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A. Purpose of the Environmental Impact Report 
 
This document has been prepared in the form of an addendum to the 
Amendment to the WinCo Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR 
Amendment) for the proposed WinCo retail grocery store and related 
amendments to the 1999 I-205 Corridor Specific Plan Amendment.  The EIR 
Amendment contained new information in the areas of land use, traffic and 
circulation and air quality as well as a new energy analysis section.  The EIR 
Amendment identified the likely environmental consequences associated with 
the project, and identified mitigation measures that help to reduce potentially 
significant impacts. 
 
The Final EIR responds to comments on the Draft EIR Amendment and 
makes revisions to the document as necessary in response to these comments. 
 
This document, together with the October 2005 Draft EIR, the April 2006 
Final EIR and the December 2006 Draft EIR Amendment will constitute the 
Final EIR if the City of Tracy City Council certifies it as complete and ade-
quate under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The 
changes and additions to the EIR Amendment, in response to comments do 
not constitute significant new information within the meaning of Public Re-
sources Code section 21092.1, and therefore recirculation of the EIR 
Amendment for public review and comment is not required. 
 
 
B. Environmental Review Process 
 
According to CEQA, lead agencies are required to consult with public agen-
cies having jurisdiction over a proposed project, and to provide the general 
public with an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR.  This Final EIR 
has been prepared to respond to those comments received on the Draft EIR 
Amendment and to clarify any errors, omissions or misinterpretations of dis-
cussions of findings in the Draft EIR Amendment. 
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The Draft EIR Amendment was made available for public review with the 
official State Clearinghouse review period commencing on December 29, 
2006, and ending on February 13, 2007.  The Draft EIR Amendment was dis-
tributed to local and State responsible and trustee agencies, and the general 
public was advised of the availability of the Draft EIR Amendment through 
public notice published in the local newspaper and posted by the County 
Clerk as required by law.  Copies of all written comments received on the 
Draft EIR are contained in this document.   
 
This Final EIR will be presented to the City Council for consideration of 
certification of the EIR as a full disclosure of potential environmental im-
pacts, mitigation measures and alternatives. 
 
 
 
C. Report Organization 
 
This document is organized into the following chapters: 

♦ Chapter 1: Introduction.  This chapter discusses the use and organiza-
tion of this Final EIR. 

♦ Chapter 2:  Report Summary.  This chapter is a summary of the find-
ings of the Draft EIR Amendment and the Final EIR.  It has been re-
printed from the Draft EIR Amendment with necessary changes made in 
this Final EIR shown in double underline and strikethrough. 

♦ Chapter 3:  Revisions to the Draft EIR.  Corrections to the text and 
graphics of the Draft EIR are contained in this chapter.  Double under-
line text represents language that has been added to the EIR; text with 
strikethrough has been deleted from the EIR. 

♦ Chapter 4:  List of Commentors.  Names of agencies and individuals 
who commented on the Draft EIR are included in this chapter. 
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♦ Chapter 5:  Comments and Responses.  This chapter contains repro-
ductions of the letters received from agencies and the public on the Draft 
EIR.  The responses are keyed to the comments which precede them. 
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This summary presents an overview of the analysis contained in Chapter 4: 
Environmental Evaluation of the Draft EIR Amendment. CEQA requires 
that this chapter summarize the following: 1) areas of controversy; 2) signifi-
cant impacts; 3) unavoidable significant impacts; 4) implementation of mitiga-
tion measures; and 5) alternatives to the project. 
 
 
A. Project Under Review 
 
The Draft EIR Amendment provides an assessment of the potential environ-
mental consequences of the proposed project.  The project site lies east of 
Power Road, west of Naglee Road, and north and south of Pavilion Parkway 
in the I-205 Corridor Specific Plan area in the City of Tracy.  The site is pres-
ently vacant and is surrounded on three sides by developed or developing 
commercial uses and by County agricultural land on the west side.  Pavilion 
Parkway is a four-lane paved roadway with a raised median that bisects the 
project site.  The total area of the site, excluding Pavilion Parkway, is 21.3 
acres.  The portion of the site north of Pavilion Parkway (the Northern Par-
cel) is about 10.8 acres and the portion of the site south of Pavilion Parkway 
(the Southern Parcel) is about 10.5 acres.  A 2.5-acre strip across the southern-
most section of the Southern Parcel is currently designated as Commercial, 
and is not included in figures referring to the area to be re-designated. 
 
The proposed project includes five actions for the project site:  

♦ A General Plan amendment to re-designate the project site from Indus-
trial to Commercial. 

♦ A Specific Plan amendment to re-designate the project site from Light In-
dustrial to General Commercial.   

♦ A Conditional Use Permit for the proposed WinCo store. 

♦ A Planned Unit Development, Preliminary and Final Development Plan 
for the Proposed WinCo store. 
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♦ Construction of a retail grocery store on the southern half of the project 
site (the Southern Parcel), south of Pavilion Parkway. 

 
The development proposed for the Southern Parcel would consist of a 
WinCo retail grocery store with a total building area of 95,900 square feet and 
a footprint of about 92,000 square feet.  The WinCo store would include ap-
proximately 65,500 square feet of retail space, 2,900 square feet of office space, 
and an area committed to receiving/warehouse/ service comprising approxi-
mately 27,500 square feet.  The proposal includes approximately 262,400 
square feet of paved area for 636 parking spaces.  Additionally, 15 bicycle 
parking spaces would be located near the front of the store. 
 
At this time, no specific development is proposed for the Northern Parcel.  
However, the Draft EIR evaluates the impacts of a hypothetical 141,130 
square-foot commercial development, which would be allowed under the 
proposed General Plan and Specific Plan designations. 
 
 
B. Areas of Controversy 
 
The scoping period for the Draft EIR was October 8 to November 7, 2003, 
during which interested agencies and the public were requested to submit 
comments about the proposed project.  The only comment letter received in 
response to the NOP was from Caltrans, dated November 5, 2003.  The Draft 
EIR assesses all relevant scoping comments regarding the project.  Although 
some scoping comments addressed economic and social issues, EIRs are not 
required to address social, economic or other impacts not related to the envi-
ronment.  As stated in Section 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines, social or eco-
nomic impacts which do not contribute to, or are not caused by, physical 
impacts on the environment, are not substantial evidence of a significant envi-
ronmental impact.  Thus the evaluation of economic or social effects in this 
EIR is limited to a discussion in Chapter 4.1 of the Draft EIR of the potential 
for economic impacts to contribute to urban decay.  There are no other 
known areas of particular controversy. 
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C. Significant Impacts 
 
Under CEQA, a significant impact on the environment is defined as a sub-
stantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical con-
ditions within the area affected by the project, including land, air, water, min-
erals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic and aesthetic signifi-
cance. 
 
The proposed project has the potential to generate significant environmental 
impacts in the following categories: 
♦ traffic and circulation 
♦ cultural resources 
♦ geology, soils and seismicity 
♦ biological resources 
♦ air quality 
♦ land use 

 
As shown in Table 1, all but seven of the significant impacts in these areas 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level if the mitigation measures 
recommended in this report are implemented.  
 
 
D. Mitigation Measures 
 
The Draft EIR suggests project-specific mitigation measures that would re-
duce the impacts identified above to less-than-significant levels, as summarized 
in Table 1 at the end of this chapter.  Project-specific mitigation measures in 
the Draft EIR will form the basis of a project-specific mitigation monitoring 
and reporting program to be implemented in accordance with State law. 
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E. Unavoidable Significant Impacts 
 
The proposed project would have three significant unavoidable impacts re-
lated to air quality.  The proposed project would result in increases in emis-
sion of both ozone precursors and PM10.  This impact would be significant 
and unavoidable at the project level and cumulatively.  Additionally, the pro-
posed Specific Plan amendment and subsequent development would result in 
increased air emissions within an air basin that exceeds State and federal air 
quality standards, resulting in an unavoidable significant cumulative impact to 
air quality in the region.  These impacts are discussed further in Section 4.11.  
In all three cases, potential mitigation measures are evaluated but are deter-
mined to be infeasible. 
 
Additionally, the proposed project would have several significant unavoidable 
traffic impacts.  The first impact listed below is project-specific, while the 
remaining cumulative impacts are related to traffic: 

♦ The addition of project traffic to the Grant Line Road / Byron Road in-
tersection in the Existing plus Project scenario would add traffic to an al-
ready deficient intersection that is operating at LOS F with more than 50 
seconds of average delay. 

♦ The addition of project traffic increases the average delay at the Grant 
Line Road / Lammers Road intersection from 54 to 57 seconds, resulting 
in an unacceptable LOS E.   

♦ The addition of project traffic would increase the average delay at the 
Grant Line Road/Corral Hollow Road intersection from 35 to 42 sec-
onds, degrading operations to LOS D.  The City of Tracy level of service 
standard for this intersection is LOS C.   

♦ The addition of project traffic to Eleventh Street/Corral Hollow Road 
intersection in the Cumulative plus Project scenario would add traffic to 
an already deficient intersection.  The additional traffic would add 3 sec-
onds of delay to the intersection.   
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F. Alternatives to the Project 
 
The Draft EIR analyzes alternatives to the proposed project.  Four alterna-
tives to the proposed project are considered in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR: 

♦ No Project Alternative.  Under this alternative, which is required under 
CEQA, the proposed project would not be constructed and the site 
would be left in its current state.  The General Plan and zoning designa-
tions would not be amended. 

♦ Industrial Development Alternative.  Under this alternative, no Gen-
eral Plan or Specific Plan Amendment would occur and no WinCo gro-
cery store would be constructed on the Southern Parcel.  The existing 
General and Specific Plan land use designations allowing for industrial 
development would remain in place.  Light industrial development 
would occur on both the Northern and Southern parcels, as allowed for 
under the I-205 Corridor Specific Plan.  The Northern Parcel would have 
up to 235,224 square feet of industrial development and the Southern 
Parcel would have up to 228,690 square feet of industrial development.1   

♦ Increased WinCo Store Size Alternative.  This alternative would pro-
pose the same General Plan and Specific Plan amendments as the pro-
posed project.  It would also propose a WinCo grocery store on the 
Southern Parcel.  The design of the WinCo store would be maintained; 
however, the size of the proposed WinCo would increase to 114,345 
square feet.  This is based on the maximum allowable FAR under the 
Specific Plan for retail land uses, which is 0.25.2  Parking would be de-
creased by 100 spaces over the proposed project, meaning there would be 
a total of 536 spaces. 

♦ Decreased Parking Alternative.  This alternative would be the same as 
the proposed project, except that the amount of land dedicated to parking 

                                                         
1 Based on the maximum FAR allowed for industrial uses in the Specific 

Plan, which is 0.5. 
2 City of Tracy: I-205 Corridor Specific Plan Amendment, approved July 6, 

1999, page 4-22. 
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would be decreased to 298 parking spaces instead of 636 spaces.  The I-205 
Corridor Specific Plan requires only 298 parking spaces for a develop-
ment the size of the proposed WinCo store.  The space for the extra 338 
parking spaces from the proposed project would be used in this alterna-
tive for landscaping. 

 
As shown in the alternatives analysis in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR, the No 
Project Alternative has the least environmental impact and is therefore the 
environmentally superior alternative.  CEQA guidelines require that if the 
alternative with the least environmental impact is the No Project Alternative, 
the EIR must also designate the next most environmentally superior alterna-
tive.  After the No Project Alternative, the Decreased Parking Alternative is 
the next most environmentally superior alternative.   
 
The foregoing range of alternatives was selected after careful consideration of 
the project objectives, the Tracy Municipal Code, and the I-205 Corridor Spe-
cific Plan.  Because the project site is located within the I-205 Corridor Spe-
cific Plan Area and because it is surrounded by commercial development and 
somewhat isolated from the main Tracy community, the options for devel-
opment on this site are relatively limited.  Moreover, the Southern Parcel 
would be developed under a specific proposal, and its development would be 
specifically limited to that proposal.  Furthermore, the options are limited 
because the proposed project has few significant impacts and alternatives must 
reduce or avoid at least one potentially significant effect.  In summary, the 
foregoing range of alternatives represents the range of potential alternatives to 
the proposed project that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objec-
tives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the 
potentially significant effects of the project. 
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G. Summary Table 
 
Table 1 presents a summary of the potential impacts and mitigation measures 
identified in this report.  It is organized to correspond with the environ-
mental impact categories discussed in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. 
 
The table is arranged in four columns: 1) environmental impacts; 2) signifi-
cance prior to mitigation; 3) mitigation measures; and 4) significance after 
mitigation.  A series of mitigation measures is noted where more than one 
mitigation measure may be required to achieve a less-than-significant impact.  
For a complete description of potential impacts and suggested mitigation 
measures, please refer to the specific discussions in Chapter 4 of the Draft 
EIR.  Additionally, this summary does not detail the timing of mitigation 
measures.  Timing will be further detailed in the mitigation monitoring pro-
gram, which would be made a condition of any project approval. 
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TABLE 1 SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

Significant Impact 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

With 
Mitigation 

LAND USE AND ECONOMICS    

There are no significant land use and economics impacts.   

COMMUNITY SERVICES    

There are no significant community services impacts.    

TRAFFIC & CIRCULATION    

Impact TRA-1:  The addition of project traffic to 
the Grant Line Road / Byron Road intersection in 
the Existing Plus Project scenario would add traffic 
to an already deficient intersection that is 
operating at LOS F with more than 50 seconds of 
average delay.   

S Mitigation Measure TRA-1:  Install a signal and require signal preemption and 
coordination with the rail road crossing and detection system.  

SU 

 

Impact TRA-2:  The addition of project traffic 
during the PM peak hour would increase the 
average delay at the Naglee Road/Pavilion 
Parkway intersection from 18 to over 80 seconds, 
shifting the level of service from LOS B to F.  The 
City of Tracy level of service standard for this 
intersection is LOS D.   

S Mitigation Measure TRA-2:  Add a second left turn lane on northbound Naglee 
Road and optimize the signal timing to reduce the average delay at this 
intersection to 52 seconds.   

LTS 
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Significant Impact 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

With 
Mitigation 

Impact TRA-3:  The addition of project traffic 
would increase the average delay at the Grant Line 
Road/Corral Hollow Road intersection from 44 to 
over 80 seconds, shifting the level of service from 
LOS D to F.  The City of Tracy level of service 
standard for this intersection is LOS C.   

S Mitigation Measure TRA-3a: Create an exclusive free-flow right-turn lane of 450 
feet on eastbound Grant Line Road approaching the intersection with a 
receiving lane of 400 feet extending south from the intersection on Corral 
Hollow Road.   

Mitigation Measure TRA-3b:  Change the existing shared through-right to an 
exclusive through and free-flow right-turn of 300 feet on southbound Corral 
Hollow Road and a receiving lane extending west of the intersection along 
Grant Line Road of 400 feet, and add a second left turn on westbound Grant 
Line Road.   

Mitigation Measure TRA-3c:  Optimize the signal timing for Existing Plus 
Project traffic volumes.   

LTS 

Cumulative Impact TRA-4:  The addition of 
project traffic increases the average delay at the 
Grant Line Road / Lammers Road intersection 
from 54 to 57 seconds, resulting in an unacceptable 
LOS E.   

S Mitigation Measure TRA-4:  Optimize the signal timing for the Cumulative 
Plus Project traffic.   

SU 
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Significant Impact 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

With 
Mitigation 

Cumulative Impact TRA-5:  The addition of 
project traffic would result in unacceptable 
operations at the Grant Line Road/Naglee Road/I-
205 WB On-Ramp intersection, increasing the 
delay from 39 seconds (LOS D) to 76 seconds (LOS 
E).   

S Mitigation Measure TRA-5: Implementation Mitigation Measure TRA-8, as 
described below, or implement the following improvements: 

♦ Utilize the second eastbound left turn lane on Grant Line Road that is 
currently hatched out 

♦ Optimize the signal timing  

♦ All roadway features within Caltrans right-of-way, such as signs, pavement 
delineation, and pavement surface will be protected during construction or 
maintained in a temporary condition and restored following construction. 

♦ The City of Tracy will secure all appropriate permits and associated studies 
necessary at applicant’s expense. 

LTS 

Cumulative Impact TRA-6:  The addition of 
Project traffic results in unacceptable operations at 
the Naglee Road/Pavilion Parkway intersection, 
increasing the delay from 48 seconds (LOS D) to 
over 80 seconds (LOS F).   

S Mitigation Measure TRA-6:  The following improvements shall be made: 

♦ Add a second left turn lane from northbound Naglee Road to westbound 
Pavilion Parkway 

♦ Optimize signal timing 

LTS 
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Significant Impact 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

With 
Mitigation 

Cumulative Impact TRA-7:  The addition of 
project traffic would result in unacceptable 
operations at the Grant Line Road/I-205 EB 
Ramps intersection, increasing the delay from 51 
seconds (LOS D) to 66 seconds (LOS E).   

S Mitigation Measure TRA-7: Implement Mitigation Measure TRA-8, as described 
below, or implement the following improvements: 

♦ Change the existing right turn lane to a free right on I-205 eastbound off-
ramp with a receiving/acceleration lane of 400 feet on eastbound Grant 
Line Road 

♦ Optimize the signal timing 

♦ All roadway features within Caltrans right-of-way, such as signs, pavement 
delineation, and pavement surface will be protected during construction or 
maintained in a temporary condition and restored following construction. 

♦ The City of Tracy will secure all appropriate permits and associated studies 
necessary at the applicant’s expense. 

LTS 

Cumulative Impact TRA-8:  The addition of 
project traffic results in unacceptable operations at 
all three intersections of the Grant Line Road/I-
205 interchange.   

S Mitigation Measure TRA-8:  Implement the next phase of the Grant Line/I-205 
interchange improvements.  The next phase of the interchange consists of the 
following: 

♦ Adding loop ramps to the interchange 

♦ Re-aligning the interchange 

♦ All roadway features within Caltrans right-of-way, such as signs, pavement 
delineation, and pavement surface will be protected during construction or 
maintained in a temporary condition and restored following construction. 

♦ The City of Tracy will secure all appropriate permits and associated studies 
necessary. 

Note: Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRA-8 would supersede 
Mitigation Measures TRA-5 and TRA-7, which are part of the same 
interchange. 

LTS 
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Significant Impact 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

With 
Mitigation 

Cumulative Impact TRA-9:  The addition of 
project traffic would increase the average delay at 
the Grant Line Road/Corral Hollow Road 
intersection from 35 to 42 seconds, degrading 
operations to LOS D.  The City of Tracy level of 
service standard for this intersection is LOS C.   

S Mitigation Measure TRA-9:  There are environmental and development 
constraints associated with construction of a SPUI at this intersection.  An 
interchange could take 400 feet of right-of-way, which would affect 
approximately 30 homes, a drug store, and pending commercial/office 
development at the intersection.  Additional right of way would also be 
required to redesign the circulation pattern at the interchange.  In addition, the 
interchange ramps could block public views of the hills to the west, and create 
physical and visual barriers between points north and south of the interchange.  
The City intends on making a finding that the mitigation is not feasible, 
therefore the impact is significant and unavoidable. 

 

SU 

Cumulative Impact TRA-10:  The addition of 
project traffic to Eleventh Street/Corral Hollow 
Road intersection in the Cumulative plus Project 
scenario would add traffic to an already deficient 
intersection.  The additional traffic would add 3 
seconds of delay to the intersection.   

S Mitigation Measure TRA-10:  The addition of project traffic to Eleventh 
Street/Corral Hollow Road intersection in the Cumulative plus Project 
scenario would add traffic to an already deficient intersection.  The additional 
traffic would add 3 seconds of delay to the intersection.  This would be a 
significant impact, There are environmental and development constraints 
associated with construction of a SPUI at this intersection.  An interchange 
could take 400 feet of right-of-way, which would affect approximately 10 
homes, two gas stations, a major hardware retailer, and a Caltrans maintenance 
yard.  Additional right of way would also be required to redesign the circulation 
pattern at the interchange.  In addition, the interchange ramps could block 
public views of the hills to the west, and create physical and visual barriers 
between points north and south of the interchange.  The City intends on 
making a finding that the mitigation is not feasible, therefore the impact is 
significant and unavoidable. 

 

SU 
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Significant Impact 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

With 
Mitigation 

Implementation of mitigation measures for all 
cumulative impacts excepting Cumulative 
Impacts TRA-1, TRA-4 TRA-9 and TRA-10. 

 Mitigation Measure TRA-11:  Prior to issuance of any building permit for the 
project, an update to the FIPs for the I-205 Corridor Specific Plan Area shall be 
completed in order to update the list of impacted intersections and estimates of 
the costs to make necessary roadway improvements as identified in Table 4.3-6 
(Cumulative No Project Intersection Improvements), and the additional 
improvements shown in Table 4.3-17 (Cumulative Plus WinCo Intersection 
Mitigation Measures).  The project proponents shall be subject to the fair share 
of the increase in costs to roadway improvements that will result from the 
update of the FIPs as to the roadway improvements for the intersections 
identified in TRA-5, TRA-6 and TRA-7.  The project proponents shall pay its 
fair share of the increase in costs that result from the FIPs as to those 
intersections identified in TRA-5, TRA-6 and TRA-7.  With the exception of 
impacts TRA-4, TRA-9, and TRA-10 (which are significant and unavoidable), 
cumulative impacts are less than significant with implementation of Mitigation 
Measures TRA-5, TRA-6 and TRA-7, (implementation of TRA-5, TRA-6, and 
TRA-7 will reduce same impacts addressed by TRA-8 to a less than significant 
level.) 

 

INFRASTRUCTURE    

There are no significant infrastructure impacts.    

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS    

There are no significant hazardous materials impacts.    

AESTHETICS    

There are no significant aesthetics impacts.    
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Significant Impact 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

With 
Mitigation 

CULTURAL RESOURCES    

Impact CUL-1: Subsurface or buried 
archaeological materials may be discovered during 
construction, grading, trenching or other activities 
associated with implementation of the proposed 
project.  Destruction or disturbance of such 
undiscovered resources constitutes a potentially 
significant impact. 

 

S Mitigation Measure CUL-1a: If evidence of archeological artifacts is discovered 
during construction, all operations within an area at and adjacent to the 
discovered site shall be halted until a qualified archeologist determines the 
extent and significance of the finds and recommends appropriate mitigation 
measures and those measures are implemented. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-1b:  If human remains are discovered during 
construction, all construction and excavation activity shall cease and the 
County coroner shall be notified, pursuant to Section 7050.5 of California’s 
Heath and Safety Code.  If the remains are of a Native American, the coroner 
shall notify the California Native American Heritage Commission within 24 
hours, which in turn will inform a most likely descendent pursuant to Section 
5097.98 of the State Resources Code.  The descendent shall recommend the 
appropriate disposition of the remains and any associated grave goods. 

LTS 

GEOLOGY, SOILS AND SEISMICITY 

Impact GEO-1: Future development could be 
subjected to moderate to strong groundshaking. 

 

S Mitigation Measure GEO-1a: California Building Code and City of Tracy 
standards shall be applied as minimum standards for all construction. 

Mitigation Measure GEO-1b:  All structures shall be designed to withstand 
strong seismic ground shaking. 

Mitigation Measure GEO-1c:  Fill material shall meet requirements of City, 
County and State grading ordinances. 

LTS 

Impact GEO-2: Surficial soils on the site have a 
high shrink/swell potential and could result in 
differential settlement. 

S Mitigation Measure GEO-2:  Highly expansive soils shall be removed or 
covered with non-expansive soils.  Surface water control and specialized 
foundation systems shall be used. 

LTS 
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Significant Impact 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

With 
Mitigation 

Impact GEO-3:  Project development could result 
in increased erosion and/or loss of topsoil.  The 
inclusion of erosion control Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) in the project construction plans 
and implementation of these BMPs during project 
construction can reduce these potential impacts to 
less than significant levels. 

S Mitigation Measure GEO-3:  Applicable erosion control BMPs for the 
construction phase of the WinCo store and the Northern Parcel shall be 
implemented, including: 

♦ Soil stabilization techniques such as hydroseeding and short-term 
biodegradable erosion control blankets. 

♦ Silt fences or some kind of inlet protection at downstream storm drain 
outlets. 

♦ Post-construction inspection of all drainage facilities for accumulated 
sediment. 

♦ Post-construction clearing of all drainage structures of debris and sediment. 
 

LTS 

HYDROLOGY AND FLOODING    

There are no significant hydrology and flooding impacts.   

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES    

Impact BIO-1:  Development activity on either 
the Northern or Southern Parcel could adversely 
affect the burrowing owl pair nesting on the 
Northern Parcel, if site improvements are made 
during the breeding season which is between 
February 1 and August 31.  Modifying the habitat 
of a species listed as a California species of special 
concern and a federal species of concern, and 
protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
constitutes a significant impact. 

S Mitigation Measure BIO-1:  The project proponent shall consult with the 
CDFG on an appropriate buffer for avoiding impacts to burrowing owls during 
the breeding season (February 1 to August 31), if construction is proposed 
during that time.  Alternatively, the owls shall be passively excluded by a 
qualified biologist, in consultation with the CDFG prior to the breeding season.  
If construction is proposed after the nesting season, then an additional field 
survey shall be conducted to determine the absence or presence of the species, 
prior to issuance of development permits on the property. 

LTS 
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Significant Impact 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

With 
Mitigation 

Impact BIO-2:  Development on the Northern 
and Southern Parcels could adversely affect 
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat.  

LTS The Swainson’s hawk is a species covered by the SJMSCP.  The proposed 
project is covered by the SJMSCP, which is intended to reduce impacts to 
biological resources, including Swainson’s hawk, resulting from the project to a 
less-than-significant level.  Therefore, no additional mitigation measure is 
required beyond participation in the SJMSCP, and payment of $2,100 per acre 
as established in City Council Resolution 91-928, which satisfies the 
requirements of the SJMSCP. 

LTS 

AIR QUALITY    

Impact AQ-1:  Implementation of the proposed 
project would result in temporarily increased 
particulate matter levels in the immediate vicinity 
during construction.   

 

 Mitigation Measure AQ-1: The following measures are appropriate dust control 
strategies that shall be implemented and go beyond the requirements of 
SJVAPCD Regulation VIII: 

♦ Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph.  

♦ Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off all trucks and 
equipment leaving the site. 

♦ Suspend excavation and grading activities when winds exceed 20 mph. 

♦ Limit size of area subject to excavation, grading or other construction 
activity at any one time to avoid excessive dust. 

♦ Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to 
public roadways from sites with a slope greater than one percent. 

♦ Expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud or dirt from adjacent 
public streets at least once every 24 hours when operations are occurring. 

 

LTS 
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Significant Impact 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

With 
Mitigation 

Impact AQ-2:  Development of the project would 
result in increases in emissions of both ozone 
precursors and PM10.  

S Mitigation Measure AQ-2:  Require the following design features to be 
implemented:  

♦ Use energy efficient design including automated control system for 
heating/air conditioning and energy efficiency, utilize lighting controls and 
energy efficient lighting in buildings and use light colored roof materials to 
reflect heat. 

♦ Plant deciduous trees on the south and westerly facing sides of buildings. 
♦ Provide low NOx emitting and/or high efficiency water heaters. 
♦ Appropriate easements should be reserved to provide for future 

improvements such as bus turnouts, loading areas, and shelters. 
♦ Purchase low-emission, alternatively-fueled or electrical-driven 

maintenance vehicles and equipment. 
♦ Promote pedestrian, bicycle and transit modes of travel through in-

formational programs and provision of amenities such as transit shelters, 
secure bicycle parking and attractive pedestrian pathways.  

♦ Designate an on-site Transportation System Management Coordinator. 
♦ Implement carpool/vanpool program, e.g., carpool ride-matching for 

employees, assistance with vanpool formation, provision of vanpool 
vehicles, etc.  

♦ Provide lockers for employees bicycling or walking to work. 

The suburban location and character of the proposed project limits the 
potential for further reducing regional air quality impacts.  Available air quality 
mitigation strategies for commercial development are most effective on 
employee work trips, which comprise a very small fraction of total project 
trips.  Parking restrictions or fees as a means of reducing vehicle trips are 
impractical unless imposed regionally. 

SU 
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Significant Impact 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

With 
Mitigation 

Cumulative Impact AQ-1:  Development of the 
project, together with the rapid pace of 
development in the region would result in 
increases in emission of both ozone precursors and 
PM10.  

S This impact is considered an unavoidable significant cumulative impact.   SU 

Cumulative Impact AQ-2:  The proposed 
General Plan and Specific Plan amendments and 
subsequent development would result in increased 
air emissions within an air basin that exceeds State 
and Federal air quality standards, resulting in an 
unavoidable significant cumulative impact to air 
quality in the region. 

S This impact is considered an unavoidable significant cumulative impact.   SU 

NOISE    

There are no significant noise impacts.   

 

 



3 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 
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This chapter presents specific changes to the text of the Draft EIR Amend-
ment that are being made in response to comments made by the public 
and/or reviewing agencies.  In each case, the revised page and location on the 
page is set forth, followed by the textual revision.  None of the changes con-
stitute significant changes to the Draft EIR Amendment, so the Draft EIR 
Amendment does not need to be recirculated. 
 
Page 4.3-75 is hereby amended as follows: 
Mitigation Measure TRA-11:  Prior to issuance of any building permit for the 
project, an update to the FIPs for the I-205 Corridor Specific Plan Area shall 
be completed in order to update the list of impacted intersections and esti-
mates of the costs to make necessary roadway improvements as identified in 
Table 4.3-6 (Cumulative No Project Intersection Improvements), and the ad-
ditional improvements shown in Table 4.3-17 (Cumulative Plus WinCo Inter-
section Mitigation Measures)  The project proponents shall be subject to the 
fair share of the increase in costs to roadway improvements that will result 
from the update of the FIPs as to the roadway improvements for the intersec-
tions identified in TRA-2, TRA-3, TRA-5, TRA-6 and TRA-7.  The project 
proponents shall pay its fair share of the increase in costs that result from the 
FIPs as to those intersections identified in TRA-2, TRA-3, TRA-5, TRA-6 and 
TRA-7.  With the exception of impacts TRA-4, TRA-9, and TRA-10 (which 
are significant and unavoidable), cumulative impacts are less than significant 
with implementation of Mitigation Measures TRA-2, TRA-3, TRA-5, TRA-6 
and TRA-7, (implementation of TRA-5, TRA-6, and TRA-7 will reduce same 
impacts addressed by TRA-8 to a less than significant level.) 
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Page 5 of the BAE Appendix A, Market Impact Analysis is hereby re-
printed for clarification to better represent the trade area. 
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Page 14 of the BAE Appendix A, Market Impact Analysis is hereby 
amended as follows: 

 
TABLE 8:  CALCULATION OF ANNUAL DEMAND FOR NEW RETAIL SPACE IN 
TRADE AREA  

2002  

Total Taxable Retail Sales (a) $756,389,316  $465,406,943 

Trade Area Population (b) 79,141 

Sales per capita $5,881  $9,557 

2009 
 

Trade Area Population , 2009 (c) 113,501 

Estimated Total Taxable Sales (d) $1,084,784,672  $667,468,865 

Increase in Taxable Sales, 2002-2009 $328,395,356  $202,061,922 

Sales per Square Foot, All Stores (e) $286.46 

  

Estimated Additional Annual 
Retail Square Feet Demand 

163,770  100,768 

 

(a) From Appendix C of the BAE report.  All amounts in 2003 dollars.  Includes only taxable 
sales in Tracy, thus is a conservative estimate of total sales in Trade Area.  Excludes automotive 
sector and service stations. 

(b) Calculated using estimated annual average growth rate from 2000-2004 for Trade Area. 

(c) From Table 1 of the BAE report. 

(d) 2009 population x per capita sales. 

(e) Based on median sales per square foot for all stores in community shopping centers in the 
West, ULI Dollars & Cents of Shopping Centers, 2004. 

Sources: BAE, using data from Urban Land Institute, State Board of Equalization, and Claritas. 
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A. Written Comments 
 
Agencies 

1. Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse.  State of California, Gov-
ernor’s Office of Planning and Research.  February 23, 2007. 

2. Tom Dumas, Chief, Office of Intermodal Planning.  State Department of 
Transportation.  January 18, 2007. 

3. Christopher Huitt, Staff Environmental Scientist, Floodway Protection 
Section.  State Department of Water Resources.  January 23, 2007. 

4. Kevin Boles, Environmental Specialist, Rail Crossings Engineering Sec-
tion, Consumer Protection and Safety Division.  State Public Utilities 
Commission.  January 24, 2007. 

5. Andrea Vallejo, Associate Planner.  San Joaquin County Public Works.  
February 9, 2007. 

 
Members of the Public, Small Businesses, and Their Representatives 

6. Sarah Ellen Owsowitz.  Cox, Castle & Nicholson.  February 12, 2007. 

7. Jim Watt.  Retail Strategies.  February 12, 2007. 
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5 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
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This chapter includes a reproduction of, and responses to, each letter received 
during the public review period.  Each letter is reproduced in its entirety, and 
is immediately followed by responses to the comments in it.  Letters are cate-
gorized by type of commentor, with state and regional agencies first and writ-
ten comments from members of the public second.  Within each category, 
letters are arranged in chronological order.  Each comment and response is 
labeled with a reference number in the margin. 
 
Where the same comment has been made more than once, a response may 
direct the reader to another numbered comment and response.  Where a re-
sponse required revisions to the Draft EIR Amendment, these revisions are 
shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. 
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LETTER 1:  Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse, State of Cali-
fornia, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research.  February 23, 2007. 
 
1-1 The comment acknowledges that circulation of the Draft EIR 

Amendment was done in compliance with the California Environ-
mental Quality Act.  No response is required. 
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LETTER 2:  Tom Dumas, Chief, Office of Intermodal Planning.  State 
Department of Transportation.  January 18, 2007. 
 
2-1 The comment summarizes the project components and no response 

is required. 
 
2-2 The comment requests a copy of the travel demand forecast model 

used by the City to prepare the Traffic Impact Study.  An electronic 
copy of the travel demand forecast model (including project only se-
lect zone analysis) used to prepare the traffic impact study was 
transmitted to the Department of Transportation on 1/26/2007.   

 
2-3 Project-only select zone analysis was conducted to determine Project 

trip distribution and assignment under existing and future cumula-
tive scenarios. 

 
2-4 The comment states that additional comments will be provided, 

however none were received. 
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LETTER 3:  Christopher Huitt, Staff Environmental Scientist, Floodway 
Protection Section.  State Department of Water Resources.  January 23, 
2007. 
 
3-1 The comment addresses the requirements for projects that encroach 

into the State Adopted Plan of Flood Control.  Since the project does 
not encroach, no further response is required. 
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LETTER 4:  Kevin Boles, Environmental Specialist, Rail Crossings Engi-
neering Section, Consumer Protection and Safety Division.  State Public 
Utilities Commission.  January 24, 2007. 
 
4-1 The comment provides information for projects located close to rail 

corridors.  Since the project is not located near a rail corridor, no ad-
ditional response is required. 
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LETTER 5:  Andrea Vallejo, Associate Planner.  San Joaquin County 
Public Works.  February 9, 2007. 
 
5-1 The installation of a traffic signal, and signal preemption and coordi-

nation with the rail road crossing and detection system at this 
County intersection would reduce the average delay to 35 seconds 
and result in LOS C.  The recommended mitigation improvement is 
located in the County.  The City does not have control over im-
provements in the County.  The County will determine whether or 
not to implement improvements at the Grant Line Road/Byron 
Road intersection.  Please refer to the December 29, 2006 Amend-
ment to the WinCo Draft EIR pages 4.3-12 through 4.3-14 for a dis-
cussion of City transportation funding.  No further revisions of this 
EIR are required to address this comment. 

 
5-2 Cumulative Impact TRA-4 at the Grant Line Road/Lammers Road 

intersection is located at a new intersection that will be constructed 
to support local circulation to/from the planned Interstate 
205/Lammers Road interchange.  No further revision of this EIR is 
required to respond to this comment. 

 
5-3 The City of Tracy adopted the Regional Transportation Impact Fee 

(RTIF) on January 3, 2006, and collects fees from new development 
to fund the RTIF program.  The project will be subject to the RTIF 
if applicable, in accordance with City of Tracy resolution. 

 
5-4 There is no posted speed limit for Byron Road in the project vicin-

ity.  In the absence of a posted speed limit, the California Vehicle 
Code limits the maximum speed on two-lane county roads to 55 
miles per hour. 

 
5-5 The list of approved projects provided by the City referenced on 

page 4.3-13 is included in Table 4 of the Traffic Impact Study for the 
WinCo/Trask Project Final Report (Appendix B of the October 11, 
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2005 DEIR), which was the basis for Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR.  
 
5-6 Prior to beginning the traffic analysis, a screening process was em-

ployed to determine the extent of the study area and intersections 
requiring study within the study area. Study locations were selected 
based on the following screening criteria: 

 
♦ Intersections that may become deficient with project trips add-

ing 3% or more of total trips 
♦ Freeway segments that have project trips adding 1% of total 

volume 
 
 The Grant Line Road/ Lammers Road ‘T’ intersection did not meet 

the screening criterion for intersections needing study, as this inter-
section is currently operating well within acceptable standards and is 
not expected to become deficient in the future based on field obser-
vations of existing conditions and traffic model projections.  Project 
trips are expected to add less than 3% to the total trips through the 
intersection. 

 
5-7 Please see response to comment 5-6 for a description of the screening 

criteria employed to determine study locations.  The Interstate 
205/Lammers Road interchange was considered in determining pro-
ject trip distribution under cumulative conditions.  This interchange 
would not be heavily utilized by project traffic given the project’s 
close proximity to the I-205/Grant Line Road interchange.  The spe-
cific fair share responsibilities of the project toward the interchange 
will be assigned in the Project Finance and Implementation Plan.  
No further revision of this EIR is required to respond to this com-
ment. 

 
5-8 The project is located on Pavilion Parkway, which may, in the cu-

mulative condition (when Pavilion Parkway extends west to intersect 
Byron Road and West Grant Line Road), carry some diverted com-
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mute traffic from Interstate 205.  Therefore, the number of pass-by 
trips from Pavilion Parkway was considered negligible. The ap-
proach used in the traffic analysis assumed negligible pass-by trips as 
a conservative estimate of potential project impacts.  As stated on 
page 4.3-32, the analysis considered all non-primary trips to be di-
verted linked trips. Tables 4.3-11 and 4.3-12 report the percentage of 
project trips that are diverted from Grant Line Road to the project 
site as 2% and 5-7%, respectively, under Existing and Cumulative 
conditions.  Applying a more substantial pass-by trip assumption 
would reduce net traffic generation from the project and potentially 
result in fewer impacts.  No further revision of this EIR is required 
to respond to this comment 

 
5-9 Up to 13% of the project’s outbound traffic is reflected as traveling 

to the general vicinity of the Mountain House community. The San 
Joaquin Council of Governments Travel Demand Forecast Model 
was used in conjunction with the City’s 2004 General Plan Travel 
Demand Model to determine project trip distribution.  

 
 
5-10 Comment noted.  The City will coordinate improvements affecting 

County roadways with San Joaquin County, including securing the 
proper permits required for any traffic control, lane closures, road 
closures, or detours necessary.  Please refer to the December 29, 2006 
Amendment to the WinCo Draft EIR pages 4.3-12 through 4.3-14 for 
a discussion of City transportation funding. 

 
5-11 The Byron Road/ East Grant Line Road intersection currently oper-

ates at a deficient level of service F.  This condition would be exacer-
bated by the addition of Project trips and Mountain House trips 
through the intersection.  A recommendation for interim improve-
ments (traffic signal and railroad preemption) has been proposed to 
address this condition.  The City does not have control over im-
provements in the County.  The County will determine whether or 
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not to implement improvements at the Grant Line Road/Byron 
Road intersection.  Please refer to the December 29, 2006 Amend-
ment to the WinCo Draft EIR pages 4.3-12 through 4.3-14 for a dis-
cussion of City transportation funding.  No further revisions of this 
EIR are required to address this comment. 
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LETTER 6:  Sarah Ellen Owsowitz.  Cox, Castle & Nicholson.  February 12, 
2007. 
 
6-1: The comment commends the City of Tracy for environmental re-

view of the project.  No additional response is required. 
 
6-2: The comment states agreement with the findings of the Market Im-

pact Analysis (Appendix A of the Draft EIR Amendment.  No fur-
ther response is required.  
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LETTER 7:  
Jim Watt.  Retail Strategies.  February 12, 2007. 
 
 
7-1 BAE produced its map in color, and black and white reproductions 

may have made it difficult to see the boundaries of the Trade Area.  
A revised map is included in Chapter 3 of this FEIR. 

 
7-2 The rationale for excluding Grocery Outlet can be found on pages 15 

and 16 of BAE’s report:   
 
 The existing Grocery Outlet is estimated to be less than 

25,000 square feet in size, and does not function as a full-
service supermarket, but fills a market niche for deeply dis-
counted grocery, household and health and beauty care 
products, focusing on selling seconds, overruns, and closed-
out items.   

 
Further explanation is provided within the footnote on Page 16: 

 
It should also be noted that not only is the square footage of 
other stores such as Grocery Outlet excluded from the 
analysis, the sales for other outlets are also excluded.  Hence, 
if additional outlets are considered, both the square footage 
and the sales should be included.  Furthermore, inclusion of 
additional outlets would effectively dilute the estimated im-
pacts, spreading them among more competitors.  In that 
sense, this analysis is conservative.  
 
The Smart & Final was not yet open at the time of BAE’s 
analysis.  The reasons for not including Smart & Final are 
similar to those for excluding Grocery Outlet; Smart & Fi-
nal occupies a specific market niche as a non-membership 
warehouse store, catering in large part to small businesses 
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rather than daily convenience shoppers.  As such, they may 
be more directly competitive with Costco rather than a su-
permarket such as WinCo or Wal-Mart.  The inclusion of 
this additional small store and its limited sales would not af-
fect the conclusions of the analysis.  Furthermore, with re-
spect to impacts on this particular outlet, this space was va-
cant for several years without any resulting urban decay, in-
dicating that the center owner is willing to maintain the cen-
ter despite vacancy for this space. 

 
7-3 With respect to “sundries,” this includes many items carried by non-

supermarket stores (e.g., non-Supercenter Wal-Marts).  Additionally, 
all three categories (sundries, as well as “food” and “fresh food” cate-
gories) include items not primarily targeted toward home consump-
tion, including institutional supplies and institutionally packaged 
foods.  Because sundries include items not necessarily tied to super-
markets and the fact that many of these items in all categories are 
sold to businesses rather than to households (as acknowledged by Re-
tail Strategies per 7-5 below) it would be inappropriate to apportion 
Costco’s square footage based solely on the sales mix by these major 
categories.  Furthermore, an increase in the square footage of Costco 
space allotted as competitive supermarket space would not affect the 
analysis in such a way as to show greater impacts in the Trade Area.  
In fact, because of Costco’s high sales per square foot, inclusion of 
additional square footage and revenues would effectively lessen the 
estimated impacts on the overall market. 

 
7-4 In the course of its research, BAE visited all the competitive outlets 

in the Trade Area, including Costco, to determine an appropriate es-
timate of the competitive supermarket-equivalent retail space within 
the Trade Area.  Since Costco also caters to non-household shoppers, 
as acknowledged by Retail Strategies per 7-5 below, it would be in-
appropriate to apportion Costco’s square footage based solely on the 
square footage devoted to specific uses.  Rather, the square footage 
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“assigned” here represents an estimate driven by an approximation of 
sales to households of supermarket-related items.  A more precise 
analysis based on attempting to apportion different portions of the 
floor space (e.g., restrooms) is both unnecessary and well beyond the 
substantial evidence requirement of CEQA per Section 15384 of the 
Guidelines, where substantial evidence “means enough relevant in-
formation and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair 
argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other 
conclusions might also be reached.”  

 
 Furthermore, an increase in the square footage of Costco space allot-

ted as competitive supermarket space would not affect the analysis in 
such a way as to show greater impacts in the Trade Area.  In fact, be-
cause of Costco’s high sales per square foot, inclusion of additional 
square footage and revenues would effectively lessen the estimated 
impacts on the overall market.   

 
7-5 Costco’s Annual Reports do not provide adequate information to 

determine the proportion of sales to institutional buyers versus 
household buyers; in fact, it is highly likely that there are members 
who use Costco for both household and business/institutional pur-
chases, so even knowing the identity of the member may not allow 
Costco to determine the ultimate user of many items purchased 
within the store.  In one presentation available online (“Costco To-
day”) at its website, Costco estimates that its 48.5 million cardholders 
include 26.5 million households.  If sales are allocated just based on 
these numbers (not knowing the actual sales by each segment), 
households would account for slightly more than half of sales.  
Given the limitations of the publicly available data, the potential for 
“sundries” to be supermarket-related items or not, and for some of 
the food-related sales to be to entities other than households, BAE 
believes that a 30 percent allocation of Costco’s sales to supermarket 
and/or food-related items is a “reasonable inference” for the purposes 
of its analysis.   
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7-6 Red Maple Village is the possible center with Raley’s as an anchor 

tenant.  The reasons for this project’s exclusion from the analysis are 
discussed in the final paragraph on page 26 of BAE’s report, extend-
ing onto page 27: 

 
 Discussions with staff for the City of Tracy and San Joaquin County 

(which is the other jurisdiction governing portions of the Trade 
Area) indicated two additional projects with the potential to be con-
sidered in this cumulative analysis: a proposed 63,000 square-foot 
Raley’s at Tracy Boulevard and Valpico Road in South Tracy, and an 
approximately 36,000 square-foot supermarket at the proposed Val-
pico Town Center at Valpico Road and MacArthur Drive … City 
staff indicated that the Raley’s application was deemed incomplete 
over two years ago, with no additional materials received from the 
applicant since that time to continue processing the application; thus 
no complete application has ever been received for this project and 
there is no complete application currently pending; given the lack of 
activity, this project has been deemed not to be reasonably foresee-
able at this time.  

 
 Reasons for excluding the entire project are the same as for excluding 

the Raley’s component.   
 
7-7 No supermarkets have been assumed in Mountain House for reasons 

explained on page 27 of BAE’s report: 
 
 Outside Tracy, there are no currently pending applications or ap-

provals for retail projects with supermarkets.  Mountain House re-
ports that plans call for a supermarket in a “Village Center” once the 
housing unit count reaches a number between 3,000 and 4,000 hous-
ing units, with approximately 1,500 units current completed.  How-
ever, the potential approvals for WinCo and the Wal-Mart expansion 
may impact the regional market, creating a greater perceived risk for 
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a supermarket in Mountain House and delaying interest from possi-
ble operators and construction for an undetermined period.  Because 
of this, and per CEQA guidelines, the schedule and approval of any 
supermarket in Mountain House is deemed speculative and no 
Mountain House supermarkets are considered in this analysis.   

 
 Since no projects are currently pending or approved, there is no rea-

son to separately break out the population for Mountain House. 
 
7-8 BAE has assumed that Tracy is an extremely competitive supermar-

ket retailing environment, and thus used a slightly lower estimated 
for sales potential for WinCo. 

 
7-9 Since the existing Wal-Mart already carries many of the non-food 

items listed, as well as already stocking many food items, the space 
devoted to those items constitutes an existing condition rather than a 
change subject to CEQA analysis.  It is likely that some of the 55,192 
square-foot space assigned as grocery use in the expansion is devoted 
to some of these items; since the exact merchandise mix is unknown, 
it is assumed that the space within this 55,192 square-foot envelope 
devoted to items already sold at Wal-Mart is roughly equivalent to 
any additional space outside this envelope devoted to any additional 
customer service space and checkstands required for the supermarket 
expansion component. 

 
7-10 See 7-9 
 
7-11 Sales and profit margins on a per store basis are generally considered 

proprietary and not made available beyond the companies operating 
those retail outlets.  As such, BAE was generally unable to obtain 
this kind of information directly from the operators, and was in no 
case able to obtain any kind of certified financial documents regard-
ing individual store profit and loss.  In the course of the EIR process, 
some operators have subsequently reported store-by-store sales and 
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made assertions about “break-even” sales levels, but have not pro-
vided any certified financial documents to support these assertions.  
Nevertheless, based on other confidential sources made available to 
BAE (e.g., city sales tax data), it is likely that the reported sales, and 
others that have been provided publicly, are in the correct range, al-
though the actual “break even” point for those stores is unverified. 

 
 Absent the availability of store-by-store profit/loss data, BAE has 

worked on the reasonable assumption that on a long-term basis, non-
profitable stores, i.e., stores performing below a certain sales level, 
will close, and thus the universe of operating stores at any given time 
will consist largely of profitable outlets.  BAE has compiled recent 
data from Trade Dimensions, a vendor providing sales information 
for supermarkets, for several counties in northern California, includ-
ing Alameda, Contra Costa, San Joaquin, and Solano Counties.  The 
information is for supermarkets reported as having a gross leasable 
area of 40,000 square feet or more, and is from July 2006.  This data 
set includes estimated sales from 141 stores, and annual sales per 
square foot estimates ranged from $153 per square foot to $1,014 per 
square.  However, only 13 stores, or less than 10 percent, had annual 
sales per square foot under $275.  Additionally, of these 13 stores, 
four are Albertson’s stores that have subsequently closed, and one 
Albertson’s performing slightly above the threshold has also closed.  
Thus, this appears to be a reasonable general threshold.  As noted in 
Footnote G on Table 7, page 20 of the BAE report, the $275 bench-
mark is not a “hard and fast rule”:  

 
It is extremely important to note that sales per square foot are related 
to a variety of factors, and are not directly an indicator of feasibility 
or profitability.  Many operators would likely consider this level un-
acceptable and unprofitable given their cost structure.  

 
 At the same time, some stores appear to be able to sustain operations 

at a lower level than this benchmark.  For instance, based on infor-



C I T Y  O F  T R A C Y  

W I N C O  F I N A L  E I R  
C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 

59 
 

mation provided by the operator, the Save-Mart store in Tracy on 
West 11th Street has been performing at below $275 per square foot 
in annual sales, and remains open. 

 
7-12 The label “less Capture of Sales from New Stores” should read “less 

Capture of Sales from Existing Stores.”  This change does not affect 
the analysis in any way. 

 
7-13 The sales from the new WinCo and Wal-Mart stores is based on a 

stabilized benchmark sales per square foot, rather than capturing the 
same proportion of sales per capita.  In fact, rather than understating 
sales in 2011, this may overstate impacts in 2008, when the new 
stores have just opened and have not reached stabilized sales levels.  
The stabilized benchmark is more likely to represent sales after the 
stores have been open for a period of time rather than in the opening 
year. 

 
7-14 See response for 7-13.  The methodology here is similar. 
 
7-15 This comment presents several additional projects that might repre-

sent additional retail inventory entering the market in the Trade 
Area.  The following responds with respect to each project, and then 
considers the overall impacts of including any additional projects in 
the inventory. 

 
 a.  Red Maple Village.  This is the project with a possible Raley’s.  

 The reasons for its exclusion from the analysis are covered 
in 7-6 above. 

 
 b.  La Morinda.  Review with City staff indicates that the applica-

tion for this project was deemed incomplete following its submittal 
in February, 2005.  Since that time, the applicant has not completed 
the application, but has had discussions with the City regarding the 
project configuration, including alternatives without a retail compo-
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nent.  Since the application has been incomplete for over a year, and 
the details of the project are not set, this project has been deemed 
speculative and excluded from the analysis. 

 
 c.  Hampton Plaza.  This project application is approved and in-

cludes a retail component, and should be considered part of the in-
ventory of potential future retail space.  The actual gross building 
area is 27,501 square feet, but only the first floor of the two-story 
structure is available for retail (but may be used by other types of 
commercial tenants), with a total of 14,600 square feet of gross leas-
able tenant space on that floor. 

 
 d.  Rite Aid.  This building has a total of 17,272 total square feet of 

gross floor area.  It was mistakenly assumed to be part of the Valpico 
Town Center space in the analysis.  It should be considered part of 
the inventory of potential future retail space. 

 
 e.  Community Bank.  This is not retail space so it has not been 

added to the inventory. 
 
 f.  Kim Nguyen.  An application has been submitted recently for 

this approximately 8,000 square-foot two-story project and the appli-
cation has been deemed complete.  However, the City is currently in 
discussion with the applicant since the project as proposed does not 
meet parking standards.  While all of this project could be retail out-
lets, it is more likely that only the ground floor will include retail.  
Nevertheless, the entire project should be added to the inventory of 
potential future retail space. 

 
 g.  Interra-Vision.  The application for this project submitted in 

June 2006 has been deemed incomplete by the City; thus at this time 
the project is deemed as speculative and not added to the inventory 
of potential future retail space. 
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Overall, three projects (Hampton Plaza, Rite-Aid, and the Kim 
Nguyen project) are considered as reasonably foreseeable and should 
be added to the inventory, increasing the overall inventory of poten-
tial future retail space by 39,872 square feet. 

 
 The unadjusted total, as shown in Appendix F of BAE’s report, was 

221,112 square feet.  The adjusted total, including this additional 
space, is 260,984 square feet.  Combined with the non-supermarket 
space in the Northern Parcel, the total adjusted inventory in the 
pipeline is slightly over 400,000 square feet. 

 
 On page 31 the BAE report stated: 
 
 Combined with the new non-supermarket space included in the Pro-

posed Project, the square footage in process totals approximately 
360,000 square feet, slightly below the estimated demand from 2006 
through 2015 of about 390,000 square feet.  Thus over a multiyear 
period, the new retail space in the pipeline would be absorbed.  In 
fact, in a slackening market, some of the space, such as that at the 
Proposed Project, would not be constructed, or construction would 
be postponed.  There is currently no active discussion of any pro-
posal to construct retail space on the Northern Parcel.  

 
 Even with the increase in space considered here, the pipeline inven-

tory of 400,000 square feet is approximately in balance with the es-
timated demand of 390,000 square feet.  

 
 With the additional of potential supermarket closures as considered 

on page 32 of BAE’s report, the total revised inventory of potentially 
vacant space would be approximately 450,000 to 550,000 square feet.   

 
 The BAE Report states, “[a]s a result, vacancies could increase in the 

Trade Area, making re-use of closed supermarkets in a reasonable pe-
riod of time more difficult.” 
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 The increase in space has not affected this finding, or the subsequent 

finding on page 35 that “the combination of Tracy’s growth limits 
and additional space, including the potential retail space for the 
Northern Parcel of the Proposed Project, might lead to an oversup-
ply of space that would take several years to absorb.”  Thus, while 
the original analysis did not include these projects, their inclusion 
does not alter the analysis, and correspondingly the change does not 
represent significant new information. 

 
7-16 The commenter asks that the City explain how its policies support 

building rehabitation and encourage the reuse of obsolete structures.  
In accordance with General Plan policies, the City encourages and 
requires façade improvements, building rehabilitation, and reuse of 
structures to help ensure that the City remains clean, attractive, safe 
and well maintained.  For example, Tracy Municipal Code Section 
10.08.3940 establishes the threshold for building improvements that 
are subject to the City’s Development Review (including architec-
tural review) process.  With the exception of projects that are only 
interior tenant improvements and small-scale projects that are consis-
tent with a building’s original approval, all new improvements of 
commercial buildings are subject to Development Review which in-
volves review of the architecture, site plan, parking, landscaping, 
utilities, and other items.  As existing buildings undergo routine, ex-
terior remodeling or upgrades, for example, the improvements of the 
building and sites must comply with current design and improve-
ment standards, including those specified in the General Plan, Zon-
ing Ordinance, and the City’s Design Goals and Standards. 
 
One example of the effective application of these policies occurred 
when Savemart vacated their store at 1320 W. Eleventh Street.  The 
new tenant is a 99 Cents Only store, which undertook meaningful 
facade improvements and landscaping restoration as a result of the 
City’s Development Review process. 
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Building occupancy changes, furthermore, are subject to compliance 
with the California Building Code.  The City takes advantage of 
every change in Building Code occupancy to require compliance 
with current codes regarding exiting, occupancy separation walls, 
handicap accessibility, and other areas.  Certain uses also require 
Conditional Use Permit approval as tenant spaces change from one 
use to another.  For example, in 2006, a Fitness 19 health center ob-
tained City approval to replace a retail store in the Savemart shop-
ping center at the southwest corner of Tracy Boulevard and Grand 
Line Road that was last renovated nearly 20 years ago.  Through the 
Conditional Use Permit, the City required the property owner to re-
stripe the parking area and replace landscaping that had become sub-
standard.  Through the change of occupancy from a retail store (M 
occupancy) to a health center (A occupancy), the City required seis-
mic structural upgrades and other improvements to the building. 
 
None of the five existing supermarket anchored centers are currently 
designated as Village Center.  However, as referenced in the Land 
Use and Community Character Elements, the General Plan desig-
nates the Albertson’s shopping center and both existing Savemart 
shopping centers as Potential Village Centers.  In accordance with 
Land Use Element Section D.6. (pages 2-48 and 2-49): 
 
The Potential Village Centers have existing, viable, commercial uses, 
however, they do not necessarily exhibit all of the qualities that de-
fine a Village Center.  Over time, these areas can be redeveloped as 
Village Centers with a mix of uses including retail, office and high-
density housing. 
 
In accordance with Land Use Element Section B.5. (page 2-22): 
 
Allowable uses in Village Centers include, but are not limited to, 
grocery stores, drug stores, banks, restaurants, retail stores for dura-
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ble goods, small-scale professional offices or services such as travel 
agencies, beauty salons, daycare facilities, gyms, and high density 
residential development, along with other neighborhood serving 
uses. 
 
The flexibility and opportunities for alternate or mixed use devel-
opment provided through these General Plan policies will help en-
sure viable opportunities for reuse or redevelopment of the Potential 
Village Center areas. 

 
 
7-17 The commenter asserts that “evidence exists” that negative impacts 

such as graffiti, weeds, rubbish and abandoned vehicles “exist in 
some form” in Tracy.  While there are incidents of such impacts in 
the City, they are minor and their existence does not support a con-
clusion that extended building vacancies due to the economic im-
pact of the WinCo project would lead to deterioration of those 
properties resulting in a significant urban decay impact. 
 
To the contrary, the City of Tracy responds to these typical and 
normal urban challenges with successful programs in graffiti re-
moval, weed abatement, abandon vehicle-abatement and code en-
forcement programs staffed with full time personnel through the 
Development and Engineering Services, Fire, Public Works, and Po-
lice Departments.  There is no reason to expect the City will de-
crease its vigilance or enforcement of any of these programs in the 
foreseeable future. 
 
The City’s authority to enforce maintenance of private property is 
implemented through the Tracy Municipal Code.  For example, 
Tracy Municipal Code Section 10.08.3560(n) requires the following 
maintenance on private property: 
 
All parking areas, landscaping and screening shall be continuously 
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maintained by the property owner.  Landscaping and screening 
shall be free of weeds, debris, litter, and dead plants.  Any dead 
plant material shall be replaced with similar type of living plant ma-
terial. 
 
Tracy Municipal Code Chapter 1.04 and Section 10.08.4905 identify 
criminal penalties, administrative citations, liens on private prop-
erty and other and enforcement alternatives.  Tracy Municipal 
Code Section 5.20.050 addresses the accumulation of refuse on 
property and Section 4.12.250 et seq. declares weeds, rubbish, and 
refuse upon or in front of property a public nuisance and prescribes 
the abatement process.  Tracy Municipal Code Section 4.12.570 et 
seq. describes the process through which the City causes the re-
moval of abandoned vehicles.  Tracy Municipal Code Section 
3.48.010 et seq. contains the City’s graffiti removal program.  Tracy 
Municipal Code Chapter 9.60 contains the City’s requirements to 
secure vacant buildings. 
 
Further, Chapter 1.32 of the Tracy Municipal Code authorizes the 
City to direct private property owners to remove nuisances from 
their property and, if the property owner fails to abate the nuisance, 
authorizes the City to perform the abatement at the property 
owner’s cost.  Though, graffiti, weeds, rubbish, refuse and flamma-
ble materials are expressly defined as nuisances in Tracy Municipal 
Code sections 3.48.070 and 4.12.260, Chapter 1.32 gives the City 
broad authority to identify other hallmarks of deterioration private 
property, such as broken windows and other safety hazards, as nui-
sances and abate those conditions. 

 
7-18 Pages 4.1-21 and 22 of the re-circulated Draft EIR and responses to 

comments 7-16 and 7-17, above, explain why it is doubtful that 
store vacancies will result in the deterioration of buildings and/or 
properties.  Absent any evidence that physical deterioration of va-
cant properties is likely to occur, and given the City’s existing effec-
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tive laws and policies for addressing the negative impacts of building 
vacancies, it would be speculative to conclude that urban decay may 
occur as a result of the proposed project.  Section 15145 of the 
CEQA Guidelines, referenced in footnote 25 on page 4.1-22, pro-
vides that a lead agency should note its conclusions and terminate 
discussion if a particular impact, in this case, urban decay, is too 
speculative. 

 




