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preserve the world s most xmportent farmland m our Northem San Joaqum Va]leyreglon 1

reflected in the proposed uc Commumty Plan (UCP) Our following commentis
directed at the. adequacy of the UCP DEIR as well as the proposed allcmtxon of Iand in
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allocates 1,120 actes of Valley Floor Important Farmland located:south of Cardella Road oy

for development; primarily for residential and resxdentral—setvmg uses “We strongly
oppose this proposed UCP allocation of urban development, in-lieu of agncultural land o F
preservation, south of Cardella Road. “ _ . ___‘ o,
However we aclcnowledge the need for the UCP s proposed Town Center Busmess Park

and residential uses north of Cardella Road in immediate proxnmty to the Campus, | * :

although such planned uses would convert 986 acres of Importarit I Farmland. In this " ge3 :
north of Cardella Road UCP case, we feel the benefits of the proposed developmentuses: | .. -

in proximity to the Umversrty override the significant ¢ envrronmental impact of the future R

loss of 986 acres of Important Fa.rmland. ' : . 1




_ The planmng area south of Cardella Road should, in’‘our opxmon, be pennanentl
preserved for. agnculmra]ly—onented uses such as'demonstration growing grounds for UC
Merced agncultural and environmental research, Botanical gardens, and urban

.. ‘agriculture. ‘I the later urbaix agriculture case, this land could be an unportant source for

. -adiversified, organic, locally produced food supply for the Umversxty Commumty and

Campus populattons, as well as for the ‘entire Mereed-Atwater commumty P
“In regards to the adequacy of the UCP DEIR, we feel that the DE]R drd not consrder an
- _ alternative which could 100 percent satisfy the proposed land use-program for the
Umversrty community, while saving the Important Farmland area south of. Cardella
- Road. We propose that the DEIR add the foltowing alternative-anid that such altemauve
be used to revrse the proposed pIOJect, before the UCP is adopted by Merced County°

R ;"-; e -_a"; : We ca.ll such new alternauve the Redeﬁned COMumm Planmng Area/Mlmmum 2
DR Loss ofImp_mr Farmland Altematrve RO R L
e The boundary of thrs altematrve s UCP Planmng Area would mclude the same
Carn proposed Planning Area in  the; current Draft UCP but would aIsedesrgnate an: i
" . appropriate agiount of land already planned for developinent in the’ general plans of
- .= “the-cities ‘of Merced and Atwater; to’ equa.lly satrsfytheneeded landuse  program. of
ok the ﬁrll-srze Umversrty Commumty

. 5 . "I'he reallocated UCP usee m tli to-Be-d’eveI‘oped aree(s)‘of these'
e s 1would be compatrble overlay land use desrgnattons. £

' : | o g For the current Umversrty Commtmrty Piamnng Area:south of Cardella Road; this™
AR new.UCP DEIR alternative ‘would show a'Eermanent Agncultural Iand use
PR desrgnauon, as would the revrsed UCP R ‘

:o'"'ThetevrsedDEIRwouldalsomcludeappmpnatemmgauonsandtherevxsedUCP
7 'would propose policies which together would pexmaneuﬂyproteetﬂxesomh-of
: : ~'.I'...:CardellaRoadPlanmngAreaforagnculunaluses ; L

Werespectﬁrllyaskthatthemkpreparers andMereedCountyoﬂicrabgwesenous =
consrderatlontotheforegomgcommentandpmposedDERandUCPrevrsrons IR

Smcerely, S L

- Jeami Ferrari, President EWG. - . -




COMMENT LETTER BQ: JEANI FERRARI
THE FARMLAND WORKING
GROUP

Response to Comment BQ-1:

The background of the FWG and concern associated with the potential conversion of Important
Farmland is hereby forwarded to the decision makers.

Response to Comment BQ-2:

Impact 4.2-1 on page 4.2-21 of the Draft EIR addresses the loss of farmland. As noted in Table
4.2-3 on page 4.2-5, there is a total of 1,436 acres of Important Farmland identified on the
project site (please see Chapter 2, Revisions to the DEIR for changes made to the DEIR text).
As discussed on page 4.2-21, the loss of Important Farmland would result in a significant and
unavoidable impact of the UCP. Please see also Master Response 7 for a discussion of
agricultural resources. The comment’s opposition to developing agricultural land south of
Cardella Road is hereby forwarded to the decision makers.

Response to Comment BQ-3:

The comment’s support of the Town Center, Business Park and residential uses north of Cardella
Road, close to the Campus, is hereby forwarded to the decision makers.

Response to Comment BQ-4:

The comment supporting preserving the area south of Cardella Road for agriculturally-oriented
uses is hereby forwarded to the decision makers. The DEIR analyzes three alternatives that do
not involve development south of Cardella Road.

For additional information regarding the authority of the Board of Supervisors and regarding
agricultural resources, please see Master Responses 4 and 7.

Response to Comment BQ-5:

The Farmland Working Group has suggested an additional alternative be evaluated in the DEIR.
The alternative proposed by The Farmland Working Group would maintain the same boundary
as the proposed UCP while designating an equal amount of land in the cities of Merced and
Atwater with compatible overlay land use designations to allow for development. As part of the
UCP, the area south of Cardella Road would be designated Permanent Agricultural.
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Comment Letter BQ

Locating UC Merced-induced population and growth in the City of Merced and Atwater is
inconsistent with project objectives for the development of a cohesive, integrated, and vital
campus and community that is recognized as an essential element for a successful campus
environment. Substantial physical separation of the Campus and Community would result in
substantial impacts on traffic, noise, and air quality and fail to meet community livability and
“smart growth” objectives (refer to Master Response 1). Further, the County of Merced does not
have jurisdiction for land use designations within the corporate boundaries of cities. Moreover,
the City of Merced General Plan does not provide capacity for the growth induced for a 30- to
40-year period by UC Merced (please see Master Response 1).

The DEIR evaluates three alternatives (No Loss of Prime Farmland, No Loss of Prime
Farmland/Reduced Community Size, and Reduced Community Size and Population) that do not
assume development south of Cardella Road. There would be no difference in the environmental
conclusion regarding loss of Prime Farmland that would differ from these three analyses
provided, because the FWG’s alternative results in a similar land use pattern (ie., development
north of Cardella). For these reasons, there is no compelling reason that an addltlonal alternative
should have been evaluated in the DEIR (see Master Response 1).
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