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- DRAFT GENERAL PLAN COMMENTS
Page Four ‘

9) PROGRAM EIR.

related projects. It is also noted that it will “streamline CEQA compliance for a broad range of subsequent
projects.” How does the Plan assure that the process will not become too streamlined so that impacts of
individual projects are glossed over, and not given adequate consideration and weight? Will the preparation
of @ "Program EIR,” facilitate easier passage of projects with significant impacts? If not, why not?

Thank.yq‘uA for the bp-pqrtun‘ity“.to subimit these comments on behaif ‘of the Oakhurst Ré{dépts‘

v

Association. We look forward to your response.

Sincerely,

&)@m éﬁfw(a@md&/

Joann Eisenbrandt
Vice President for Communications
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A) The Draft ER is a Program EIR, which will govern a “conti'nuing program,” and a number of -
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DRAFT GENERAL PLAN COMMENTS
Page Two

C)'If, as the Draft Policy Document states under “Structure of the General Plan,” that, “The goals

and policies contained in the area plans supplement and elaborate upon, but do not supersede the goals
and policies of the Draft Policy Document,” is it appropriate to conclude that any policies our organization F - 3

objects to in the Draft General Plan will become the policies of the Specific Plan uniess challenged? Inwhat

ways can the Specific Plan aiter the land use decisions and policies of the General Plan now nearing

- completion? I T S

- D) The Draft EIR states that existing General Plan (and Specific Plan) elements will be either
validated, modified or rescinded. it notes, “The four area plans are generally consistent with the new General
Plan, but will require some changes to maintain internal consistency; these will be modified through formal | £l
amendments."Does this mean that the 1980 Oakhurst-Ahwahnee Growth Management Planwill be amended

to conform to the new General Planandthenthe new Specific Plan will also have foconform, or, canthe new -
Spedific Plan {Chamber Grant) deviate from the new General Plan, and if so, how and-to what extent? U

-

2) LAND USE: CONFLICTS AMONG PLANS/ PRECEDENCE OF POLICIES.
A)Towhatextent cangeneralland use policies expressedin the Draft General Plan be altered J F-l- 5
in future Specific Plans?
B) If the new General Plan is adopted, which land uses prevail in the interim between thatj g-Ll- le
adoption and the preparation and adoption of the new Specific Plan?

3) DRAFT LAND USE DIAGRAM. _
A) The Draft EIR on page three notes that, “In most cases the Draft Land Use Diagram merely
replaces existing land use designations directly with new designations, resulting in no substantive changes in
planned land uses.” With reference to the Oakhurst Area Inset Map that appears in the Draft EIR: 1) The lack
of topographical and/or ifrastructure (roadway) references, and the closenessin physical appearance among
many land use designations (subtle shading, etc) make this map extremely difficult to interpret with any F-l- 1
accuracy; 2) Why'is this Map of a different shape, and why does it cover what appears to be a different area
thanthat covered bythe Oakhurst-Ahwahnee GrowthManagement Plan; 3) Does this Inset Map merely mostly
“replace existing land use designations”™ with new ones (name changes) oris there a substantial change inland
use philosophy, specifically with regard to land use configurations and groupings and land use intensities? 4)
Whatpercentage of land in the Oakhurst Area Inset Map has changed from low-impact/low intensity uses and/
“or larger required parcel sizes to more intensive commercial and/or residential uses? :
B) The Draft EIR, page 3-5 notes that, “Many of the proposed changes to the Land Use Diagram] F’ \- 8
bring the General Plan into conformance with existing or planned land uses.” Land uses planned by whom?
Existing specific or general plans, developers, creators of the Land Use Diagram? |
4) RESPONSIBLE AGENCY FOR PREPARATION OF SPECIFIC PLAN.
: A) The Draft Policy Document, page 1 6, indicates that the responsibility for preparation of the
areaplanslies with, in order, the Planning Department, Community Advisory Committees, Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors, with a Time Frame of Fiscal Year 94-95, with funding from the General Fund. How "/q
will the County be living up to this responsibility given that the Eastern Madera County Chamber of Commerce
has obtained a grant and hired a planner to do the majority of work on the specific plan? What input will the
County have into selection of Community Advisory Committees?
S) WATER SUPPUES.
A) The Draft Policy Document, under Section3 (C): Water Supply and Delivery (3.C.1), states,
“The County shall approve new development only if an adequate water supply to serve such development F" 10
is demonstrated.” Further, the Draft ERR, p. 5-7 notes, “For purposes of this EIR, impacts are considered
significant if adoption or implementation of the plan could result in approval of development without

95



MADERA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

YOLUME 11

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

SCH # 93102017

J. Laurence Mintier & Associates
H.T. Harvey & Associates
Dowling Associates
Brown-Buntin Associates
Donald Ballanti
Madera County Planning Department

QOctober 1995






TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION
Distribution and Review of the Draft EIR . .. .. .o .vut et et 1
Organization of this Volume of the Final EIR .. .. .. .. uuutnrmee e 2

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

A. Cities and Counties

A-1  Madera County General Plan Update Advisory Committee (8/17/94) ... ......... 3
A-2.  Cityof Madera (8/17/94) ... .. ... 6
A-3 City of Clovis (9/9/94) . . o oot e 7
A-4  County of Fresno Public Works & Development Services '
Department (9/12/94) . . . . . .. i 8
B. State Agencies

B-1 Department of Transportation (8/12/94) . . ... ... e e . 9
B-2  Calif. Dept. of Conservation--Div. of Mines & Geology (8/19/94) ............ 11
B-3  Department of Fish & Game (8/23/94) . . ... ..ottt 12
B-4  State Lands Commission (9/22/94) . ... ...t i 19

'C. Federal Agencies
- C-1 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (9/12/94) . ... o v e 20
C-2  U. S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation (9/ 12/94) ........... 21
C-3 U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (9/12/94) ........... 22

D School Districts
~D-1  Chawanakee Joint School District (9/7/94) . . . ..o u e e e, 25
D-2  Lozano Smith Smith Woliver & Behrens (Madera Unified School District) (9/9/94) 26

E. Other Special Districts

E-1 Madera County Mosquito and Vector Control District (9/9/94) . .. ........... 28
E-2  San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (9/12/94) .......... 29 .
E-3  Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District (9/16/94) .. ............u.u.... 30
E-4 Coarsegold Resource Conservation District (9/7/94) .. ..o v e ... 31
E-5  San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservancy . ................ueuuunun.. 32

F. Community Organizations
F-1 Oakhurst Residents Association (9/9/94) . ... ... eenu e, 33



Neetgsed £, Dawiing
Covistapher A, Seeraen

ORECTORS EMERIA

Paul Chartec
. 11928 -1990}

Lewd S, Eston
11912+ /02

Tom MAchicvu, Sr.
(1970 - 1990y

Ron Rempct

HONORARY DIRECTOR
Dstws Fureman

SINEF
Dave Kochier
Exccutive Cirecset

Prioctse Faran
Nemhersg anG
Deveiopmenk

Texri Frgys

Frojest Mrrogget
Dudiey Varner, #n.C.
EAaoon Froqrivms

Gowt Hietrrusn Oads

Emim(mema: EQuCalion Soecndlse

1630 EASt Shxes Ave.
Suﬂ“ 158

Fresno, CA 93710
{2073) 24€-8480
FAX 24882474

SEP 12 /94 15:4@ SIF FRRKHEC (1] 2AR-247 P.2/17

San ]oaquih River SENT VIA TELECOPIER

Parkway and

—@1 servation Trust September 12, 1994

éOl\RDUFDlR-E(TORS .

Coke Hitoneoct Mr. Leonard Garoupa

e - Planning Director

Ve b 135 West Yosemite Ave.

ot Al  Madera, CA 93637

gﬂ'a"“ morpun )

d,,,“c',im ~ Subject: Madera County General Plan Update DEIR

Oisna Curdedo

e Dear Mr. Garoupa: :
Robs plarden :
:‘;“;m: We are writing in response to your agency’s request for comments on the

£ Kastazn Madera County General Plan Update Draft Eavironmiental Ympact Report. We
:mwf-«-‘- are pleased to see that the draft goals and policies include the San Joaguin

Oy MaZMichaed. X. . .

borors thcreen River Parlnway.
" Leonvt Meyzn . .

f;i'/: heokan We support the inclusion of the general goals and objectives of the Parkway
P described in Chapter Two of the Plan prepared by the San Joaquin River

CencRoe Parkway Task Force. Enclosed is a copy of Chapter Two as Attachment "A*
——— to this leter. We would appreciate having an opporwnity to meat with you

Jobe Wicsiee and the appropriate planning coasultants to discuss integrating these goals and
COUNSEL

policies into the Madera County General Plan,

Similarly, we reduest that the general goals and policies for the San Joaquin
River Parkway be included in the Valley Children's/Gunner Ranch and Rio

Mesa Area Plans. Goals and policies relating to the Parkway shou]d be
conisitent within each of these documents.

The San Joaquin River Coaservancy, the fifth such State agency, was
established in 1992 by Asscmbl)’r Bill 2452-Costa. The purpose of the
Conservancy is to acquire and manage public lands within the San Joaquin
River Parkway between Friant Dam and State Highway 99. It reads “it is the
intent of the Legisiature that the San Joaquin River Conservancy shall promote
the parkway and ccordinate efforts...". Supervisor Rick Jessen is chairman of
the San Joaquin River Conservancy; your office may want to present a

report ,
regarding progress on planning efforts to the Consewancy at one of its )

upcoming meetmgs

92
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INTRODUCTION

According to Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines, final EIRs must contain the followmg
information: _

(a) The draft EIR or a revision of the draft.

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the draft EIR either verbatim or in summary

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the draft EIR.

{d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and
consultation process.

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. (Public Resources Code).

This part (Volume II) of the Final EIR for the Madera County General Plan responds to items (b), (c), and
(d), while Volume I, which is a comprehensive revision of the Draft EIR, addresses items () and (e). The
following paragraphs describe the County’s public review process for the Draft EIR and how this Final EIR
addresses the requirements of the State CEQA Guidelines for responding to comments received on the Draft
EIR.

DISTRIBUTION AND REVIEW OF THE DRAFT EIR

The State CEQA Guidelines requires that agencies preparing EIRs “provide adequate time for other public
agencies and members of the public to review and comment on a draft EIR.” (Section 15203). While the law
does not generally define what constitutes adequate time, it does specify that draft EIRs submitted to the State
Clearinghouse of the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research should be subjected to a review period of -
at least 45 days. Section 15025 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that draft EIRs for four classes of
projects be submitted to the Clearinghouse: (1) those for which a state agency is the Lead Agency; (2) those
projects for which a state agency is a Responsible Agency, Trustee Agency, or otherwise has jurisdiction over
the project; (3) projects of statewide, regional, or areawide significance; and (4) reports prepared pursuant
to the requirements of the National Environmental Protection Act NEPA). The Guidelines (Section 15026
(b)(1) further defines local general plans as projects fitting into the third category above (i.e., projects of
statewide, regional, or areawide significance).

In compliance with requirements described above, the County submitted copies of the Draft EIR on the
Madera County Draft General Plan to the State Clearinghouse on July 5, 1994, thus initiating the mandatory
45-day review period. At the same time, the County distributed copies of the Draft EIR to numerous local’
agencies, organizations, and individuals with an interest in the General Plan Update. Based on requests, the
County extended the 45-day review period through September 22, 1994.

The County received written comments on the Draft EIR during the review period. In addition, it received
numerous comments on the Draft General Plan from the time the Draft General Plan was published in June
1994 through June 1995. In January 1995, the County published comments and preliminary responses to
comments on the EIR and Draff General Plan. In June 1995, it published a second volume of comments and
responses to comments on the Draft General Plan.

This document includes only those comments and responses that specifically address the EIR and that were
submitted during the EIR comment period.



Coarsegold Resource Conservation District

P. O. Box 1288 - North Eork, CA 93643-1288

September 7, 1994

RECEIVED

Mr. Leonard Garoupa SEP 19 _1994
Madera County J.

135 W. Yosemite Avenue LQUARSESNOC(%A% ‘gg- ER
Madera, CA 93637

- Dear Mr. Garoupa:

We would like you to add the following to the Draft Policy Document of the General Plan
Update, Section S; Agricultural and Natural Resources; Air Quality, General:

The San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (STVUAPCD) and the State of

California now has admitted that the San Joaquin Valley is getting a very large amount of p-4-|
pollutants from the coast over Altamont Pass into our district. It is imperative that the

communities and areas producing this pollution be required to help the STVUAPCD in fighting to

get better air quality in the our district. '

Thank you for considering some form of a statement regarding this problem.

Sincerely,
T Wé&é:éé/(/

Ronald Severe
President

copies to: Madera County Planning Commission
Madera County Board of Supervisors

74 Fyx 128
e Lor K ﬁ/ A
Q3643 - 128

Directors:

Ronald Severe, President ~ 34321 Road 221 ~ North Fork, CA 93643 ~ Telephone (209) 877-2918

W. Tom Wheceler, Vice President ~ P. O. Box 723 ~ North Fork, CA 93643 ~ Telephone (209) 877-4516
Robert Peckinpah, Secretary ~ P. O. Box 1169 ~ North Fork, CA 93643 ~ Telephone (209) 877-4543
June A. Coyle, Treasurer ~ 31459 Ridgewood Way ~ North Fork, CA 93643 ~ Telephone (209) 877-7053
Willard Nelson ~ 50640 Road 200 ~ O‘Neals, CA 93645 ~ Telephone (209) 868-3382

Gena Hopkins ~ 33200 Road 221 ~ North Fork, CA 93643 ~ Telephone (209) 877-4901

George Stafford ~ P. O, Box 7 ~ O'Neals, CA 93645 ~ 'l;c{ephonc (209) 868-3412
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RENEE J. MECCA
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TELEPHONE (209) 456-3292 =  FAX (209) 456-3194
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o T . £469 EAST OLIVE - FRESNO, CALIFORNIA 93727

DAN GILBERT
DESIGN TECHNICIAN 1

- PN

TELEPHONE (209) 456-3292
FRESNO METROPOLITAN FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT
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A. CITIES AND COUNTIES



FRESNO METROPOLITAN FLOOD CONTROL DiSTRICT

File No. 550.30

San Joaquin River Aregn

September 16, 1994

3

RECEIVED

Mr. L d G -
Plann?gga;ireiiggpa SEP 24 19%

Mad County Planni D t t -

lg 5 evxc;zs toggsgmi tzqziggueepar nen J. LIEUESESNC?C%MESI IER

Madera, California
Deaxr Mr. Garxoupa,
Comments on the Madera County General Plan Update

The Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District appreciates the
opportunity to review the draft Environmental Impact Report for the
countywide Draft General Plan. The District believes the following
considerations are relevant to the £final Environmental Impact
Report. : '

Section 4.4 "Drainage and Flood Control" of the draft Background |

Report, identifies problems created from rerouting and channelizing
of creeks and channels. Our own experience shows such actions can
cause significant £flood problems and unanticipated shifts in
drainage impacts. Because these issues are wholly internal to
Madera County, we limit these comments to that of suggesting you
may wish to consider them in your draft Policy Document (and draft
EIR, if appropriate). We have found, in our own case, that the
preservation of natural drainage/watercourses through easement
dedication at the time of development is an effective approach.

Sections 4.4 and 7.3 of the draft Background Report, Sections 5.3
and 8.2 of the draft EIR, and Sections 3.E and 6.B of the draft
Policy Document all depend solely on methodology and mitigation
relative to the 100-year (1.0%) flood event. In a riverine
environment, including those downstream of major structures, risks
are far different than in typical sheet flow flood plains, which
characterize most of the San Joaquin Valley floor. Because of
several unique factors, the District continues to recommend that
the Standard Project Flood (SPF) of 51,000 cfs (.4% event) be used
as the flood protection standard for the San Joaquin River. This
recommendation, which is being implemented in the District relative
to the River, requires the developer to elevate the finish floor of
buildings 1.0 foot above the level of the water surface associated
with a flow of 51,000 cfs in the River. This will result in a
uniform floodway in the River of sufficient capacity to achieve

early flood warnings and evacuations, relative to uncontrolled J-

riverine flows.

5469 E. OLIVE = FRESNO, CA 93727 = (203) 456-3292 « FAX (209) 456-3194
88
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Madera County General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses 10 Comments

A-1 Madera County General Plan Update Advisory Committee (8/17/94)

A-1-1 Committee members did not recall recommending adoption of the Transportation and Circulation
section of the Policy Document. Since the plan has been released for public review, the
Committee can make written recommendations to the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors.

Committee's recommendations and concerns over the Draft General Plan and EIR were included as a
comment letter for consideration by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.

A-1-2 Provisions of existing community or area plans will continue until updates of the community or
area plans are adopted by the County.

Minor revisions to existing area plans were made to ensure consistency with the updated General Plan.
Program 1.1 provides for updates of the existing area plans.

A-1-3 Law requires that zoning be consistent with General Plan designations. Table 1-1 in the
Background Report is existing general plan designation/zoning consistency matrix.

After adoption of the General Plan, the County will take action to rezone areas that are inconsistent with
the new General Plan designations. Program 8.3 provides for updating of the Zoning Ordinance,
beginning in FY 1996-97. Table 1-1 of the Draft Background Report was made obsolete by adoption of
the updated General Plan and was deleted from the final Background Report.

A-1-4 Questioned how many parcels will require zone changes to make them compatible with th
updated General Plan. '

No estimates have been made regarding the number of parcels or acreage that will require zone changes
as a result of the updated General Plan. Most of the zone changes will be in the western part of the
county where a more restrictive agricultural designation with a minimum parcel size of 36 acres was

adopted as part of the new General Plan.

A-1-5 Plan will be subject of public review at subsequent meetings and hearings. Committee may
submit comments.

No response necessary.

A-1-6 Corrections to Background Report on page 6-14 directional references.
Appropriate corrections were made.

A-1-7 The population figures in Table 9-4 on page 9-7 of the Draft EIR are incorrect.
Appropriate corrections were made.

A-1-8 Explanation of population and employment projections and allocations and buildout holding
capacity.

No response necessary



E-2Z

San.Joaquin Valley
“Unified Air Pollution Control District

September 12, 1884 C39405086

‘Leonacd Garoupa, Pianning Director

Madera County Planning Deparument

135 W, Yosemite Avcnue

Madera, CA 93637-3592

RE: Draft EIR - Madera County Gensral Plen Updaie (8CHY 8310217)
Dear Mr. Garoupa:

The San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (District) has reviewed the
above referenced Draft EIR (DEIR) and offers the following comments:

Generzl Plan Undate Conunents

The General Plan Updare contains a number of poticies and programs that will have
beneficial effects on air quality. The policy language shows a strong commitment to
ensure that the land use pattern and transporiation system planned for the County will
promote the use of alernatives o the single cccupant automobile. The draft E“Z’ l
document contsins many of the strategies contained in the Oistrict’s Draft Air Quality
Guidelines for Genzral Plans. !f the proposed policies are fully implemented, the rapid
growth predicted for the County will cause less 2ir poliutent emissions end redguce
overall air quality impacts. -

Draft EIR Comments

The DEIR provides adequate discussion of the poientisl air quality impacts related to 7)
the build out of the draft Geners! Plan. The District strongly agrees with the
conclusions of the DEIR. Tlhe growth in pogulation and employment associated with
develapment under the draft Genersl Pizn will resuit in a substantial increase in
regional pollutants (ozone precursors - ROG and NO,}. Project impacts on regional air [’/"Z’Z
quality would remain significant and unavoioable even after implementation of the
draft General Plan policies regarding zir quality. The capid growth rates in population \

and motor vehicle use in Madera County and the rest of the San Joaquin Valley offset
a large amount of the ermission reducticns achieved through tighter tailpipe controls

Oxvid L Craw
Exccutive Diresterinir Potkaion Canteal Gificor

LML U e Loen G g M e Tomang SR ALITU ¢ IOV C0GE e TEN N W D010

Northern Region . Cenizd Regiaa Southera Region

LI K same e LT IX s e LAl GV T 0 Sridt St M e

SHUN S S e T FRC CAETNT
LCe: 437300 - Tee 7€, . aie

120202 B ICY ¢ ¢ 3 LRSI T

@“m«.—c on Revvetne uzee.
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Madera County General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses 1o Comments

A-1-17 Request to review the figures for agricultural conversion in the West/Agriculture, Chowchilla/
Fairmead, and North Fork/Millerton areas.

The figures cited are estimates based on projected development in these areas. Nearly all growth in the
West/Agriculture area is projected to occur in existing communities or as dwelling units -on large
agricultural parcels, without converting agricultural operations. Growth in Chowchilla is assumed to
occur within Chowchilla's city limits, therefore no further conversion outside the current city limits is
assumed as a result of Chowchilla's growth. Growth in the North Fork/Millerton areas is also projected
at relatively low rates, resulting in some loss of grazing land.

A-1-18 Individual Committee member requested that sections in Chapter 9 of the EIR on Long-term
Productivity, Irreversible Effects, and Growth Inducing Impacts be expanded.

Commentor does not explain what additional information should be discussed. The County believes these
‘sections are adequate.

A-1-19 Revisions to the list of Committee members cited in the Plan.
Suggested revisions were made.

A-1-20 Plan will be reviewed by the Planning Commission and then go to the Board of Supervisors for
adoption. '

No'response necessary.



BOARD OF TRUSTEES

MADERA COUNTY MOSQUITO

AND VECTOR CONTROL DISTRICT
900 NORTH GATEWAY DRIVE
MADERA, CALIFORNIA 93637

TELEPHONE (209) 674-6729
FAX (209) 674-6004

KEVIN PINION
MANAGER

MAX RODRIQUEZ, CHAIRMAN
B.H. COULTHARD, VICE CHAIRMAN MICKEY GUTKNECHT
LABAN E. JONES, SECRETARY . FOREMAN
AX. BAKER September 9, 1994
FRANK NOLI P ! STEVE DILLAHUNTY
1. A. WESSON

DENNIS CHEZICK

SOURCE RECUCTION

To: Mr. Leonard Garoupa
Madera County Planning Department
135 W. Yosemite Ave.
Madera, CA. 93637

From: ~ Steve Dillahunty
Source Reduction Officer
Madera County Mosquito and
~Vector Control District

Subject: Comments on the Draft General
Plan Update for Madera County

Dear Mr. Garoupa:

After reading the Draft General Plan Update that has been
prepared for Madera County, I believe I should submit several
comments that are consistent with the Draft Update Plan as "an
informational document which will inform public agency decision
makers and the public generally." _

The conversion of agricultural and grazing land to urban
usages ultimately places residential areas, commercial interests,
and schools in near proximity to developed agricultural properties.
These properties, no matter what control measures are employed,
inevitably produce at least some mosquitoes of several species
which are both pests, and capable of transmitting diseases. To
date, this is most evident to the District as the City of Madera
expands to the west and includes new residential areas adjacent to,J
developed farm land. _

Further, recent State and Federal legislation concerning‘—T
environmental protection, combined with higher resistance levels in
target species, severely limits the types of chemicals the District
may use for mosquito control. Higher costs for recently developed
control materials and methods of application adds another

linmitation to the District's effectiveness. . /

MEMBER OF THE CALIFORNIA MOSQUITO AND VECTOR CONTROL ASSOCIATION
MEMBER OF THE AMERICAN MOSQUITO CONTROL ASSOCIATION

E-1-
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Madera County General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

A-3  City of Clovis (9/9/94)

A-3-1 The EIR should analyze the outer beltway connection from Copper Avenue connecting to SR 4]
that is proposed in the City of Clovis' General Plan.

The beltway was analyzed in the countywide traffic model and it was not demonstrated to provide
significant benefit to address traffic generated by projected growth in Madera County and therefore could
not be justified or financed as part of the Madera County General Plan. Funding for this facility is also
not secured in Fresno County as it is not a part of the County's Regional Transportation Plan. It is
important to note that the Madera County General Plan does not, however, preclude development of such
a facility. This roadway will be one of the river crossings considered in the study of future river
connections (Program 2.8).  Also see response to County of Fresno Public Works & Development
Services Department (Comment A-4).




Mr. Leonard Garoupa
September 9, 1994
Page 3

or updated. On page 4-17, reference is made to the Madera Unified School
District enrollment figures. Enclosed with this letter is a two-page document
showing actual enrollment on September 6, 1994. The total X-12 enrollment ))~ Zﬂ(
on September 6 was 14,923 students. That figure will increase substantially in
the next few weeks and will peak-out in October at between 15,300 and
15,500 students. Please note that these figures differ substantially from the
figures used in the DEIR. ' J

On a more technical level, certain data in the draft EIR needs to be corrected ]

On page 4-18, reference is made to a planned junior high school in the

Ranchos area. While the District has acquired a site for a junior high in the B Z/.g
Ranchos, no specific plans for a school have been made. However, the Martin D
Luther King Junior Middle School on the east side of the City of Madera will

open in September of 1995. It will alleviate overcrowding at the Jefferson

School. ' '

On page 5-45, both the enrollment figures and the student yield factors need to
be corrected. The assumption, on page 5-46, of 25% multi-family residential
development is invalid. Since other data, such as Table 5-10, depend upon a
correct student yield factor, the other data will need to be corrected. A copy D ,Z,(Q
of the Development Fee Justification Study, prepared for the Madera Unified
School District in August 1994 by Michael Paoli and Associates, contains the
accurate information and data you will need to make these corrections. A
copy of the Paoli study is enclosed with this letter.

On page 5-50, reference again is made to a junior high school in the Ranchos ~
area. As noted above, while a site has been acquired, there are no current ] D g L-)
plans to build such a school.

Finally, the School District notes that the draft EIR and the draft Policy

Document contain policies requiring and encouraging the joint development of 0/2'7
recreation areas, turf areas, multi-purpose buildings and the like. The School ‘
District concurs with the need for these policies.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment on these documents. If

you have any questions about these comments or if you need any additional
data or information regarding the School District, please contact the

82
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2444 Ma'n Streec
Suite 260

Fresno, CA 93721
209 4451352

Fax 209 233-5013
Visalia, CA

209 625-2666

LOZANO SMITH
SMITH WOLIVER & BEHRENS

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

September 9, 1994

Mr. Leonard Garoupa
Director of Planning
County of Madera

209 West Yosemite Avenue
Madera, California 93637

Re: Madera Unified School District’s Comments On
The County Draft General Plan Update And EIR

Dear Mr. Garoupa:

I am writing on behalf of the Madera Unified School District to comment upon
the June 1994 drafts of the Madera County General Plan and Environmental
Impact Report. The specific documents I am commenting upon are the draft
Background Report, the draft Policy Document and the draft Environmental
Impact Report.

The focus of the school district’s review of these documents has been to ]
determine whether the General Plan and the EIR adequately deal with the
impact of population growth on School District facilities. As you know, the
California Environmental Quality Act requires the County to adopt feasible
mitigation measures (or feasible environmentally superior alternatives) in ordef
to substantially lessen or avoid otherwise significant adverse environmental
impacts (Cal. Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21002, 21081; CEQA Guidelines,

§§ 15002, 15091.) For each significant effect, the EIR must identify specific
mitigation measures. To be considered adequate, mitigation measures should
be specific, feasible actions that will actually change adverse environmental
conditions. Mitigation measures consisting only of further studies or
consultation with other agencies that are not tied to a specific action plan may
not be adequate and should be avoided. (Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino -
202 Cal.App.3d 296.)

The EIR recognizes that population growth permitted by tAhe draft General Plan
would necessitate new school facilities in the Madera Unified School District
and that the need for such facilities is a significant environmental impact.
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B-1 California Department of Transportation (9/12/94)

B-1-1 The EIR should model traffic based on full buildout of land in the Draft General Plan to link land
use and transportation and should model all river crossings, as is Caltrans and CEQA policy.

The EIR projects residential and nonresidential growth through the year 2010 and links that growth to
the roadway improvements needed by 2010 to serve that growth. The holding capacity of the Land Use
Diagram does include more land than is projected for development by 2010, based on historical land use
planning and the inclusion of major new growth areas. However, conclusions regarding forecasts of long-
term growth projections substantially beyond 2010 and assumptions regarding future technological
advances would be extremely speculative. Consistent with Section 15145 of the CEQA Guidelines which
states that "if, after thorough investigation, a Lead Agency finds that a particular impact is too speculative
for evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion and terminate discussion of the impact," the EIR
concludes that evaluating the impacts of development substantially beyond 2010 would be far too
speculative, given the uncertainty regarding trends that might affect growth 20 and 30 years hence and
uncertainty of technological advances that may take place beyond 2010, particularly in the transportation
industry.

In addition, modeling full buildout of the General Plan would not be a meaningful exercise, as some areas
of the county might fully develop within 10 years while other areas of the county may have over 100 years
of development potential. This would be similar to Caltrans planning improvements to the State's highway
system based on buildout of all lands in the state designated for development. Clearly, this would not be
a useful exercise and identifying funding to make such improvements would be impossible. To effectively
plan for-and fund roadway improvements, the General Plan chooses a time Jframe where projections can
be made with some levels of certainty and where growth projections and roadway improvements are linked
within a reasonable period for long-term planning.

The EIR concludes that the lack of roadway capacity is a significant impact, and identifies the need for
additional capacity across the river and includes a program to participate in a study of additional
roadway capacity across the San Joaquin River, in conjunction with Fresno County and other local
agencies (Program 2.8). Since river crossings are a multi-county issue which will need to be planned and
Junded cooperatively, it would be premature to include additional facilities before such a study has been
completed. When the appropriate improvements have been identified, the General Plan will be amended
to include them.

B-1-2 Suggests that the LOS standard be C rather than D, unless particular area cannot achieve LOS C
because of traffic characteristics or financial constraints.

This comment recommends a change in policy, and therefore, a change in EIR significance criteria. As
described on page 4-4 of the EIR, in view of the current and projected financing conditions in Madera
County, the County has adopted LOS D as a compromise between service level desires and potentially
available funding.

B-1-3  Future studies of river crossing cannot used in lieu of mitigations.
The EIR identifies traffic service levels on SR 99 berween Madera and the San Joaguin River as a

significant impact. It further states that “since the preferred improvements are not identified at this time,
and the County cannot guarantee the development and funding of additional capacity, the impact on SR
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.- . September 7, 1994

Leonard Garoupa

Madera County Planning Department
209 West Yosemite Avenue.

Madera, California 93638

 Dear Leonard,

. development “Shall* mitigate the entire cost of the provision of services such as
" water, roads, sewer and fire protection while for schools the documents state that
.development “Should” mitigate the cost of p_rov:dmg' schoo! facilities.

"..developing new facilities and services and upgrading existing public faciliies and

As the Superintendent of two schoo! distn'cts, [ believe it is impdrtant that schools

~ -« DMOT Office

32996 Rocd 228 - P.Q. Boz 64

. Norsk Fork, Califorsia 93643
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- ,}xx(m)m-na e I

‘freated differently than other public facilities.

In response to the draft documents of the Madera County Genera! Plan, | would fike

to say that, in most respects, it appears_to be a reasonable plan for the growth and
development of Madera County. However, as the Superintendent of two school
districts  could not help but notice that public fadilities and services such as
water, roads, sewer and fire protection are dealt with in one manner while schools
are dealt with in another. Specifically, the draft General Plan documents state that

As we have discussed in the past, schools are a part of the total public faciliies
planning effort. To treat them differently seems 1o be inconsistent with what |
have heard from the Planning Department and from the Board of Supervisors. The
documents clearly refer to schools as public facilities 'and setvices in several
places. On page 38 of the draft policy document, policy 3.B.1,, it is stated, “the
county shall require that new development pay its fair share of the cost of

services”. From the perspective of those of us who represent schools, this makes
the document mtema.lly inconsistent.  Schools, which are public faciliies, are

have language in the General Plan which is consistent with the language used for the
mitigation of all other public faciliies and services. This General Plan is one
which Madera County will live with for many years after those of us who are

currently involved are gone. We believe it is important to address this issue now,

Siore View School

Novtk Fork School ;. - Spring Valley Sckool
33587 Roed 128 - P.O. Box 707 16436 Peula Road 46655 Road 200-P.Q. Bex §
Norzk Fork, California 53643 Medors, Celiforsia 93638 O Neals, Califorria S3645
: 09} &7-215 . C05) ES-112 Q09) 868-3343

FAX (09) §77-2377 FAX (G29) 6456751
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B-2  California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology (8/19/94)

B-2-1 Recommends that Table 7-2 be deleted from the Background Report since it is dated and no
longer reflects current seismic safety planning techniques used by state or federal agencies.

The table was removed from the Background Report.
B-2-2 Include maps of seismic zonation in the Background Report published by FEMA in 1991.
The maps are included in Appendix E of the Background Report.

B-2-3 Recommend that DMG Special Publication 42 be cited in the Background Report to support the
statement that no active faults have been recognized in Madera County.

The citation will be added to the discussion in the Background Report.
B-2-4 Submitted a new bibliography of geologic reports to use as a scientific reference document.

The bibliography was included in Appendix E of the Background Report.
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season most appropriate for accurate identification. Surveys should be based
on field inspection, and not on prediction of occurrence based on habitat or
physical features of the site. Guidelines for conducting adequate botanical
surveys are avallable from the Natural Heritage Division of the California
Department of Fish and Game at (916) 322-2493.

Should these surveys determine that listed, proposed or candidate species may
be affected by the proposed project, the Service recommends that the project
proponent, in consultztion with this office and the Czlifornia Department of
Fish and Game, develop a plan that mitigates for the project’s direct and-
indirect impacts to these species and compensates for project-related loss of-
- habitat. The mitigation plan also should be included in the environmental
"impact report -

One of the benefits of considering candidate species as well as listed and
proposed species early in the planning process is that by exploring
alternatives, it may be possible to avoid conflicts that could develop, should
a candidate species become listed before the project is complete. In
addition, 'in instances where the Service azddresses proposed projects under its
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act authority, we must also analyze the impacts
on candidate species and mzke recommendations to mitigate any adverse effects,

SUMMARY:

The plan area contains large tracts of fish and wildlife habitat which, as a —W
result of this plan, would be modified or lost. It is Service policy to
recommend~that significant natural resources, particularly wetlands, be
avoided so  that mitigation/compensztion is not needed or is much reduced. Ve
recommend that a watershed or ecosystem based habitat management plan be
cooperatively developed between the Corps, EPA, Service, individual land
holders, and the counties of Fresno and Madera, which will address the long-
term impacts to wetlands zand associated hazbitats. This plan should be
developed prior to the development of zny Specific Plans within the General
Plan area. VWithout the incorporztion of this measure and the other measures

identified in the DEIR to reduce natural resource impacts, significant losses ]
to the natural resources will occur within the Plan area.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Mark
Littlefield 2t (916) 978-5804 ext. 351.

Sincerely,

sl AL

Joel A. Medlin
Field Supervisor

ce: RD (AFWE), FWS, Portland, OR
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Madera County General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

(page 7-43). Buffers provided within the Policy Document would be inadequate to mitigate these
effects to a less-than-significant level. This analysis was not deferred to some later time during the
planning process. Impacts to riparian habitats from other forms of development (pages 7-44 and 7-
45) are similarly treated.

Foothill Habitats. The EIR clearly states that implementation of the updated general plan would
eliminate or modify large areas of foothill habitats (these impacts cannot be quantified in the absence
of specific plans) and would obstruct wildlife movement routes. The level of environmental impact
is-expected to be significant. The EIR concludes that impacts could not be mitigated to a less than
significant level. This analysis was not deferred to some later time during the planning process.

B-3-2. The EIR fails to adequately identify biological resources in the county (pages 1, 2, and 3 of the
comment letter). In fact, the letter implies that even a minimum level of specific resource
assessment is absent from the document, and, therefore, "it is impossible to assess growth impacts,
devise feasible mitigation measures, or provide for streamlined environmental review of
subsequent projects.” The CDFG recommends that disclosure of biological resources be based
on CNDDB information, resources identified during the environmental review for other projects
(Rio Mesa Planning Area), and CDFG inventories. The total acreage of known sensitive resources
should be included so that these could be compared with total acreage of predicted growth. A
more full disclosure of biological resources would include:

1. A more comprehensive inventory of known sensitive wildlife resources in the county. The
CDFG believes that discussion of several sensitive species was omitted from the document.
Sensitive species not discussed included: a) Swainson’s Hawk; b) Giant Garter Snake; c)

Loewe - Mountain Lion; and d) bears.

- 2. The document does not address the effects of additional growth on existing wildlife related
-+ recreational opportunity. It is likely that additional growth will result in both a decrease in
private lands available for hunting and fishing opportunity and increased hunting and fishing

- pressure on remaining public and private lands.

3. Biological inventories of areas that appear to have both a high potential for supporting
sensitive species and/or significant wildlife habitat and high potential for increased General
Plan-related growth, agricultural expansion, or increased recreational use.

Existing biological resources of the county are identified in the Background Report and summarized in
the Environmental Impact Report.: The information provided in these documents must be sufficient to (1)
permit an analysis of countywide -impacts from development under the General Plan; (2) recommend
General Plan policies which would mitigate significant environmental impacts; (3) determine whether
significant environmental impacts would remain unmitigated, General Plan policies notwithstanding; and
(4) provide direction for more thorough baseline surveys for area plans and project level EIRs. The
section of the Background Report dealmg with biological resources provides sufficient information to
accomplish all four objectives.

It is important to note that the information found within the Background Report was derived from existing
sources of information and field verified where possible. Detailed surveys for special status species,
sensitive habitats, wildlife movement corridors, etc., were not conducted during the preparation of the
Biological Resources section of the Background Report. Such surveys go far beyond the level of work
typical of a general plan EIR. Rather, information-gathering activities included a careful review of the
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Part of the Madera County planning -area occurs within the breeding range of

. the peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) and contains suitable nesting habitat,

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would like to emphasize the importznce of

“.identifying and protecting suitable nesting habitat for this endangered

species, to aid in its recovery. The Madera County Draft General Plan policy

- 5.E.1. addresses this issue in general. There is also suitable forzging and C:,;,f{
- roosting habitat for wintering bald eagles (Halizeetus leucocephalus). Vhen

. enalyses to determine whether the projects affect these federally listed

. The Service wants to inform the Madera County planning staff that Maripesa

-be affected vwhen development occurs in montane riparizn areas. Revegetation

specific projects are planned in these zreas there should be site-specific

species. If the cnalyses determine that the projects may affect these
species, then consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service would be
required. -

pussypaws (Calyptridium pulchellum) and orange lupine (Lupinus citrinus var.
citrinus) are Federal candidate 1l species and not FC2 as stated on page 6-44
of the DEIR. The Sexrvice also recommends that hezartscale (Atriplex cordulata) (:{5125
and bezked clarkia (Clarkia rostrzta) be added to the list of special status
plants that occur in the county.. Both these species are Federal candidate 2
species. Ewan's larkspur (Delphinium hansenii ssp. ewaniznum) has been
recommended to our Regional Office to be considered as a candidate 2 species.
We request that Ewan'’ s larkspur be zdded to the spec1a1 status plant list as J
well.

The Service believes thazt implementation of proposed zctions could zffect the
threatened Lzhontan cutthrozt trout (Oncorhynchus [=Salmo] clarki henshawi),

Paiute cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarki seleniris),. and Kern Brook G
lamprey, *(Lampetra hubbsi), a category 2 species. Fish species utilizing San (:'5’ )
Joaquin ‘and Fresno river hzbitats could be affected if water is diverted or

pumped,*“or ‘river habitat is modified. The threatened Delta smelt is known to

occur within Mzdera County. Salmon restoration efforts tzking place in the

Szn Joaquin river could be azffected by hazbitat loss within the project zrea.

The project would also have significant impzcts on the California tiger.

salamandexr (4mbystoma californiense), western spadefoot toad (Scaphiopus (:’%,]O
hemmondi hemmondi), western pond turtle (Clemmys mazrmorata), foothill yellow-

legged frog, (Rana boylei), znd California red-legged frog (Rana z2urora

draytonii). Mitigation is recommended to reduce the level of impacts.

—

The valley elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus) will

efforts are required as mitigation for impacts to elderberry plants wvwhich (:,5,1‘1
serve as habitat for the beetle. Invertebrates such as California linderiella
(Linderiella californica), vernal pool fairy shrimp (Brznhinecta lynchii), and
Packard‘s tzdpole shrimp. (Lepidurzss packardi), mey be listed in the near
future. 1Incidental tazke authority would be needed if listed shrimp species
are located in hzbitat that is to be developed.

Surveys for Sazn Jozquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica), Fresno kangzroo rat

(Dipodomys nitratoides exilis) and blunt-nosed leopard lizard (Gambelia (l’Z’[ZJ
[=Crotzphytus] silus) should utilize the protocol developed by the California

Department of Fish and Game. Site mitigation for the San Joaquin kit fox
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Guidelines does not indicate that future impacts to game animals will be significant because of a
corresponding decline in hunting and fishing opportunities. There will, of course, be an increase in
hunting and fishing pressure on undeveloped public and private lands, but both activities are regulated
by the California Department of Fish and Game. The CDFG has imposed limits in the past on both
hunting and fishing to better manage dwindling resources and presumably could and would do so again
in the future.

In response to the concern that biological inventories should have been included which focused on vernal
pool habitats, we wish to emphatically state that such inventories have been included. The Background
Report describes in detail vernal pools (pages 6-23 and 6-24), their biotic values, their location
(considerable time was spent analyzing aerial photographs in order to provide an accurate map of existing
vernal pool complexes in the county) (Figures 6-11 and 6-13), and the sensitive plants and animals that
occur in them, etc. From this information, it can be clearly discerned by planners, agency personnel, and
average citizens, that proposed urban and rural growth in such areas are likely to result in significant
impacts to these sensitive resources.. Moreover; as discussed later, the EIR clearly identifies those features
of the General Plan which will result in significant impacts to vernal pools. The Background Report does
not identify individual vernal pools. There -are several thousand such pools in Madera County (and an
estimated 250 such pools in just the Rio Mesa New Growth Area). Mapping them all for the General Plan
was neither feasible nor necessary. For a variety of reasons (CEQA, Clean Water Act permits,
Endangered Species Act permits, etc.), vernal pool mapping will be necessary for individual projects
located within known areas of vernal pools as identified in the Background Report.

Similarly; foothill habitats are thoroughly described in the Background Report and the information is used
to assess-impacts of the General Pldan. Mapping these habitats (and others) at a level of detail which
would permit the compilation of habitat by habitat acreage figures was not at all feasible. Foothill
habitats of Madera County, for example, occur as a complicated mosaic, the detailed mapping of which
far exceeds the scope of work appropriate for a General Plan EIR.
B-3-3 +“Proposed growth in the county would result in more than double the current human water demand.
-This level of increase, in a county where water quantity and quality problems already exist, could
likely result in impact to wildlife. Increased surface use of water, as currently proposed for the
Rio Mesa area or reliance on springs could result in loss of wildlife and riparian habitat over
broad areas. Drawdown associated with increased groundwater usage could impact sub-surface
flows that support wildlife habitat. These effects need to be considered and an acceptable surface
and groundwater supply-use balance established as a guiding feature of the plan. -

Flows of surface water in most rivers and creeks of the western San Joaquin Valley are the result of
discharges of stored water.in upstream reservoirs. The depth to groundwater in Madera is approximately
70 feet. The depth to groundwater in the vicinity of Rio Mesa and Madera Ranchos is in excess of 100
feet. Groundwater pumping has so lowered groundwater levels already that additional pumping will have
at most localized effects on surface waters in creeks and rivers. Therefore, additional groundwater
pumping in the western San Joaquin Valley, which is a critical concern for humans, will probably have
only small localized effects on wildlife, or will have no effects at all.

Groundwater is highly localized in mountain areas since it is stored in fractures within the solid bedrock.
Wells within mountain areas are commonly 300 to 500 feet in depth. Pumping of groundwater within
mountain areas will have little effect on surface flows which, on many rivers and creeks have disappeared
by early summer already. Therefore, additional impacts to wildlife resulting from additional groundwater
pumping are unlikely to be substantial.
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United States Departinent of the Int_erior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecological Services
Sacramento Field Office
2800 Cottage Way, Room E-1803
Sacramento, California 95825-1846

In Reply Refer To: .
PPN 1598 : September 12, 1994

¥r. Leonzxd Garoupa

Madera County Planning Department
135 West Yosemite Avenue

Madera, Czlifornia

Subject: General Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report, Madera
County, California. .

Dezxr Mr. Garoupa:

- The U.S. Fish znd Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the Madera County
General Plan and Draft Environmentzl Impzct Report (DEIR). These comments are
intended to zssist you 'in your review of the proposal, zand will not tzke the
place of any formal comments that may be required under the provisions of the
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.

COMMENTS:

The DEIR evaluztes the County’s 1994 General Plan. Full development of the

Plan would result in the loss a variety of wildlife habitats and species, C:g‘ [
including habitat for specizl status species. The DEIR has identified that
implementation of the Plan would result in a significant loss of biological
resources. '

The Service recommends zvoidance of both wetland and sensitive species

habitats. It is our observztion that mitigation for these habitats is rarely

fully successful and it is often more cost and time effective to avoid

sensitive habitats than to mitigate for their loss. For those unavoidable 4115/ 7
impacts, we recommend that mitigation be initiated prior to the onset of

construction. If there will be a substantial time lag between project

construction znd completion of the mitigation, a net loss of habitat values

would result, znd more mitigation would be required to offset this loss.

Because of their very high value to migratory birds, and their ever-increasing <:,5‘:5
scarcity in California, our mitigation goal for wetlands (including riparian,

riverine, and vernal pool wetlands) is no net loss of in-kind habitat value or

acreage (whichever is greater).

Under provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the Service

advises the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) on projects involving dredge C/%’Lt
and fill zctivities in "waters of the United States", of which wetlands and
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It is appropriate that such areas be identified for individual area plans, or for specific projects where area
plans have not been prepared. Significant habitat areas have been sufficiently well identified in the
General Plan EIR to give the County and the preparers of subsequent CEQA documents the necessary
guidance for more detailed surveys.

B-3-9 As described in Policy 5.E.2, how will the areas known to have particular value for wildlife be
defined and identified? Is this measure to apply to lands of low wildlife value than those
discussed in Policy 5.E.1?

These lands are to be identified during CEQA review for area plans and/or specific projects. "Areas
known to have particular value for wildlife” would include riparian areas, wetlands, known wildlife
movement corridors, deer winter range, etc. Such areas have been generally identified in the Background
Report.

B-3-10 It is impossible to insure the conservation of sufficiently large continuous expanses of native
vegetation to provide suitable habitat for maintaining abundant and diverse wildlife as described
in Policy 5.E.6 without identifying such areas prior to approval of land use changes.

It is the position of the EIR that such areas should be identified in sufficient detail to insure their
conservation during the CEQA review process for area plans. It is altogether appropriate that the
General Plan identify such areas sufficiently to ensure that subsequent EIRs delineate them in greater
detail.

B-3-11 Regarding Policy 5.E.10, what is the definition of a significant ecological resource area? CDFG
recommends that it be defined to include habitat where state or federally-listed threatened or
endangered plants and animals could occur, or other special status species. Reconnaissance level
_surveys should include an assessment of habitat quality. Approval of discretionary projects should
be based on the applicant's ability to avoid or mitigate impacts. This policy would be particularly
effective if implemented in conjunction with a formal Habitat Conservation Plan.
Cormument-noted. The definition of significant ecological resource area was added to the glossary in the
Policy Document.

B-3-12 Regarding Policy 5.E.11, the County will require a buffer with a minimum width of 150 feet
between existing or planned urban development and what? .

This policy reflects a goal of the San Joaquin River Parkway Plan, and presumable refers to a buffer
between the wildlife corridor and existing- or planned urban or suburban uses.

B-3-13 Suggests clarifying language to Background Report discussion regarding CDFGs and the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers’ jurisdiction.

The Background Report was revised as suggested.

B-3-14 Encourages the County to prepare an additional Wildlife Element in order to provide adequate
protection for wildlife resources.

Comment noted. The EIR preparers are familiar with the Tuolomne County Wildlife Project and concur
with the CDFG that the approach taken by this project has considerable merit. Full implementation of
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United States Department of the Interior

RURFAUQOF RECIAMATION
South-Cenia! California Arca Office
2666 Noreh Grove Irdusuiz! Brive. Syl 106
Fresna, Califarniz 937271593

N REPLY REFER TO:

SCC-425
ENV-6.00

Mr. leonard Garoupa

Madera County Planning Department
135 West Yosemite Avenue

Madera, California $3637

Subject: Madera County Draft General Plan

Deax Mr. Garoupa:

We appreciate the opportumity to reviesw the Madera County Draft General Plan
and offer the following coz=ments:

A. Please clarify Agriculture Exclusive designation, does it include J C—Z’I
grazing?

B. We recommend that a separate land use decignation be developed for /21
wetlands, riparian hgbitats, critical wildlife habitat, habitat for special . (:’21
status speciles, vernal pools, cultural resources, alkali desert scrub habitats
and other environmentally-sensitive features.

U.S. Government property managed under contract between the U.S. Bureau of

C. Page 1-37, Background Report, Millerton Lake State Recxeation Area is] C’Z"a
Reclamation and California Department of Parks and Recreation.

If you have any questions concerning ours comments, please feel free to
contact me at (209) 487-52355 or for the hearing impaired at (209) 487-5933,

Sincerely,

erald W. Townsend, Acting Chief
Natural Resource Management Branch
South-Central California Area Office

cc: Millerton lzke State Recreation Areza
PO Box 205
Friant, California $3626

TOTARL P.22
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B-4 State Lands Commission (9/22/94)
B-4-1 Submitted a completed survey of the State's interests in the San Joaquin River bed.

Comment noted. The County will retain the information for use in future proposals in the area.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.8. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, SACRAMENTO
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
1325 J BTREET

ACPLY TC SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA €8814-2022

ATTENTION OF . . .
’ September 12, 1994

Requlatory Section (189400520)

Madera County Planning Department
Attn: Mr. Leonard Garoupa

135 West Yosenmite Avenue

Madera, Califormia 93637

Dear Mr. Garoupa:

I am respending to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for
¥adera County General Plan, State Clearing House Number 93102017.

The Corps of Engineers jurisdiction within the study areas
is under the authority of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act for
the discharge of dredged or £ill matarial into waters of the
United states or excavation that has more than minimal effect on
the aquatic environment in these waters. Waters of the United
8tates include, but are not limited to, the following: the San
doaquin River, perennial and intermittent streams, lakes, ponds,
vernal pools, as well as wetlands in marshes, wet meadows, and
side hill seeps. Project features that would ococur from
development within the study areas that result in the discharge (:,1,1
of fill material into watere of the United States will require
Department of the Army authorization prior to initiating work.

The range of alternatives considered should include
alternatives to £ill in wetlands or othar waters of the United
States within the study area. ZEvary effort should be made to
avoid project features which require £ill or excavation of waters
of the United States. In the event it can be clearly
demonstrated there are no practicable alternatives to filling
watera of the United States, mitigation plane should be developed
to compensate for the losses regulting from project .
implenentation. .

Please refer to identification number 199400520 in any
future reference concerning this project. If you have any
questions, please write to Ms, Kathy Norton, Room 1444, or
telephona (916) 557-5260. We would like to work with you to
preserve the waters of the United States in your County.

Sincerely,

T e o2

Tonm Coe
Chief, Central Valley Office
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ’ PETE WILSON, Governor

STATE LANDS COMMISSION | EXECUTIVE QFFICE

LEO T. McCARTHY, Lieutenant G 1807 - 13th Street
- enan overnor
. s .
GRAY DAVIS, Controller Sacramento, CA $5814-7187
RUSSELL S. GOULD, Director of Finance A ROBERT C. HIGHT

Executive Officer

September 22, 1994
File Ref.: 93102017

Mr. James T. Burroughs
Projects Coordinator
The Resources Agency
1416 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Attention: Nadel Gayou

Mr. Leonard Garoupa, Director
Madera County Planning Department
135 West Yosemite Avenue

Madera, CA 93637

Dear Mr. Burroughs and Mr. Garoupa:

Staff of the State Lands Commission (SLC) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the Madera County General Plan, SCH 93102017.

We apologize for the lateness of our comments and would appreciate their consideration by
the County. Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the County is the Lead
.Agency and the SLC is a Responsible and/or Trustee A gency for any and all projects which could
directly or indirectly affect sovereign lands, their accompanying Public Trust resources or uses,
- and the public easement in navigable waters.

) A review of our files indicates that, by letter dated November 15, 1993, SLC staff provided
comments to the NOP for this document with regard to our jurisdiction over both State sovereign -

. and school/lieu lands included within the County. The following is offered to supplement those
previous comments. :

With regard to State sovereign interests in the San Joaquin River, SLC staff has completed g, 4 [
a survey of the State's interests in the bed of the River from Friant Dam to Highway 99. A copy of
that survey is attached for your information and reference.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions concerning the
SLC's jurisdiction, please contact Curtis L. Fossum, Senior Staff Counsel, Southern California
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C-1 U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (9/12/94)

C-1-1 Reiterated the Corps' jurisdiction as it pertains to wetlands and suggests that the County cons1der
alternatives to filling in wetlands when it considers development projects.

Policy 5.D.1 requires the County to comply with the wetlands policies of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers and other agencies, and according to Policy 5.D.2, the County shall require new development
to mitigate wetland loss through any combination of avoidance, minimization, or compensation.
Avoidance will be considered in the County's review of development projects.
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Mr. Leonard Garoupa
August 23, 1994
Page Five

FISH AND WILDLIFE HABITAT (pages 7-39 and 40)

5.E.1. - Habitat must be identified and programmatic standards B 34}
adopted prior to approval of land use changes for this policy to -
be effective.

5.E.2. - How will these areas be defined and identified? 1Is this /5,Q
measure to apply to lands of lowexr wildiife value than those B
discussed in 5.E.1°7? '

5.E.6. - It is impossible to insure the conservation of 0
sufficiently large continuous expanses of native vegetation to %,}4
provide suitable habitat for maintaining abundant and diverse

wildlife without identifying such areas prior to approval of land-

use changes.

S.E.10. - What is the definition of a significant ecological

resource area? We recommend that it be defined to include habitat

where State or Federally-listed Threatened Endangered candidate,

sensitive or species of special concern could occur. 3,“

Reconnaissance level surveys should include an assessment of B'

habitat. quality. Approval of discretionary projects should be

based .on the applicants ability to avoid or mitigate 1mpacts

This policy would be particularly effective if 1mplemented in.

conjunction with a formal Habitat Conservation Plan. "
7

S.E.11. - The County will require a buffer with a minimum width of ibj(

150 feet. between existing or planned urban development and what?

DRAFT BACKGROUND REPORT
1. Agencies With Permitting Authority pages 1-35 and 1-36

The Department has jurisdiction over not only waters containing
fish and wildlife resources but also over any stream or lake as
defined in the State Resources Code (sections 1.56 and 1.72). We
consider seasonal or ephemeral streams designated waters for
purposes of notification pursuant to Fish and Game Code Sections -
1600 et. seqg. This State law requires notification of the B’ﬁ’lé
Department in advance of beginning projects that substantially
divert, obstruct, or change the natural flow or the bed, bank or
channel of any stream or lake designated by the Department.

The United States Army Corps of Engineers authority extends to
vernal pools and other wetlands under section 404 of the Clean
Water Act. ’

2. Agencies with Review Authority page 1-36
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C-3 U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (9/12/94)

C-3-1 Development under the Draft General Plan would result in a loss of a variety of wildlife habitats
and species, including habitat for special status species. The EIR concludes the 1mplernentatlon
of the plan would result in a significant loss of biological resources.

This comment reiterates the conclusions of the EIR. No response is necessary.

C-3-2  Suggests that the best method to protect habitats is by avoidance of wetland and sensitive species
habitats, as other mitigation efforts are rarely fully successful and often more costly than
avoidance. For those unavoidable impacts, USFWS recommends that mitigation be initiated prior
to the onset of construction to avoid any lag between project construction and completion of
mitigation.

Comment noted. The General Plan provides for addressing wetlands and sensitive species impacts
through avoidance, minimization, or compensation. The EIR concludes that some wetland areas will be
developed and will require off-site mitigation. Mitigation for specific projects will be addressed through
consultation with all appropriate agencies.

C-3-3 USFWS goal for wetland mitigation is non-net-loss of in-kind habitat value or acreage (whichever
is greater).

Policy 5.D.1 states, in part, that "the County shall comply with the wetlands policy of the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Calzfomta Department of Fish and Game." This

policy also requires coordination with these agencies.

C-3-4  States the criteria used by the USFWS in advising the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers on projects
involving dredge and fill activities, including wetlands some riparian categories; the USFWS may
recommend the "no project” alternative for those projects which do not meet all its criteria.

Comment noted.

C-3-5 The USFWS recommends full mitigation for any impacts on fish and wildlife with the following
elements, in order of desirability: 1) avoiding the impact, 2) minimizing the impact, 3) rectifying
the impact, 4) reducing or eliminating impact over time, 5) compensating for impact.

Policy 5.D.2 generally supports these efforts to address wetlands impacts.

C-3-6 Considers the source used in the EIR for habitat names somewhat dated, recommends a different
source.

The revised source recommended by the USFWS is still in draft form, and is therefore not considered

appropriate to use for the purposes of this EIR. In addition, using a revised system would not change any
of the conclusions of the EIR.
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Mr. Leonard Garoupa
August 23, 1994
Page Three

2. Biological inventories of areas that appear to have both a
high potential for supporting sensitive species and/or
significant wildlife habitat and a high potential for
increased General-Plan-related growth, agricultural expansion
or increased recreational use

a. There is an approximately seven to twelve-mile-wide strip of
annual grassland that bisects the County just east of Madera that
contains a substantial portion of the potential sensitive species
habitat identified in the Draft EIR (see figures 6-12 and 6-13 in
the Draft Background Report). This area also lies where growth is
projected to increase at, buildout, up to ten fold (see figure 2-2
and table 2-13 in the Draft EIR). Biological resources in this
area need to be more completely assessed prior to adoption of a
General Plan and it’s land use designations.

b. Much of the remainder of the foothill area west of the
national forest supports a significant wildlife resources (oak
woodland, riparian habitat, resident and migratory deer habitat),
yet the General Plan forecasts a significant amount of growth
(much of it in the form of rural residential or other very low
density agricultural zoning-related usage) in this area. Impacts
to wildlife resources in this area are likely to be severe due to
extreme fragmentation and degradation of habitat areas, erosion,
and disturbance to riparian systems, traffic, noise, illumination,
and other features associated with sprawling low-density growth.
In order to clearly disclose and mitigate these impacts to
biological resources (including riparian systems), the resources
need to be inventoried before as a part of directing any degree of
new growth into this area. The General Planing level is the
appropriate planning stage to complete this assessment, for once
the land use and public expectations are established, the
requirement to mitigate these resources is typically viewed as a
“late hit".

3. Assessment of effects of increased water use on wildlife
resources

Plants and wildlife are dependent on water for survival.
Proposed growth in the County would result in more than double the
current human water demand. This level of increase, in a County
where water quantity and quality problems already exist, could
likely result in impacts to wildlife. Increased use of surface
water, as currently proposed for the Rio Mesa area or reliance on
springs could result in loss of wildlife and riparian habitat over
broad areas. Drawdown associated with increased groundwater usage
could impact sub-surface flows that support wildlife habitat.
These effects need to be considered and an acceptable surface and
ground water supply-use balance established as a guiding feature
of the plan.
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C-3-14 The County must address the regulatory requirements of the federal Endangered Species Act of
1973 as amended, including either federal consultation or an “incidental take" requirement for any
taking of a federally listed fish and wildlife species.

Comment noted.

C-3-15 Recommend that appropriately designed surveys for listed, proposed, or candidate species be
undertaken by qualified biologists. If such a survey indicates that a listed, proposed, or candidate
species would be affected, a mitigation plan for the proposed project's impacts should be
developed in consultation with the USFWS and CDFG. Including candidate species early in the
planning process, it may be possible to avoid conflicts if species become listed before the project
is complete.

Comment noted. Site-specific surveys will be required at the time of area plan, specific plan, or
development project environmental review. General Plan policies require identification and mitigation
of impacts on special status species, including candidate species. The General Plan and EIR identify
candidate species in Madera County, since many of these species are likely to change status within the
life of the plan.

C-3-16 Madera County contains large areas of fish and wildlife habitat which would be modified or lost
as a result of implementation of the Draft General Plan. Recommend that significant natural
resources, particularly wetlands, be avoided. Also recommend that the County develop a habitat

.,management plan with multi-agency and landowner participation pnor to development of any
.-specific plans in the county. -

This co}hi;zent supports the conclusions of the EIR. Policy 5.E.4 calls for the County to consider
developing a formal habitat conservation plan.
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SIAIE UF CAUFUKNIA—IHE KEDUUKLED AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

REGION 4

1234 East Shaw Avenue
Fresno, CA 93710
(209) 445-6152

August 23, 1994

Mr. IL.eonard Garoupa

Madera County Planning Department
135 West Yosemite Avenue

Madera, California 93637

Dear Mr. Garoupa:

Madera County General Plan Update
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
SCH #93102017

We have reviewed the Draft EIR for the project referenced
above, a comprehensive update of the Madera County General Plan.
The EIR attempts to provide a thorough assessment of impacts
associated with growth and define appropriate mitigation measures
to reduce or eliminate significant effects.

Plant and wildlife resources exist in the planning area that'—w
will be significantly adversely affected by growth at the levels
proposed in the General Plan Update. We believe these resources
have not been thoroughly described in the Draft EIR, nor have.
mitigation measures, frameworks or standards been proposed that
would reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels, in
either the general plan, specific plan or individual project
stages. We also believe that the document, intended to function
as both a Program EIR and Master Environmental Assessment, fails 613/[
to provide the level of analysis necessary to streamline, expedite
or simplify subsequent environmental review, as discussed on pages
3 and 4 of the Draft. Even the broadest level of analysis is
essentially postponed to later project development stages at the
expense of both wildlife which will be deprived of the benefits
afforded by early analysis, and county residents, prospective
residents, land owners and developers who will likely incur
unanticipated difficulty and expense when trying to accommodate
growth as planned. Our specific comments follow.

DISCLOSURE OF BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The Document does not adequately identify biological resources
in the planning area. Absent at least a certain minimum level of
specific resource assessment it is impossible to assess growth
impacts, devise feasible mitigation measures, or provide for 813/2
streamlined environmental review of subsequent projects. This
necessary level of base-line resource assessment . appears to not

")

only be lacking with respect to biological. resources but also wit
respect to other factors that contribute to biological resource
impacts such as water resources and air quality.
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Madera County General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

D-1 Chawanakee Joint School District (9/7/94)

D-1-1 Requests a change in the language of Policy 3.1.6 to replace the word should to shall as follows
“The County shall work closely with school districts and, where legally feasible, the County
should provide a mechanism which, along with state and local sources, requires development
projects to satisfy an individual school district's financing program based upon evidence of their
impaction.”" This language regarding schools would be consistent with language addressing other
public facilities and services and is necessary to address the impacts on school facilities.

The schools policies were discussed during the public review process for the General Plan based on the
comments by school districts in the county, and a revised set of policies is included in the adopted General
Plan. Policy 3.1.8 requires full mitigation of school impacts by new development if all other means of
funding have been exhausted.
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Seismic Zonation-Map for the County of Madera:

FEMA Map 10:

Maximum 0.3 second spectral response acceleration (in percent gravity),
“with a 90 percent probability of-non-exceedance in 250 years.

Scale 1:1,500,000

1 inch = 23.7 miles

lcm = 15km

Extract from: Building Seismic Safety Council, 1991, NEHRP recommended provisions for the

development of seismic regulations for new buildin

FEMA Report 222,

MAP 10

Preliminary map of the maximum 0.3 sccond spectral response
accelerationli2, S4¢p.3), with 2 90 percent probability of
nonexceedance in 250 years. The map values include estimates of
variability in the attenuation of spectral acceleration and in fault
rupture length,

+
These maps.are presented to introduce new and relevant data for
estimating spectral response acceleration. They should not be used for
design at this time but should be evaluated by trial design. Review 2nd
comments on these maps are invited. Direct comments to the BSSC,
1201 L St,, N.W,, Suite 400, Washington, D.C. 20005.

gs: Federal Emergency Management Agency,

The estimation of low values of probability of ground motion (250-
year exposure time) may give unrealistic values of spectral
acceleration because of uncertainty in attenuation of spectral values
and in fault rupture length. The uncertainty is increased in the
central and eastern United States because of the difficulty of defining
earthquake source zones and the infrequency of .earthguake
occurrence. Thus, any values on this map should be consicered
advisory and treated with caution.

Prepared by the U.S. Geological Survey for the 1991 Edition of the
NEHRP Recommended Provisions for the Development of Seismic
Regulations for new Buildings.

1 Expressed in percent of the acccleration of gravity. Values of spectral response
a:;::lemuon from the map ar¢ divided by 100 for use in the terms in the Appendiz 10
pter 1.

2 Effective peak acceleration (Az) may be determined approximately by dividing map
values of speciral response accelesation (in percent of the acceleration of gravity) by 2.5.
-



Madera County General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

D-2-6 Student yield factor and single-family/multi-family housing ratio cited on page 5-45 is no longer
accurate.

Corrections were made to incorporate the District's Development Fee Justification Study.

D-2-7 Supports policies requiring and encouraging joint County-School District development of facilities.

Comment supports General Plan policy language.
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s - Selected Geologic Bibliography for the
L Geneial Plan of the County of Madera

Prepared in Augusz 1994 by the California Department of Conservation
Division of Mines and Geology :

The selected geologic bibliography is divided into five sections:

(1) Earthquakes and Seismic Safety.

(2) Quaternary Geology - Flatland deposits wnhm the San Joaquin Valley.
(3) Bedrock Geology - Sierra Nevada Province.

(4)-Mineral Resources.
(5) Hydrogeology.

Earthquakes and Seiemic Safety

CDMG, 1986, Guidelines for preparing engineering goologic reports:
California Division of Mincs and Geology, CDMG Note 44, two-
page checklist. (4 wsefid basic checklist prepared by the State
Geologist for gencral use and applicable 10 Madera Cowauty. )

CDMG, 1982, Guidelines for geologic/scismic considenations in
enviroamental impact reports:  California Division of Mines and
Geology, CDMG Note 46, two-page checklit. (Prepared by the
State Geologist for authors of EIRs.)

- FEMA, 1991, NEHRP recommended provisions foc the development
of scismic regulations for new buildings: Federal Emergency
Management Agency, Reports 222 and 223, two volumes prepared
for FEMA by the Building Seismic Safety Council, 119 p. and
237 p. (Map sheets 6, 8, 10, and 12 apply 10 Madera. Prepared
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110-km-long blind thrust fault; part 2, Synthesis of the 1982-1985
California carthqueke sequence: Journal of Geophysical Research,
v. 97, part B, no. 4, p. 48654883,
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Volume II: Comments and Responses to Conunents Madera County General Plan Final EIR

E-1  Madera County Mosquito and Vector Control District (9/9/94)

E-1-1 Conversion of agricﬁltural and grazing land to urban uses will result in urban development
adjacent to agricultural operations which produce mosquitoes capable of transmitting diseases.

Comment noted. The General Plan includes policies to encourage orderly conversion of farmland to
minimize premature conversion. In an agricultural county, it is often impossible for growth to occur in
cities and unincorporated communities without converting agricultural operations and creating an
urban/agricultural edge.

E-1-2 The District's effectiveness in controlling mosquitoes is limited by state and federal laws limiting
some controls and higher resistance levels in target species.

Comment noted.

E-1-3 The District's limitations are heightened with efforts to recreate a natural or predevelopment
habitat, as in Rio Mesa and Gunner Ranch West new growth areas.

It is not clear to which efforts the commentor is referring to in connection with development in the Rio
Mesa and Gunner Ranch West Areas. Specific development plans are addressed separately in plans and
EIRs for these areas. Development in new growth areas will, however, result in exposure of people to
mosquitoes.

E-1-4 The District will continue to provide for vector control, but cannot guarantee a mosquito-free
environment. Newly developed areas should be informed in advance of seasonal mosquito

infestations.

Comment noted.
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State of Califomia . - ‘The Resources Agency

Memorandum:

To:

From:

* Project Coordinator - - Date: August 19, 1994

Resources Agency

Mr. Leonard Garoupa
Planning Department
County of Madera

135 West Yosemite Avenue
Madera, CA 93637

Depé'r_tment of Conservation
Office of Governmental and Environmental Relations

Subject: Geology and Seismology Review of the Safety Element within the June 1994 draft

General Plan for the County of Madera — SCH# 93102017

The California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, has reviewed

the June 1994 draft of the General Plan for the County of Madera. The draft consists of three
volumes prepared by the Sacramento planning firm Mintier and Associates. Our review focused on
the second volume entitled "Background Report,” Chapter 7, Safety Element, and specifically Section
7.2, "Seismic and Geologic Hazards" on pages 7-1 through 7-8.

The draft General Plan has been well researched. We are in general concurrence with most

of the material presented in the draft. Based on our review of the draft General Plan, we offer the
following comments for the Safety Element: .

1.

We recommend that Table 7-2 be deleted because it serves no purpose in the Safety Element /‘
and the concept is no longer generally valid. There are no known active faults in Madera
County, so we cannot postulate an earthquake within county boundaries and thereby

"correlate™ magnitude scale and intensity scale. This table was published in 1977, and its
intended use was (then) for Bay Area counties and certain soft sediments that occur within the
Bay Area. Beginning with Coalinga earthquake in 1983, our knowledge of magnitude and
intensity relationships has significantly changed. Neither the USGS or DMG currently use

this kind of correlation table. For strong ground motion, we prefer to focus on quantitative P

aspects, rather than descriptive aspects.

We have included two page-sized illustrations for seismic zonation of Madera County, |
extracted from a 1991 FEMA report. The maps utilize probabilistic seismic hazard mapping
techniques and consider the effects of earthquakes west of the county (along the San Andreas
fault), and earthquakes east of the county (in the Mammoth - Long Valley Caldera area). The
maps indicate that populated areas (San Joaquin Valley portion) of Madera County could be
subject to seismic shaking of: ’ :

o a maximum 0.3 second spectral response acceleration of =0.4g,
with a 90 percent probability of non-exceedance in 250 years.

° a maximum 1.0 second spectral response acceleration of =~0.15g to 20g,
with a 90 percent probability of non-exceedance in 250 years.
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Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments Madera County General Plan Final EIR

E-3 Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District (9/16/94)

E-3-1 Recommends policies requiring preservation of natural drainage/watercourses through easement
dedication at the time of dedication.

Policies 3.E.5 and 3.E.8 address this issue, by encouraging project designs that maintain natural site
drainage conditions and encourage the use of natural drainage systems.

E-3-2 The District recommends a higher degree of flood protection around the San Joaquin River (i.e.
40-year flood event).

The County chose a 100-year flood event as the appropriate minimum level of flood protection.

E-3-3 The EIR does not adequately address the impact on the San Joaquin River from future urban
runoff, and should include mitigation measures to ensure that appropriate construction and post-
construction controls will be required for development projects to reduce stormwater pollutants.

This issue is addressed in policies and programs of the General Plan. Policy 3.E.6 states that "future
drainage system discharges shall comply with applicable state and federal pollutant discharge
requirements"” and Program 3.6 requires the County to prepare and adopt ordinances and programs as
necessary and appropriate to implement required actions under state and federal stormwater quality
programs.

E-3-4 General Plan documents tend to discount the risk to persons or development with dam failure
inundation areas, and should consider the potential risks as required by law.

In designating land uses and developing policies, the County did indeed take into consideration the risks
associated with potential dam failure inundation, and complied with all statutory requirements for this
issue. Most of the population growth within dam failure inundation areas is projected to occur around
the cities of Chowchilla and Madera under each cities’ jurisdiction. The most appropriate response for
the County to address this issue is to provide for adequate emergency response and evacuation plans.
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- MADERA COUNTY
GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
March 21, 1994

Page 3 )

incorporated into the general plan update document.

(Policy Document, Poliéy 2.C.1,2.C.2,2.C.3, 2.17, Page 27-28) More definitive '
measures, than promotion and encouragement, should be adopted to maximize
the efficient use of transportation facilities.

(Policy Document, Policy 2.D.3, Page 28) tocal and regional facilities need to be
coordinated.

The general plan should establish a correlation between the land use and
transportation elements. Land use design concepts that encourage the use of
alternative modes of travel (transit, bicycles, pedestrian, etc.) and discourages
single-occupancy-vehicle ridership should be an inherent part of the plan.
Some of the design concept elements are the following;

Village fand use design concepts include mixed land uses and densities,
diversity of housing types and major activity centers which provide
common everyday activities/services within easy walking distance to
each other, especially on-site child care for large employers.

. Design criteria that encourages transit use are office buildings close to
~the street, parking behind buildings, minimizing distance between

housing and transit routes, minimizing block lengths, use of sidewalks,.
. bus stops and shelters.

| A grid street system is necessary to encourage internal travel patterns
~~and to help avoid the use of the regional circulation system.

Please call Marta Frausto at (209) 488-4168 should you have any questions.
Sincerely,

MARC S. BIRNBAUM, Chief
Advance Planning & Programming

Marta Frausto
Intergovernmental Review
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Volume II: Comments and Responses 1o Comments Madera County General Plan Final EIR

E-5 San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust (9/12/94)

E-5-1 Supports inclusion of the general goals and objectives of the Parkway in the Draft General Plan,
and notes that the San Joaquin River Conservancy has been created to acquire and manage public
lands within the San Joaquin River Parkway.

The letter generally supports the inclusion of the goals and objectives concerning the San Joaquin River

Parkway. The Background Report was revised to discuss the formation and responsibilities of the San
Joaquin River Conservancy.
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1352 West Ohve Avenue
Post Office Box 12616
Fresno, California 93778 -

(209)  488-4088
TDD (209) 488-4066
FAX (209) 488-4221

March 21, 1994

2134-IGR/CEQA
6-MAD-GENERAL

SCH #93102017
MADERA COUNTY
GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
Leonard Garoupa
Madera County
Planning Department

135 West Yosemite Avenue
Madera, CA 93637

Attention: Leonard Garoupa

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Madera County Advisory Committee
Review Draft General Plan Update Background Report and Policy Document. Caltrans
has the followxng comments:

(Background Report, Figure 3-2) In the event Avenue 9 is ever to be considered as
an alternative to State Route (SR) 145, it will require a minimum right-of-way of 170
feet for a four lane expressway (existing SR 145 is on the Freeway/Expressway
System). If SR 145 were taken off the Freeway/Expressway System a minimum of
110 feet should be protected for a four lane divided highway.

(Policy Document, Note, Page 11) We look forward to reviewing the general plén’s
traffic analysis for a verifiable balance between the planned land use and
circulation system.

(Policy Document, 1.3, Page 14) We support policy which requires new
development (specifically Gunner West/Valley Children's Hospital Area, Rio Mesa
Area, and State Center Community College Area) to provide for adequate
infrastructure and address the environmental impacts of their developments.

(Policy Document, 2.A.2, Page 21) A monitoting progrém is needed to identify the

location of signalization projects, timing/level of development that triggers
necessary improvements.
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ST/;TE OF CALIFORNIA-BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY
JEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

1352 West Olive Avenue

Post Office Box 12616

‘resno, California 93778

PETE WILSON, Govamer

(208) 488-4088
‘DD (209) 488-4066
"‘AX (209) 488-4101

August 12, 1994

2134-IGR/CEQA
6-MAD-GENERAL

SCH # 93102017
e GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
77
e gy
Mr. Leonard Garoupa
Madera County
Planning Department

135 West Yosemite Avenue
Madera, CA 93637

Dear Mr. Garoupa :

We have had the opportunity to review the Madera County General Plan Update (June
1994). We reviewed each submitted document, but have used the Draft EIR as the primary .
source upon which to base our assessments and concemns. Caltrans comments are as follows :

Page 4-5, Madera County Traffic Model : It is crucial to note that a Full Buildout model is the
only way to accurately link land use to transportation (2010 does not represent cumulative B- [-1

1mpacts-and is therefore inappropriate for this planning application). All existing and possible
river crossings need to be included in the model as well. We are reiterating the Caltrans/ CEQA
requirement for a Full Buildout model and the necessity for including it in the General Plan.

Page 4-5, Level-of-Service Policies : As stated in the General Plan Update, this policy severely

limits the flexibility of the County to exact LOS standards above D. We believe that an 5'/ [-7
acceptable policy goal should be C, whén fiscally feasible. When a particular area does not lend

itself to LOS C (either traffic characteristics or financial constraints), D would then be

acceptable.

Page 4-10 & 4-11, SR 99 between Ave. 17 and the San Joaquin River : The last sentence of

this section states that ‘it is anticipated that an amendment to the General Plan will be proposed &l - 5
incorporating the study results and recommendations'. This does not adequately address court
determinations which state that future studies are not to be considered in lieu of mitigations.
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Madera County General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

F-1 Qakhurst Residents Association (9/9/94)

F-1-1  Questions how the EIR conclusions that cumulative impacts of development include the general
intensification of land uses in the region and a transition from an agricultural landscape to an
increasingly urban setting is reconciled with the goals of the Oakhurst Ahwahnee Area Plan to
preserve the area's rural nature and low residential density.

The statement in the EIR addresses the overall increase in development and population in the county over
the next 20 years; the most dramatic changes would be expected in the new growth areas and around the
city of Madera. Growth in the foothills and mountain regions, while expected to be fairly significant,
would continue at low densities as designated by the General Plan and Oakhurst-Ahwahnee Area Plan.
It is true, however, that substantial grazing land would be converted in the foothills and mountain areas
with projected growth under the General Plan, but it is expected that this would be converted to rural
residential development and not higher density urban style development.

F-1-2 Questions how the terms "community” and "local government" are meant in section entitled
"Purposes of the General Plan" in the Introduction of the Draft Policy Document where it states
“To define the community's environmental, social, and economic goals and to record the local
government's policies and standards for the maintenance and improvement of existing development
and the location and characteristics of future development.”

In this context (i.e., introducing the countywide general plan), these terms are meant to indicate the
Madera County government and the large countywide community. Local community (e.g., Oakhurst) and
city goals are intended to be addressed in the framework of area and/or community plans.

F-1-3 Questions whether the policies of the Draft Policy Document will be included in any area or
’ specific plan for Oakhurst and in what way an Oakhurst Specific Plan could alter the land use
decisions and policies of the General Plan.

The policies of the General Plan, when adopted, will apply countywide (except within city limits),
including within any areas that have adopted area or specific plans. If a subsequent plan is not consistent
with the policies of the General Plan, amendments to the countywide General Plan would be required to
prior to approval of any area plan or specific plan to ensure consistency with the General Plan. Local
governments may amend the General Plan up to four times a year; each amendment may include multiple
changes.

F-1-4 Questions whether the 1980 Oakhurst-Ahwahnee Growth Management Plan will be amended to
conform to the new General Plan and whether any new Oakhurst Specific Plan would also need
to conform to the General Plan.

The General Plan is a legal document that is essentially the county's "constitution" for land use and

development. By virtue of state law and case law, all land use plans, zoning, subdivision approvals, and

public works projects must be consistent with the General Plan. The Oakhurst-Ahwahnee Plan was
amended with adoption of the General Plan, the amendments are included in Appendix A of the EIR
beginning on page A-9 with explanations of why the amendments are needed. Any new plan for the

Oakhurst area will be required to be consistent with the General Plan.
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Fublic Woriis & Development Services Department

Richard D. Welton

Scptember 12, 1994

Mr. Leonard Garoupa

Planning Director

Madera County Plunning Depurtment
135 West Yosemite Avenue

Madcra, CA. 93637

Dear Mr. Garoupa:
SUBJECT:  Madera County Draft Generzl Plan Update and Environmenta! Impact Report

The sbove referenced Draft Genersl Plun Update and Druft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was
circulated for review within the Fresno County Public Works & Development Services Department.
The Department Steff offer the following comments:

1. Page 3-10, 6th full paragraph

The additiona! river crossing envisioned-in the Clovis “heltway™ proposal was not evaluated
" because "traffic modelling did not indicate thut this rosdway would assist in addressing traffic
from cxisting &nd proposed development in Madera County,” This contradicts figure 4-5, which
shows a 2010 Level of Service of "E" for sepments of Avenue 12 east of Road 36, and State
Route 41 between State Route 145 zad Avenue 12, State Route 99 is shown with.a Level of
Service of “F* for the same period. Al of these routes could potentislly benefit from one or
more new river crossings. In addition, elsewhere in DEIR it is pointed out that the trend of

commuters living in Madera County but warking in Tresno County is likely to continue. —

(Note: the compass dircctions describing the proposed Clovis beltwey route segments are reversed:
“cast”™ should be changed to west; “north™ should be changed (o south. Similar errors occur in |
the Draft General Plan Background Report on psges 1-26 and 1-30.)

Although specific traffic impscts of the propessd Gunner Ranch and Rio Mesa projects are being
dealt with in the EIRs prepared for those projects, an overview of those impacts should be
included in this EIR to reflect their New Growth Area designations on the proposed General Plan
update. Traffic genersted by tiwose projects alone would appear to warrant a discussion of the
potential need for additiosz! river crossings. :

2220 Tulate Street, Sistn Hloay/Tresns, Callforia G372 1/Phore (200) 45_3:593;9

Ique Imployment OppIHunity - Ammmative AZtion - Cisepled Laployet
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Madera County General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses io Comments

F-1-10 Questions how the Draft General Plan can determine how much development is possible if the
amount and availability of water cannot be ascertained or guaranteed.

The General Plan cannot determine how much development is possible given uncertainties about water
supply and quality. The projections used in the EIR assume no significant constraints on growth. The
requirement that new development be conditioned on an adequate water supply applies to individual
development projects. If water supply is not demonstrated by a specific proposed development project,
the County will not allow its development. The EIR acknowledges that the County may not realize its
projected growth because of insufficient water supplies.

F-1-11 The EIR indicates that water demand at buildout will be five times greater than in 1990.
Questions how the General Plan resolves this inconsistency given uncertainty about water supply.

The EIR analyzes the potential impacts based on the land use designations of the plan. These
designations are based largely on land uses that have been designated historically. Designation of land
uses, however, does not guarantee: their development. The policies of the plan will govern approval of
development, including requirements that adequate public facilities and services can be provided.
Information is provided in the EIR to assist the public, Planning Commission, and Board of Supervisors
in making decisions regarding long-term growth as proposed in the General Plan.

F-1-12 Questions how the Draft General Plan can provide for levels of development when the cumulative
impacts from on-site wastewater systems is unknown and identified as potentially significant.
‘Questions how it was determined that additional mitigation could reduce the impact to a less-than- -

.-significant level if the additional mitigation identified, connecting to community wastewater
~systems in problem areas, is identified as probably not widely feasible.

Densities in the foothills and mountain areas are generally designated at low densities to allow for safe
use of on-site wastewater disposal. Given the level of growth projected over the next 15 years, however,
there is ho information available to determine the cumulative effect this may have on water quality in
these areas.. Without a reasonable guarantee that water quality would not be affected, the EIR identified
it as a potentially significant impact. While it is true that connecting development at the low densities
designated in the foothills areas to community wastewater systems would be very costly, the extent and
area of any future problems are unknown. If feasible, this would reduce the impacts on water qualiry.
Technological advances over the next 15 years may also help in addressing this issue.

F-1-13 Questions why EIR recommends additional monitoring of area on SR 41 and Road 426 in the
vicinity of Oakhurst when Service Level E is projected.

The EIR recommends continued monitoring and further study because the trip generation in this area as
predicted by the Madera County traffic model was untypical of other areas of the county. Travel patterns
are different because of the number of retirees and vacation homes, which tend to have lower trip
generation rates. Given the long-term focus of the General Plan, the future trip generation may differ
greatly. To start planning for improvements at this time given such uncertainty might lead to under or
overimprovements to roadways in the area. Continued monitoring would allow the County to address the
needed improvements when trip generation rates had stabilized with greater certainty.
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CETY OF CLOVIS

CITY HALL - 1033 FIFTH STREET - CLOVIS, CA 93612

September 9, 1994

Mr. Leonard Geroupa, Planning Directar
Planning Depariment, County of Madera
135 W. Yosemite Avenve

Madera, CA 93637

Dear M, Garoupa:
Subject: ©  Draft EIR for (ke Madera County Generel Plen

-
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental Impact

Report for the Madera County General Plan project. The City of Clovis has the following
comments.

The 1993 Clovis General Plan, zdopted in April 1993, envisioned the addition of two
cxpressways, inner and outer beltways, which zddress important regional transportation
needs of the Clovis and Fresno metropolitzn areas. The oufer beltway, which runs generally
along Copper and Academy Avenues, 2nd inner- beltway, which follows generally the
Shepherd-McCzll Avenue alignments, are projected 1o play an important role in loczl and
regional travel in the future, Both corridors represent long-range commitments to the
development of adequate regional 2nd inner-community regional facilities,

An importznt function of the outer beltway alignment is to provide the northeast A'7)

metropolitan arca, ie, Clovis and points northeast, with a major unobstructed
transportation corridor to Madera County 2nd Highway 99. The outer beltway runs to the
proposed sphere of influence boundary 2t Willow Avenue in the north, ‘This provides an
I?pportum_ty‘for continuing this east-west expressway concept west of Willow Avenue to0

riant Road 2nd ultimately intersecting with Highway 41. Conscquently, this expressway
will ultimately intersect at the Aveque 5/10 interchange in Madera Counfy and is thus part
of the project currently under review in the DE document. Although the Draft
Background Report discusses the Clovis beltwac?(s, the DEIR’s discussion of traffic and
circulation impzcts does not 2 pear to include an anzlysis of the Copper Avenue
beltway/Avenue 9/10 expressway/lreeway concept. In conclusion, the DEIR for this project
should have considered this regional transportztion concept and provided an analysis of the
planned contribution and potential impact of this significant transportation corridor. S

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. Should you have any questions,
please contect me 2t 297-2347.

Very truly yours,

Mike Waziczis, AICP
Associate Plzanner

RNk OFera (509) 297-2320 + Commeciy Services Del 267-2¢30  Finance Dept 267-2307 + Fire Dept. 297-2460
" Personinel Dept. 257-2328 + Plazning Depl. 297-2340 + Police Dept. 207-2¢400 « Public Wosks Dept, 297-2353 « Fax 297-2587

T0TAL P.@1
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August 17, 1994

Leonard Garoupa

Planning Director

Madera County Planning Department
135 West Yosemite Avenue

Madera, Ca. 93637

RE: DRAFT GENERAL PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Dear Leonard:

Our Staff has completed a preliminary review of the Draft General
Plan Update for the County, and have the following comments as it
relates to the City's General Plan:

1. The land use designations along the west side of Country
Club Drive (Road 26) do not appear to coincide with the !
City's Plan. The entire strip between the City 1limits and |A2-
Avenue 17 seems to have a Profession Office pattern, while
the City's designations are a mixture of Office, Medium
Density Residential, and Neighborhood Commercial.

2. In regard to the Agricultural assigned to some of the fringe
‘ areas in the northeast, southeast and west portions of the
Planning Area, we assume this is intended to be a form of
holding designation. This would be similar to the City's
"Reserve" designation assigned with the Very Low and Low |, ,
Density Residential for some these same areas. However, it rLs

does not appear that the General Plan text contains any

policy statements to that effect. 1If this is not the intent

of the Plan, we would recommend consideration of

-

1
designations to match the City's Plan. . —
3. The properties on the north side of Avenue 17 at Airport]

- Drive appear to be designated Industrial, whereas the City's,AQg
Plan indicates Highway Commercial for this area. Two ofl
the parcels in this area have been approved for annexation}
and prezoned for commercial development. -

205 West 4th Street, Madera, California 93637
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GENERAL PLAN UPDATE ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MADERA COUNTY LIBRARY

BLLANCH GALLOWAY ROOM

121 NORTH G STREET

MADERA, CALIFORNIA

August 17, 1994 MEETING

The meéting was called to order at 6:00 p.m. by Chairman John Reed.

ROLL CALL:
Susan Norby Myra Bertrand
Ron Daggett Gary Giersch
John Rigby David Austin
Laurence Curtiss Thomas Gee
John Reed ' Sharen Thomas
Larry Van Amen Tom Wheeler

BUSINESS

(This meeting was recorded.)

REQUEST FOR COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE

Chairman Reed asked the audience if anyone had any general comments they would like to address
to the Advisory Commnu:e prior to conducting the meeting. No one in the audience addressed the
Committee. '

1.

.. REVIEW OF THE DRA¥T GENERAL PLAN

John Reed said that the Draft General Plan has been submitted to the public for review. So]
the Committee can not make a change in this document. The Committee can make a
recommendation to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors. The
recommendation can be made in a number of ways; a Committee vote that could be submitted .
in writing or elect to have a member or members of the Committee appear in front of the
Planning Commission and make the recommendation.

John Reed stated that he didn’t remember ever adopting the Transportation and Circulation
Element because they were waiting for the inclusion of the road names. Tom Wheeler and
Sharen Thomas agreed. Leonard said that the minutes showed that it had been adopted.
John said that the minutes showed that the background document had been adopted and the
policy document had been adopted but everyone remembers it the same way. That one part
was held off until information was submitted from the Transportation Department. As a
matter of housekeeping it should be adopted. Leonard said that before you do that.you

'should go through some of the General Plan. -

The question was asked about community review, comment, and hearings. John Reed said |
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17. Create a corridor berween Raymond and Chowchilla
18. Provide one or more crossing on the San Joaquin River
19. A bypass around Madera Ranchos

A

20. A bypass around the City of Madera at Highway 145 PKI
21. Upgrade Avenue 9 as an exprcssv?ay

22. Continue Road 274 to the San Joaquin River on Auberry Road

23. Link the Indian Lakes Estates road system to Coarsegold and North Fork

24, Link Avenue 18 or 17 to Highway 145

25. Connect Road 35\36 to Road 400 as a corridor e b
7
Sharen Thomas said that she wanted it noted that the Committee was to be notified when thej A l
Transportation Element was complete, before the General Plan was finished.

Susan Norby said that on Page 710 and 711 the acreage of farmland stated to be converted _
from ag land in the next 20 years is unbelievable. Leonard explained that some of the land
-that-will be developed is already designated for residential. ﬂ

On motion by Susan Norby, seconded by Myra Bertrand, and unanimously approved, it was fr \
ordered to write a letter to the consultants suggesting the numbers for conversion of
agricultural to other uses of land in the West/Agriculture, Chowchilla/Faix*rneadJ
Raymond/Central Area, and the North Fork/Millerton areas be checked for accuracy.

Susan Norby expressed her concern over Section 9.4 of the Environmental Impact Report lg
concerning growth inducement impacts. P( A7

A motion was made by Susan Norby that the CEQA sections on Long Term Productivity,
Irreversible Effects, and Growth Inducement Impacts be expanded. The motion dies for lack
of a second.

On motion by Susan Norby, seconded by Myra Bertrand, and unanimously approved, it was “
ordered to recommend to the Consultant that the seven Committee members that attended less |
than nine meetings be climinated from the General Plan Update Advisory Committee A"'-
members listed in the General Plan. They are: John Brooks, Michele Roberts, Zalise
Edwards, Vincent Mendez, William Kohfre, Thomas Efird, and John Jamison.

Sharen Thomas asked that the spelling of her name be corrected. It is listed as Sharon,/
Thomas and should be Sharen Thomas.
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census. The numbers are very close to the projections by the Department of Finance.

in year 2020. The grand total is 419,768 population at buildout. It’s based on the 1997
Leonard explained the buildout by area.

A
_Tom Wheeler said that the North Fork Indian Museum is not listed in the General Plan. J pel

10
There was a general discussion of the population at buildout in the year 2010. New growthj Al
projection is 100,000.

Susan Norby asked why eliminating Rio Mesa was not considered a reasonable alternative |
to growth in the Environmental Impact Report. Leonard said that it was considered in the
Alternative 2. But that it is a judgement call on how realistic it is to consider no growth in A A
that area. She said that she has a problem. Some of the issues that the Committee agreed fx
upon in terms of policy for the County seem to have been changed. Growth would be infill
around population communities centered in Madera County. The Rio Mesa is a contradiction
to that. Growth would be centered around communities in Madera County rather than |
becoming a suburb for Merced or Fresno.

Goal #5, stated that agriculture would remain the primary economic basis of Madera County.‘\ A |- YA
This has been watered down and no longer reflects the goals and polices adopted by the
Committee. ‘ . 4

- <Leonard said that the new growth areas Were already designated and must be considered.

" ‘Susan Norby said that the traffic model states that Service Level E or F are an acceptable |
level. We have better than that now. That’s not going to be considered as an impact. e [ [5

:Leonard said that it is not an uncommon Service Level. It’s not just based on the amount
- ..of traffic on the road. It's based on the alignment, curves, speed, etc. The General Plan
recommends that Level C be maintained in all cases where practical.

John Reed said that the Committee can make a motion to make a recommendation and vote
on it as a Committee.

Susan Norby said that she felt that the Environmental Impact Report was not up 10 standards. j K

John Reed said that Leonard had explained that the problem with the road list is that you'|
can’t include something that is a mandated part of the plan unless it is identified how it will
be funded.

Leonard explained that the overall road improvement plan and funding for these f\"“ \6
improvements is operated through the County Transportation Commission.  The

Transportation Authority is an appointed group that consist of members of the Board of
Supervisors, City Council, and public members from each area. They are the ones who
éstablishes the priority projects for the Transportation System and adopt a plan showing you
where the roads are that will be improved with Measure A funds for example. We can only
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