

• Sites that may be suitable for transplanting the seeds will be identified 
and evaluated. Suitable sites may not contain existing stands of 
species being translocated. The same information as identified above 
will be gathered for the translocation sites.

Seeds will be collected for propagation or storage purposes. Seed 
collection, storage, and propagation will be done by a qualified restoration 
ecologist. The seeds will be planted at the transplant sites at the 
appropriate time to ensure higher survival rates.

PPD&C/Restoration 
Ecologist
Submit transplantation 
monitoring plan to 
appropriate resource 
agencies. Verify that the 
plan is approved prior to 
implementation.

Prior to 
construction

Secure approval 
of plan by 
appropriate 
agencies prior 
to construction.
Prepare a memo 
to document 
that plan is 
approved.
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (continued)
Alt 1 – Impact BIO‐2 
(continued)

• 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 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.

• Translocated populations will be monitored to document survival and 
recruitment rates over a period of time established in consultation 
with the resource agencies but for a minimum of five years. The 
populations would be monitored annually during the flowering 
period to document success rates and to identify remedial actions. The 
detailed transplant and monitoring plan will provide specific 
monitoring protocol and documentation procedures. A copy of the 
annual monitoring reports and the final monitoring report will be 
provided to the appropriate resource agencies for review.

PPD&C
Verify implementation of 
monitoring efforts as 
identified in the approved 
plan.

Prior to start of 
construction.

Monitor 
translocated 
populations and 
prepare 
monitoring 
reports 
annually.
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (continued)
Alt 1 – Impact BIO‐9: 
The Proposed Action 
would result in 
potentially significant 
adverse impacts on 
nesting special‐status 
bird species and non‐ 
special‐status migratory 
birds and raptors.

MM BIO‐9: Avoid and minimize impacts on special‐status and non‐ 
special‐status migratory birds, and raptors.
(a) Limit construction to the non‐breeding season or, if breeding season 
work is required, conduct pre‐construction (tree, shrub, and ground) nest 
surveys to identify and avoid active nests or as an option, remove potential 
breeding habitat during the non‐breeding season.
• If feasible, the applicant shall conduct all construction‐related 

activities including (but not limited to) tree and shrub removal, other 
vegetation clearing, grading, or other ground disturbing activities 
during the non‐breeding season (between August 16 and February 14) 
for special‐status and non‐special‐status migratory birds and raptors. 
If construction activities are scheduled to occur during the breeding 
season, a qualified avian biologist, with knowledge of the species to be 
surveyed, shall be retained to conduct focused nesting surveys within 
15 days of the start of ground‐disturbing or construction activities and 
within the appropriate habitat.

PPD&C
Retain a qualified biologist 
to conduct surveys and to 
develop a plan to avoid 
active nest sites during 
construction, or as an 
option, remove potential 
breeding habitat during 
non‐breeding season.
Verify survey was 
conducted and document 
results. Include mitigation 
specifications in 
construction contract as 
necessary.

During the 
breeding season 
prior to start of 
construction or 
of each 
construction 
phase.

Prior to 
construction.

• Specifically, tree, shrub, and ground nesting surveys for special‐status 
birds (including but not limited to white‐tailed kite, Swainson’s hawk, 
northern harrier, burrowing owl, loggerhead shrike, and tricolored 
blackbird), and other migratory birds and raptors shall be conducted 
before any construction disturbances occur in or near suitable nesting 
habitat within 500 feet (0.25 mile for Swainson’s hawk) of the 
construction work area between February 15 and August 15.

• If an active nest is located on or within 500 feet (0.25 mile for 
Swainson’s hawk) of the project area, CDFG shall be consulted to 
determine an appropriate no‐disturbance buffer around the nest until 
the nest is no longer active and the young have fledged. No 
construction shall be allowed within this exclusion area without 
consulting with CDFG. A wildlife biologist shall monitor the nest site 
during construction at least once a week, or at a frequency determined 
by CDFG, to ensure that the nest site is not disturbed and the buffer is 
maintained.

PPD&C
Develop and implement a 
plan to avoid active nest 
sites during construction, 
establish buffer zone, and 
monitor active nests.
Verify that plan is 
implemented.

Develop plan 
prior to 
construction
Monitor prior 
and during 
construction 
activities.

Prior to and 
during 
construction 
activities.
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (continued)
Alt 1 – Impact BIO‐9 
(continued)

• If the project proponent elects to remove a nest tree, nest trees may 
only be removed between August 16 and February 28, after the 
qualified avian biologist has determined that the nests are unoccupied.

(b) Minimize impacts to burrowing owl and compensate for habitat loss.
The CDFG (1995) recommends that preconstruction surveys be conducted 
to locate active burrowing owl burrows in the construction work area and 
within a 500‐foot‐wide buffer zone around the construction area. The 
project proponent or its contractor shall retain a qualified biologist 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 preconstruction surveys shall include a 
breeding season survey and a wintering season survey. If no burrowing 
owls are detected, no further mitigation is required.
If active burrowing owls are detected, the following additional measures 
are required:
• Occupied burrows shall not be disturbed during the breeding season 

(February 1 to August 31), which requires a 250 foot no disturbance 
buffer.

• If owls must be moved away from the project site during the 
nonbreeding season, passive relocation techniques (e.g., installing one‐ 
way doors at burrow entrances) shall be used instead of trapping, as 
described in CDFG guidelines. At least 1 week will be necessary to 
complete passive relocation and allow owls to acclimate to alternate 
burrows.

• When destruction of occupied burrows is unavoidable during the 
nonbreeding season (September 1 to January 31), unsuitable burrows 
shall be enhanced (enlarged or cleared of debris) or new burrows 
created (by installing artificial burrows) at a ratio of 2:1 on protected 
lands approved by the CDFG. Newly created burrows shall follow 
guidelines established by the CDFG (1995). These guidelines also 
require compensation for loss of foraging habitat described in detail 
under Impact BIO‐8 above.

PPD&C
Retain a qualified biologist 
to conduct 
preconstruction surveys 
for active burrows 
according to the CDFG’s 
Staff Report on Burrowing 
Owl Mitigation. If 
burrowing owls detected, 
verify that mitigation 
measures are followed.
Document in a memo.

Develop plan 
prior to 
construction
Monitor prior 
and during 
construction 
activities.

Confirm and 
document in 
project file 
during project 
final design and 
construction.
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Alt 1 – Impact CUL‐1: 
Implementation of the 
Proposed Action could 
damage or destroy 
significant historic 
resources located within 
the project footprint.

MM CUL‐1b: Prior to the development of the Campus and Community 
North, the University shall ensure that the two previously evaluated 
historic irrigation canals, Fairfield Canal and the Le Grand Canal, the farm 
complex, the fence line and prehistoric site MCN‐1 which were 
recommended to be found ineligible for listing under the NRHP and 
CRHR, are be formally evaluated. Formal NRHP and CRHR evaluations of 
these resources will be reviewed by the SHPO for concurrence. If SHPO 
does not concur with the findings of these previous evaluations, the 
development of any necessary treatment measures will be stipulated in a 
Historic Properties Treatment Plan as requirements of the PA executed for 
this project. Identified treatment measures will be implemented prior to 
any direct effects to the canals as required by the PA.

PPD&C
Retain a qualified 
historian to conduct a 
formal evaluation of the 
irrigation canals, Fairfield 
Canal and the Le Grand 
Canal, the farm complex, 
the fence line and 
prehistoric site MCN‐1. 
SHPO to determine if the 
sites are eligible for the 
NRHP and CRHR. If 
eligible, prepare Historic 
Properties Treatment 
Plan. Document 
preparation and 
implementation of the 
plan in memo.

Prior to 
development of 
Campus and 
Community 
North; during 
site selection or 
project design.

Prior to 
development on 
the two 
previously 
evaluated 
historic 
irrigation 
canals, Fairfield 
Canal and the 
Le Grand Canal, 
the farm 
complex, the 
fence line and 
prehistoric site 
MCN‐1.

Alt 1 – Impact CUL‐2: 
Implementation of the 
Proposed Action could 
cause damage to 
unidentified or buried 
cultural resources.

MM CUL‐2: If buried cultural resources, such as chipped or ground stone, 
historic debris, building foundations, or non‐human bone are 
inadvertently discovered during ground‐disturbing activities on the 
campus, work will stop in that area and within 100 feet of the find until a 
qualified archaeologist can assess the significance of the find and, if 
necessary, develop appropriate treatment measures. Treatment measures 
typically include development of avoidance strategies or mitigation of 
impacts through data recovery programs such as excavation or detailed 
documentation.
If cultural resources are discovered during construction activities, the 
construction contractor and lead contractor compliance inspector will 
verify that work is halted until appropriate treatment measures are 
implemented in coordination with the USACE and UC Merced.

PPD&C
Inform contractor about 
need to watch for buried 
cultural resources 
resources.

During 
preparation of 
construction 
contract.

Document in 
project file at 
the start of 
construction.

If resources are 
discovered, halt work and 
implement appropriate 
treatment measures.

During 
construction, in 
the event of a 
discovery.

Document in 
project file upon 
implementation 
of required 
measures.
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

CULTURAL RESOURCES (continued)
Alt 1 – Impact CUL‐3: 
Implementation of the 
Proposed Action could 
cause damage to 
previously unidentified 
human remains.

MM CUL‐3: If human remains of Native American origin are discovered 
during ground‐disturbing activities, the Campus and/or developer will 
comply with state laws relating to the disposition of Native American 
burials, which falls within the jurisdiction of the California Native 
American Heritage Commission (Public Resources Code Section 5097). If 
human remains are discovered or recognized in any location other than a 
dedicated cemetery, there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of 
the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human 
remains until
• the coroner of Merced County has been informed and has determined 

that no investigation of the cause of death is required; and
• if the remains are of Native American origin;
• the descendants from the deceased Native Americans have made a 

recommendation to the land owner or the person responsible for the 
excavation work, for means of treating or disposing of, with 
appropriate dignity, the human remains and any associated grave 
goods as provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98; or

• the California Native American Heritage Commission was unable to 
identify a descendant or the descendant failed to make a 
recommendation within 24 hours after being notified by the 
Commission.

PPD&C
Document measures taken 
to preserve human 
remains discovered on 
campus in place.

During 
construction.

Confirm and 
document in 
project file 
during planning 
and 
construction.

PPD&C
Retain Native American 
representative to monitor 
archaeological excavation.

During 
planning, and 
upon discovery 
of human 
remains in an 
archaeological 
context.

Confirm and 
document in 
project file.

PPD&C
Contact archaeologist and 
County Coroner in the 
event of discovery of 
suspected human bone.

Upon discovery 
of suspected 
human bone.

Confirm and 
document in 
project file.
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

CULTURAL RESOURCES (continued)
Alt 1 – Impact CUL‐4: 
Development of the 
Proposed Action would 
have the potential to 
disturb or destroy 
paleontological 
resources.

MM CUL‐4a: Prior to project construction, construction personnel will be 
informed of the potential for encountering significant paleontological 
resources. All construction personnel will be informed of the need to stop 
work in the vicinity of a potential discovery until a qualified paleontologist 
has been provided the opportunity to assess the significance of the find 
and implement appropriate measures to protect or scientifically remove 
the find. Construction personnel will also be informed of the requirements 
that unauthorized collection resources are prohibited.

PPD&C
For projects in previously 
undisturbed lands, inform 
contractor about need to 
watch for paleontological 
resources.

During 
preparation of 
construction 
contract.

Document in 
project file at 
the start of 
construction.

PPD&C
Retain qualified 
paleontologist to perform 
work as specified.

During 
construction, in 
the event of a 
discovery.

Document in 
project file upon 
completion of 
recordation and 
recovery.

MM CUL‐4b: A qualified paleontologist will be intermittently present to 
inspect exposures of Merhten Formation, North Merced Gravels, and 
Riverbank Formation during construction operations to ensure that 
paleontological resources are not destroyed by project construction.

PPD&C
Retain qualified 
paleontologist to perform 
work as specified.

Prior to start of 
excavation and 
during 
construction.

Complete upon 
documentation 
of compliance 
with 
appropriate 
measures.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Alt 1 – Impact GEO‐2: 
The Proposed Action 
could expose people or 
structures to increased 
risk of structural 
damage and injury from 
ground shaking and 
related hazards.

MM GEO‐2: During project‐specific building design, a site‐specific 
geotechnical investigation shall be performed by a Certified Engineering 
Geologist or Licensed Geotechnical Engineer to assess detailed seismic, 
geologic, and soil conditions at each construction site. The study shall 
include an evaluation of liquefaction potential, slope stability, landslide 
potential, expansive and compressible soils, and other structural 
characteristics and shall identify specific geotechnical recommendations 
designed to mitigate for the site hazards. The geotechnical 
recommendations will be followed.

PPD&C
Retain Certified 
Engineering Geologist or 
Licensed Geotechnical 
Engineer to conduct site‐ 
specific geotechnical 
investigation. Document 
implementation of 
geotechnical 
recommendations in a 
memo.

During project 
design, prior to 
start of 
excavation, and 
during 
construction.

Complete upon 
construction in 
compliance 
with 
geotechnical 
report.
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND PUBLIC SAFETY
Alt 1 – Impact HAZ‐4: 
The Proposed Action 
could be located on a 
site that contains 
hazardous materials 
and, could create a 
significant hazard to the 
public or the 
environment.

MM HAZ‐4: In the event that non‐permitted disposal sites, trash burn pits, 
wells, underground storage devices, or unknown hazardous materials are 
encountered during construction on the campus site, construction activities 
would cease until all contaminated areas are identified, and remediated or 
removed. This process of identification and remediation or removal would 
be coordinated with the Merced County Division of Environmental Health.

PPD&C
Inform contractor about 
need to watch for 
hazardous materials.

During 
preparation of 
construction 
contract.

Document in 
project file at 
the start of 
construction.

PPD&C
Coordinate with Merced 
County Division of 
Environmental Health as 
required.

During 
construction, in 
the event of an 
encounter.

Document in 
project file 
upon. 
completion of 
remediation or 
removal.
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

NOISE
Alt 1– Impact NOI‐1: 
Implementation of the 
Proposed Action would 
result in increased 
vehicular traffic on the 
regional road network, 
which would increase 
ambient traffic noise 
levels at existing off‐site 
noise‐sensitive uses.

MM NOI‐1: For existing sensitive receptors that are predicted to be 
exposed to traffic noise increases that exceed the noise significance 
thresholds, project proponents shall commission a study, conducted by a 
qualified acoustical professional, to define reasonable and feasible noise 
mitigation, and shall implement the recommendations. Mitigation 
measures would include the following:
• Re‐pave the streets with ’quiet’ pavement types such as a porous 

Open‐Grade Asphalt Concrete with fine aggregate size to reduce 
exterior noise levels to meet the noise thresholds (60 dBA Ldn for 
residences, schools, and libraries, and 70 dBA Ldn for parks). The 
effectiveness of this measure would depend on the existing pavement 
conditions along the roadway segment. Noise reductions of 3 to 4 dBA 
below the noise levels associated with ‘average’ pavements have been 
achieved using quiet pavement.

• In areas where ‘quiet’ pavement is not an option or would not reduce 
exterior noise levels to meet the noise thresholds, forced‐air 
mechanical ventilation or building sound insulation such as sound‐ 
rated windows and doors would be provided to reduce interior noise 
levels in existing residences that are anticipated to exceed 45 dBA Ldn 
inside homes. This mitigation would be provided on a case‐by‐case 
basis and would typically be applicable in rural areas where the 
construction of sound barriers or the use of ‘quiet’ pavement is not 
found to be feasible and interior noise levels inside residences are 
anticipated to exceed 45 dBA Ldn.

PPD&C
Retain qualified acoustical 
professional to conduct a 
study as described.
Document completion of 
study and implementation 
of recommendations.

During detailed 
project planning 
or project 
design prior to 
project 
approval.

Develop 
construction 
noise mitigation 
measures.
Document 
compliance 
with measures 
when materials 
for construction 
are approved.
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

NOISE (continued)
Alt 1 – Impact NOI‐2: 
Daily operations within 
the Campus and 
University Community 
and special events at the 
Campus could expose 
existing off site and 
future on‐site noise‐ 
sensitive receptors to 
elevated noise levels.

MM NOI‐2a: In areas where new noise‐generating Campus or Community 
uses are proposed adjacent to or integrated with noise‐sensitive uses 
within the Campus or Community North, the project proponents shall 
retain a qualified acoustical consultant to prepare a design‐level study to 
define reasonable and feasible noise mitigation to reduce noise levels to 
comply with noise standards. The identified mitigation shall be included in 
the design of the project. Measures that can be implemented to achieve this 
include but are not limited to:
• Using site planning to minimize noise in noise‐sensitive areas by 

locating noise‐generating operations in areas that are set back or 
acoustically shielded from noise‐sensitive uses.

• Incorporating appropriate noise controls so that mechanical 
equipment from proposed uses does not generate noise levels in 
excess of 60 dBA Ldn at residential façades.

• Limiting the hours of noise‐generating activities, such as maintenance, 
loading and unloading, and drive‐through operations, to 7:00 AM to 
10:00 PM, where potential noise conflicts exist.

PPD&C
Retain acoustical 
consultant to prepare 
design‐level study.

During detailed 
project planning 
or project 
design prior to 
project 
approval.

During project 
design phase.

MM NOI‐2b: Noise considerations shall be taken into account during the 
design of the multi‐purpose stadium and any other noise‐generating event 
facilities. The project proponents shall perform a design‐level study, 
conducted by a qualified acoustical professional, during the project level 
analysis to define reasonable and feasible noise mitigation for noise‐ 
sensitive receptors that are predicted to be exposed to noise levels that 
exceed the noise significance thresholds (60 dBA Ldn for residences, 
schools, and libraries, and 70 dBA Ldn for parks).

PPD&C
Review project design for 
compliance with 
recommendations in 
study. Revise as needed to 
incorporate noise control 
features.

During detailed 
project planning 
or project 
design prior to 
project 
approval.

Prior to final 
project 
approval.
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

NOISE (continued)
Alt 1 – Impact NOI‐3: 
Construction of the 
Proposed Action could 
expose existing off‐site 
and future on‐site 
noise‐sensitive 
receptors to elevated 
noise levels.

MM NOI‐3: Prior to initiation of campus or community construction, the 
project proponents shall approve a construction noise mitigation program 
including but not limited to the following.
• Construction activities within 500 feet of any residences shall be 

restricted to between the hours of 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM on weekdays 
and Saturdays with no construction on Sundays and holidays.

• All noise‐producing project equipment and vehicles using internal 
combustion engines shall be equipped where appropriate with 
exhaust mufflers and air‐inlet silencers in good operating condition 
that meet or exceed original factory specifications.

• Mobile or fixed “package” equipment (e.g., arc‐welders, air 
compressors) shall be equipped with shrouds and noise control 
features that are readily available for that type of equipment.

• All mobile or fixed noise‐producing equipment used on the project 
that is regulated for noise output by local, state or federal agency shall 
comply with such regulation while engaged in project‐related 
activities.

• Electrically powered equipment shall be used instead of pneumatic or 
internal combustion powered equipment, where practicable.

• Material stockpiles, mobile equipment staging, construction vehicle 
parking, and maintenance areas shall be located as far as practicable 
from noise‐sensitive land uses.

• Stationary noise sources such as generators or pumps shall be located 
away from noise‐sensitive land uses as feasible.

• The use of noise‐producing signals, including horns, whistles, alarms, 
and bells, shall be for safety warning purposes only. No project‐ 
related public address loudspeaker, two‐way radio, or music systems 
shall be audible at any adjacent noise‐sensitive receptor except for 
emergency use.

• The erection of temporary noise barriers shall be considered where 
project activity is unavoidably close to noise‐sensitive receptors.

PPD&C
Develop construction 
noise mitigation program 
and adopt as part of 
standard construction 
contract specifications.
Inspect construction sites 
to verify that measures are 
being implemented.

Prior to and 
during 
construction.

Confirm and 
document 
during 
construction.
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

NOISE (continued)
Alt 1 – Impact NOI‐3 
(continued)

• The noisiest construction operations shall be scheduled to occur 
together to avoid continuing periods of the greatest annoyance, 
wherever possible.

• Construction vehicle trips shall be routed as far as practical from 
existing residential uses.

• The loudest campus construction activities, such as demolition, 
blasting, and pile driving, shall be scheduled during summer, 
Thanksgiving, winter, and spring breaks when fewer people would be 
disturbed by construction noise.

• Whenever possible, academic, administrative, and residential areas 
that will be subject to construction noise shall be informed a week 
before the start of each construction project.

Alt 1 – Impact NOI‐4: 
Pile driving activities 
during construction 
could expose nearby 
receptors to perceptible 
levels of groundborne 
vibration.

MM NOI‐4a: The project proponents shall avoid impact pile driving where 
possible in vibration‐sensitive areas. Drilled piles or the use of vibratory 
pile driving will be used where geological conditions permit their use. For 
impact pile driving activities occurring within 50 feet of typical structures, 
limit groundborne vibration due to construction activities to 0.50 
inch/second, ppv (limit of potential for damage to typical structures) in the 
vertical direction at sensitive receptors. Since in many cases the 
information available during the preliminary engineering phase would not 
be sufficient to define specific vibration mitigation measures, the project 
proponents shall describe and commit to a mitigation plan to minimize 
construction vibration damage using all feasible means available. 
Thresholds for individual structures could be established based on the 
assessment of each structure’s ability to withstand vibration, and vibration 
monitoring could be conducted to ensure compliance with the vibration 
thresholds.

PPD&C
Develop construction 
vibration mitigation 
program and adopt as 
part of standard 
construction contract 
specifications.
Inspect construction sites 
to verify that measures are 
being implemented.

Prior to and 
during 
construction.

Document 
compliance in 
project file upon 
completion of 
construction.
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

NOISE (continued)
Alt 1 – Impact NOI‐4 
(continued)

MM NOI‐4b: For construction adjacent to highly sensitive uses such as 
laboratories, apply additional measures as feasible, including advance 
notice to occupants of sensitive facilities to ensure that precautions are 
taken in those facilities to protect ongoing activities from vibration effects.

PPD&C
Ensure that construction 
vibration mitigation 
program include 
precautions for highly 
sensitive uses as 
described.
Inspect construction sites 
to verify that precautions 
are being implemented.

Prior to and 
during 
construction.

Document 
compliance in 
project file upon 
completion of 
construction.

Alt 1 – Impact NOI‐5: 
New on‐site noise‐ 
sensitive land uses, 
such as Campus and 
University Community 
residences, could be 
exposed to noise levels 
exceeding noise 
thresholds.

MM NOI‐5a: For new noise‐sensitive Campus and University Community 
development, noise considerations shall be taken into account during 
initial site planning, in order to maximize shielding by the planned 
structures or other on‐site features. In areas where new residential 
development or noise‐sensitive park uses would be developed adjacent to 
noise‐generating project development or along Campus Parkway, the 
project proponent shall retain a qualified acoustical professional to prepare 
a design level study to define reasonable and feasible noise mitigation to 
reduce exterior and interior noise levels in noise‐sensitive areas to comply 
with the land use compatibility guidelines (60 dBA Ldn exterior and 45 
dBA Ldn interior for residences). The identified mitigation shall be 
included in the design of the project. Measures that can be implemented to 
achieve reductions in noise levels include but are not limited to:
• Using site planning to minimize noise in parks and residential 

outdoor activity areas by locating these areas as far as possible from 
noise sources or at locations behind buildings.

PPD&C
Retain acoustical 
consultant to prepare 
design‐level study and 
noise mitigation plan.

During detailed 
project planning 
or project 
design prior to 
project 
approval.

During project 
design phase.
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Action(s)
Mitigation 
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NOISE (continued)
Alt 1 – Impact NOI‐5 
(continued)

• Paving Campus Parkway section within the project site with a ’quiet’ 
pavement type such as a porous Open‐Grade Asphalt Concrete with 
fine aggregate size. Noise reductions of 3 to 4 dBA below noise levels 
associated with ‘Average’ pavements have been achieved using a 
‘quiet’ pavement.

• Using noise barriers or berms to acoustically shield these uses where 
site planning methods are not sufficient to reduce noise in noise‐ 
sensitive exterior use areas to below 60 dBA Ldn.

• Providing mechanical ventilation so that windows can remain closed 
to maintain interior noise levels below 45 dBA Ldn where exterior 
noise levels at residential façades are predicted to exceed 60 dBA Ldn.

• Providing sound‐rated windows and applying other noise‐reducing 
construction methods where exterior noise levels at residential facades 
are predicted to exceed 65 dBA Ldn.

PPD&C
Review project design for 
compliance with 
recommendations in 
study. Revise as needed to 
incorporate noise control 
features.

During detailed 
project planning 
or project 
design prior to 
project 
approval.

Prior to final 
project 
approval.

PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION
Alt 1 – Impact PUB‐1: 
The Proposed Action 
would increase demand 
for law enforcement 
services and would 
require the construction 
of new facilities.

MM PUB‐1: The Campus shall maintain a minimum ratio of 0.7 officer per 
1,000 population.

PPD&C
Document compliance 
with mitigation measure.

During 
operation.

Annually.
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
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Mitigation 
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PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION (continued)
Alt 1 – Impact PUB‐6: 
The Proposed Action 
would increase the use 
of Lake Yosemite 
Regional Park which 
could accelerate 
physical deterioration 
of park facilities.

MM PUB‐6a: The University shall work with the County to develop a 
program for joint use of on campus sports, recreational, and parking 
facilities.

PPD&C
Work with County to 
implement mitigation 
measures.

During detailed 
project planning 
or project 
design prior to 
project 
approval.

Following 
completion of 
the 
environmental 
review process 
for new park 
facilities, if 
mitigation costs 
are identified in 
connection with 
those facilities 
proposed 
because of the 
implementation 
of the 2009 
LRDP.

MM PUB‐6b: The University shall work with the County to avoid physical 
deterioration of existing facilities at Lake Yosemite Regional Park, and/or 
improve park facilities within the existing park site as necessitated by the 
increased uses associated with development of the Campus.

PPD&C
Work with County to 
implement mitigation 
measures.

During detailed 
project planning 
or project 
design prior to 
project 
approval.

MM PUB‐6c: The University will pay its fair share of the cost of necessary 
improvements to the regional park The University’s share of funding will 
be based on the percentage that on campus residential population 
represents of the total population in eastern Merced County at the time 
that an improvement is implemented.

PPD&C
Negotiate with County to 
determine fair share 
contribution toward 
feasible and required 
environmental mitigation 
measures for 
improvements to Lake 
Yosemite Regional Park.

During detailed 
project planning 
or project 
design prior to 
project 
approval.

MM PUB‐6d: In recognition of the sensitive resources present on lands 
immediately adjacent to the regional park, all regional park improvement 
projects that are implemented by the County within 250 feet of the park’s 
eastern boundary pursuant to Mitigation Measures PUB‐6b and PUB‐6c 
above, will implement mitigation measures to avoid and minimize indirect 
effects on biological resources. These measures shall be based on and as 
effective as the measures in the Conservation Strategy to control indirect 
impacts to biological resources.

PPD&C
Document compliance 
with mitigation measure 
in conjunction with 
Mitigation Measures PUB‐ 
6b and PUB‐6c above.

During detailed 
project planning 
or project 
design prior to 
project 
approval.

Document 
compliance 
with mitigation 
measures prior 
to approval of 
improvements 
of the regional 
park.
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Mitigation 
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Schedule

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
Alt 1 – Impact TRANS‐ 
1: The Proposed Action 
would contribute 1 
percent or more to the 
traffic growth projected 
for 18 roadway 
segments planned to be 
widened in the future, 
cause the LOS of two 
study intersections to 
deteriorate to 
unacceptable levels, and 
result in a significant 
increase in delay at one 
intersection.

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 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:
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC (continued)
Alt 1 – Impact TRANS‐ 
1 (continued)

MM TRANS‐1A‐1: Trip Reduction Measures
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.
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.

PPD&C
Report on provision of 
TDM programs, transit 
services, and usage of 
these programs and 
services.

Throughout 
LRDP 
development.

At intervals of 
1,500 FTE 
student growth, 
relative to 2009 
LRDP baseline.

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.

PPD&C
Report on sustainable 
elements of each building 
project.

Throughout 
LRDP 
development.

Prior to design 
approval of 
each building 
project.

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.

PPD&C
Plan for provision of new 
housing projects to keep 
pace with projected 
student body growth. 
Report on existing and 
projected housing 
provision on a yearly 
basis.

Throughout 
LRDP 
development.

Report on a 
yearly basis.
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC (continued)
Alt 1 – Impact TRANS‐ 
1 (continued)

MM TRANS‐1A‐2: Campus Traffic Monitoring
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.

PPD&C
Conduct AM and PM 
peak period traffic counts 
at Campus gateway(s) 
and report trip generation 
rate per FTE student, 
relative to Draft EIS/EIR 
rate.

Throughout 
LRDP 
development.

At intervals of 
1,500 FTE 
student growth, 
relative to 2009 
LRDP baseline.

MM TRANS‐1A‐3: Determination of Proportional Share Attributable to 
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 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 the projected percentages 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.

PPD&C
Report proportional share 
based on monitored trip 
generation, using 
improvement cost data as 
described.

Throughout 
LRDP 
development.

At intervals of 
1,500 FTE 
student growth, 
relative to 2009 
LRDP baseline.
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC (continued)
Alt 1 – Impact TRANS‐ 
1 (continued)

MM TRANS‐1A‐4: Monetary Contributions to Roadway Improvements 
Adjacent to the 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% 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% 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‐1‐5).
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.
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.

PPD&C
(1) Internally commit 
proportional share 
funding;
(2) Pay affected 
jurisdiction.

(1) When 
affected 
jurisdiction 
programs each 
project, 
provides a 
construction 
cost estimate, 
and completes a 
full project 
funding plan;
(2) Prior to 
project 
construction.

As each 
improvement 
project is 
programmed, 
cost estimates 
are prepared, 
and full funding 
plans are 
prepared.
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC (continued)
Alt 1 – Impact TRANS‐ 
1 (continued)

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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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC (continued)
Alt 1 – Impact TRANS‐ 
1 (continued)

MM TRANS‐1A‐5: Monetary Contributions to Other Roadway 
Improvements
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.

PPD&C
(1) Internally commit 
proportional share 
funding;
(2) Pay affected 
jurisdiction.

(1) When 
affected 
jurisdiction 
programs each 
project, 
provides a 
construction 
cost estimate, 
and completes a 
full project 
funding plan;
(2) Prior to 
project 
construction.

As each 
improvement 
project is 
programmed, 
cost estimates 
are prepared, 
and full funding 
plans are 
prepared.
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC (continued)
Alt 1 – Impact TRANS‐ 
1 (continued)

MM TRANS‐1A‐6: Alternate Improvements
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 
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.

PPD&C
Consult with County and 
City staff at each 1,500‐ 
student monitoring stage, 
to determine whether 
alternate improvements 
are under consideration, 
and discuss efficacy of the 
alternate improvements.

Throughout 
LRDP 
development.

At each 1,500‐ 
student 
monitoring 
stage.
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Cumulative Impact 
HYD‐3: Development of 
the Campus and 
University Community, 
in conjunction with 
other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable 
future development in 
the project area, would 
not substantially 
interfere with 
groundwater recharge 
but would deplete 
groundwater supplies 
resulting in an 
overdraft of the 
regional groundwater 
aquifer.

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.

PPD&C
Coordinate with MAGPI.

Prior to and 
during 
development of 
Campus.

Confirm that 
cooperative 
agreements 
have been 
secured.

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:
• 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.

PPD&C
Incorporate water efficient 
landscaping practices in 
all new landscape 
installation.

Prior to project 
design 
approval.

Confirm that all 
landscaping 
meets new 
standard.

• Continue to install low flow plumbing fixtures in all new buildings. PPD&C to continue 
installing low flow 
plumbing fixtures.

When plumbing 
fixtures are 
installed.

Document all 
new fixtures are 
low‐flow.
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 

Schedule
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY (continued)

• 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.

PPD&C
Implement pilot 
programs.
Revise campus standards 
as warranted.

Pilot programs 
ongoing.
Depends on 
results of pilot 
programs.

Document 
results of 
program.
Confirm 
standards have 
been revised.

• 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.

PPD&C
Specifications for washing 
machines to require that 
standard is met.

When new 
machines are 
purchased.

Confirm new 
machines meet 
standards and 
document.

• Within one year 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 employee housing of education 

materials covering topics such as basic home water conservation 
practices, plumbing retrofits and replacements, and strategies to 
conserve landscape irrigation.

PPD&C
Provide residents with 
information.

Implement 
water 
conservation 
programs with 
residents.

Confirm and 
document that 
information has 
been provided.

- 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.

Designate a staff member 
as a water conservation 
educator.

Within one year 
of LRDP 
approval.

Confirm staff 
member has 
been 
designated.

• Within two years following approval of the 2009 LRDP, the Campus 
shall initiate a study on feasible measures for utilization of reclaimed 
water (including rainwater, grey 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.

Initiate study of reclaimed 
water as specified.

Within two 
years of LRDP 
approval.

Document 
initiation of 
reclaimed water 
study.
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

• 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.
- Replacing natural turf on athletic fields with artificial turf.

• Installing timers on showers in student residences.

Discuss potential effective 
water conservation 
measures with the 
Campus departments that 
could be studied for 
implementation.

Every five years 
after approval 
of LRDP.

Document 
results of 
discussions.
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Cumulative Impact 
UTILS‐1: Development 
of the Campus and 
University Community, 
in conjunction with 
other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable 
future development in 
the project area, would 
not require the 
construction of new 
water supply facilities 
that would result in 
significant 
environmental impacts. 
The cumulative 
development would 
result in a substantial 
increase in demand for 
water which potentially 
could result in 
significant 
environmental impacts.

Cumulative MM UTILS‐1a: The University shall implement Cumulative 
Mitigation Measure HYD‐3a.

See actions for
Cumulative MM HYD‐ 

.
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility and 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS (continued)

Cumulative Impact 
UTILS‐2: Development 
of the Campus and 
University Community, 
in conjunction with 
other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable 
future development in 
the project area, would 
result in a significant 
cumulative impact on 
wastewater collection 
and treatment facilities.

Cumulative MM UTILS‐2a: The University shall continue to monitor and 
minimize the total amount of wastewater discharged from the site.

PPD&C
Monitor amount of 
wastewater discharged. If 
unexpected increases in 
wastewater volume occur 
over time, minimize 
discharge.

Ongoing Document 
discharge 
amount of 
wastewater 
annually.

Cumulative MM UTILS‐2b: The University shall evaluate the feasibility of 
developing a recycled water plant on the Campus or in Community North 
to further reduce wastewater flows discharged to the City’s sewer system.

See actions for
Cumulative MM HYD‐3c.
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Table 2
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

UCM 2020 Project

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

AESTHETICS
UCM 2020 Impact AES‐
1: Development under 
the UCM 2020 Project 
would affect scenic 
vistas.

UCM 2020 MM AES‐1: Implement Program Level Mitigation Measures 
AES‐1a and ‐1b.

See actions for Program 
Level Mitigation 
Measures AES‐1a and ‐1b 
above.

UCM 2020 Impact 
AES‐2: Development 
under the UCM 2020 
Project would 
substantially alter the 
visual quality and 
character of the site and 
its surroundings.

UCM 2020 MM AES‐2: Implement Program Level Mitigation Measure 
AES‐3.

See actions for Program 
Level Mitigation 
Measure AES‐3.

AIR QUALITY
UCM 2020 Impact 
AQ‐2: The UCM 2020 
Project would result in 
operational emissions 
that would violate an 
air quality standard or 
contribute substantially 
to an existing or 
projected air quality 
violation.

UCM 2020 MM AQ‐2: Implement Program Level Mitigation Measures 
AQ‐2a through AQ‐2c.

See actions for Program 
Level Mitigation 
Measures AQ‐2a through 
AQ‐2c.
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 

Schedule
AIR QUALITY (continued)
UCM 2020 Impact AQ‐ 
3: The UCM 2020 
Project would result in 
a cumulatively 
considerable net 
increase of a criteria 
pollutant for which the 
project region is 
nonattainment under an 
applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality 
standard (including 
releasing emissions, 
which exceed 
quantitative thresholds 
for ozone precursors).

UCM 2020 MM AQ‐3: Program Level Mitigation Measures AQ‐2 would 
apply to this impact. No further mitigation is available.

See actions for Program 
Level Mitigation 
Measures AQ‐2.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS
UCM 2020 Impact 
GEO‐1: Development 
under the UCM 2020 
Project could expose 
people or structures to 
increased risk related to 
ground shaking and 
seismically induced 
ground failure, 
including liquefaction.

UCM 2020 MM GEO‐1: Implement Program Level Mitigation Measure 
GEO‐2.

See actions for Program 
Level Mitigation 
Measure GEO‐2.
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Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 

Schedule
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
UCM 2020 Impact 
HAZ‐1: Development 
under the UCM 2020 
Project could be located 
on a site that potentially 
contains hazardous 
materials and could 
create a significant 
hazard to the public or 
the environment.

UCM 2020 MM HAZ‐1: Implement Program Level Mitigation Measure 
HAZ‐4.

See actions for Program 
Level Mitigation 
Measure HAZ‐4.

NOISE
UCM 2020 Impact 
NOI‐2: Construction of 
the UCM 2020 Project 
could expose existing 
off‐site and future on‐ 
site noise‐sensitive 
receptors to elevated 
noise levels and 
groundborne vibration.

UCM 2020 MM NOI‐2a: Implement Program Level Mitigation Measures 
NOI‐3, NOI‐4a, and NOI‐4b.

See actions for Program 
Level Mitigation 
Measures NOI‐3, NOI‐4a, 
and NOI‐4b.

PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION
UCM 2020 Impact PUB‐ 
1: The UCM 2020 
Project would increase 
demand for law 
enforcement services 
and would require the 
construction of new 
facilities.

UCM 2020 MM PUB‐1: Implement Program Level Mitigation Measure 
PUB‐1

See actions for Program 
Level Mitigation 
Measure PUB‐1

39Impact Sciences, Inc.
0974.001

UC Merced Long Range Development Plan
March 2009



Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Significant Impact Mitigation Measure
Monitoring/Reporting 

Action(s)
Mitigation 

Timing
Monitoring 
Schedule

PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION (continued)
UCM 2020 Impact PUB‐ 
2: The UCM 2020 
Project would increase 
the use of Lake 
Yosemite Regional 
Park, which could 
accelerate physical 
deterioration of park 
facilities.

UCM 2020 MM PUB‐2: Implement Program Level Mitigation Measures 
PUB‐6a through PUB‐6d.

See actions for Program 
Level Mitigation 
Measures PUB‐6a 
through PUB‐6d.

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
UCM 2020 Impact 
TRANS‐2: With the 
addition of project 
traffic, the LOS of three 
of the study 
intersections would 
deteriorate to 
unacceptable levels 
under Existing Plus 
UCM 2020 Project 
conditions.

UCM 2020 MM TRANS‐2:
The Campus shall implement Program Level Mitigation Measure TRANS‐ 
1, pursuant to which it will monitor traffic growth related to the campus 
and pay its proportional share of the cost of the required improvement.

See actions for Program 
Level Mitigation Measure 
TRANS‐1

UCM 2020 Impact 
TRANS‐3:
Implementation of the 
UCM 2020 Project 
would result in an 
exceedance of the LOS 
threshold along local 
roadway segments 
under 2020 Plus UCM 
2020 Project conditions.

UCM 2020 MM TRANS‐3: The Campus shall implement Program Level 
Mitigation Measure TRANS‐1, pursuant to which it will monitor traffic 
growth related to the campus and pay its proportional share of the cost of 
the above listed improvement.

See actions for Program 
Level Mitigation Measure 
TRANS‐1
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