
THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORSOF THE COUNTY OF STANISLAUS
ACTION AGENDA SUMMARY

DEPT: Planning and Community Development f\f BOARD AGENDA #_9_:_0_5_a_.m_, _

Urgent 0 Routine Ii] AGENDA DATE January 29, 2013

CEO Concurs with Recommendation YES D NO D 4/5 Vote Required YES 0 NO Ii]
(Information Attached)

SUBJECT:

Public Hearing to Consider an Appeal of the Planning Commission's December 6, 2012, Decision to
Approve a 5-year Time Extension to the Development Schedule for Rezone Application No. 2007-01 ­
Santa Fe Crossing

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS:

After conducting a public hearing at its regular meeting of December 6, 2012, the Stanislaus County
Planning Commission, on a 9-0 (Gammons, Boyd) vote, granted the approval of a 5-year Time Extension
to the Development Schedule for Rezone Application No. 2007-01 - Santa Fe Crossing.

If the Board decides to uphold the Planning Commission's decision, thus denying the appeal and
approving the Time Extension, the following finding must be made:

1. Find that the applicant has shown good cause for being granted a time extension.

(Continued on page 2)

FISCAL IMPACT:

The fiscal impact associated with the Board's consideration of this project appeal is related to the staff
time spent reviewing, evaluating, and preparing the Board Report. Time spent by staff was covered by a
portion of the $622.00 Planning Commission appeal fee paid by the appellant. Any cost above and beyond
the fee received for this appeal will be absorbed by the Planning and Community Development
administrative budget approved by the Board for the current fiscal year.

BOARD ACTION AS FOLLOWS:
No. 2013-48

On motion of Supervisor MQQtejth . , Seconded by Supervisor OJ~[il;!It _
and approved by the following vote,
Ayes: Supervisors: QJ~.rl~1J _a_n_d_ MQlJlejth _
Noes: Supervisors: J2~J{I§lrtllli _
Excused or Absent: Supervisors: Ncoe _
Abstaining: Supervisor: Witbmw.and Chai[rnan.C.ruesa _

1} Approved as recommended
2) Denied

3) Approved as amended
4) X Other:
MOTION: After conducting the public hearing, a motion todeny the appeal and toconfirm the decision of the Planning Commission
failed to receive an affirmative vote ofa majority ofall the members and, therefore, the following decision of the Planning Commission
remains in effect: approval ofa 5-year time extension tothe Development Schedule forRezone Application No, 2007-01, Santa Fe
Crossing

ATTEST:
~../V~

CHRISTINE FERRARO TALLMAN, Clerk File No.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS: (Continued)

If the Board decides to approve the appeal, denying the Time Extension, the following
finding must be made:

1. Find that the applicant has not shown good cause for being granted a time
extension.

DISCUSSION:

This item is an appeal by the City of Hughson of the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission's December 6, 2012 decision to approve a 5-year time extension to the
Development Schedule of Rezone Application No. 2007-01, Santa Fe Crossing. The
City of Hughson's appeal letter, dated December 14, 2012, is included as Attachment
"A".

The Santa Fe Crossing project was originally approved on January 8, 2008 and
effectively rezoned the project site from Planned Development No. 185 to Planned
Development No. 313 (P-D 313). The approved Development Plan of P-D (313) allows
for the development of a "commercial project" consisting of a 19,250 square foot
commercial building, 435 mini storage units, 52 RV storage spaces, a gas station with a
5,065 square foot mini market, and a drive through coffee shop. The 11 .44± acre project
site is located at 4306 Santa Fe Avenue, at the northwest corner of Geer Road and
Santa Fe Avenue, southeast of the City of Hughson. This site is located within the
LAFCO adopted Sphere of Influence (Sal) for the City of Hughson.

The 2008 approved Development Schedule allows for site development to take place
over three (3) phases of construction. As part of the original project, the applicant had
proposed a development schedule allowing for a seven (7) year time-frame to start
construction; however, the staff recommendation to the Planning Commission was to
shorten the proposed time frame to five (5) years. On January 8, 2008, the Board of
Supervisors approved the project, as recommended by the Planning Commission, with
the Development Schedule shortened to five (5) years (expiring January 8, 2013), with
the ability for the applicant to request an extension, if needed. If the Board upholds the
Planning Commission's approval of the Time Extension, the modified Development
Schedule would give the applicant until January 8, 2018, to start construction of all
development phases of the project.

Planning Commission Hearing - December 6, 2012

The Stanislaus County Planning Commission held a public hearing to consider the time
extension at its regular meeting of December 6, 2012. Both Planning Commission
memos, which include the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors reports for
the 2007 Rezone request, are included as Attachment "B" of this report.



Public Hearing to Consider an Appeal of the Planning Commission's December 6, 2012,
Decision to Approve a 5-year Time Extension to the Development Schedule for Rezone
Application No. 2007-01 - Santa Fe Crossing
Page 3

At the public hearing, the applicant's representative, George Petrulakis, spoke in favor of
allowing the time extension. The City of Hughson's City Manager, Brian Whitemyer,
spoke in opposition to the project expressing concerns regarding the impacts that the
allowance of a time extension would create for the City of Hughson. Attachment "B"
includes two letters in opposition from the City of Hughson (dated April 24, 2012, and
November 19, 2012). The general theme of opposition voiced at the Planning
Commission was related to the impacts of additional wells and septic systems in relation
to the City. Also, noted was the potential impact of allowing a project related driveway
along Geer Road.

Following the close of the public hearing, the Planning Commission discussed the project
indicating positions mostly in favor of the project being granted an extension. The
Commission discussion focused primarily on the topics related to the issues raised by
the appellant as well as discussion on the appropriate time-frame for an extension.
Although, one Planning Commissioner felt 5 years may not be enough, given the current
economic climate, the other Commissioners believed that going beyond a 5-year
extension may not be an appropriate action to take. The Commission voted 9-0
(Gammons, Boyd) to approve the 5-year time extension to the Development Schedule.
The Planning Commission Minutes from December 6, 2012, are included as Attachment
"C" of this report.

City of Hughson Appeal- December 14, 2012

In the City of Hughson's appeal letter, there are various issues cited as being the reason
they feel the Board should deny the Time Extension (see Attachment "A"). The City
states that they have concerns related to (1) potential conflicts with a 2006 City/County
mutual agreement which they believe prevents new driveway access on Geer Road, (2)
the possibility of future nitrate contamination to the areas groundwater due to the project
development, and (3) that development of the project site is premature given the lack of
City services (water/sewer) available. The City has also indicated that allowing the
project to develop (granting the time extension) is considered to be "leapfrog
development." The City has pointed to the current City/County tax sharing agreement as
being another reason that allowing the time extension creates a huge problem for the
City. The City claims that it cannot afford to annex a fully developed project site and be
able to provide the necessary City services, under the existing City/County tax sharing
agreement. Lastly, the City believes that the applicant has not shown the "good cause"
necessary for approving the applicant's time extension request.

The first issue regarding the approval of the time extension conflicting with the 2006
City/County mutual agreement (see Attachment "A") does not appear to be a valid
concern. The Department of Public Works has concluded that, in reviewing the mutual
agreement, the County's General Plan, and the Public Works - Road Standards &
Specifications, the allowance of driveway access onto Geer Road does not appear to
violate any particular requirement of either the agreement or the County's standards.
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In reviewing the concerns listed in the appeal letter, related to septic systems/waste
water and private wells, the Department of Environmental Resources (DER) concluded
that concerns of potential nitrate contamination as a result of the project will not be an
issue since the project was conditioned to require Primary and Secondary (Measure X)
waste water treatment units. Furthermore, the overall load on the waste water treatment
units will be minimal given the low impact and intensity of the uses on the site. It was
also noted that the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) currently has
regulations in place that may require the project to install a small packaged treatment
plant or the addition of a de-nitrification unit to the project's waste water treatment
facilities. DER also addressed the City's fear that the project related water well would
reduce the area "aquifer" levels. DER's position is that the volume of groundwater
extraction would be minimal compared to that of the nearby farming operations, and
therefore, the City's concern regarding the aquifer levels are unfounded.

In terms of the approval of the time extension being "leapfrog development," it should be
noted that this site does have a history of non-agricultural type uses. This topic was
previously discussed at length when the Rezone was approved by the Board of
Supervisors (see Attachment "?" of Attachment "B"). In summary, the General Plan­
Land Use designation for this site has been "Planned Development" since a 1986
comprehensive update to the County's General Plan established it as such. The Board
of Supervisors at that time decided that various locations throughout the unincorporated
County would be designated as "Planned Development" given that they displayed unique
characteristics suitable for a variety of uses. The Board identified the project site as one
of these "Planned Development" type properties due to its location being at the
crossroads of three major routes (Geer Road, Service Road, and Santa Fe Avenue) and
the historical presence of commercial/industrial uses occurring on site. At the time this
site was designated as "Planned Development", it was not within the City of Hughson's
Sphere of Influence. Following the "Planned Development" designation being
established, the site was rezoned in February of 1991 from A-2-40 (General Agriculture)
to Planned Development No. 185, which allowed for a variety of commercial type uses.
These approved uses included a mini-market, restaurant, truck terminal, truck repair,
storage facility, and light manufacturing. These uses were never established with the
exception of the truck repair business in the northwest section of the property. When the
Board approved the Santa Fe Crossing Rezone (No. 2007-01) in 2008, Planned
Development No. 185 was replaced by the new zoning designation of Planned
Development No. 313.

Under the current City/County Master Property Tax Agreement, the County receives 100
percent of the property tax from the base assessed valuation and upon annexation, the
property tax attributed to an increase in assessed valuation above the base is split 30/70
(City/County). Under this current split, the City feels that it will not be able to afford to
annex a built-out site and receive virtually no property taxes to support the required
services. Thus, approval of this development will create another County island which will
eventually create blight inside the SOl of the City of Hughson.
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Lastly, it is the City of Hughson's position that the project proponent has not shown good
cause to receive the extension. The County's Zoning Ordinance sets no standard
beyond "good cause" for approval of a time extension. Specifically, Section
21 AO.090(B) of the Stanislaus County Zoning Ordinance states:

Upon request by the property owner and for good cause shown, the planning
commission may extend the time limits of the development schedule; provided,
that any request for an extension of time limits shall be on file in the office of the
director of planning prior to the expiration of any time limit required by the
development schedule.

The requested time extension was made through a letter from the applicant's
representative, Hawkins & Associates Engineering, received on March 15, 2012. (See
Attachment "1" of Attachment "B") In order to address the finding for "good cause
shown," the applicant prepared a short narrative and provided copies of the on and off
site improvement plans (approved by the County's Public Works Department) as well as
copies of the Street Improvement Agreement and the Irrevocable Offer of Dedication for
road right-of way and utility easement, all of which were required as part of the original
approval. (See Attachments "2-6" of Attachment "B") Also cited in the letter were
uncertainties in the nation's economy and the overall tough economic climate (the U.S.
recession) as supporting the need for the request.

POLICY ISSUES:

The Board should determine whether the Planning Commission's actions approving the
Development Schedule Time Extension of Rezone Application No. 2007-01 - Santa Fe
Crossing was appropriate.

STAFFING IMPACT:

There are no staffing impacts associated with this item.

CONTACT PERSON:

Angela Freitas, Director of Planning and Community Development
Telephone: 525-6330

ATTACHMENTS:

A. Appeal Letter, dated December 14, 2012, from City of Hughson (includes a copy
of the 2006 City/County Agreement cited in the appeal letter and in previous City
correspondence)

B. December 6, 2012 Planning Commission Staff Memos and Attachments No. 1-14
C. December 6, 2012 Planning Commission Minutes

i\planning\staff reports\rez\2007\rez 2007 -01 - santa fe crossing\te 2012-01\01-29-13 bos\final bos report\01.29.2013_appeal sf crossing bos report final.doc



ATTACHMENT A

Appeal Letter dated
December 14,2012



OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER
7018 Pine Street, P.O. Box 9
Hughson, CA 95326
(209) 883-4054 Fax (209) 883-2638
www.hughson.org

December 14, 2012

Bryan Whitemyer
CityManager
bWhitemyer@hughson.org

RECEIVED

DEC t 7 2012

Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors
1010 10th Street, Suite 6700
Modesto, CA 95354

STANISLAUS CO. PLANNING &
QOMMUNITVDEVELOPMENT DEPT.

RE: Appeal of Time Extension for Rezone Application No. 2007-01 - Santa Fe Crossing

Honorable Board of Supervisors;

The City Council of the City of Hughson has asked me to send you this appeal regarding the above
noted time extension for the Santa Fe Crossing project.

While we understand that it is County staff's opinion that this discretionary approval is not a
development proposal subject to the County's General Plan Sphere of Influence (Sal) Policy, we
feel that facts surrounding this policy are germane to this appeal. We believe that the City of
Hughson will be damaged by this development project in a number of different ways. Further, we do
not understand how the County can, or why you would, ignore our mutual agreement regarding
driveway access to Gear Road (attached).

County Planning staff knows and County Counsel knows that there was a huge miscommunication
issue on the part of Hughson staff when this project was first approved. Hughson staff believed they
had responded in a manner that would have shown clear opposition to this project but in fact did not.
To continually assert that Hughson's concerns were taken into account with the original approval of
this project is ignoring the truth. Hughson has always been opposed to constructing nearly 20,000
sq. ft. of commercial buildings inside our sal and we still are today. Please feel free to ask County
Council about this miscommunication and also please drive through Hughson today and see the
empty storefronts in our shopping district.

As with all County development projects, this project will be on septic with a private well. This month
the City Council gave approval for the first private water well to be installed in the City since its
incorporation. The reason for the approval was that a church within the SOl but about a half mile
from the nearest water main lost their private well to nitrate contamination. Over the past year, the
City of Hughson has likewise lost two wells out of six to nitrate contamination. The three major
causes of nitrate contamination in groundwater are: fertilizers, dairies, and septic tanks. This
illustrates three separate issues with the Santa Fe Crossing project.

1. More septic tanks will contribute to further nitrate contamination of the groundwater and water
wells used for drinking water.

2. The aquifer does not need another "straw" in the ground nor is another private well any
assurance of obtainina safe. clean drinkina water.



3. Development should occur incrementally from the city limits outward. This allows each
property owner to install sewer, water, and other infrastructure to the extent of their property,
allowing the next property owner to connect and extend to the extent of theirs and so on.
When development is allowed inside the sal but so far out it cannot feasibly connect to these
vital services, the development is premature and should not be approved.

The current property tax sharing agreement between the County and City of Hughson is another
huge factor contributing to the problems this development creates. The City of Hughson cannot
afford to annex a built-out site and receive virtually no property taxes to support the required
services. Approval of this development will create another County island, in a time when similar
islands are being criticized State-wide. Creation of another island will eventually create blight inside
the sal of the City of Hughson.

County Planning staff, with a memo dated December 6, 2012 asserts that the project proponent has
shown good cause for approval of the time extension. We content that good cause has not been
shown. Very little effort has been put into this project over the past five years. When originally
approved, it was to be completed in five years. Again I invite you to drive by the site and see for
yourself the progress that has been made, or rather, not made. To claim that the economy is
responsible for this resultant lack of substantial progress holds no weight because the project was
submitted and approved in the same economic climate. The project proponent knew what the
economic climate was when application was made. Therefore, there is no good cause for granting
this extension.

In conclusion the City of Hughson urges you to overturn the approval of the Planning Commission
and deny the time extension for Rezone Application No. 2007-01 for the following reasons:

1. It is harming our groundwater.

2. It is harming our business community.

3. It is creating a County island.

4. It is leapfrog development.

5. It is bad land use planning. In fact, it is extremely bad planning.

6. The project proponent has not shown good cause to receive the extension.

The City of Hughson thanks the Board of Supervisors for this chance to present our concerns
regarding this project and requests denial of the time extension. We all know that development
should occur in the cities, please do not allow this development to move forward.

Sincerely,

~~LJ~ So,
Bryan Whitemyer
City Manager
City of Hughson



AGREEMENT

This agreement is made and entered on the 12th day of June 2006, by and between the CITY of
HUGHSON, (hereinafter "CITY") and the COUNTY OF STANISLAUS, a political subdivision
of the State of California, (hereinafter "COUNTY").

This agreement is made with reference to the following recitals:

WHEREAS, the General Plan approved by the CITY on December 12, 2005 requests a Sphere
of Influence boundary line extending east of Geer Road; and

WHEREAS, COUNTY acknowledges that CITY may want to someday expand east of Geer
Road as is evidenced by the CITY'S General Plan; and

WHEREAS, COUNTY has expressed concerns over this expansion east of Geer Road at this
time; and

WHEREAS, the CITY General Plan and COUNTY Circulation Element contain inconsistencies
between the two documents in roadway designations; and

WHEREAS, both the CITY and COUNTY acknowledge that the regional movement of goods,
services and people on roadways such as Geer Road, Hatch Road, Santa Fe Road and Tully Road
is essential to their economic well being and vitality; and

WHEREAS, both the CITY and COUNTY desire to work cooperatively to ensure that growth
occurs in a logical and orderly manner with a consistent set of development standards;

NOW, THEREFORE, CITY and COUNTY agree to the following understandings:

A. COUNTY and CITY agree to respect and protect each other's interests on both sides
of Geer Road, and

B. COUNTY agrees to require that any new development in the Urban Reserve, east of
Euclid and West of Geer Road, will be consistent with the City's land use
designations. The CITY will delineate these land use designations in a future Specific
Planes); and

C. COUNTY agrees to seek input from the CITY all development east of Geer Road and
within the CITY'S Adopted General Plan area; and

D. CITY will not request a proposed Sphere of Influence boundary line of the City east
of Geer Road at this time; and

E. CITY agrees to collect County Public Facilities Fees (PFF) commencing 30 days
from the date of this Agreement; CITY will remit collections to the COUNTY



Auditor-Controller on a quarterly basis; COUNTY agrees to allow CITY to retain a
1% administrative fee for collection of the PFF; in the event any person, corporation
or entity disputes or refuses to pay COUNTY'S PFF, COUNTY shall be solely
responsible for compliance with protest provisions as set forth in Section 66000 et
seq. of the Government Code, as the same now exists or hereafter may be amended;
COUNTY will have the right to perform periodic audits on PPP collections; and

F. COUNTY and CITY agree that Geer Road is to be designated 6-lane, Class B
Expressway, Hatch Road a 4-lane, Class C Expressway, Santa Fe Avenue a 4-lane,
Class C Expressway outside the CIty limits and Major within CITY limits, Service
Road a 4-lane, Class C Expressway, Tully Road a Collector, and Whitmore Avenue a
Major (sec Exhibit A for roadway definitions); and

G. CITY and COUNTY agree to cooperatively develop plan lines for the above­
designated roadways; and

H. CITY and COUNTY agree that in as much as the areas between Euclid and Gcer
have been designated as Urban Reserve, the development of specific access controls
and roadway geometries will be established through the use of Specific Plans; and

1. CITY and COUNTY agree that, subject to LAFCO approval of "out of boundary"
service, ClTY may provide municipal services as available (e.g. sewer and water) to
areas within the Sphere of Tn.f1uence and COUNTY will require connection to those
services when available for new development in said area.

.T. CITY agrees to indemnify and hold harmless COUNTY and its officers, agents and
employees from any and all liabilities, claims, demands, actions, losses, damages or
costs including attorneys fees, caused by, arising out of, or in any way connected,
directly or indirectly, to any and all action undertaken by CITY pursuant to this
Agreement.

K. COUNTY agrees to indemnify and hold harmless CITY and its officers, agents and
employees from any and all liabilities, claims, demands, actions, Losses, damages or
costs including attorneys fees, caused by, arising out of, or in any way connected,
directly or indirectly, to any and all action undertaken by COUNTY pursuant to this
Agreement.

L. Implementation of this Agreement shall commence upon the later of the dates of
approval by the CITY and COUNTY of this Agreement and shall continue
indefinitely. However, either party may terminate this Agreement or any extensions
thereto, at any time, as long as 90 days prior written notice is given to the other party
in this Agreement.



M. Any notices or communication required or permitted hereunder shall be in writing
and sufficiently given if delivered in person or sent by certified or registered mail,
return receipt requested, postage prepaid, as follows:

Ifto COUNTY:

Chief Executi ve Officer,
Stanislaus County
1010 Tenth Street, Suite 6800
Modesto, California 95354

Ifto CITY;

City Manager,
City of Hughson
7018 Pine Street
Hughson, California

N. The waiver by either party of a breach of any provision of this Agreement by the
other party shall not operate or be construed to operate as a waiver of any subsequent
breach.

O. The provision of the Agreement shall constitute the entire agreement between the
parties and may be modified only by written agreement duly executed by the parties
hereto.

P. COUNTY and CITY further covenant to cooperate with one another in all respects
necessary to insure the successful consummation of the actions contemplated by this
Agreement, and each will take action within its authority to insure cooperation of its
officials, officers, agents, and employees

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, tile parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be executed
on the day and year first written above.

Ray st if: irman
Board of Supervisors
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

By:t\~.\~J\.APP~...•..V.: E.D.....A,.•.~'.•..•.....•..• J..•·...·ORM:By:· .• ' ?tJ::#fj
--~- -~.-

CITY OF HUGHSON,
A Munici al Corporation---
~



EXHIBIT A

Road Classification Glossary

Expressway. The function of an Expressway is to move high volumes of people and goods
between urban areas within the county at higher speeds depending upon the level of access
control. Direct access to abutting property is specified within the standard fur each expressway
class. Expressways serve a similar function to that of Freeways - the fast and safe movement of
people and goods within the county - and provide access to the interregional freeway system.
On-street parking is not permitted on Expressways except under very special and rare
circumstances where the Department of Public Works has determined that traffic flow and safety
conditions allow on-street parking. The design features of Expressways are determined by the
level of access control and the number of lanes designated for each expressway route segment
(see Figure 2-3):

(I) A "Class A" Expressway is a fully access-controlled road with grade separated
interchanges at intervals of approximately one mile at other Expressway, Major,
or Local roads. The typical right-of-way is 110 or 135 feet (4 or 6 lanes,
respectively).

(2) A "Class B" Expressway is a partially access-controlled road with traffic­
controlled intersections at Major roads and other Expressways. Collectors and
Locals are permitted right-in, light-out access only at 1/4- to 1/2-rnile intervals.
The typical right-of-way is] 10 or 135 teet (4 or 6 lanes, respectively). On limited
rights-of-way, Class B Expressways may be 100 feet for four lanes and 124 for
six lanes.

(3) A "Class C" Expressway is a limited access-controlled road with traffic­
controlled intersections at Majors and other Expressways. Intersections at
Collectors and Locals mayor may not be controlled by a traffic signal. The
typical right-of-way is 110 or 135 feet (4 or 6 lanes, respectively). On limited
rights-of-way, Class C Expressways may be 100 feet for four lanes and 124 for
six lanes.

Major. 111e function of a Major road is to carry moderate- to high-volume traffic to and from
collectors to other Majors, Expressways, and Freeways with a secondary function of land access.
Majors located within areas zoned for heavy or light industrial or that are expected to carry large
or heavy bucks shall he constructed to Industrial Major standards. Limited direct access is
provided to abutting property. On-street parking will be permitted only where the Department of
Public Works has determined that traffic flow and safety conditions allow on-street parking. The
typical right-of-way is 110 feet (up to 6 lanes, ultimately). On limited rights-of-way, Majors may
be 100 feet.



Coll~9tor. Collectors serve a dual function by providing both access to abutting property
and movement of moderate volumes of people and goods for medium length trips.
Collectors serve as transition facilities, carrying traffic from lower to higher level roads.
Most Collectors are two-lane roads with a typical right-of-way of 60 feet. On-street
parking will be permitted only where the Department of Public Works has determined
that traffic flow and safety conditions allow on-street parking. In urban residential
subdivisions, roads not shown on the General Plan Circulation Diagram or as an Official
Plan Line that will serve more than 50 dwelling units, when the maximum density and
full extent of the development is considered, shall be deemed Collectors. In some
instances, the Department of Public Works may determine that project design features
dictate that a road serving as few as 20 urban dwelling units be deemed a Collector.
Under certain circumstances, 80 feet of right-of-way may be required to provide
additional capacity to provide two additional through lanes to accommodate projected
traffic demand, to facilitate the movement of large trucks, or to improve safety due to
limited visibility or other safety hazards. Those collectors that require 80 feet of right-of­
way are specifically identified in the County General Plan.
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

10U.1 ,f)th Street, Suite 3400, Modesto, CA 95354
Phone: 209.525.6330 Fax: 209.525.5911

Striving to be the Best

December 6, 2012

MEMO TO: Stanislaus County Planning Commission

FROM: Department of Planning and Community Development

SUBJECT: TIME EXTENSION FOR REZONE APPLICATION NO. 2007-01 - SANTA FE
CROSSING

The December 6, 2012, Staff Report for the subject time extension raises a question regarding
the applicability of a time extension with the County's General Plan Sphere of Influence (SOl)
Policy regarding discretionary development proposals located within a LAFCO adopted SOl or
area subject to an agreement. Staff has conducted further analysis regarding the applicability
and has concluded that, while approval of a time extension is a discretionary act, a time
extension is not a development proposal subject to the SOl Policy.

The Santa Fe Crossing project was determined to be consistent with the General Plan at the
time of approval in 2008 and this determination included consideration of the City of Hughson's
comments. Consideration of a time extension is not a reconsideration of the development
proposal, but rather an assessment of "good cause" focused on the project's development
schedule. No changes to the project design or development standards are being proposed (or
required). The County's Zoning Ordinance sets no standard beyond "good cause" for approval
of a time extension. As discussed in the staff report, the applicant's representative has provided
information to show "good cause" for approval of the time extension.

Based on the further assessment discussed above, staff is recommending the Planning
Commission approve the applicant's time extension request.

STRIVING TO BE THE BEST COUNTY IN AMERICA



DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

1010 10th Street, Suite 3400, Modesto, CA 95354
Phone: 209.525.6330 Fax: 209.525.5911

Striving to be the Best

December 6, 2012

MEMO TO: Stanislaus County Planning Commission

FROM: Department of Planning and Community Development

SUBJECT: TIME EXTENSION FOR REZONE APPLICATION NO. 2007-01 . SANTA FE
CROSSING

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This is a request to amend the Development Schedule for Planned Development No. 313 (P-D
- [313]) to allow for a five-year time extension. (See Attachment 1.) P-D (313) was approved
January 8, 2008, to allow for development of the Santa Fe Crossing commercial project
consisting of a 19,250 square foot commercial building, 435 mini storage units, 52 RV storage
spaces, a gas station with a 5,065 square foot mini market, and a drive through coffee shop.
(See Attachment 7.) The approved Development Schedule allowed for site development to take
place over three (3) phases of construction and consisted of the following:

Phase I
• Construction of 435 mini-storage unit business on approximately 4.62± acres.
• Allowance of shipping container business to remain until Phase /I development.

Phase /I
• Convert previously approved truck repair facility into R.V. sales & service

business.
• Convert an area previously used for shipping container storage into R.V. & boat

storage.

Phase /II
• Construction of gas station and 5,065± square foot mini market & drive-thru

coffee shop.
• Construction of a 19,250± square foot commercial building with limited

commercial uses.

The Board of Supervisors approval specified that the Development Schedule be limited to five
years for all phases, with the ability to come back before the Planning Commission to request
an extension of the approved Development Schedule. Since the 2008 approval, the 11.44±
acre site has remained in the same condition as it was prior to the applicant's 2007/2008 rezone
request and still contains the same uses/buildings, as were present with previous development.
The project site is located at 4306 Santa Fe Avenue, at the northwest corner of Geer Road and
Santa Fe Avenue, southeast of the City of Hughson. This site is located within the LAFCO
adopted Sphere of Influence (SOl) for the City of Hughson. If approved as requested, the new
development schedule would give the applicant until January 8, 2018, to start construction of all
development phases of the project.
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DISCUSSION

The requested time extension was made through a letter from the applicant's representative,
Hawkins & Associates Engineering, received on March 15, 2012. (See Attachment 1.)
Uncertainties in the nation's economy and the overall tough economic climate (the U.S.
recession) are cited as the reasons for the request. The applicant has also prepared a short
narrative and has provided copies of the on & off site improvement plans approved by the
County's Public Works Department as well as copies of the Street Improvement Agreement and
the Irrevocable Offer of Dedication for road right-of way and utility easement, all of which were
required as part of the original approval. (See Attachments 2-6.)

When the project was presented to the Planning Commission in 2007, minor edits were
proposed by Staff on various Development Standards to clarify the timing in which they would
need to be implemented. The Planning Commission recommended approval of the project to
the Board of Supervisors with the Development Schedule time frame shortened from seven (7)
years to five (5) years. The Board of Supervisors approved the rezone request, subject to the
amended Development Standards and modified Development Schedule as recommended by
the Planning Commission.

Section 21.40.090(B) of the Stanislaus County Zoning Ordinance speaks to the allowance of
modifying a Planned Development's Development Schedule. This section states:

Upon request by the property owner and for good cause shown, the planning
commission may extend the time limits of the development schedule; provided, that any
request for an extension of time limits shall be on file in the office of the director of
planning prior to the expiration of any time limit required by the development schedule.

The project time extension is a discretionary act in that it does grant approval of continued life
for the Planned Development which otherwise would expire. In reviewing requests for a time
extension, Staff sends a referral to various interested and responsible agencies, as is done on
any project. A large reason why Development Schedules (for Planned Developments) do not
last indefinitely, is that the need to recognize the passage of time may have caused agencies to
look at the project differently.

In reviewing this request, it was circulated to various agencies including those agencies with
Development Standards placed on the approved P-D (313). (See Attachment 8.) With the
exception to a response received from the City of Hughson, referral responses identifying no
comment/no objection to the subject request have been received from various
agencies/departments and no additional Development Standards have been requested.

CITY OF HUGHSON - BACKGROUND & CONCERNS

The original rezone request received by the County in 2007 was sent to the City of Hughson (as
is standard practice for projects located within a city's SOl) for review and comments through
the CEQA Early Consultation process. On February 7, 2007, County Planning Staff received a
response from the City which stated numerous concerns with the project. (See Attachment 11.)
On March 7, 2007, Staff attended a meeting with the project applicant, the applicant's engineer,
and City of Hughson's Planning Director. During this meeting, it was agreed that the applicant
would revise the project to address some of the concerns which the City had raised. On May 25,
2007, Staff received a letter from the City of Hughson stating that the applicant and the City had
met and resolved the issues raised in the previous letter, and withdrawing their comments. (See
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Attachment 12.) On August 21, 2007, the applicant submitted a revised project and moved
forward with the processing of the application by preparing the project's CEQA Initial Study
document. As is required by CEQA, the Initial Study was sent to all interested/reviewing
agencies for comments, including the City of Hughson. The 30-day comment period started on
September 5, 2007, and ran through October 10, 2007. In a letter dated October 29, 2007, the
City of Hughson stated that the proposed project was considered to be located in a "gateway"
area to the City and the development was consistent with the City's "Service Commercial"
General Plan designation. (See Attachment 13.) There was no mention that the City had any
concerns with any aspect of the proposal other than the need for quality aesthetics as the
project site is within a "gateway" area.

The project was presented to the Planning Commission on December 6, 2007. Staff
recommended the Commission shorten the applicant's proposed seven (7) year time-frame to
five (5) years, with the ability for the applicant to request an extension, if needed. The
Commission unanimously voted (8-0 [SouzaiMataka]) to recommend the Board of Supervisors
approve this request. On January 8, 2008, the Board of Supervisors approved the Rezone
request and, as recommended by the Planning Commission, shortened the Development
Schedule to five (5) years. After Board approval, the City of Hughson contacted Staff to voice
their displeasure with the project's approval.

In response to this time extension request, the City of Hughson has provided two comment
letters to voice their opposition. (See Attachments 9 & 10.) In their letters, the City lays out
several items which they believe prove that the applicant should not be granted the request.
They have stated there are "environmental concerns" related to Green House Gasses (GHG),
traffic, and water quality. With the exception of GHG's, the comments on traffic and water were
taken into consideration during the original project review and were incorporated into the
Development Standards so that any perceived "environmental impacts" are considered to be at
a less than significant level.

With regards to the "environmental concerns" which the City of Hughson noted in their letter, the
project was originally approved prior to the approval of the state law requiring GHG to be
analyzed in the project's CEQA document. In this case, the Initial Study - Negative Declaration
prepared in 2007 was not subject to the GHG CEQA requirements. The GHG CEQA
requirement originated from Senate Bill 97 (Sa 97 - Dutton) which was passed in 2007 and, as
of January 1, 2010, required GHG analysis to be implemented on all project related
environmental documents.

Since the City of Hughson raised GHG concerns which could be considered to be CEQA­
related, Staff undertook a review of these comments under the standards for subsequent or
supplemental CEQA review and determined no such supplemental review was required.

Under California law, a request for time extension of a project that previously was subject to
CEQA review may be exempt from CEQA or may be evaluated under the standard, triggering
subsequent or supplemental CEQA review (under Public Resources Code Section 21166 and
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162). The City suggested that additional CEQA review would be
needed to study "Greenhouse Gases" (GHG) related to the project; however, in order to trigger
additional review when the project was previously approved with a Negative Declaration, a
significant environmental effect must be shown. A summary provided by the applicant of why
the threshold for further CEQA review has not been met is listed below:
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• A request for time extension obviously would not, on its own, trigger the need for
additional CEQA review of GHG issues.

• Any effects from GHG emissions could have been raised by the City during the initial
processing of this project.

• The underlying project is predominately composed of mini-storage and RV storage
which are low traffic generators and thus not large generators of GHG.

• The balance of the project is a combination fuel station/mini-martlrestaurant that must
rely on existing levels of drive-by traffic to be feasible since it has no growth-generating
aspects of its own; therefore, the vast majority of the traffic trips for this phase of the
project currently exist and would not be solely generated as a result of this project.

• The project has offered an irrevocable dedication to the County's Department of Public
Works most of which will be used to construct a traffic signal at the Santa Fe Avenue
and Geer Road intersection. Currently, this is a very congested four-way stop and
signalizing this intersection will lower GHG emissions by reducing the time cars spend
idling, waiting for their turn to proceed. While not a mitigation measure for the project,
the project has, in fact, helped significantly to reduce GHG emissions in the area by
providing this dedication.

• This project is similar in size and scope to other projects that the County has considered
"de minimus" for the purpose of GHG emissions since such projects do not rise to the
size and scope where the County requires a GHG analysis.

While staff does not necessarily agree that a new project submitted today of similar size and
scope would not require a GHG analysis, staff does concur that as a time extension, and based
on the nature of the approved use, there is no significant environmental effect triggering the
need for additional environmental review.

The City also pointed out numerous Development Standards which they feel have not been
complied with by the applicant. After submitting their concerns, the City of Hughson sent an
additional letter to clarify some factual errors contained in their original letter. (See Attachment
10.) Many of the errors in their letter involved road dedication requirements and improvement
plans, which the City stated, had not yet occurred. Upon further review, it was determined that
the concerns with non-compliance on Development Standards are not entirely true and, in fact,
have been in progress by the applicant since approval in 2008. The applicant has provided a
copy of approved improvement plans as well as copies of the road dedication documents. A
short summary of work completed to date has also been provided. (See Attachment 2.)

In the most recent City of Hughson letter, the City wrote that, to date, 51 out of 57 Development
Standards have not been complied with. (See Attachment 10.) Staff's review of the
Development Standards revealed that 52 out of 57 conditions are meant to be required at either
the time at which a building permit is applied for and approved or at the time when physical site
preparation is occurring. Neither of these two instances has occurred and compliance with all
related Development Standards is premature at this stage. According to the applicant's request
for a time extension, compliance with specific Development Standards, which were required at
the pre-construction phase, has been met. If the requested time extension is granted, the
applicant or property owner/developer will continue to be responsible for fulfilling all approved
Development Standards for P-D (313).

Policy Twenty-Four of the Land Use Element of the County's General Plan specifies that
development, other than agricultural uses and churches, which requires discretionary approval
and is within LAFCO's SOl of cities, shall not be approved unless first approved by the city
within whose SOl it lies. If the City of Hughson had objected to the original approval of P-D
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(313) prior to project approval by the Board of Supervisors in 2008, it is likely that the County
would not have approved the project. Attachment 14 provides Goal Five/Policy Twenty-Four
and the sal Policy from the Land Use Element of the General Plan. Essentially, the County has
already approved the development of the project site; however, in question is the applicability of
the sal policy to a time extension.

On this request, the City of Hughson has expressed concerns over several policies, goals, and
implementation measures with the County's General Plan as well as a City/County Agreement,
dated June 12, 2006. Even though the City originally said the project was considered to be
consistent with their General Plan, this current action is a new request/application and the City,
in reviewing the new request, has stated that, "This is not a good project from a planning
standpoint, or environmental standpoint. This is a leapfrog development that will have adverse
effects on local businesses and our public water and street systems. "

Staff is not aware of a similar situation in which a city has raised concerns regarding a time
extension for a project which was located within the city's sal and subject to the County's
General Plan sal policies at the time of approval. Because the County's sal policies do not
distinguish time extensions from being considered development and, approval of a time
extension grants continued life for the Planned Development which otherwise would expire,
denial of the proposed time extension would be appropriate. In order to approve the time
extension, the Planning Commission will need to find that the request is both consistent with the
County General Plan (as a whole) and that "good cause" has been shown by the applicant for
the time extension request.

PLANNING COMMISSION OPTIONS

If the Planning Commission decides to approve this request, Staff recommends that the
following findings must be made:

1. Find that the time extension request is consistent with the County's General Plan; and
2. Find that the applicant has shown good cause for being granted a time extension.

If the Planning Commission decides to deny this request, Staff recommends that the following
findings must be made:

1. Find that the findings required for approval cannot be made, and deny the time
extension request for Rezone Application No. 2007-01 - Santa Fe Crossing

The Planning Commission may also decide to approve this request with a lesser number of
years then the applicant is requesting. If this is the course of action the Commission wishes to
take, the same findings as listed above for the approval will have to be made.

******

Contact Person:

Attachments:
Attachment 1 ­
Attachment 2 ­
Attachment 3 -

Joshua Mann, Associate Planner, (209) 525-6330

Applicants' Time Extension Request received March 15, 2012
Applicants' Time Extension Summary of Work, dated October 15, 2012
On-Site Improvement Plans, approved by Public Works on March 13,
2008
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Attachment 4 ­
Attachment 5 ­
Attachment 6 -

Attachment 7 -

Attachment 8 ­
Attachment 9 ­
Attachment 10 ­
Attachment 11 ­
Attachment 12 ­
Attachment 13 ­
Attachment 14 -

Off-Site Improvement Plans, approved by Public Works on May 10, 2011
Public Works - Street Improvement Agreement, recorded May 23,2011
Irrevocable Offer of Dedication - Road & Public Utility Easement,
recorded May 23, 2011
Board of Supervisors (BaS) Report for Rezone Application No. 2007-01 ­
Santa Fe Crossing dated January 8, 2008, including PC Staff Report &
PC Minutes (Attachments 1 & 2 of BaS Report)
Time Extension CEQA Early Consultation Referral - Distribution List
City of Hughson Letter dated April 24, 2012
City of Hughson Letter dated November 19, 2012
Rezone 2007-01 - City of Hughson Letter received February 7,2007
Rezone 2007-01 - City of Hughson Letter dated May 24,2007
Rezone 2007-01 - City of Hughson Letter dated October 29, 2007
Stanislaus County General Plan - Chapter 1, Land Use Element - Goal
5, Policy 24 &the Sphere of Influence Policy
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March 13,2012

Ms. Angela Freitas
Interim Planning Director
Stanislaus County Planning
1010 Tenth Street, 3rd Floor
Modesto, CA 95354

Re: Santa Fe Crossing - Rezone
Application Number: 2007-01

Dear Ms. Freitas,

MAR 1 5 2012

The re-zone application for Santa Fe Crossing was approved by the Board of
Supervisors on January 8, 2008, with a five year development schedule, which
will expire January 8, 2013. As we all know, the economy has been in a major
recession and as far as development it is as if this last five years didn't happen. As
for this project specifically, significant investments have bee made, in that
improvement for both on-site and off-site construction have been prepared and
approved, but no construction has occurred. Therefore, I am requesting a five year
extension to the development schedule, to January 8, 2018.

Enclosed, please find our processing fee of $523.00. If you need additional
information or have any questions, please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

President

cc: Mr. Martin Ruddy
Mr. Mike Ruddy, Jr.

ATTACHMENT 1



SANTA FE CROSSING
CO~RClALDEVELOPMENT

PHASE ONE

Phase One development, as shown on the development exhibit, will include 537 mini­
storage units covering 4.62 acres in the northeast portion of the site. There is an existing
structure in the northwest comer currently housing tire sales and diesel truck repair
business. We expect that use to continue with Phase 1 development.

Also located on-site is an existing non-conforming use, repair and sales of bulk storage
containers. The location of the container units will be relocated to the west-center
portion of the site away from Santa Fe Avenue. Approval is being requested for a use
permit for the container storage use with Phase One development. The existing uses are
short term and will be replaced with Phase Two development.

Phase One development will include construction of driveway access from both Santa Fe
Avenue and Geer Road with signs at each point of entry. Four parking spaces will be
included with the min-storage facility and II parking spaces will be provided at the
existing tire and repair building. Each business will include the required handy-cap
parking.

Roadway dedication to 65 feet from centerline at Santa Fe Avenue, and 67.50 feet from
centerline at Geer Road will be made along the entire frontage of the site. A 40 foot
radius return would also be dedicated; all with Phase one development. Roadway
improvements will be constructed with each phase as shown.

Sanitary sewer will be by on-site treatment and disposal in conformance with County
Standards. Water will be provided by on-site well and provide volumes as required for
the proposed use, fire flows and planting. Stubs will be provided for future connection to
municipal facilities as they become available.

Mini storage units will be constructed with a fire sprinkler system sized in accordance
with the County Fire Prevention Bureau and conform to applicable codes and regulations.

Construction of the mini-storage facility is expected to begin with approval by the
County. Completion of Phase One development is expected within 1 to 5 years.

PHASE TWO

Phase Two development will convert the tire and truck repair area to recreational vehicle
sales, service and repair and include RV, boat and trailer storage. The area housing the
bulk container sales and repair will likewise be converted to RV storage or mini-storage
units.

EXHIBIT B
12



Completion of Phase Two development is expected within 2 to 7 years.

PHASE THREE

Phase three includes a proposed mini-mart, coffee shop and fueling station at the
southerly comer of the project. Fifteen parking spaces including handy-cap are proposed.
An additional driveway from Santa Fe Avenue will be constructed with this phase.

The northerly portion of the Phase Three site is expect to develop as a carwash and auto
shop, although we would like to reserve the option for a selected group of alternative uses
listed with the site plan. Sanitary sewer and water will be provided by on site facilities as
described in Phase One.

Roadway construction, including an additional driveway at Santa Fe Avenue will be
completed with this phase.

Completion of Phase Three development is expected within 3 to 7 years.

OFF-SITE DEVELOPMENT

Off-site curb, gutter and sidewalk design and road right-of-way will be in accordance
with the County master plan for roadway development standards. Storm drainage will be
by horizontal infiltration and storage facilities.

NOTE:

This development plan is proposed based upon extensive contacts with County planning
staff: public works, and fire district, and a number of contacts with City of Hughson
planning staff and engineering.

13



HAWKINS & ASSOCIATES ENGINEERING, INC.

Civil Engineering e Land Surveying e Land Planning

436 Mitchell Road
Modesto, CA 95354

Ph: (209) 575-4295
Fx: (209) 578-4295

www.hawkins-eng.com

Memorandum

To: Joshua Mann, Stanislaus County Planning Department

From: Rod Hawkins, President, R.C.E. 50188

Date: October 15,2012

Regarding: Ruddy Enterprises Santa Fe Avenue and Geer Road Re-zoning

In February 2006, Mr. Martin Ruddy and Mr. Mike Ruddy engaged my firm
with the task of re-zoning the subject property. Over the course of about ten
months, we met with Stanislaus County Planning and Public Works staff to
develop the final site plan and provide information required for the Planned
Development Application.

The application was submitted in December 2006 and through the following
year we continued to work with staff to address various issues that were brought
up and the application was ultimately approved on January 8, 2008. It should be
noted that during the application process we requested a development schedule
of at least seven years. We were told at the Planning Commission Hearing that
the County typically does not allow more than a five year schedule but that we
could be granted a time extension if necessary.

After the project was approved, my firm developed improvement plans for the
Phase One Mini Storage. These plans were review by Stanislaus County and
approved in April 2010. Also, at the same time, we worked with Public Works
to develop the off-site improvement plans. This also coincided with the Public
Works Department's development of plans for the modification of the Santa Fe
Avenue and Geer Road intersection. Since it appeared that the County's project
would proceed before our development, my client entered into an agreement
with the County to dedicate the right-of-way required for the County to develop
Geer Road and Santa Fe Avenue to their ultimate widths. These plans and
agreements were made in May 2011.

It was during this time that the entire U.S. economy was hit with the "Great
Recession" Due to this nearly catastrophic economic downturn this
development, and many others, have been put on hold.

Now, as we are beginning to see hints of an economic comeback, this project is
due to expire. It seems only fair, only appropriate, that this project be granted a
five year extension of its development schedule.

ATTACHMENT 2
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COUNTY OF STANISLAUS
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

4306. Santa Fe Avenue
Street Address of Lot or Parcel
Hughson, California
Name of Town or Post Office
APN: 045-007-031

STREET IMPROVEMENT AGREEMENT

This Agreement, made and entered into this. 9th day of May, 2011, by
and between the County of Stanislaus, hereinafter called "County", and RUddy
Enterprises, Incorporated, hereinafter called "Owner",

WITNESSETH

WHEREAS, application has been made by the Owner for a Planned

Development Rezone requiring the full improvement of:

4306 Santa Fe Avenue

Hughson, California

Name of Street(s)

Name of Town

in accordance with the Ordinance Code of Stanislaus County; and

WHEREAS, the Ordinance Code of Stanislaus County authorizes the execution
of a Street Improvement Agreement in lieu of immediate installation of such
improvements.

ATTACHMENT 5

/
/



NOW, THEREFORE, it is mutually agreed as follows:

1, That Owner, after finding by the Board of Supervisors that the deferred

improvements should be constructed and installed upon demand of the

Director of Public Works, shall construct and install or cause to be

constructed and installed, at Owner's own cost and expense, the deferred

improvements described herein in accordance with applicable County of

Stanislaus improvement standards on the publicly maintained street(s) to

be widened and improved by County adjoining the property described on

the attachment hereto. Such improvements shall consist of concrete

sidewalks approved by the County of Stanislaus and shall only be

demanded upon completion by County, in County's sole and full

discretion, of the County's Geer Road at Santa Fe Avenue improvement

project.

2. That the cost of the required deferred improvements is estimated at this

time to be $88,000.00, said total amount to become a lien upon the

Undersigned's lot or parcel upon the recording of this Agreement in the

Office of the County Recorder.

3. That if the Owner refuses or neglects to install the required improvements

within thirty (30) days after notification by the Director of Public Works,

said improvements shall be installed pursuant to Chapter 27, Part 3,

Division 7 (Section 5870 et seq.) of the Streets and Highways Code.

2



4 That upon the satisfactory completion of the deferred improvements, the

County shall record a release exonerating the Agreement.

5. That each and every one of the provisions of this Agreement, herein

contained, shall bind and inure to the benefit of the successors in interest

of the parties hereto in the same manner as if they had herein been

expressly named.

6 That the provisions of this Agreement shall inure to an incorporated city,

should the lot or parcel described herein be annexed or included within a

city newly formed.

7 That the property herein referred to is owned by Owner and is the property

described in the attachment hereto. County and Owner agree that the

Irrevocable Offer of Dedication - Road and Public Utility Easement dated

5/9/2011 ,the construction/installation of the improvements shown on the

improvement plans approved by the County on May 10 J 2011, and the

construction/installation of the deferred improvements under this

Agreement constitute satisfaction of conditions 25, 26, 27, 28, and 30 in

the development standards for rezone 2007-1, approved January 8, 2008.

3



IN WITNESS WHEREOF I the County and Owner have executed this Agreement

the day and year first above written.

f111tt1fta tt-tC;/}ff1r Sy:
MargaretE.~t te r
Secretary

4

COUNTY OF STANISLAUS

drt~·
Matt Machado, Director

Department of Public Works



ATTACHMENT

Parcel "B " as per Parcel Map thereof recorded on May 8, 1974 in Book 19 of Parcel
Maps, Page 13, Stanislaus County Records, subject to any easement of right-of-way

5



CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT
.;s:;&l'~~~~A"'2:¢f;&i'~~~~A,~~~~.;:,-r~¥*~&<:'&!7~~!:iC~{,;4::;$~~.q<'~@'rl;.'1?~~~,¢t&"f:~,;'t";':C~'f2C'!:?~1

State of California

County of J.<~LU,~,,!,,=,:~:::-__~ _
}

On !..L?t'~t ~le ;(b/l before me, -~..L"L.-L22"~..;eY;;se;,~f14ft'{;;;Ih€OiiO?~C~'._'._-'_._-'
personally appeared_l..2:](£r::~'fc-J ~....;,....tlt~~~nrSiii\~'iji,i',e ._.mm_____._~~ .. m~~mm mm~~_

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws
of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph is
true and correct.

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactoryevidence to
be the personlsrwhose nameW'is/~subscribed to the
within instrument and acknowledged to me that
~she/~ executed the same in bi5fher/tbett authorized
capacity(ie5f, and that by bi$1her!tJ;le!f signature(&Y6n the
instrument the person~ or the entity upon behalf of
which the perso~acted, executed the instrument

Place Notary S6a1 AbOvo

LA 'MQtICA, OAYlS
Commlnloft (I 1841844
Notary Public· California

Stanislaus County
Comm Explr.,

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Signature~.,':rn/~~...~~t70_m _

OPTIONAL ------------...........
Though the information below is not required by law, it may prove valuable 10 persons relying on the document

and could prevent fraudulent removaf and reetiecrurern of this form 10 another document

Description of Attached Document

Title or Type of Document: £'4':4ttt¥'C.421:'_:d2:i1~~~!!-=~_::.."Q.'t!:l~'!£~~~:-:la,(;Gbl~£~"??~(lt:.1~:t;;~cf'W'P;'1:3/
C
Jr'

Document Date;L}Jl~¥__ tj~_.-.ri!!12li_,. ~__ ._.__~._~_.._.~ ... Number of Pages: ,~..5...__,,~_,__,_
Signer(s) Other Than Named Above: =~,,,,~__,,,,,,,,,.~---.,,,,, __~......Cw,e ~._,.,"""""""""""_ •.• ~ ..._.,.. __.._.~__~~ __...... '"-'

Capacity(ies) Claimed by Signer(s)

Signer's Name: t12t..e.r;~;Jt:l;l ..4_..fildd!t-z::_~_
Individual

X Corporate Officer - Titlets): \5Is¥.ll;:llJ£$L~
. Partner -' .. l.irnited _~ General

Attorney in Fact
Trustee

Guardian or Conservator I
Other: ----.-.-..=.-~~_=~ I

j!:d;;ePG;~&:s/5~1 '
L. .~

Signer's Name:_ """. ,_,
U Individual
~.~ Corporate Officer - Title(s): _

! .: Partner - ... Limited l._: General
: j Attorney in Fact
:__ Trustee

Guardian or Conservator
Other: __,__.__. ~,~_._~_

Signer Is Representing: ~ ,_

---,--_.- ---------

l:;l;,'(~!::k:~:;:;;':JS1W,<;.'?;,:,...~~~~'r~'{:&~_<;,X,,_'Ct_;<;;;<.'lZ4<x;,<;;<,XJ<..~-<;;<.'¢C'G<X;<$fX.~'l¢li. ~wo~\t.<){"'qJZ;.i1;.~~"""..<;~x'Q~~

(';~2007 NatiOl',al Notary Association- 935C De Sore A\Xj,.. F~C_Bo)( 2-402· Chatsworth. C/J. 91313-2402' \Nl/tIII;·, NahonaINo!;:.r,...cofg Item #5907 Reorder:CaH "len-Free l-eOO-87f-6827
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IRREVOCABLEOFFER OF DEDICATION - ROAD AND PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT

Road Name: Geer Road and Santa Fe Avenue A.P.N.045-007-031

The undersigned, being the presenttitle owner of recordof the hereindescribed parcel of land, do hereby
make an Irrevocable offer of dedicationto the COUNTY OF STANISLAUS, a politicalsubdivision of the
State of California, and its successorsor assigns, for roadand publicutility easementpurposes, the real
propertysituated in the COUNTYOF STANISLAUS, State of California. described In Exhibit· A" (written
description) and shown on Exhibit "B" (plat map) attached hereto.

It is understood and agreed that COUNTYOF STANISLAUS and its successors or assigns shall incur no
liabilitywith respect to such offer of dedication, and shall not assumeany responsibility for the offered
parcelof land or any improvements thereonor therein, until such offer has beenaccepted by appropriate
action of the Board of Supervisors.

The provisions hereof shall inure to the benefitof and be bindingupon heirs. successors, assigns, and
personal representatives of the respectivepartieshereto.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, these present have executed this instrument this 9th

May gQn

UNDERSIGNED:

RUDDY ENTERPRISES, fNC., a California Corporation

day of

(Sign)~~
(Print).........-..;;,;=w=;",.;,..,...;;;.....;....,.;;;",.;,..,.__....!;-_.........-..£.......

Dated: _

(Sign) _

(Print) _

Dated: _

'v May 9, 2011

NOTE: Signatures must be notarized.

(Authorityof Stanislaus County Code:Title 13. Chapter13.08)

ATTACHMENT 6



CERTIFICATEOF ACCEPTANCEAND CONSENTTORECORDATION

This is to ceTtify that the Interestin real property conveyedbythe deed or grant dated. ?- ttAY"/1

FromRuddyEnterprises. Inc., a California Corporation .to Countyof Stanislausapolitical subdivision of the State
of California, Is hereby not accepted at this time, butreservfng the right to accept at any future time on behalf of
the public by the undersignedofficer or agenton behalf of the Board of Supervisors ofthe Countyof Stanislaus,
pursuantto authorityconferred by resolution of the Boardof Supervisors of the Countyof Stanislaus adoptedon
May 12, 1998 in accordance with the provisionsof Government Code Section 27281, The grantee consents to
recordatIon thereofby its duly authorizedofficer.

Wayne G. sutton PLS 3863
County Surveyor Stanislaus County, Stateof California



EXHIBIT "A"
LEGAL DESCRIPTION

APN 045-007-031(PORTION)

BEING a portion of Parcel B of that certainmap, "Parcel Map for Dave Wilson Nursery,
Inc." filed for record in Book 19 of ParcelMaps at Page 13, Stanislaus County Records,
lying in the Northeast Quarter of Section22, Township4 South, Range 10 East, Mount
DiabloBase and Meridian, said dedicationbeing more particularly described as follows:

BEGINNING at the most southerly comer of said Parcel B, said comer also being the
point of intersectionofthe northeasterlyright-of-wayline ofSanta Fe Avenue, with the
westerlyright-of-wayline ofGeer Road, as shown on the above saidmap; Thence North
38°39'40" West, along the said northeasterlyline ofSanta Fe Avenue, a distance of
1600.02 feet-to the most westerly comer of said Parcel B; thence South 89°19'10" East,
along the northerly line of said Parcel, a distanceof58.l9 feet to a point which lies 45.00
feet, measuredperpendicularly, from the said northeasterlyright-of-way line of Santa Fe
Avenue; thence South 38°39'40" East, parallel with and 45.00 feet distant from last said
right-of-way, a distance of 1297.57feet to the point of tangency with a 50.00 foot radius
curve concave to the north; thence easterly alongthe arc of said curve, through a central
angle of 141°10'20", a distance of 123.20feet to the point of tangencywith a line lying
42.50 feet west ofthe westerly right-of-wayline of the above said Geer Road and the
easterlyline ofParcel B; thence North 00°10'00" East, parallel with and 42.50 feet
distant from last said westerly right-of-wayofGeer Road, a distance of971.40 feet to a
point on the north line of said Parcel B; thence South 89°19' 10" East, along last said
north line, a distance of42.50 feet to the westerlyright-of-wayline ofsaid Geer Road;
thence South 00°10'00" West, along last said right-of-way,a distance of 1237.48feet to
the most southerlycomer of said Parcel B and the POINT OF BEGINNING.

SUBJECT TO all easements and rights-of-wayofrecord.

Containing 122,355square feet (2.81 acres) more or less.

.
~.

KevinJ. Genasci,P.L.S. 8660
March3, 2011
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CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT

}State of California

County of 0:fruz,..sItU.L.S

On ttJa7'bfti~1I before me,

personally appeared ..L.{h..........'""'a""'1"'....,g1...a.ad~_...-.."""-........~-n::=;ll:Tl;[=;v"""'..--_--..--..-- __--

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws
of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph is
true and correct.

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to
be the persorUsrwhose nameCiJisl~ subscribed to the
within instrument and acknOWledged to me that
.b61sheltbe7 executed the same in bisther/ij)eff authorized
capacity(i8sf, and that by biS1fier/1beifslgnatu~n the
instrument the person.(ar,'or the entity upon behalf of
which the perso'1C8racted,executed the Instrument.

PI8c8NotarySealAboYe

WITNESS my nand and official seal.

Signaturee:8..tt'Tnl7l.··i····I:t~ii ..i i. <'
SIpII.ltII~

- ........-------- OPTIONAL .......----------­
Thoughthe Informat/on below ts not required by taw, It mayPfCNfJ vatuable to persons relyingon the document

and could prevent fraudulent removatand reattachmentof this formto anotherdocument.

.•'._.•. ~ LA
... ... ConImI••1on 111841144 -

•• •••.....•.. ..•• Nota.. " ....... C............. . ....
.i.. ..... S.tlllllIaUi~Comm. 1rt.20.1Ot

t4P4J: c?+5•. -417-60)

.5'Number of Pages: _--'-....L _

Description of Attached Document

Title or Type of Document: 7rJ!f~<:l~

Document Date: f11lMf q I dlo~i
Signer(s) OtherThan Named Above: .........-'- ......._ ....

Top 01 IhUmb hele Topof thumbhere

Signer's Name: ~__

o Individual
o Corporate Offlcsr - Title(s): ~

o Partner - 0 Limited 0 General
o Attorney in Fact
o Trustee
o Guardian or Conservator
o Other:....;... .......... _

Capacity(ies) Claimed by Signer(s)

Signer's Name:~arel E. If;t=Ibc
o Individual
¢...Corporate Officer - Titl~: S~
o Partner - 0 Limited 0 General
o Attorney in Fact
o Trustee
o Guardian or Conservator
o Other: _

Signer Is Representlng: _

fIiUUSitlJA&.~Q_..Etb&i.t£d,__jU,~~MU;~

C2007National Notary Aaoocla1lono 9350DeSolo Ave., P.O.1l<lx 2402°ChIIllIWurth, CA 111313-2402°W"'W.NaIlonaINotary.org hem'5I1C17 AeotlIer:CaIIToD-F_HI0ll-1I7lH1l127





Urgent 0 Routine [!]
CEO Concurs with Recommendation YES 0 NO 0

(Infonnation Attached)

THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF STANISLAUS
ACTION AGEN SUMMARY

DEPT: Planning and Community Development BOARD AGENDA # 9:20 a.m.---------
AGENDA DATE January 8,2008

4/5 Vote Required YES 0 NO [!]

SUBJECT:

Public Hearing to Consider Rezone Application # 2007-01, Santa Fe Crossing, a Request to Rezone a
14.25 Acre Parcel from P-D No. 185 (Planned Development) to a New P-D to Allow Commercial Project to
be Developed in Three Phases. Phase 1 Consists of 435 Mini Storage Units, 50 Storage Container Units,

(Continued on page 2)

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS:

After conducting a duly advertised public hearing at its regular meeting of December 6, 2007, the Planning
Commission, on a 8-0 vote, recommend that the Board of Supervisors approve the project, subject to the
following actions:

1. Adopt the Negative Declaration pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15074(b), by finding that on the
basis of the whole record, including the Initial Study and any comments received, that there is no
substantial evidence the project will have a significant effect on the environment and that the Negative
Declaration reflects Stanislaus County's independent judgement and analysis;

(Continued on page 2)

FISCAL IMPACT:

There are no fiscal impacts associated with this item.

BOARD ACTION AS FOLLOWS:
No. 2008-022

On motion of Supervisor ~r.9Y~! . ,Seconded by Supervisor OJ;,l[i?D _
and approved by the following vote,
Ayes: Supervisors:__ O~8[i~[I • .l~.r9s_eJ. MQlJtejlh.._QeMqr1iflL<~lJdJ~bQ[[!J1ql} MQyfjelJt -_
Noes: Supervisors: J':lQO~ _
Excused or Absent: Supervisors:__ ~.9_n_e _
Abstaining: Supervisor; t-tqn~ _
1) Approved as recommended
2) Denied
3) X Approved as amended
4) Other:
MOTION: Approved Rezone Application#2007-01, Santa Fe Crossing, subject to the Amended Development
Standards and Modified Development Schedule as recommended by the Planning Commission, and amended the
Development Schedule as follows: "Development Schedulewill be limited to five years for all phases, with the ability to
come back before the Planning Commission to request an extension of the approved Development Schedule"; and,
introduced, waived ;he reading and adOP!~inanCe C.S. 1022 for the approved Rezone Application#2007-01

~~~~k) ATTACHMENT 7
ATIEST: CHRISTINE FERRARO TALLMAN, Clerk File No. ORD-55-E-3



Public Hearing to Consider Rezone Application No. 2007-01, Santa Fe Crossing
Page 2

SUBJECT: (Continued)

and Storage for up to 52 Recreational Vehicles (RV's). Phase 2 Consists of a Gas Station and a
5,065 Square Foot Mini Market with a Drive-Through Coffee Shop. Phase 3 Consists of a 19,250
Square Foot Commercial Building. The Project Is Located at 4306 Santa Fe Avenue, Which is at
the Northwest Corner of Geer Road and Santa Fe Avenue, Southeast of the City of Hughson.
APN: 045-007-031.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: (Continued)

2. Order the filing of a Notice of Determination with the Stanislaus County Clerk-Recorder's
Office pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 and CEQA Guidelines Section
15075.

3. Find That:

A. The project is consistent with the overall goals and policies of the County General
Plan; and

B. The proposed Planned Development zoning is consistent with the Planned
Development General Plan description.

4. Approve Rezone Application No. 2007-01 - Santa Fe Crossing, subject to the attached
Development Standards and Development Schedule.

DiSCUSSION:

The project proposal for "Santa Fe Crossing" is to allow a commercial project to be developed in
three phases. Phase 1development will include 435 mini-storage units that will cover approximately
4.62 acres in the northeast section of the site. The existing structure used for the tire sales and
truck repair will remain during this Phase (1 of 3) of the project. Also located on-site, is an existing
business that repairs and sells bulk storage containers (cargo containers). This business was not
approved in the original rezone and is currently in a Code Enforcement action. Part of the approval
process is to permit this land use. The applicant has asked that this use be allowed to continue
operating during Phase 1 of the project. Phase 1 is expected to begin after approval and be
completed within 5 years from the date of approval.

Phase 2 development will convert the tire and truck repair business to a Recreational Vehicle (RV)
sales, service, and repair business that will include RV, boat, and trailer storage areas. The area
that is currently used for the repair and sales of bulk storage containers will be converted to RV and
boat storage. This Phase is expected to be completed within 2 to 7 years from approval.

Phase 3 will include the proposed 5,065 square foot mini-mart, coffee shop and fueling station at
the southern corner of the project site. Just north of this area the applicant is proposing a 19,250
square foot building that would be used as a drive-thru car wash and automobile parts store. The
applicant has also proposed a list of alternative uses for the 19,250 square foot building should the
car wash and auto shop not be viable. The list of alternative uses can be seen in Exhibit "G".
Phase 3 is expected to be completed within 3 to 7 years of approval.



Public Hearing to Consider Rezone Application No. 2007-01, Santa Fe Crossing
Page 3

All phases of the project will be served by a private well for water and on-site septic facilities will
provide for sewage disposal. The proposal also includes "stubbing" sewer and water lines for
future connections to the municipal services once they become available. Storm drainage is
proposed to be handled on-site by horizontal infiltration and storage facilities.

In accordance with the County's Sphere of Influence policy, the project was referred to the City of
Hughson for review. Cities are specifically asked to provide information addressing the proposed
project's consistency with the land use designation of the city's general plan and the type of
conditions necessary to ensure the development will comply with city's development standards
such as street improvements, setbacks, and landscaping. In this case, the City has indicated that
the project is consistent with their General Plan designation of "Service Commercial" for this area.

Background

The project site was rezoned in February of 1991, from A-2-40 (General Agriculture) to it's current
zoning designation of Planned Development No. 185, which allowed for a variety of commercial
type uses. According to the staff report written in November of 1990, the General Plan designation
of Planned Development was established in 1986 as part of a comprehensive update to the
Stanislaus County General Plan Land Use Element, and at that time this project site was not in the
City of Hughson Sphere of Influence.

At the time, the Board of Supervisors decided that certain locations throughout the County would
be designated as "Planned Development" given the unique aspect of the sites and because they
displayed unique characteristics which may be suitable for a variety of uses. The project site, a
triangular piece of property, located between Santa Fe Avenue, Service Road and Geer Road was
one such property. The Board of Supervisors felt that this site met the criteria of a unique property
given it's location at the crossroads of two major routes and a significant collector road. The other
factor the Board determined, in designating this site as Planned Development, was the historical
presence of commercial and industrial type uses.

The zoning designation of Planned Development No. 185, allowed for uses such as a mini-market,
restaurant, truck terminal, truck repair, storage facility, and light manufacturing. Most of these uses
were never established with the exception of the truck repair business in the northwest section of
the property and improvements were not installed.

Planning Commission Hearing

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on this project at its regular meeting of December
6,2007. Following staff's recommendation for approval, the Chairman opened the public hearing.
Kathleen Hamilton, an adjacent homeowner, spoke in opposition to the project expressing a
general concern regarding traffic in the area. The applicant's representative, Rod Hawkins
(l-lawkins Engineering) spoke in favor of the project.

Following the closing of the hearing, the Commission discussed the project indicating positions in
favor of the project. The Commission also discussed the "Phasing" time-frame of 7 years that the
applicant has proposed. It was recommended by the Commission that this 7 year time-frame be
shortened to 5 years, with the ability for the applicant to request an extension, if needed. The
Commission unanimously voted 8-0 (Souza/Mataka) to recommend the Board of Supervisor's
approve this request. A detailed discussion of the request and the reasons behind staff's
recommendation for approval can be found in the attached Planning Commission Staff Report.



Public Hearing to Consider Rezone Application No. 2007-01, Santa Fe Crossing
Page 4

POLICY ISSUES:

None.

STAFFING IMPACT:

None.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Planning Commission Staff Report, December 6, 2007
2. Planning Commission Minutes, December 6, 2007

1:IStaffrpIIREZI2oo7IREZ2007-01 - Santa Fe CrossinglBOSIBOS Report.wpd



STANISLAUS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

December 6, 2007

STAFF REPORT

REZONE APPLICATION NO. 2007-01
SANTA FE CROSSING

REQUEST: TO REZONE A 14.25 ACRE SITE FROM P-D (PLANNED DEVELOPMENT) TO
A NEW PLANNED DEVELOPMENT TO ALLOW A COMMERCIAL PROJECTTO
BE DEVELOPED IN THREE PHASES. PHASE 1 WILL INCLUDE THE
CONSTRUCTION OF 435 MINI STORAGE UNITS AND STORAGE FOR UP TO
52 RV'S. PHASES 2 & 3 WILL CONSIST OF A 5,065 SQUARE FOOT MINI
MARKET, A GAS STATION AND A 19,250 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL
BUILDING/CAR WASH. THE PROPERTY IS LOCATED AT 4306 SANTA FE
AVENUE, AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF GEER ROAD AND SANTA FE
AVENUE, IN THE HUGHSON AREA.

APPLICATION INFORMATION

Applicant:
Owner:
Location:

Section, Township, Range:
Supervisorial District:
Assessor's Parcel:
Referrals:

Area of Parcels:
Water Supply:
Sewage Disposal:
Existing Zoning:
General Plan:
Community Plan Designation:
Williamson Act:
Environmental Review:
Present Land Use:

Surrounding Land Use:

Hawkins & Associates Engineering
Ruddy Enterprises, Inc.
4306 Santa Fe Avenue, at the northwest corner of
Geer Road and Santa Fe Avenue, in the Hughson
area
22-4-10
Two (Supervisor Mayfield)
045-007-031
See Exhibit "J"
Environmental Review Referrals
14.25 acres
Private well
On-site septic system
P-D 185 (Planned Development)
Planned Development
Not applicable
Not applicable
Negative Declaration
Mostly vacant with a truck repair and tire sales
business on the northwest portion of the property.
Resendiz Family Fruit Stand, radio station with
transmitter tower, and agricultural land

1 ATTACHMENT 1



Rez 2007-01
Staff Report
December 6, 2007
Page 2

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This is a request to rezone a 14.25 acre site from P-D No. 185 (Planned Development) to a new
P-D zone to allow a commercial project to be developed in three phases. Phase 1 consists of 435
mini storage units, 50 storage container units, and storage for up to 52 RVs. Phase 2 consists of
a gas station and a 5,065 square foot mini market with a drive through coffee shop. Phase 3
consists of a 19,250 square foot commercial building. The entire site will be paved, fenced, and
landscaped. The project will be served by a private well for water and on-site septic facilities will
provide for sewage disposal. The development schedule notes this project will be completed within
1 to 7 years from the start of site improvements

SITE DESCRIPTION

The site is located at 4306 Santa Fe Avenue, which is at the northwest corner of Geer Road and
Santa Fe Avenue, southeast of the City of Hughson. This project is located within the LAFCO
adopted Sphere of Influence for the City of Hughson. The project site is mostly vacant with a truck
repair and tire sales business that was established as part of Planned Development No. 185 (the
current zoning designation). The surrounding land uses consist of Resendiz Family Fruit Stand to
the east, a radio station with a transmitter tower to the north, and agricultural uses to the west and
south.

BACKGROUND

The project site was rezoned in February of 1991, from A-2-40 (General Agriculture) to it's current
zoning designation of Planned Development No. 185, which allowed for a variety of commercial
type uses. According to the staff report written in November of 1990, the General Plan designation
of Planned Development was established in 1986 as part of a comprehensive update to the
Stanislaus County General Plan Land Use Element, and at that time this project site was not in the
City of Hughson Sphere of Influence.

At the time, the Board of Supervisors decided that certain locations throughout the County would
be designated as "Planned Development" given the unique aspect of the sites and because they
displayed unique characteristics which may be suitable for a variety of uses. The project site, a
triangular piece of property, located between Santa Fe Avenue, Service Road and Geer Road was
one such property. The Board of Supervisors felt that this site met the criteria of a unique property
given it's location at the crossroads of two major routes and a significant collector road. The other
factor the Board determined, in designating this site as Planned Development, was the historical
presence of commercial and industrial type uses.

The zoning designation of Planned Development No.1 85, allowed for uses such as a mini-market,
restaurant, truck terminal, truck repair, storage facility, and light manufacturing. Most of these uses
were never established with the exception of the truck repair business in the northwest section of
the property and improvements were not installed.
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DISCUSSION

The project proposal for "Santa Fe Crossing" is to allow a commercial project to be developed in
three phases. Phase 1 development will include 435 mini-storage units that will cover approximately
4.62 acres in the northeast section of the site. The existing structure used for the tire sales and
truck repair will remain during this Phase (1 of 3) of the project. Also located on site is an existing
business that repairs and sells bulk storage containers (cargo containers). This business was not
approved in the original rezone and is currently in Code Enforcement action. Part of the approval
process is to permit this land use. The applicant has asked that this use be allowed to continue
operating during Phase 1 of the project. Phase 1 is expected to begin after approval and be
completed within 5 years from the date of approval.

Phase 2 development will convert the tire and truck repair business to a Recreational Vehicle (RV)
sales, service, and repair business that will include RV, boat, and trailer storage areas. The area
that is currently used for the repair and sales of bulk storage containers will be converted to RVand
boat storage. This Phase is expected to be completed within 2 to 7 years from approval.

Phase 3 will include the proposed 5,065 square foot mini-mart, coffee shop and fueling station at
the southern corner of the project site. Just north of this area the applicant is proposing a 19,250
square foot building that would be used as a drive-thru car wash and automobile parts store. The
applicant has also proposed a list of alternative uses for the 19,250 square foot building should the
car wash and auto shop not be viable. The list of alternative uses can be seen in Exhibit "G".
Phase 3 is expected to be completed within 3 to 7 years of approval.

All phases of the project will be served by a private well for water and on-site septic facilities will
provide for sewage disposal. The proposal also includes "stubbing" sewer and water lines for
future connections to the municipal services once they become available. Storm drainage is
proposed to be handled on-site by horizontal infiltration and storage facilities.

Street improvements will be built, to correspond with each Phase, as shown in Exhibit "C". These
improvements shall include the construction of curb, gutter, sidewalk, street pavement, and left turn
pockets at all driveway locations. The installation of these improvements may be phased in
conjunction with the phasing of the development or deferred, by the Department of Public Works,
until which time they are needed.

Parking:
Phase 1 of this project proposes the construction of mini-storage units, based on the existing
County parking standards, the use would require one space for each employee on a maximum shift
plus three additional parking spaces (four total). Generally, mini-storage facilities will have one
employee on-site during business hours, with the possibility of a "night-watchman" or security guard
on-site after hours. The existing site plan identifies four (4) general parking spaces which meets
the minimum requirement stated above.

As part of Phase 2, the existing truck repair business that is currently in operation, will be converted
to an RV sales, service, and storage establishment. The required number of parking spaces for
such an establishment would be one space for every twenty vehicles displayed plus one space for
each employee. The site plan shows a possibility of thirty-two display spaces, which would require
at a minimum, three parking spaces. The site plan identifies a total of eleven spaces which should
be adequate for this type of business.
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Phase 3; construction of a 5,065 square foot mini-mart, coffee shop and fueling station as well as
a 19,250 square foot building that would be used for a car wash and auto shop, is shown as
providing a total of sixty parking spaces. The 5,065 square foot building would require 16 of those
leaving 44 spaces for the 19,250 square foot building. The intent is that the 19,250 square foot
building will be developed as a car wash and auto shop for which the 44 parking spaces should be
more than adequate assuming the site develops with these uses. However, we note for the record
that the applicant has provided a list of alternative uses for this 19,250 square foot building and the
parking may not meet the County standards for these"retail" type uses. As generally required in
PD zones with unspecified or alternative uses, a Staff Approval permit will be required for each
business to ensure compatibility with the zoning and the development standards. The Staff
Approval process will allow this parking issue to be monitored and controlled. It may also mean
that potential users of the site may not be permitted due to a potential lack of parking. The
owner/applicant of the project has chosen this approach to building size and parking, despite the
limits it may place on the number and ultimate mix of users/tenants of the site.

Signs:
A specific sign program has been included as part of this project (see Exhibit "F"). The applicant
is proposing a free standing pole-sign at the southern most part of the property. The pole-sign as
proposed would be 20 feet in height, the actual face of the sign would measure 60 square feet (5'
x 12') with two smaller signs (2' x 6') attached below the primary sign. The proposal includes two
monument signs that would be 5 feet in height and have a 24.5 square foot (3.5' x 7') face. Both
signs would be placed near the entrance and exit points on Santa Fe Avenue and Geer Road. As
normally required as part of a Planned Development project, a development standard has been
placed on this project for any additional smaller signs on-site (directional, monument, etc.) or any
signs on the buildlnqs to require approval from the City of Hughson and the County Planning
Director.

Landscaping:
Based on the initial landscaping plans, it appears as though the project has provided adequate
landscaping, consistent with both the County and the City of Hughson's landscaping requirements.
The City of Hughson has commented on the possible need to provide additional landscaping to
ensure an attractive appearance, as this site is considered a "gateway" to their City. The applicant
has worked with County Staff and provided a landscaping plan that will adequately screen the
proposed drainage basin and the area along Geer Road. County Staff also recommended some
additional landscaping be placed near and around the proposed mini-storage facility due to its high
visibility. The landscaping plan also provides landscaping along Santa Fe Avenue and at the
intersection of Geer Road and Santa Fe Avenue. Development Standard No. 22 requires a final
landscaping plan, prepared in compliance with the current City of Hughson landscape standards
for commercial projects.

City of Hughson:
In accordance with the County's Sphere of Influence policy, the project was referred to the City of
Hughson for review. Cities are specifically asked to provide information addressing the proposed
project's consistency with the land use designation of the city's general plan and the type of
conditions necessary to ensure the development will comply with city's development standards
such as street improvements, setbacks, and landscaping. In this case, the City has indicated that
the project is consistent with their General Plan designation of "Service Commercial" for this area.
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PHASING

As mentioned earlier in the report the applicant is proposing three (3) phases for this Rezone
Application to take place within seven (7) years from the date of approval.

Normally, staff recommends that a phasing plan be for a shorter period of time of around five (5)
years. After reviewing this application, Staff does not have any concerns up until the third phase.
Phase 1 is scheduled to be completed within 5 years with Phases 2 and 3 completed within 7
years. Phase 2, scheduled to be completed within 7 years, does not concern Staff because no new
structures are proposed. The concerns that Staff has with such a long time table for Phase 3 is:

1. Possible future changes in county policy,
2. Tracking the multiple phases over a lengthy period of time.
3. Changes to industry and/or technology.

Some options for the Planning Commission are:
1. Approve the project as proposed with the time lines as submitted by the applicant.
2. Require a Use Permit for approval of Phase 3.
3. Or, add a Condition of Approval that states the Planning Director would review

Phase 3 and at his/her discretion approve the Phase.

FINDINGS

In order to approve a rezone, it must be found to be consistent with the General Plan. In this case,
the General Plan designation is Planned Development. This designation is "intended for land
which, because of demonstrably unique characteristics, may be suitable for a variety of uses
without detrimental effects on other property." The proposed use should not be detrimental to
agricultural uses and other property in the area which consists mainly of a fruit stand, a radio
station with a transmitter tower, and agricultural land. Staff feels this proposal to rezone the parcel
to a Planned Development to be consistent with the General Plan which has been in place for some
time, fits into the type of uses for this area, shape of parcel, and the location.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the proposed project was circulated
to all interested parties and responsible agencies for review and comment (see Exhibit "J" ­
Environmental Review Referrals). Responses received from agencies have been incorporated into
this project as Development Standards (see Exhibit "0").

RECOMMENDATION

Based on all evidence on the record, and on the ongoing discussion, staff recommends that the
Planning Commission recommend that the Board of Supervisors take the following actions
regarding this project:

1. Adopt the Negative Declaration pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15074(b), by finding
that on the basis of the whole record, including the Initial Study and any comments
received, that there is no substantial evidence the project will have a significant effect on
the environment and that the Negative Declaration reflects Stanislaus County's independent
jUdgement and analysis.

5



Rez 2007-01
Staff Report
December 6, 2007
Page 6

2. Order the filing of a Notice of Determination with the Stanislaus County Clerk-Recorder's
Office pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 and CEQA Guidelines Section
15075.

3. Find That:

A. The project is consistent with the overall goals and policies of the County General
Plan; and

B. The proposed Planned Development zoning is consistent with the Planned
Development General Plan description.

4. Approve Rezone Application No. 2007-01 - Santa Fe Crossing, subject to the attached
Development Standards and Development Schedule.

Note: Pursuant to California Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, all project applicants subject to
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) shall pay a filing fee for each project. Therefore,
the applicant will further be required to pay $1,857.00 for the Department of Fish and Game, and
the Clerk Recorder filing fees. The attached Conditions of Approval ensure that this will occur.

******

Report written by: Joshua Mann, Associate Planner, November 21, 2007

Attachments:

Reviewed by:

/
Bill Carlson, Senior Planner

Exhibit A­
Exhibit B­
Exhibit C­
Exhibit D­
Exhibit E­
Exhibit F­
Exhibit G­
Exhibit H­
Exhibit 1­
Exhibit J -

Maps
Application and Project Description
Site Plans (Phases 1-3) with Landscape Proposal
Development Standards
Development Schedule
Applicant's Sign Plan & Building Elevations
List of Proposed Alternative Uses
Initial Study
Negative Declaration
Environmental Review Referrals

1:\StaHrpl\REZI2007\REZ 2007-01 - Santa Fe Crossing\staHreport.wpd
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SANTA FE CROSSING
CO~RClALDEVELOPMENT

PHASE ONE

Phase One development, as shown on the development exhibit, will include 537 mini­
storage units covering 4.62 acres in the northeast portion of the site. There is an existing
structure in the northwest comer currently housing tire sales and diesel truck repair
business. We expect that use to continue with Phase 1 development.

Also located on-site, is an existing non-conforming use, repair and sales ofbulk storage
containers. The location of the container units will be relocated to the west-center
portion of the site away from Santa Fe Avenue. Approval is being requested for a use
permit for the container storage use with Phase One development. The existing uses are
short term and will be replaced with Phase Two development.

Phase One development will include construction of driveway access from both Santa Fe
Avenue and Geer Road with signs at each point of entry. Four parking spaces will be
included with the min-storage facility and 11 parking spaces will be provided at the
existing tire and repair building. Each business will include the required handy-cap
parking.

Roadway dedication to 65 feet from centerline at Santa Fe Avenue, and 67.50 feet from
centerline at Geer Road will be made along the entire frontage of the site. A 40 foot
radius return would also be dedicated; all with Phase one development. Roadway
improvements will be constructed with each phase as shown.

Sanitary sewer will be by on-site treatment and disposal in conformance with County
Standards. Water will be provided by on-site well and provide volumes as required for
the proposed use, fire flows and planting. Stubs will be provided for future connection to
municipal facilities as they become available.

Mini storage units will be constructed with a fire sprinkler system sized in accordance
with the County Fire Prevention Bureau and conform to applicable codes and regulations.

Construction of the mini-storage facility is expected to begin with approval by the
County. Completion of Phase One development is expected within 1 to 5 years.

PHASE TWO

Phase Two development will convert the tire and truck repair area to recreational vehicle
sales, service and repair and include RV, boat and trailer storage. The area housing the
bulk container sales and repair will likewise be converted to RV storage or mini-storage
units.

EXHIBIT B
12



Completion ofPhase Two development is expected within 2 to 7 years.

PHASE THREE

Phase three includes a proposed mini-mart, coffee shop and fueling station at the
southerly comer of the project. Fifteen parking spaces including handy-cap are proposed.
An additional driveway from Santa Fe Avenue will be constructed with this phase.

The northerly portion ofthe Phase Three site is expect to develop as a carwash and auto
shop, although we would like to reserve the option for a selected group of alternative uses
listed with the site plan. Sanitary sewer and water will be provided by on site facilities as
described in Phase One.

Roadway construction, including an additional driveway at Santa Fe Avenue will be
completed with this phase.

Completion ofPhase Three development is expected within 3 to 7 years.

OFF-SITE DEVELOPMENT

Off-site curb, gutter and sidewalk design and road right-of-way will be in accordance
with the County master plan for roadway development standards. Storm drainage will be
by horizontal infiltration and storage facilities.

NOTE:

This development plan is proposed based upon extensive contacts with County planning
staff, public works, and fire district, and a number of contacts with City of Hughson
planning staff and engineering.

13



Please Check all applicable boxes
APPLICATION FOR:

Staff is avaiiable to assist you with detennining which applications are necessary

0 General Plan Amendment 0 Subdivision Map

~ Rezone 0 Parcel Map

0 Use Permit 0 Exception

0 Variance 0 Williamson Act Cancellation

0 Historic Site Permit 0 Other

PLANNING STAFF USE ONLY:

Application No(s): ~ez- 2007-~
Date: /, 17· z.~;t:
s ?-Z- T t-( R~/D__

GP Designation: __?~1>::..- _
Zoning: Pb - ,»~
Fee: --------
Receipt No. _

ReceivedBy: _

Notes: _

In order for your application to be considered COMPLETE, please answer all applicable questions on the following pages,
and provide all applicable information listed on the checklist on pages i-v. Under State law, upon receipt of this
application, staff has 30 days to determine if the application is complete. We typically do not take the full 30 days. It may
be necessary for you to provide additional information and/or" meet with staff to discuss the application. Pre-application
meetings are not required, but are highly recommended. An incomplete application will be placed on hold until all the
necessary information is provided to the satisfaction of the requesting agency. An application will not be acceptedwithout
all the information identified on the checklist.

Please contact staff at (209) 525-6330 to discuss any questions you may have. Staff will attempt to help you in any way
we can.

CONTACT PERSON:

PROJECT INFORMA TION

Santa Fe Crossing
(Desired name for project, if any)

Who is the primary contact person for information regarding this project?

II

Crolie Lindsay

Address: 436 Mitchell Road Modesto, California 95354

209-578-4295

209-575-4295

clindsay@hawkins-eng.com

Mailing Address

(Attach additional sheets as necessary)
PROPERTY OWNER'S NAME: :..R:..:u:..:d....:.d.:..:y_E__nte_,.,~p_rt_-s_e_s...:..,_'n_c_. ..:.....- _

P.O. Box 1504

Modesto, Ca. 65353-1504

209-524-3177

1
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APPLICANT'S NAME:

Mailing Address

Telephone: Fax: _

ENGINEER I APPLICANT: Hawkins & Associates Engineering, Inc.

Mailing Address 436 Mitchell Road Modesto, Ca. 95354

209-578-4295209-5754295Telephone: _---';;o..;;..-'--~~....;;.,;;:=.;=--_ Fax: __.....;...--'-_-'-.:.- _

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (Describe the project in detail, including physical features of the site, proposed
improvements, proposed uses or business, operating hours, number of employees, anticipated customers, etc. - Attach
additional sheets as necessary)
"Pleese note: A detailed project description is essential to the reviewing process of this request. In order to
approve a project, the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors must decide whether there is enough
information available to be able to make very specific statements about the project. These statements are called
"Findings". It is your responsibility as an applicant to provide enough information about the proposed project,
so that staff can recommend that the Commission or the Board make the required Findings. Specific project
Findings are shown on pages 17 - 19 and can be used as a guide for preparing your project description. (If you
are applying for a Variance or Exception, please contact staff to discuss special requirements).

See attached document Santa Fe Crossings

2
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~I PROJl=CT SITE INFORMA TION II
Complete and accurate information saves time and is vital to project review and assessment. Please complete
each section entirely. If a question is not applicable to your project, please indicated this to show that each
question has been carefully considered. Contact the Planning & Community Development Department Staff,
1010 101h Street - ;;ra Floor, (209) 525-6330, if you have any questions. Pre-application meetings are highly
recommended.

310745ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER(S): Book. Page Parcel _

Additional parcel numbers:
Project Site Address
or Physical Location: 4306 Santa Fe Ave.

Hughson~Ca.

Square feet: _or14.2499Acres: _"':""'::":'=..0..=.'::::"-_Property Area:

Current and Previous Land Use: (Explain existing and previous land use(s) of site for the last ten years)

Frompresent to past 2yearsopenarea hasbeenusedfor non-conforming container storage, repair & sales. The previous 8
Years the open area was used for pallet repair & storage. All other uses are as described in attached document Santa Fe Crossing.

List any known previous projects approved for this site, such as a Use Permit, Parcel Map, etc.: (Please identify
project name, type of project, anddate of approval)

Existing General Plan & Zoning: _P_D_#_1_B_5 _

Proposed General Plan & Zoning: -J,6..uI....e<lo/.!Li.J~p~-_=_J7...:.. _
(if applicable)

ADJACENT LAND USE: (Describe adjacent land uses within 1,320 feet (1/4 mile) and/or two parcels in each
direction of the project site)

East: AgriculturelResidential

West: Agriculture/Mixed Commercial/Residential

North: AgriculturelResidential

South: Agriculture/Residential

WILLIAMSON ACT CONTRACT:

Yes 0 No fg] Is the property currently under a Williamson Act Contract?
Contract Number: _

If yes, has a Notice of Non-Renewal been filed?

Date Filed: _

3
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Yes 0 No 0

Yes 0 No 0

Do you propose to cancel any portion of the Contract?

Are there any agriculture, conservation, open space or similar easements affecting the
use of the project site. (Such easements do not include Williamson Act Contracts)

If yes, please list and provide a recorded copy: _

SITE CHARACTERISTICS: (Check one or more) Flat lEI Rolling 0 Steep 0

VEGETATION: What kind of plants are growing on your property? (Check one or more)

Field crops 0

Shrubs 0

Orchard 0

Woodland 0

Pasture/Grassland 0

River/Riparian 0

Scattered trees ~

Other 0

Explain Other: _

Yes 00 No 0

GRADING:

Yes [gl No 0

Do you plan to remove any trees? (If yes, please show location of trees planned for removal on plot
plan and provide information regarding transplanting or replanting.)

Do you plan to do any grading? (If yes, please indicate how many cubic yards and acres to be
disturbed. Please showareas to be graded on plotplan.) 11,293 cu. yds. 14 acres

Overall cu. yds. based on removing 0.5 ft. over total site.

STREAMS, LAKES, & PONDS:

Yes 0 No ~

Yes 0 No iii

Yes 0 No I!fI

Yes 0 No ~

Are there any streams, lakes, ponds or other watercourses on the property? (If yes, please show
on plotplan)

Will the project change any drainage patterns? (If yes, please explain - provide additional sheet if
needed) _

Are there any gullies or areas of soil erosion? (If yes, please showon plotplan)

Do you plan to grade, disturb, or in any way change swales, drainages, ditches, gullies, ponds,
low lying areas, seeps, springs, streams, creeks, river banks, or other area on the site that carries
or holds water for any amount of time during the year? (If yes, please show areas to be graded on
plot plan)

Please note: If the answer above is yes, you may be required to obtain authorization from
other agencies such as the Corps of Engineers or California Department of Fish and
Game.

4
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STRUCTURES:

Yes Ig) No 0 Are there structures on the site? (If yes, please show on plot plan. Show a relationship to
property lines and other features of the site.

Yes IE.I No 0 Will structures be moved or demolished? (If yes, indicate on plot plan.)

Yes 00 No 0 Do you plan to build new structures? (If yes, show location and size on plot plan.)

Yes 0 No [gJ Are there buildings of possible Historical significance? (If yes, please explain and show location and
size on plot plan.) _

PROJECT SITE COVERAGE:

Existing Building Coverage:

Proposed Building Coverage:

17.083 Sq. Ft.

117.755 Sq. Ft.

Landscaped Area:

Paved Surface Area:

NIA Sq. Ft.

263.514 Sq. Ft.

BUILDING CHARACTERISTICS:

Size of new structure(s) or building addition(s) in gross sq. ft.: (Provide additional sheets if necessary)_1_1-'-"-7.~7_5.;;....;;;.5 _

Number of floors for each building: --'O:..;N'-=E=-- _

Building height in feet (measured from ground to highest point): (Provide additional sheets if necessary)Not to exceed

30 feet upon completion of all 3 phases.

Height of other appurtenances, excluding buildings, measured from ground to highest p'oint (i.e .• antennas•.mechanical
equipment, light poles, etc.): (Provide additional sheets if necessary) Nor to exceed 20· upon completIon of all

3 phases

Proposed surface material for parking area: (Provide information addressing dust control measures if non-asphalUconcrete
material to be used) Asphalt--=-----------------------------------

UTILITIES AND IRRIGATION FACILITIES:

Yes (gJ No 0 Are there existing public or private utilities on the site? Includes telephone, power, water, etc. (If
yes, show location and size on plot plan)

Who provides, or will provide the following services to the property?

Septic TankSewer": -=- _T.t.D.Electrical: ---'-:.:...:.:-=- _

PG&E

NIAIrrigation: _

Gas/Propane: -=-..:--=- _

Private well

AT& TIPac Bell

Water"': _

Telephone: _

5
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"Please Note: A "will serve" letter is required if the sewer service will be provided by City, Sanitary District,
Community Services District, etc.

··Please Note: A "wil/ serve" letter is required if the water source is a City, Irrigation District, Water District, etc.,
and the water purveyor may be required to provide verification through an Urban Water Management Plan that an
adequate water supply exists to service your proposed development.

Will any special or unique sewage wastes be generated by this development other than that normally associated with
resident or employee restrooms? Industrial, chemical, manufacturing, animal wastes? (Please describe:)

No special or unique sewage waste will be generated.

Please Note: Should any waste be generated by the proposed project other than that normally associated with a
single family residence, it is likely that Waste Discharge Requirements will be required by the Regional Water
Quality Control Board. Detailed descriptions of quantities, quality, treatment, and disposal may be required.

Yes 0 No lEI Are there existing irrigation, telephone, or power company easements on the property? (If yes,
showlocation and size on plot plan.)

Yes (gJ No 0 Do the existing utilities, including irrigation facilities, need to be moved? (If yes, show location and
sizeonplotplan.)

Yes 0 No 1&1 Does the project require extension of utilities? (If yes, show location andsizeon plotplan.)

AFFORDABLE HOUSING/SENIOR:

Yes 0 No lEI Will the project include affordable or senior housing provisions? (If yes,please explain)

RESIDENTIAL PROJECTS: (Please complete if applicable- Attach additional sheets if necessary)

N/ATotal Acreage: _N/ATotal Dwelling Units: _N/ATotal No. Lots: _

Gross Density per Acre: _N/ANet Density per Acre: ...:..:.::..:. _

Single Two Family Multi-Family Multi-Family
(complete if applicable) Family Duplex Apartments Condominium!

Townhouse
Number of Units: N/A N/A N/A N/A

Acreage: N/A NIA NIA NIA

COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL, MANUFACTURING, RETAIL, USE PERMIT, OR OTHER
PROJECTS: (Please complete ifapplicable - Attachadditional sheets if necessary)

Square footage of each existing or proposed building(s): Storage Facilities (53,775 sq. ft.'

Gas Station/Mini-Marl (6,540 sq. ft.) Commercial Use (45,280 sq. ft.)

Type of use{s): Commercial

6
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Days and hours of operation: PHA..:u: I 24 HRS. 7 DA YS PER WEEK - ""'ASE 2 6AM TO 9PM

PHASE 3 TO BE DETERMINED

Seasonal operation (i.e., packing shed, huller, etc.) months and hours of operation: ~N:..:.IA~ _

Occupancy/capacity of building: PHASE 1 = 179 - PHASE 2 =7 - PHASE 3 = 151

P1=1-P2=3-P3=60(Minimum Shift): _.:.-::....-..:.....:.-=--=.-=-...:~=-_Number of employees: (Maximum Shift): P1=2-P2=5-P3=100

Estimated number of daily customers/visitors on site at peak time: _

Other occupants: _N_O_N_E _

2%

NIA

3-5

6-9

Warehouse area: NIA

Storage area: PH1-53,775 PH2&3 12,955

Manufacturing area: NIA

PHASE 1,2 &3 =1100

PH1-840 PH2&3-38,865

PH1 &2-NIA PH3-2000

Sales area:

Loading area:

Other: (explain type of area) _N_I_A_~ _

Estimated number of truck deliveries/loadings per day: _

Estimated hours of truck deliveriesnoadings per day: _

Estimated percentage of traffic to be generated by trucks: -=-~ _

Estimated number of railroad deliverieslloadings per day: ....:..:.:.:..:. _

Square footage of:

Office area: _

Yes 0 No jg] Will the proposed use involve toxic or hazardous materials or waste? (Please explain)

ROAD AND ACCESS INFORMATION:

What County road(s) will provide the project's main access? (Please show all existing andproposed driveways on the plot plan)

Santa Fe Avenue and Geer Road

7
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Yes 0 No jg)

Yes 0 No ~

Yes 0 No ~

Are there private or public road or access easements on the property now? (If yes, showlocation
and size on plotplan)

Do you require a private road or easement to access the property? (If yes, show location and
size on plot plan)

Do you require security gates and fencing on the access? (If yes, showlocation andsizeonplot
plan)

Please Note: Parcels that do not front on a County-maintained road or require special access may require
approval of an Exception to the Subdivision Ordinance. Please contact staff to determine if an exception is
needed and to discuss the necessary Findings.

STORM DRAINAGE:

How will your projecthandle storm water runoff? (Check one) jgJ Drainage Basin 0 Direct Discharge 0 Overland

o Other: (please explain) _N_I_A _

If direct discharge is proposed, what specific waterway are you proposing to discharge to? ...:N~/A-=- _

Please Note: If direct discharge is proposed, you will be required to obtain a NPDES permit from the Regional
Water Quality Control Board, and must provide evidence that you have contacted them regarding this proposal
with your application.

EROSION CONTROL:

If you plan on grading any portion of the site, please provide a description of erosion control measures you propose to
implement.

SEE ATTACHED DRAWING SHEET #4

Please note: You may be required to obtain an NPDES Storm Water Permit from the Regional Water Quality
Control Board and prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan.

ADDITIONAL INFORMAnON:

Please use this space to provide any other information you feel is appropriate for the County to consider during review of
your application. (Attach extra sheets if necessary)

8
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INDEMNIFICATION:

In consideration of the County's processing and consideration of this application for approval of
the land use project being applied for (the "Project"), and the related California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) consideration by the County, the Owner and Applicant, jointly and severally,
agree to indemnify the County of Stanislaus ("County") from liability or loss connected with the
Project approvals as follows:

1. The Owner and Applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the County and its
agents, officers and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the County
or its agents, officers or employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul the Project or any
prior or subsequent development approvals regarding the Project or Project condition
imposed by the County or any of its agencies, departments, commissions, agents,
officers or employees concerning the said Project, or to impose personal liability against
such agents, officers or employees resulting from their involvement in the Project,
including any claim for private attorney general fees claimed by or awarded to any party
from County.

The obligations of the Owner and Applicant under this Indemnification shall apply
regardless of whether any permits or entitlements are issued.

2. The County will promptly notify Owner and Applicant of any such claim, action, or
proceeding that is or may be subject to this Indemnification and, will cooperate fully in
the defense.

3. The County may, within its unlimited discretion, participate in the defense of any such
claim, action, or proceeding if the County defends the claim, actions, or proceeding in
good faith. To the extent that County uses any of its resources responding to such
claim, action, or proceeding, Owner and Applicant will reimburse County upon demand.
Such resources include, but are not limited to, staff time, court costs, County Counsel=s
time at their regular rate for external or non-County agencies, and any other direct or
indirect cost associated with responding to the claim, action, or proceedings.

4. The Owner and Applicant shall not be required to payor perform any settlement by the
County of such claim, action or proceeding unless the settlement is approved in writing
by Owner and Applicant, which approval shall not be unreasonably withheld.

5. The Owner and Applicant shall pay all court ordered costs and attorney fees.

6. This Indemnification represents the complete understanding between the Owner and
Applicant and the County with respect to matters set forth herein.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, by their signature below, the Owner and Applicant hereby acknowledge
that they have read, understand and agree to perform their obligations under this Indemnification.

12
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PROPERTY OWNER/APPLICANT SIGNA TURE

I hereby certify that the facts, statements, and information presented within this application form
are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. I hereby understand and certify that
any misrepresentation or omissions of any information required in this application form may
result in my application being delayed or not approved by the County. I hereby certify that I have
read and fully understand all the information required in this application form including:

1. The Notices to All Applicants on page 9;
2. Acknowledgments/Authorizations on pages 10 and 11; and,
3. The Indemnification on page 12.

I sheets as necessary)

Ad' ;Ie e. RUd d '-7\/t-- _
Print Name . I

Applicant(s): (If different from above)

~ ,
. .

. ~ .,...,....-.;?&e(S)~ ~

1:\PLANNING.FRMlApplicat,onsIWP FonnslNOTICE AND INDEMNIFICATION.wpd

13

Crolie Lindsay
Print Name
Hawkins & Associates Engineering

436 Mitchell Road

Modesto, CA 95354

(209) 575-4295
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As Amended by the Planning Commission
December 6, 2007

As Approved by the Board of Supervisors
January 8, 2008

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

REZONE APPLICATION NO. 2007-01
SANTA FE CROSSING

Stanislaus County - Department of Planning and Community Development

1. This project is to be constructed and operated as described in the application information
submitted including submittals modifying the project in accordance with other laws and
ordinances.

2. All exterior lighting shall be designed (aimed down and toward the site) to provide adequate
illumination without a glare effect.

3. Construction of the project shall comply with standardized dust controls adopted by the San
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District.

4. A plan for any proposed signs indicating the location, height, area of the sign, and message
must be approved by the City of Hughson and the County Planning Director prior to
installation. Maximum height of any sign shall not exceed 20 feet.

5. Trash bins shall be kept in trash enclosures constructed of materials compatible with the
architecture of the development. Trash enclosures shall be placed in locations as approved
by the refuse collecting agency and the Planning Director.

6. All outside storage and mechanical equipment shall be screened from the view of any
public right-of-way by a screen fence of uniform construction as approved by the Planning
Director. Any required water tanks for fire suppression shall be painted to blend with the
surrounding landscape or screened with landscaping and shall not be used as a sign unless
approved by the Planning Director.

7. Applicant and/or subsequent property owner(s), must obtain building permits for all
proposed structures, equipment, and utilities. Plans shall be prepared by a California
licensed engineer working within the scope of his/her license.

8. A landscape plan consistent with Section 21.102, Landscape and Irrigation Standards, of
the Stanislaus County Zoning Ordinance, shall be submitted and approved by the Planning
Director. The landscaping shall be installed prior to operation of business.

9. Any required landscaping plan shall be reviewed by the Stanislaus County Agricultural
Commissioner's Office prior to installation of any landscaping and include plant species
and identification of the plant's origin. Said review is necessary to help stop the spread of
the Glassy-winged Sharpshooter, an injurious insect to agriculture, which can enter our
County on the leaves of landscape plants.
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REZ 2007-01
Development Standards
December 6, 2007
Page 2

As Amended by the Planning Commission
December 6, 2007

As Approved by the Board of Supervisors
January 8, 2008

10. The applicant, or subsequent property owner, shall be responsible for maintaining
landscape plants in a healthy and attractive condition. Dead or dying plants shall be
replaced with materials of equal size and similar variety. Any dead trees shall be replaced
with a similar variety of a 15-gallon size or larger.

11. A business license shall be obtained for any businesses operating on the site.

12. The project site shall install infrastructure on site now to allow connection to sewer and
water service in the event it becomes available.

13. Should any archeological or human remains be discovered during development, work shall
be immediately halted within 150 feet of the find until it can be evaluated by a qualified
archaeologist. If the find is determined to be historically or culturally significant, appropriate
mitigation measures to protect and preserve the resource shall be formulated and
implemented.

14. Developer shall pay all Public Facilities Impact Fees and Fire Facilities Fees as adopted by
Resolution of the Board of Supervisors. The fees shall be payable at the time of issuance
of a building permit for any construction in the development project and shall be based on
the rates in effect at the time of building permit issuance.

15. Pursuant to Section 711.4 of the California Fish and Game Code (effective January 1,
2007), the applicant is required to pay a Department of Fish and Game filing fee at the time
of recording a "Notice of Determination." Within five (5) days of approval of this project by
the Planning Commission or Board of Supervisors, the applicant shall submit to the
Department of Planning and Community Development a check for $1,857.00, made
payable to Stanislaus County, for the payment of Fish and Game, and Clerk Recorder
filing fees.

Pursuant to Section 711.4 (e)(3) of the California Fish and Game Code, no project shall be
operative, vested, or final, nor shall local government permits for the project be valid, until
the filing fees required pursuant to this section are paid.

16. The applicant is required to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the County, its officers and
employees from any claim, action, or proceedings against the County to set aside the
approval of the project which is brought within the applicable statute of limitations. The
County shall promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding to set aside
the approval and shall cooperate fully in the defense. Written evidence of said contact shall
be submitted to the Planning Department prior to issuance of any building permit.

17. Pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, prior to construction, the developer shall
be responsible for contacting the US Army Corps of Engineers to determine if any
"wetlands," "waters of the United States," or other areas under the jurisdiction of the Corps
of Engineers are present on the project site, and shall be responsible for obtaining all
appropriate permits or authorizations from the Corps, including all necessary water quality
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REZ 2007-01
Development Standards
December 6, 2007
Page 3

As Amended by the Planning Commission
December 6, 2007

As Approved by the Board of Supervisors
January 8, 2008

certifications, if necessary. Written evidence of said contact shall be submitted to the
Planning Department prior to issuance of any building permit, if permits from this agency
are necessary, copies of said permits shall be submitted to the Planning Department
prior to the issuance of any building permit.

18. Pursuant to Section 1600 and 1603 of the California Fish and Game Code, prior to
construction, the developer shall be responsible for contacting the California Department
of Fish and Game and shall be responsible for obtaining all appropriate stream-bed
alteration agreements, permits or authorizations, if necessary. Written evidence of said
contact shall be submitted to the Planning Department prior to issuance of any building
permit if permits from this agency are necessary, copies of said permits shall be
submitted to the Planning Department prior to the issuance of any building permit.

19. Pursuant to State Water Resources Control Board Order 99-08-DWQ and National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit No. CAS000002, prior
to construction, the developer shall be responsible for contacting the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board to determine if a "Notice of Intent" is necessary, and shall
prepare all appropriate documentation, including a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP). Once complete, and prior to construction, a copy of the SWPPP shall be
submitted to the Stanislaus County Department of Public Works. Written evidence of said
contact shall be submitted to the Planning Department prior to issuance of any building
permit if permits from this agency are necessary, copies of said permits shall be
submitted to the Planning Department prior to the issuance of any building permit.

20. Pursuant to the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, prior to construction, the
developer shall be responsible for contacting the US Fish and Wildlife Service and
California Department of Fish and Game to determine if any special status plant or animal
species are present on the project site, and shall be responsible for obtaining all
appropriate permits or authorizations from these agencies, if necessary. Written evidence
of said contact shall be submitted to the Planning Department prior to issuance of any
building permit if permits from this agency are necessary, copies of said permits shall
be submitted to the Planning Department prior to the issuance of any building
permit.

21. The Department of Planning and Community Development shall record a Notice of
Administrative Conditions and Restrictions with the County Recorder's Office within 30 days
of project approval. The Notice includes: Conditions of Approval/Development Standards
and Schedule; any adopted Mitigation Measures; and a project area map.

22. The applicant shall be required to submit Landscape and Irrigation plans, prepared by a
Licensed Landscape Architect, to the City of Hughson for approval. The landscape plan
shall meet current City of Hughson landscape standards.

23. All proposed "alternative" uses within the Planned Development zone shall obtain a Staff
Approval Permit, in accordance with Chapter 21.100 of the Stanislaus County Code, prior
to any construction or use, to allow site plan, operational/design/review, elevations and
imposition of applicable conditions. The staff approvals shall be circulated for comments
per adopted County procedures
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As Amended by the Planning Commission
December 6,2007

As Approved by the Board of Supervisors
January 8, 2008

Stanislaus County - Department of Public Works

24. The property owners shall dedicate a 10 foot wide public utility easement along the entire
road frontages of Geer Road and Santa Fe Avenue adjacent to the right-of-way prior to the
issuance of any building permit.

25. Street improvements per County standards shall be installed along the property's frontage
on Geer Road and Santa Fe Avenue. The improvements shall include, but not be limited
to, curb, gutter, sidewalk, street pavement, drainage facilities, signs, pavement markings,
and left turn pockets at all driveway locations. The installation of these improvements may
be phased in conjunction with the phasing of the development.

Phase 1: The installation of all required street improvements including a left turn pocket
along the Geer Road frontage adjacent to the mini-storage complex. The installation of a
left turn pocket on Santa Fe Avenue at the most southerly driveway that provides access
to the Phase 1 development and the existing container storage area.

Phase 2: The installation of all required street improvements along the Geer Road and
Santa Fe Avenue frontages adjacent to the Phase 2 development.

Phase 3: The installation of all required street improvements along the Santa Fe Avenue
frontage adjacent to the Phase 3 development. These improvements shall include a left
turn pocket at the most northerly driveway. If the existing storage, sales, and repair use
changes to a different use with the development of either Phase 1 or 2, the left turn pocket
at the most northerly driveway on Santa Fe Avenue shall be installed as a requirement of
that particular phase.

The required road improvements shall be installed prior to final and/or occupancy of any
building that is associated with the phase that triggers the improvements or the developer
may enter into a deferred street improvement agreement with Stanislaus County.
The improvements may be deferred until Phase 3 or until such time that the Director
of Public Works requires the improvements to be installed (County Code 13.08.030).

26. Off-site improvement plans (including left turn pockets) for the entire road frontages of Geer
Road and Santa Fe Avenue for all phases of development shall be approved by the
Department of Public Works prior to the issuance of the first building permit for Phase 1
development. An Engineer's estimate shall be submitted for the entire project with
the off-site plans.

27. A financial guarantee in a form acceptable to the Department of Public Works to ensure the
construction of the street improvements required for each phase shall be deposited with the
Department prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the particular phase. If the
deferred street improvement agreement is filed with this Department, the financial
guarantee requirement will be waived for this phase of work.
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28. All driveway locations and widths shall be approved by the Department of Public Works.

29. An encroachment permit shall be obtained from the Department of Public Works prior to
the start of any work within the road right-of-way.

30. Road right-of-way shall be dedicated to Stanislaus County to provide the following:

A. 67.5 feet west of the centerline of Geer Road along the entire frontage to
comply with the 6-lane Expressway standard;

B. 85 feet east of the railroad right-of-way on Santa Fe Avenue to comply with
the 4-lane Class C Expressway standard for this road; and,

C. The chord of a 50 foot radius at the Geer / Santa Fe intersection.

A Road Easement document shall be prepared by the applicant's engineer and executed
prior to the issuance of a building permit for Phase 1.

31. No parking, no loading or unloading of vehicles shall be permitted within the right-of-ways
of Geer Road and Santa Fe Avenue. The developer will be required to install or pay for the
installation of all required signs and/or markings, if warranted.

32. A Master Grading and Drainage Plan for the entire parcel that meets County standards
shall be approved by the Department of Public Works prior to the issuance of any building
permit. Runoff and storage capacity calculations shall be provided as part of the approval
process. Adequate land shall be reserved for a drainage basin that is capable of handling
the runoff of the entire parcel. The drainage system necessary for each phase shall be
installed prior to occupancy of that phase.

33. All on-site parking areas and driveways from Geer Road and Santa Fe Avenue to the
parking areas shall be paved per County standards. All parking spaces shall be double
striped per County standards.

34. The developer shall pay Public Facilities Fees prior to or at the time of building permit
issuance as part of mitigating traffic impacts.

35. A Grading Permit shall be obtained from the Department of Public Works prior to the start
of importing, exporting, or otherwise moving any dirt.

36. Prior to the approval of the off-site improvement plans, the applicant shall file a Notice of
Intention (NOI) with the California Regional Water Quality Control Board and a Waste
Discharge Identification Number must be obtained and provided to the Department of
Public Works.

Stanislaus County - Fire Prevention Bureau
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38. Per the 2001 California Fire Code (Section 902), fire access roads (easements) shall have
an unobstructed width of not less than 20 feet and an unobstructed vertical clearance of not
less than 13 feet 6 inches. Fire access roads shall be designed and maintained to support
the imposed loads of fire apparatus and shall be provided with a surface as to provide all­
weather driving capabilities. The turning radius of a fire apparatus access road shall be as
approved, (50 foot outside, 30 foot inside turning radius).

39. All buildings constructed shall comply with on-site water for fire protection. Based on
preliminary submittal for the mini-storage, a minimum water supply for fire protection is
107,500 gallons. This may be reduced based on protection of the buildings with a fully
complying automatic fire sprinkler system.

40. All traffic signals installed and/or retrofitted, due to the proposed project, shall be provided
with signal preemption.

41. Developer shall pay all Public Facilities Impact Fees and Fire Facility Fees as adopted by
Resolution of the Board of Supervisors. The fees shall be payable at the time of issuance
of the building permit for any construction and shall be based on the rates in effect at the
time of building permit issuance.

Stanislaus County - Department of Environmental Resources (DER)

42. On-site wastewater disposal system (OSWDS) shall be by individual Primary & Secondary
wastewater treatment units, operated under conditions and quldelines established by
Measure X.

43. The on-site wastewater disposal system (OSWDS) is to be engineer designed for the
maximum occupancy of an office building.

44. The OSWDS design system shall provide 100% expansion area. Any portion of the
drainfield of the on-site wastewater installed under pavements is to be doubled.

45. Water supply for this project is defined by the State regulations as a public water system.
Water system owner must submit plans for the water system construction or addition; and
obtain approval from this Department, prior to construction. Prior to final approval of the
project, the owner must obtain a Water Supply Permit from the Department of
Environmental Resources. "The Water Supply Permit Application must include a technical
report that demonstrates compliance with State regulations and include the technical,
managerial, and financial capabilities of the owner to operate a public water system."
Contact the DER for the required submittal information.

At such time that the water well's water is consumed or washing hands by 25 or more
persons, 60 days or more out of the year, or there are five (5) or more service connections,
the owner must obtain a public water supply permit from DER. The water supply permit
issuance is contingent upon the water system meeting construction standards and providing
water, which is of acceptable quantity and quality.
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46. At any time the project consists of any food facility (Phase 3), applicant must submit 3 sets
of food facility construction plans to the Department of Environmental Resources for review
and approval for compliance with the California Uniform Retail Food Facilities Law (Section
27550).

Stanislaus County - Building Permit Division

47. The proposed development shall comply with current adopted Title 24 Building Codes.

Stanislaus County· Environmental Review Committee (ERC)

48. The applicant shall determine, to the satisfaction of the Department of Environmental
Resources (DER), that a site containing (or formerly containing) residences or farm
buildings, or structures, has been fully investigated (via Phase I and II studies) prior to the
issuance of a grading permit. Any discovery of underground storage tanks, former
underground storage tank locations, buried chemicals, buried refuse, or contaminated soil
shall be brought to the immediate attention of DER.

49. Prior to and during construction, the Hughson Fire Protection District shall approve
provisions for serviceable fire vehicle access and fire protection water supply.

50. Applicant should contact the Department of Environmental Resources regarding
appropriate permitting requirements for hazardous materials and/or wastes. Applicant
and/or occupants handlinghazardous materials or generating hazardous wastes must notify
the Department of Environmental Resources relative to: (Calif. H&S, Division 20)

A. Permits for the underground storage of hazardous substances at a new or the
modification of existing tank facilities.

B. Requirements for registering as a handler of hazardous materials in the County.
C. Submittal of hazardous materials Business Plans by handlers of materials in excess

of 55 gallons or 500 pounds of a hazardous material or of 200 cubic feet of
compressed gas.

D. The handling of acutely hazardous materials may require the preparation of a Risk
Management Prevention Program, which must be implemented prior to operation
of the facility. The list of acutely hazardous materials can be found in SARA, Title
III, Section 302.

E. Generators of hazardous waste must notify the Department of Environmental
Resources relative to the: (1) quantities of waste generated; (2) plans for reducing
wastes generated; and (3) proposed waste disposal practices.

F. Permits for the treatment of hazardous waste on-site will be required from the
hazardous materials division.

G. Medical waste generators must complete and submit a questionnaire to the
Department of Environmental Resources for determination if they are regulated
under the Medical Waste Management Act.
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San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD)

51. Any construction resulting from this project shall comply with standardized dust controls
adopted by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District.

52. Applicant must complete and have approved an Air Quality Impact Assessment (AQIA) by
the SJVAPCD.

53. Project to comply with the following rules from the SJVAPCD:
• Regulation VIII (Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions)
• Rule 2010 (Permits Required)
• Rule 4002 (National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants)
• Rule 4102 (Nuisance)
• Rule 4601 (Architectural Coatings)
• Rule 4622 (Gasoline Transfer into Motor Vehicle Fuel Tanks)
• Rule 4623 (Storage of Organic Liquids)
• Rule 4641 (Cutback, Slow Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt, Paving, & Maintenance

operations)
• Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Review)
• District Permitting

Turlock Irrigation District (TID)

54. A 13-foot Public Utility Easement must be dedicated along all street frontages.

55. A review of District maps and records indicate that there was once an irrigation pipeline
entering the parcel from the north. This line is no longer active and any remnants of the
pipeline must be removed as per District Standards.

56. The District's electric utility has an existing overhead power line within the proposed
development. The owner/developer must apply for a facility change for any pole or electrical
facility relocation. Facility changes are performed at developer's expense.

Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO)

57. Should the proposed commercial development require the use of public water and/or sewer
services, annexation of the area must occur prior to the connection of public services to the
City of Hughson.

*******
Please note: If Development Standards are amended by the Planning Commission or Board of
Supervisors, such amendments will be noted in the upper right hand corner of the first page of the
Development Standards, new wording is in bold, and deleted wording will have a line through it.

(1:IStaffrptIREZl2007\REZ 2007-01 - Santa Fe Crossinglstaff report.wpd)
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As Approved by the Board of Supervisors
January 8, 2008

DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE

REZONE APPLICATION NO. 2007-01
SANTA FE CROSSING

• Phase 1 is expected to be completed within 5 years from the date of approval.

• Phase 2 is expected to be completed within 2 to T 5 years from approval.

• Phase 3 is expected to be completed within 3 to T 5 years of approval.

(I:\Staffrpt\REZI2007\REZ 2007-01 - Santa Fe Crossing\staff report.wpd)
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POTENTIAL I ALTERNATIVE USES
PHASE 3 - "COMMERCIAL BUILDING"

REZONE APPLICATION NO. 2007-01
SANTA FE CROSSING

• Appliance Sales
• Bakery
• Barber / Beauty Shop
• Dry Cleaner / Laundry
• Communication / Public Utility Services
• Florist
• Hardware Store
• Pool Service I Supply
• Pharmacy
• Variety Store
• Video I Arcade Shops
• Film Processing
• Food and Grocery Store

(1:\Staffrpl\REZ\2007\REZ 2007-01 - Santa Fe Crossing\staff report.wpd)
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Stanislaus County
Planning and Community Development

1010 10th Street, Suite 3400
Modesto, California 95354

CECA INITIAL STUDY
Adapted Irom CEOA Guidelines APPENDIX G Environmental Checklist Form, Final Text, October 26,1998

Phone: (209) 525-6330
Fax: (209) 525-5911

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

Project title:

Lead agency name and address:

Contact person and phone number:

Project location:

Project sponsor's name and address:

General plan designation:

Zoning:

Rezone Application No. 2007-01 - Santa Fe
Crossing

Stanislaus County
1010 10th Street, Suite 3400
Modesto, CA 95354

joshua Mann, Associate Planner
(209) 525-6330

4306 Santa Fe Avenue, at the northwestcorner of
Geer Road and Santa Fe Avenue, southeast of
the City of Hughson. (APN: 045-007-031)

Ruddy Enterprises. Inc.
P.O. Box 1504
Modesto, CA 95353

Planned Development

POD 185 (Planned Development)

8. Description of project:

This is a request to rezone a 14.25 acre site from PD (Planned Development) to a new PD zone to allow a
commercial project to be developed in three phases. Phase I consists of 435 mini storage units. 50 storage
container units, and storage for up to 52 RVs. Phase 2 consists of a gas station and a 5,065 square foot mini
market with a drive through coffee shop. Phase 3 consists of a 19,250 square foot commercial building. Also
included in this request is a "sign program" that proposes a 20-foot pole sign and three "monumenf' signs (see
attached). The development schedule notes this project will be completed within 1 to 7 years from the start of site
improvements. Please see the attachments for a more detailed project description.

9.

10.

Surrounding land uses and setting:

Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g.,
permits, financing approval, or participation agreement.):

Fruit Stand/Market, Radio Station, Commercial
Shop Building, and Agricultural Land.

Stanislaus County Public Works Department
Stanislaus County Department of Environmental
Resources
Stanislaus Fire Prevention Bureau
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

EXHIBIT H
A0



Stanislaus County Initial Study Checklist Page 2

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact
that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

o Aesthetics

oBiological Resources

oHazards & Hazardous Materials

oMineral Resources

o Public Services

o Agriculture Resources

o Cultural Resources

o Hydrology I Water Quality

o Noise

o Recreation

DAir Quality

oGeology ISoils

o Land Use I Planning

oPopulation I Housing

o TransportationlTraffic

o Utilities I Service Systems 0 Mandatory Findings of Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

o

o

o

n

Signature

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will
not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to
by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant
unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed In
an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation
measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project cou Id have a significant effect on the environment, because all
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuantto applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that
earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed
upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

September 5, 2007
Date

Joshua Mann
Printed name

4.1
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

Page 3

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately supported by the
information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses folloWing each question. A "No Impact" answer is
adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects
like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should be explained
where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive
receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as
well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, .and construction as well as operational impacts.

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers
must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than
significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be
significant. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR
is required.

4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the incorporation of
mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to a "Less Than Significant Impact."
The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than
significant level (mitigation measures from Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be cross-referenced).

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has
been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.

Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of
and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether
such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated,"
describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the
extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential
impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should,
where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals
contacted should be cited in the discussion.

8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should
normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's environmental effects in whatever
format is selected.

9) The explanation of each issue should identify:

a) the significant criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant.
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ISSUES

I. AESTHETICS - Would the project:

a} Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

b} Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?

c} Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality
of the site and its surroundings?

d} Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant With

Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

x

x

Page 4

No
Impact

x

x

Discussion: The site is located at the northwest corner of Geer Road and Santa Fe Avenue, southeast of the City of
Hughson. This project is located inside of the boundaries of the City of Hughson's Sphere of Influence and as such, staff
and the applicant are very well aware of the visual character of the project. The applicant has submitted extensive
landscaping plans and buildingelevations to ensure that visual character andquality of the site will be improved. Inaddition,
the applicant has submitted one large sign and three monument signs for the project. A Condition of Approval will be added
to the project to require that any new outdoor lighting be aimed downward in order to address glare to surrounding areas.

Mitigation:

References:
experience.

None.

Stanislaus County General Plan!, Stanislaus County Zoning Ordinance, County policies, and staff

II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES -- In determining whether
impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by
the California Department of Conservation as an optional model
to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.
Would the project:

a} Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?

b} Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?

c} Involve other changes in the existing environment Which, due
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant With

Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

x

x

x

Discussion: The project is classified as Urban and Built-Up Land by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program.
The site is currently zoned as Planned Development No. 185, which was approved for various commercial type uses but
never fully developed. The Stanislaus County General Plan designation is for Planned Development. Most of the parcels
directly surrounding the site are agricultural type uses, but there are commercial type uses to the north of the project site.
The County has a Right-to-Farm Ordinance in place to protect the agricultural users in the area from unjust nuisance
complaints.
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Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan1, StanislausCountyZoning Ordinance, and the California State Department
of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program - Stanislaus County Farmland 2004.

/II. AIR QUALITY - Where available, the significance criteria
established by the applicable air quality management or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the
following determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to
an existing or projected air quality violation?

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people?

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant With

Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

x

No
Impact

x

x

x

x

Discussion: The project site is within the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin, which has been classified as "non-attainment"
for ozone and respirable particulate matter (PM-10 and PM-2.5) as defined by the Federal Clean Air Act. The San Joaquin
Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) has been established by the State in an effort to control and minimize air
pollution. As such, the District maintains permit authority over stationary sources of pollutants.

Any pollutants generated by this project would be classified as being generated from "mobile" sources. Mobile sources
would generally include dust from roads, farming, and automobile exhausts. Mobile sources are generally regulated by the
Air Resources Board of the California EPA which sets emissions standards for vehicles, and acts on issues regarding
cleaner burning fuels and alternative fuel technologies. As such, the SJVAPCD has addressed most criteria air pollutants
through basin wide programs and policies to prevent cumulative deterioration of air quality within the basin. The project will
be subject to compliance with all applicable district rules including, but not limited to fugitive PM-1 0 prohibitions, nuisance,
and architectural coatings, and cutback, and slow cure and emulsified asphalt. This project was referred to the SJVAPCD
for early comments, to which they replied that the project may emit more than the District's project level thresholds of
significance for ozone precursors of 10 tons per year of reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) '

However, this project will be subject to the District's Indirect Source Review Rule (9510) since preliminary analysis indicated
this project may generate emission in excess of the Rules 2.0 tons per year baseline for ROG and NOx that would require
emissions to be reduced. Conditions of Approval will be placed on the project to insure compliance with the District's rules
and the need for the applicant to submit a preliminary Air Quality Impact Assessment prior to construction.

Mitigation: None.

References: Referral response dated February 8,2007 from the SJVAPCD, and the Stanislaus County General Plan1.
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the
use of native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan?

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant With

Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact
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No
Impact

x

x

x

x

x

x

Discussion: There is no evidence to suggest this project would result in impacts to endangered species or habitats,
locally designated species, or wildlife dispersal or mitigation corridors. There are no known sensitive or protected species
or natural communities located on the site and/or in the surrounding area.

Mitigation: None.

References: California Natural Diversity Databaseand the StanislausCountyGeneralPlanandSupportDocumentation1.

V. CULrURAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant With

Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

x

x

x
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d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside
X

of formal cemeteries?

Discussion: Cultural resources are not known to exist on the project site. However, a standardized Condition of
Approval will be added to this project to address any discovery of cultural resources during the construction phases.

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1.

~~~~~~~~
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

I) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based
on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii)Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of
the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to
life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where
sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant With

Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

X

X

X

X

X

No
Impact

X

X

X

X

Discussion: As contained in Chapter 5 of the General Plan Support Document', the areas of the County subject to
significant geologic hazard are located in the Diablo Range, west of Interstate 5. Any structures resulting from this project
shall be built according to building standards appropriate to withstand shaking for the area in which they are constructed.
The Stanislaus County Department of Public Works is requiring a grading and drainage plan be submitted which will be
placed as a Conditions of Approval.

Mitigation: None.

References: Referral response from the Stanislaus County Public Works Department dated March 8,2007, Stanislaus
CountyGeneral Plan and Support Documentation', California Department of Conservation, andthe Uniform BuildingCode.
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VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -- Would the
project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter
mile of an existing or proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working
in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences
are intermixed with wildlands?

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant With

Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

x

x

PageB

No
Impact

x

x

x

x

x

x

Discussion: The County Department of Environmental Resources is responsible for overseeing hazardous materials
and has not indicated any particular concerns in this area. Pesticide exposure is a risk in areas located in the vicinity of
agriculture. Sources of exposure include contaminated groundwater which is consumed and drift from spray applications.
Application of sprays is strictly controlled bythe Agricultural Commissioner and can only be accomplished after first obtaining
permits. Spraying activities on adjacent properties will be conditioned by the Agricultural Commissioners Office. The project
site is not located within an airport land use plan or a wildlands area. The groundwater is not known to be contaminated
in this area.

Mitigation: None.

References: County Policies, Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation 1.
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VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would
be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been
granted)?

c) SUbstantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream
or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion
or siltation on- or off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream
or river, or SUbstantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off­
site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g) Place housing within a 1Oo-year flood hazard area as mapped
on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate
Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a 1OO-year flood hazard area structures which
would impede or redirect flood flows?

I) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury
or death involving flooding, including flooding as a resu It of the
failure of a levee or dam?

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant With

Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

x

x

x

x

x

x

Page 9

No
Impact

x

x

x

x

Discussion: On-site areas subject to flooding have not been identified in accordance with the Federal Emergency
Management Act and/or county designated flood areas. By virtue of paving for the building pads, parking, and driveway,
the current absorption patterns of water placed upon this property will be altered. A Condition of Approval requiring a
Grading and Drainage Plan will be included as part of this project as required by the Public Works Department. This project
has been referred to the Regional Water Quality Control Board, but no comments have been received.

Mitigation: None.

References: Referral response dated March 8, 2007 from the Department of Public Works, Stanislaus County General
Plan and Support Documentation1.
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IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING •• Would the project: Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant With Significant Impact

Impact MItigation Impact
Included

a) Physically divide an established community? X

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, X
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or X
natural community conservation plan?

Discussion: The project site is zoned P·D 185 (Planned Development) and the General Plan is Planned Development.
The proposedproject will not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan
and will not physicallydivide an established community.

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation'.
~~f'-7"-~~~~

~~~~~:;L:,::t,_~~~ ~

X. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the
state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan,
specific plan or other land use plan?

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant With

Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

X

X

Discussion: The location of all commercially viable mineral resources in Stanislaus County have been mapped by the
State Division of Mines and Geology in Special Report 173. There are no known significant resources in or around the
project area.

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General PlanandSupport Documentation 1
, State Divisionof Minesand Geology Special

Report 173.

XI. NOISE -- Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant With

Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

X

No
Impact

X
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c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
X

the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the X
project?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people X
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project area to X
excessive noise levels?

Discussion: The Stanislaus County General Plan' identifies noise levels up to 75 dB Ldn (or CNEL) as the normally
acceptable level of noise for industrial, manufacturing, utility, and agricultural uses. On-site grading and construction
resulting from this project may result in a temporary increase in the area's ambient noise levels. However, noise impacts
associated with on-site activities and traffic are not anticipated to exceed the normally acceptable level of noise. The site
itself is impacted by the noise generated from existing agricultural uses and other nearby commercial type uses. The site
is not located within an airport land use plan.

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation', staff experience.

_&~~K~~&r~~T~~
XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses)
or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant With

Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

X

No
Impact

X

X

Discussion: The proposed use of the site will not induce a substantial growth in the area by proposing new business
that would create significant service extensions or new infrastructures. No housing or persons will be displaced by the
project.

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation'.
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XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES:

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant With

MItigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact
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No
Impact

Fire protection? X

Police protection? X

Schools? X

Parks? X

Other public facilities? X

Discussion: The County has adopted Public Facilities Fees, as well as one for the Fire Facility Fees on behalf of the
appropriate fire district, to address impacts to public services. Such fees are required to be paid at the time of building
permit issuance. Conditions of Approvalwill be added to this project to insure the proposed development complieswith all
applicable fire department standards with respect to access and water for fire protection. The types of Conditions of
Approval will be for adequate turning around for a fire apparatus and on-site water supply for fire suppression may also be
needed. The applicant is also proposing to "fire sprinkler" the proposed building in accordance with the current adopted
building and fire codes.

Mitigation: None.

References: Application Information, Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1.

XIV. RECREATION:

a) Would the project increase the use ofexisting neighborhood
and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or
be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might
have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant With

Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

X

X

Discussion: The proposed project is not anticipated to significantly increase demand on recreational facilities.

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1.
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xv. TRANSPORTATIONITRAFFIC -- Would the project:

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

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

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?

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

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?

g) Conflictwith adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant With

Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

x

x
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No
Impact

x

x

x

x

x

Discussion: This project was referred to the Stanislaus County Public Works Department and the City of Hughson as
part of an early consultation review. The County Public Works department in their response did not identify any significant
traffic impact. This project is within the Sphere of Influence for the City of Hughson and as such, the City is able to collect
mitigation fees from this project due to the impact or 'potential future impact to some of their streets. Current Public Facility
Fees (PFF) will be imposed when the project applies for building permits.

Mitigation: None.

References: Referral response dated March 8, 2007 from the Department of Public Works, referral responses dated
February 6, 2007 and May 24, 2007 from the City of Hughson, Stanislaus County General Plan and Support
Documentation1

•

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -- Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant With

Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

x

No
Impact

x

x
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d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or
expanded entitlements needed?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in
addition to the provider's existing commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste?

Page 14

x

x

x

x

Discussion: Limitations on providing services have not been identified. Conditions of Approval will be added to the
project to address necessary permits from the County Department of Environmental Resources. Although the site is not
currently servedby municipal services (sewer & water), the applicant is proposing to have the site "stubbed" until which time
as these services become available and the connections can be made.

Mitigation: None.

References: Application Information, referral response dated February 9, 2007 from the Department of Environmental
Resources, Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1.

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of
the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below selt-sustalnlnq levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of
a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or
preh istory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited,
but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable"
means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable
future projects)?

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant With

Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

X

No
Impact

X

X

Discussion: Review of this project has not indicated any features which might significantly impact the environmental
quality of the site and/or adjacent areas.

'Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation adopted in October 1994, as amended. Optional and
revised elementsof the General Plan and SupportDocumentation: AgriculturalElementadopted on April 23, 1992. Housing
Element adoptedon December 12, 2003, andcertified by the California Department of Housingand Community Development
Department on March 26, 2004. Circulation Element and Noise Element adopted on April 18, 2006.
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NAME OF PROJECT:

LOCATION OF PROJECT:

PROJECT DEVELOPER:

NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Rezone Application No. 2007-01 - Santa Fe Crossing

4306 Santa Fe Avenue, at the northwest corner of Geer
Road and Santa Fe Avenue, southeast of the City of
Hughson. (APN: 045-007-031)

Ruddy Enterprises, Inc.

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: This is a request to rezone a 14.25 acre site from PD
(Planned Development) to a new PO zone to allow a
commercial project to be developed in three phases. Phase
I consists of 435 mini storage units, 50 storage container
units, and storage for up to 52 RVs. Phase 2 consists of a
gas station and a 5,065 square foot mini market with a drive
through coffee shop. Phase 3 consists of a 19,250 square
foot commercial buildlnq. Also included in this request is a
"sign program" that proposes a 20-foot pole sign and three
"monument" signs (see attached). The development
schedule notes this project will be completed within 1 to 7
years from the start of site improvements.

Based upon the Initial Study, dated September 5,2007 the County Planning Department finds as
follows:

1. This project does not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, nor to
curtail the diversity of the environment.

2. This project will not have a detrimental effect upon either short-term or long-term
environmental goals.

3. This project will not have impacts which are individually limited but cumulatively
considerable.

4. This project will not have environmental impacts which will cause substantial adverse
effects upon human beings, either directly or indirectly.

The Initial Study and other environmental documents are available for public review at the
Department of Planning and Community Development, 1010 10th Street, Suite 3400, Modesto,
California.

Initial Study prepared by:

Submit comments to:

Joshua Mann, Associate Planner

Stanislaus County
Planning and Community Development Department
1010 10th Street, Suite 3400
Modesto, California 95354

1:\StaHrptIREZ\2OO7\REZ 2007·01 • Santa Fe CrossingIREZ 2007·01· Santa Fe Crossing - IS.wpd

EXHIBIT I
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SUMMI ( OF RESPONSES FOR ENVIRONrv' ;TAL REVIEW REFERRALS
PROJECT: REZONE APPLICATION NO. 2007-01 - SAN1 A FE CROSSING

REFERRED TO: RESPONDED RESPONSE MITIGATION Conditions
MEASURES

DATE: November 19", 2007 PUBLIC YES NO WILL NOT MAY HAVE NO YES NO YES No
HEARING HAVE SIGNIFICANT COMMENT
NOTICE SIGNIACANT IMPACT NONCEaA

IMPACT

TIIRI' Y Y Y

AND U!;F

DIIII nl"'t':! y y y y y y

("-l!.

I"A'TDAIIJt::: 10 X X X

("-4.1 11= IlIJl=n -(,,-~II~

CITY OF HUGHSON X X X X X X

COMMUNITY SERVICEs/SANITARY:

("-nRP~ nl'

X X X

nl=IIJ.IIIR

'n!: X X X

y y y y X X

FIRE PROTECTION DIST: HUGHSON X X X

!;T,dIlJ.t:::. Alit::: I=IRI' 'D..D"A X X X X X y

FISH & GAME X X X

HOSPITAL DISTRICT: NONE

IRRIGATION DISTRICT: TURLOCK (T.I.D. ) X X X X X X

IAI=("-n X y X X X X

MOSQUITO DISTRICT: TURLOCK X X X

'VAIII=V Y Y Y Y y X

MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL:

PARK~ Il. 1'.11.("-11 ITIF~ X y y x x y

Pl'::R.I" Y Y Y

PUBLIC y y y y y y

PIIRII("- - X X y x y y

WATI"R nlllll lTV y Y Y

Y y y

SCHOOL DISTRICT 1: HUGHSON UNIFIED X X X

SCHOOL DISTRICT 2:

y y x

AII~ I=ARM Y Y Y

~TJlIIJ't:::1 AlIt::: ERC X X X y y X

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

STATE LANDS BOARD

SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 2: MAYFIELD X X X

TELEPHONE COMPANY: AT&T X X X

Til,." IIU..I!: RIVI=R TDI't:::T

LJ!; FISH R. WI! rn II'I" X X X

U~ MiliTARY.! It:::R 1.!1:?' Y Y )(

VAil !:V AIR X X X y y y

WATER EXHIBIT J
DEPT. OF WATER RESOURCES r::;:'""1

'V



Stanislaus County Planning Commission
Minutes
December 6, 2007
Pages 5, 6, & 7

B. REZONE APPLICATION NO. 2007-01 - SANTA FE CROSSING - This is a request
to change the zoning designation of 14.25 acres from PO (Planned Development)
to a new Planned Development to allow a commercial project to be developed in
three phases and adopt a development schedule. Phase 1 consists of 435 mini
storage units, 50 storage container units, and storage for up to 52 RVs. Phase 2
consists of a gas station and a 5,065 square foot mini market with a drive through
coffee shop. Phase 3 consists of a 19,250 square foot commercial building/car
wash. The project is located at 4306 Santa Fe Avenue, at the northwest comer of
Geer Road and Santa Fe Avenue, southeast of the City of Hughson. A CEQA
Negative Declaration will be considered on this project.
APN: 045-007-031
Staff Report: Joshua Mann Recommends APPROVAL TO THE BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS, ALONG WITH AMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL NO.17,
18,19,20, AND MODIFIED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL NO. 25, 26, AND 27.
Public hearing opened.
OPPOSITION: Kathleen Hamilton, 4130 Geer Road, Hughson.
FAVOR: Rod Hawkins - 436 Mitchell Road, Modesto.
Public hearing closed.
Souza/Mataka, Unanimous (8-0), APPROVED THE STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS
AS OUTLINED IN THE STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDS APPROVAL TO
THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, ALONG WITH:

• DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE WILL BE LIMITED TO FIVE (5) YEARS FOR
ALL PHASES, WITH THE ABILITY TO COME BACK BEFORE THE
PLANNING COMMISSION TO MODIFY THE DEVELOPMENT
SCHEDULE.

• MODIFIED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL NO. 17, 18, 19, 20, TO ADD
THE PHRASE: "if permits from this agency are necessary, copies of
said permits shall be submitted to the Planning Department prior to
the issuance of any building permit."

• MODIFIED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL NO. 25, 26, AND 27:

25. Street improvements per County standards shall be installed along the
property's frontage on Geer Road and Santa Fe Avenue. The
improvements shall include, but not be limited to, curb, gutter, sidewalk,
street pavement, drainage facilities, signs, pavement markings, and left tum
pockets at all driveway locations. The installation of these improvements
may be phased in conjunction with the phasing of the development.

Phase 1: The installation of all required street improvements including a left
tum pocket along the Geer Road frontage adjacent to the mini-storage
complex. The installation of a left tum pocket on Santa Fe Avenue at the
most southerly driveway that provides access to the Phase 1 development
and the existing container storage area.

ATTACHMENT 2



Stanislaus County Planning Commission
Minutes
December6,2007
Pages 5, 6, & 7

Phase 2: The installation of all required street improvements along the Geer
Road and Santa Fe Avenue frontages adjacent to the Phase2 development.

Phase 3: The installation of all required street improvements along the
Santa Fe Avenue frontage adjacent to the Phase 3 development. These
improvements shall include a left turn pocket at the most northerly driveway.
If the existing storage, sales, and repair use changes to a different use with
the development of either Phase 1 or 2, the left turn pocket at the most
northerly driveway on Santa Fe Avenue shall be installed as a requirement
of that particular phase.

The required road improvements shall be installed prior to final and/or
occupancy of any building that is associated with the phase that triggers the
improvements or the developer may enter into a deferred street
improvement agreement with Stanislaus County. The improvements
may be deferred until Phase 3 or until such time that the Director of
Public Works requires the improvements to be installed (County Code
13.08.030).

26. Off-site improvement plans (including left turn pockets) for the entire road
frontages of Geer Road and Santa Fe Avenue for all phasesof development
shall be approved by the Department of Public Works prior to the issuance
of the first building permit for Phase 1 development. An Engineer's
estimate shall be submitted for the entire project with the off-site
plans.

27. A financial guarantee in a form acceptable to the Department of Public
Works to ensure the construction of the street improvements required for
each phase shall be deposited with the Department prior to the issuance of
the first building permit for the particular phase. If the deferred street
improvement agreement is filed with this Department, the financial
guarantee requirement will be waived for this phase of work.

EXCERPT

PLANNING COMMISSION

MINUTES

7Date

Secretary, PI ning Commission

12/19/07



2008-23

ORDINANCE NO. C.S. 1022

AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING SECTIONAL DISTRICT MAP NO. 9-110.983 FOR THE PURPOSE OF
REZONING 14.25 ACRES FRO~ PD (PLANNED DEVELOPMENT) TO A NEW PLANNED DEVELOPMENT
TO ALLOW A COMMERCIAL PROJECT TO BE DEVELOPED IN THREE PHASES (PHASE 1 CONSISTS
OF 435 MINI STORAGE UNITS, 50 STORAGE CONTAINER UNITS, AND STORAGE FOR UP TO 52
RVS. PHASE 2 CONSISTS OF A GAS STATION AND A 5,065 SQUARE FOOT MINI MARKET WITH
A DRIVE THROUGH COFFEE SHOP. PHASE 3 CONSISTS OF A 19,250 SQUARE FOOT COMMERCIAL
BUILDING/CAR WASH.) LOCATED AT 4306 SANTA FE AVENUE, AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF
GEER ROAD AND SANTA FE AVENUE, SOUTHEAST OF THE CITY OF HUGHSON, APN: 045-007­
031.

The Board of Supervisors of the County of Stanislaus, State of California,
ordains as follows:

Section 1. Sectional District Map No. 9-110.983 is adopted for the purpose
of designating and indicating the location and boundaries of a District, such map
to appear as follows:

(Insert Map Here)

Section 2. This ordinance shall take effect and be in full force thirty
(30) days from and after the date of its passage and before the expiration of
fifteen (15) days after its passage it shall be published once, with the names of
~he members voting for and against same, in th~ Hughson Chronicle, a newspaper of
general circulation published in Stanislaus County, State of California.

Upon motion of Supervisor Grover, seconded by Supervisor 0' Brien, the
foregoing ordinance was passed and adopted at a regular meeting of the Board of
Supervisors of the County of Stanislaus, State of California, this 8th day of
January, 2008, by the following called vote:

AYES: Supervisors: O'Brien, Grover, Monteith, DeMartini and Chairman Mayfield

NOES: Supervisors: None

ABSENT: Supervisors: None

ABSTAINING: Supervisors: None

CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
of the County of Stanislaus,
State of California

ATTEST:

BY:

CHRISTINE FERRARO TALLMAN, Clerk of
the Board of Supervisors of
the County of Stanislaus,
State of California

ORD-55-E-3
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Affidavit of Publication

Hughson Chronicle
:L.EG.AUl9459:};- '," ':'.the·expiratlop-,of;fifteen (15) days

ORDINANCENO.C:SfJI022,,~· ." aflerits':passaQeit'1!haif,be ·PUD,.; .'
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. Avenue; at then6rttiw.est,..cQrnElri' ,,'Q'
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,CalifOrnra(6tdlijM.,asfOliCVis~j;i}'
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.:aries' of' a District; suc~Tml:fp leL,
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Ordinance No. C.S.!022

a legal newspaper of general circulation published weekly in
Hughson in said Countyof Stanislaus, State of California: that said

HUGHSONCHRONICLE
is and was at all times herein mentioned, a newspaper of general
circulation as that term is defined by Section 6000 of the Govern­
ment Code, and as provided by said section and so adjudicatedby
DecreeNo.41926bythe Superior Court of Stanislaus County,State
of California, is published for the dissemination of local and tele­
graphic news and intelligence of a general character, have a
bonafide subscription list of paying subscribers, and is not devoted
to the interest, or published for the entertainment or instruction of
a particular class, profession, trade, calling, race of denomination:
or for the entertainment and instruction of any number of such
classes, professions, trades, callings, races or denominations:
that at all times said newspaperhas been established, in Hughson;
in saidCountyandState,at regular intervals for more than oneyear
preceding the first pubticafion of the notice herein mentioned, that
said notice was set in type not smaller than nonpareil and was
preceded with words printed in blackface type not smaller than
nonpareil, describing and expressing in general terms, the purport
and character of the notice intended to be given

Here-un-to being first duly sworn, deposes and says that all lime --------------------­
hereinafter mentioned he/she was a citizen of the United States
over the age of twenty-one(21) years, and doing business in said
county, not interestedin the matter of the attached publication,and
is competent to testify in said matter, that he/she was at and during
all said time the principal clerk to the printer and publisher of the

HUGHSONCHRONICLE

STATEOFCALIFORNIA }
County of Stanislaus ss

RUTH REYES

/

LEGEND!

,I p;o~'~~~g~,~ti.;··'·

~.; d<'2d9~_i:~g~'.2.~O cFeet

PRINCIPAL CLERK

January 15, 2008

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the Stateof
California that the foregoing is true and correct.
Dated this 15th f January 2008 .

./
/:' .

./_~;!

at least I time, commencing on the 15th day of January 2008 and
ending on the the 15th day of January 2008 the day inclusive,
and asoften during said time assaid newspaperwas regularly
issued, to wit:

of which named annexed is a printed copy, was published
and printed in said .

HUGHSON CHRONICLE



I SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FOR ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW REFERRALS I
PROJECT: TIME EXTENSION FOR REZONE APPLICATION NO. 2007-01 - SANTA FE CROSSING

RESPONDED RESPONSE
MITIGATION

CONDITIONS
REFERRED TO: MEASURES

~ PUBLIC
WILL NOT

MAY HAVE'<: CJJ 0 HAVE NO COMMENT CJJ 0 CJJ 03: 0 HEARING ui SIGNIFICANT w w
C\J 0 >- z SIGNIFICANT NON CEQA >- z >- Z

M NOTICE
IMPACT

IMPACT

AGRICULTURE COMMISSIONER X X X

BUILDING PERMITS DIVISION X X X X

CALTRANS DISTRICT 10 X X X

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICE X X X

CITY OF: HUGHSON X X X X X X

COOPERATIVE EXTENSION X X X

COUNTY COUNSEL X X X

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES X X X

FIRE PROTECTION DIST: HUGHSON X X X

FISH & GAME, DEPT OF X X X

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS X X X

IRRIGATION DISTRICT: TURLOCK X X X

LAFCO X X X X

MODESTO REGIONAL FIRE AUTHORITY X X X

MOSQUITO DISTRICT: TURLOCK X X X
MT VALLEY EMERGENCY MEDICAL X X X

PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC X X X
PUBLIC WORKS X X X

PUBLIC WORKS - TRANSIT X X X

REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL X X X

SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY APCD X X X

SCHOOL DISTRICT 1: HUGHSON X X X

SHERIFF X X X

StanCOG X X X

STANISLAUS COUNTY FARM BUREAU X X X

STANISLAUS ERC X X X

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE X X X

SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 2: CHIESA X X X
SURROUNDING LAND OWNERS X

TELEPHONE COMPANY: AT&T X X X
UNITED STATES MILITARY AGENCIES

(SB 1462) (5 agencies) X X X

US FISH & WILDLIFE X X X
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OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER
7018 Pine Street, P.O. Box 9
Hughson, CA 95326
(209) 883-4054 Fax (209) 883-2638

April 24, 2012

Bryan Whitemyer
CityMi;lnager

Stanislaus County Planning &Community DeveloPment
1010 10th Street, Suite 3400
Modesto, CA95354
Attn: Joshua Mann

RE: Santa Fe Crossing Application for Time Extension

Dear Mr. Mann,

The above noted project was approved by the StanislauS County Planning Commission on December 6,
2007 and the Board of Supervisors on January 8, 2008. It is located in theSpbere of Influence of the City of
Hughson. The City of Hughson recently received an Early Consultation Referral dated April 12, 2012,
regarding an application fora time extension for the project. This letter is in response to your request for
comments and will articulate the City of Hughson's oppositiontb the time extension.

With this letter, also please find the CEQA Referral Response Form memorializing the City of Hughson's
concerns regarding environmental impacts, including green house gas emissions pursuant to AS 32, water
quality, and traffic.

Stanislaus County Zoning Ordinance Section 21.40,090, Development Schedule states that:

A. An application for P-D district zoning SOCjIl be accompanied by Cj development schedule
indicating to the best of the appJibarJt's knoWledge the approximate date when bonstruction of the
project can be expected to begin, the anticipated rate of developmeOt, and the completion date. The
development schedule, if approved by the commission, shall become parl of the development plan
and shellbe adhered to by the owner of the properly enosaecessore 1n interest Cash shall be posted
or a savings and loan cerlificate or letter of credit or a performance bond issued by a corporate surety
company, in an amount to be determined by the director ofpublic works, to cover the cost of public
improvements adjacent to the proposed development prior to the issuance of the building permit for
first phase construction. The planning commission shall have authority to compere, from time to time,
the actual development accomplished in the various P-D zone districts with the approved
development schedules.

B. Upon request by the properly owner and for good cause shown, the planning
commission may extend the time limits of the development schedule; provided, that any request for an
extension of time limits shall be on file in the office of the director ofplanning prior to the
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expiration of anytime limit reqUired by the development schedUle.

Subsection A above requires the applicant to provide the County with a development schedule
indicating when the project will begin, the anticipated rate of developmem.and the completion date. It
also states that the development schedule shallbe adhered to by the owner ofthe property. Although a
development schedule was approved for the project. it wasl'lqt adhered to by the owner of the property.
In fact, the only efforts made toward development of the propel1y were dedication of rights-of-way
(which the applicant was cornpensatedfor by the County) and payment of Fish and Game fees, despite
the mandatory language to adhere to the developmentschedule. No physical work has been done on
the property and no permits for on..siteqr qff-site wqrk have been applied for.

The approval of the project ~nd subsequenf developmlilnt schedule was done during the height of the
current recession. The applicant's assertion thatafirne extension is.now neededbeql:illJse the ecqnomy
has beenlna m~jor recessio.l'l for the I~sffjve years overlo.oks the f~ctthat the economy was in a majo.r
recession when the current developmentschedUle Wc::lS .caPproved. Thestate of the economy is not a
new development that occurred after the applicant's development schedule was prepared and the
applicant should have known the state of the economy then. Despite this knowledge, the applicant
proceeded with the approval of the project and subsequently did little to adhere to the development
schedule. The appnq~nt is now asking for an extension ofanother five years in similar economic times
as the original approval. The applicant has notsubrnitted any evidence that shOWS why they did not
comply with the original developmentschedule,solqgic~ny, there is no reason to believe that they will
adhere to any SUbsequent development schedule, if approved.

Subsection B above states thatthe Planning Commission may extend the time limits of the
development schedule for good cause shown. Good cause is a factlJal shOWing.. The applicant has not
submitted any facts to the Planning Commission so thaHheycoUld make the evidentiary finding of good
cause. The City of Hughson contends that there is not good cause to extend the development schedule
for the following reasons.

1. The Project does not conform to the DevelopmentStandards approved for the project since
no. construction has been started on the project site as requiredin the Development
Schedule.

2. Very little effort and little capital investment have been put forth by the applicant with the
exception of payment of Fish and Game fees and rights-of-way dedication.

3. The Project does not conform to current law (Assembly Bill 32) in regard to reduction of
green house gas emissions.

4. The City of Hughson believes there are environmental impacts of the project that are not
satisfactorily addressed by the applicant including: green house gas emissions pursuant to
AS 32, water quality issues, and traffic issues; and as such believe the project is not in
compliance with CEQA.

5. The applicant failed to pay in a timely manner California Fish and Game fees, as required by
Item 15 of the Development Standards, within five days of approval of either the Planning
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6. Commission or Board of Supervisors. Fees were paid on January 14,2008, six days after
approval by the Board of Supervisors and 39 days after approval by the Planning
Commission.

7. Standard 7 requires building permits to be appUed for. No applications have been made.
8. Stal1dard8 requires that landscape plans be SUbmitted for approval. No plans have been

submitted.
9. Standard 17 requirEl$ proof of contactwith the Army Corps of Engineersprior to issuance of

buildingpermit$.. No prOof of contact ha$ been submitted.
10. Standard 18 requires proof of contactwith Qalifornia Fish and Game prior to issuance of building

pe·rmit$. No proofof contact has bElElI1 Sl,.lbmitted. .
11. Stand~rdl~ te9Uires pr(10fof Contact with the StatElWater Resources Control Board prior to

issuance of building permits, No proof of contact has been submitted,
12. Standard20 re<:tYiresprOOf of contactWith the US Fish and Wildlife Service and the California

DepartmentofFish and G13me prior to issuance of buildihgpermits, No proof of contact has been
submitted.

13. Stand13rd 22 reql,.lires submitt131 of Landscapeand Irrigation Plans to the City of Hughson for
approval, No plal'lshave beensuhmitted..

14. Standard 44 requires 9Eldicatlonofa10400t widElpUblic utility easement alongthe frontages of
GeerandSanta Fe prior to the issuance of building permits. No dedication has been made.

15. Standard 26 requires all off-site improvement plans to be approved prlorto the issuance of
buildingpermits,. No improvement plans have been submitted,

16. Standard 27 requires afinancial guarantee for street improvementsbe deposited with Public
Works pnor to thEl issuance of building. PElrmits. No financial guarantee nCiS been submitted.

17. Standard 29 requires .encroachment permits be obtained prior to any work within the rights-of-way.
No encroachment PElrmit applicationhas bElElosubmitted.

18.Standard 32 requires a Master Grading and Drainage Plan be approved prior to issuance of
buildingpermits, No Master Grading and prainage Plan has been submitted.

19. Standard 34 requires paymentof Public Facilities Fees prior to or at the time OfbUilding permit
issuance. No Public Facility Fees have been paid.

20. Standard 35 requires a Grading Permit be obtainedprior to the movement of any soil on the
project. No Gnading permit applicationhas been submitted.

21. StaMard36 requires both a Notice of Intention (NOI)be filed With the California RegionalWater
Quality Control Soarda$ well as a Wa$te Discharge Identification Numberobtained and submitted
to PublicWorks. No NOI hasbeen filed or aWaste Identification Numbersubmitted to Public
Works.

22. Standard 41 requires Public Facilities Impact Fees and FireFacility Fees be paid at the time of
issuance of building permits. These fees have not been paid.

23. Standard 52 requires an approved Air Quality Impact Assessment from the San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). No Assessment has been submitted.

24. Standard 53 requires various permits to be obtained from the SJVAPCD. No permit applications
have been submitted.

25. Standard 54 requires a 13-foot Public Utility Easement be dedicated along all street frontages. No
easements have been dedicated.

26. Standard 57 requires annexation to the City of Hughson if a public water system is required.
Although a public water system is required, no annexation efforts have been made.

While the City of Hughson understands that this application is not for approval of the project, only the time
extension of the DevelopmentSchedule, we would like to point out other issues we have with the project
itself. In 2006, the County and City of Hughson signed an Agreement (enclosed) Which memorialized several
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items of mutual concern in and around the City of Hughson's Sphere of Influence. The document states in
part that the City and County desire to work cooperatively to ensure that growth occurs in a logical and
orderly manner and further goes on to say that the County and City agree to respect and protect each other's
interests on both sides of Geer Road. There is also an acknOWledgement that Geer Road will be a 6-lane
Class B Expressway with limited access allowed only at intersecting streets.

27. The project shows a drive-cut on Geer Road that is clearly at odds with our mutual agreement.

We also believe the project is not in conformance with the County's General Plan Land Use Element,
specifically Goals 3,4,and 5; Policies 17, 20, 22, 23,and 24; Implementation Measures 2 and 5 of Policy 22,
Implementation Measures 1,2, and 3 of Policy 24; as well as the Policy regarding Spheres of Influence. Of
particular note are Goal 3 and Policies 17 and 20. These say that a goal of the General Plan is to foster
stable economic growth through appropriate land use policies, promote diversification and growth of the local
economy, and facilitate retention and expansion of existing businesses. There are currently vacant
storefronts and financially struggling businesses in the City of Hughson that would be adversely impacted by
the construction of nearly 20,000 square feet of commercial space just outside the city limits.

28. The projectwill adversely affect economicgrowfh in the Hughson community and hinder retention
of existing businesses.

In summary:

This is not a good project from a planning standpoint, economic stancfpoint, or environmental standpoint. This
is leap-frog development that will have adverse affects on local businessesahd our public water and street
systems.

This project will create a County island inside the GeneraLPlan Sphere of Influence of.the City of Hughson.
There is nOscenario we can imagine that would motivate the City of Hwghson to annex this land once the
project is built.

This project will leave in perpetuity another pubflc water system less than a mile from our public water
system. The septic wiU further pollute groundwater causing adverse affects on our water system.

A drive-cut has been designed on a planned 6-lane Expressway that is larger than Highway 99. Not only will
this cause an unsafe trafficcondition,it is expressly prohibited by our mutual Agreement from 2006.

The applicant has not expended significant expense. on the project. We in fact have no proof that any funds
have been expended toward this development iii the last four years and four months, other than $1,857 in
Fish and Game fees.

The applicant has complied with two of the 57 Development Standards required of the project. They have not
complied with the other 55 Development Standards.

The applicant has not complied with the Development Schedule in any way or by any means.

The applicant has not shown good cause to warrant a time extension.

This is an opportunity for Stanislaus County to do the right thing; to deny the time extension; to make right the
Geer Road Agreement; and to respect the City of Hughson's interests.
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For these reasons, the City of Hughson respectfully reqoests denial of the time extension for this project.

The Hughson City Council has adopted a resolution in opposition to the time extension, which is enclosed
with this letter.

~IY'r'?
I .... 'irL"~..,,- ~ -

Brya itemyer,
City nager
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AGREEMENT

This agreement is made and entered on the lih day of June 2006, by and between the ClTY of
HDGHSON, (hereinafter "CITY") and the COUNTY OF STANISLAUS, apolitical subdivision
ofthe State of California, (hereinafter "COUNTY").

This agreementis.made with reference to the following recitals:

WHEREAS, the General Plan approved by the CITY on December 12, 2005 requests a Sphere
of Influence boundary line extending east ofGeer Road; and

WHEREAS, COUNTY acknowledges that CITY may want to someday expand east of Geer
Road as is evidenced by the CIty'S General Plan; and

WHEREAS, COUNTY has expressed concerns over this expansion east of (jeer Road at this
time; and

WHEREAS, the CITY General Plan and COUNTY Circulation Element contain inconsistencies
between the two documents ill. roadway designations; and

WHEREAS, both the ClTY and COUNTY aCknowledge that the regional movement of goods,
services and people on roadways such as GeerRoad, Hatch Road, Santa Fe Road and Tully Road
is essential to their economic well being and vitality; and

\VBEREAS, both the CITY and COUNTY desire to work cooperatively to ensure that growth
OCCU1'$ in a logical and orderly manner with a consistent set ofdeveloPrrtent standards;

NOW, THEREFORE, CITY and COUNTY agree to the following understandings:

A. COUNTY and CITY agree to respect and protect each other's interests on both sides
of Geer Road, and

B. COUNTY agrees to require that any new development in the Urban Reserve, east of
Euclid and West of Geer Road, will be consistent with the City's land use
designations. The CITY will delineate these land use designations in' a future Specific
Plants); and

C. COUNTY agrees to seek input from the CITY on development east of GeerRoad and
within the CITY'S Adopted General Plan area; and

D. CITY will not request a proposed Sphere of Influence boundary line of the City east
of Geer Road at this time; and

E. CITY agrees to collect County Public Facilities Fees (PFF) commencing 30 days
from the date of this Agreement; CITY will remit collections to the COUNTY



Auditor-Controller on ~ quarterly basis; COUNTY agrees to allow CITY to retain a
I% administrative fee for collection of the PFF; in the event any person.corporation
or entity disputes Or refuses to Pll.Y COUNty'S PFF, COUNTY shall be solely
responsible for compliance with protest provisions asset forth itt Section 66000 et
seq. of the Gcvernment Cadet as the same nowexist.s or h,¢teaffE!f rtl.~->' be amended;
COl.JNTY will have the rightto perform periodic audits on PFF colleQtions; and

F. COUNTY and CITY agree that Geer Road is to be designated 6-lane, Class B
Expressway, Hatch Road a 4-lane, Class C Expressway, Santa Fe Avenue a 4-lane,
Class C Expressway outside the CITY limits and Major within CITY limits, Service
Road a 4-lane, Class C Expressway, Tully Road a Collector, and Whitmore Avenue a
Major (see Exhibit A for roadway defInitions); and

G. CITY and COUNTY agree to cooperatively develop plan lines for the above­
designated roadways; and

H. CITY and COUNTY agree that in as much as the areas between Euclid and Geer
have been designated as Urban Reserve, the development ofspecific access controls
and roadway geometries will be established thl'Cll.lgh the use ofSpeCificPlans; and

L CITY and COUNTY agree ,that,subject to LAFCOapproval Qf ~~01.1t of boundary"
service, CITY may provide municipal services as available (e.g; sewer and water) to
areas within the Sphere of Influence and COt)1,nv will require connection to those
services when available for new development in said area.

J. CITY agrees to indemnify and hold harmless COUNTYandits officers, agents and
employees from any and al1liabilities,. claims, demands, actions, losses, damages or
costs including attorneys fees, caused by, arising Otl! of, 01' in any way connected,
directly or indirectly, to any and all action undertaken by CITY ptnsuant to this
Agreement.

1(. COUNTY agrees to indeIP11ify and hold hatml¢ss CITY and its officers, agents and
employees from any and all liabilities, claims, demands, actions, losses, damages or
costs including attorneys fees, caused by, arising out of, 01' in any way connected,
directly or indirectly, to any and all action undertaken by COUNTY pursuant to this
Agreement.

L. Implementation of this Agreement shall commence upon the later of the dates of
approval by the CITY and COUNTY of this Agreement and shall continue
indefinitely. However, either party may terminate this Agreement 01' any extensions
thereto, at any time, as long as 90 days prior written notice. is given to the other party
in this Agreement.



M. Any noticesor communicatIonrequired 01' permitted bereunder shall be in Wdting
and sufficiently given if delivereCi in person or sent by certifiedor registeredmail,
return receipt requested, postage prepaid, as follows:

If to COUNTY:

Chief Executive Officer,
Stanislaus County
1010 Tenth Street, Suite 6800
Modesto, California 95354

Ifto CITY:

City Manager,
City of Hughson
7018 Pine Street
Hughson, California

N. The waiver by either party of a breach of any provision of this Agreement by the
other palty shall not operate or be construed to operate as a waiver of any subsequent
breach.

O. The provision of the Agreement shall constitute the entire agreement between the
patties and may be modified only by written agreement duly executed by the parties
hereto.

P. COUNTY and CITY further covenant to cooperate with one another in all respects
necessary to insure the successful consummation of the actions contemplatedby this
Agreement, and each will take action within its authority to insure cooperation of its
officials, officers, agents, and employees

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be executed
onthe day and year first written above.

CITY OF HUGHSON,
A MlUlicipal Corporation
/"---'~ ""'"

,/ ".~
(By: (',c.}/

Q

COUNTY QF'STANISyAUS,
A llody;e6rporateaI).d'Public

B~~::~~~~ _"_" ,_
Ray Simbn-;"~Dfiairman

.... ,...-"

Board of Supervisors
APPROVED AS TO FORM:
By'I\\\f\ ',' \\,

. \ \ '\\ \\AQlJJ}"(\i--J\



EXHIBIT A

Road Classification Glossary

Expressway. The function of an Expressway is to move high volumes of people and goods
between urban areas within the county at higher speeds depending upon the level of access
control. Direct access to abutting property is specified within the standard for each expressway
class. Expressways serve a similar function to that of Freeways - the fast and safe movement of
people and goods within the county - and provide access to the inten'egional freeway system.
On-street parking is not permitted on Expressways except under very special and rare
circumstances where the Department of Public Works has determined that traffic flow and safety
conditions allow on-street parking. The design features of Expressways are detennined by the
level of access control and the number of lanes designated for each expressway route segment
(see Figure 2-3):

(1) A "Class A" Expressway is a fully access-controlled road with grade separated
interchanges at intervals of approximately one mile at other Expressway, Major,
or Loeal roads. The typical right-of-way is 110 or 135 feet (4 or 6 lanes,
respectively).

(2) A "Class B" Expressway is a partially access-controlled road with traffic­
controlled intersections at Major roads and other Expressways. Collectors and
Locals are permitted right-in, l'ight-out access only at 1/4- to ll2-mile intervals.
TIle typical right-of-way is 110 or 135 feet (4 or 6 lanes, respectively). On limited
rights-of-way, Class B Expressways may be 100 feet for four lanes and 124 for
six lanes.

(3) A "Class C" Expressway is a limited access-coIltrolled toad with traffic­
controlled intersections at Majors and other Expressways, Intersections at
Collectors aIle!. Locals mayor rnay !lot be cottttoHed by a traffic signal. The
typicaltight-of-way is JlOot 135 feet (4 or 6 lanes, respectively). On limited
rights-of-way, Class C Expressways may be 100 feet for four lanes and 124 for
six lanes.

Major. TIle function of a Major road is to carry moderate- to high-volume traffic to and from
collectors to other Majors, Expressways, and Freeways with a secondary function of land access.
Majors located within areas zoned for heavy or light industrial or that are expected to carry large
or heavy trucks shall be constructed to Industrial Major standards. Limited direct access is
provided to abutting property, On-street parking will be permitted only where the Department of
Public Works has determined that traffic flow and safety conditions allow on-street parking. The
typical right-of-way is 110 feet (up to 6 lanes, ultimately). On limited rights-of-way, Majors may
be 100 feet.



Collector. Collectors serve a dual function by providing both access to abutting property
and movement of moderate volumes of people and goods for medium length trips.
Collectors serve as transition facilities, carrying traffic from lower to higher level roads.
Most Collectors are two-lane roads with atypical right-of-way of 60 feet. On-street
parking will be permitted ortIy where the Department of Public Works has determined
that traffic flowood safety conditions allow on-street parking. In urban residential
subdivisions, roads notshown on the General Plan Circulation Diagram or as an Official
PIM Lmethtit Will serv¢ more than 50 dwelling 'Units, when the maximum density and
full extent of the d~veloPment is c9nsidered, shall be deemed Collecto,J:s. In some
instances,the Department of Public Works may determine that project design features
dictate that a roadseryingas few as 20ijrpan dwelling units be deemed a Collector.
Under certain crrQU1Ustartces.,. 80 feet ofright-o[':'waymay be required to provide
additional capacity to provide twoadditioual thro.ugh .hw.es to accommodate projected
trafftcdemand, to facilitate the movement of large tnIcks, or to improve safety due to
limited visibility or othersafetyhazatds. those collectors that require 80 feet of right-of­
way are specificallYidentified in the CoUnty General Plan.



CITYCOUNCIL
CITYOF HUGHSON

RESOLUTION NO. 2012-19

A RESOLUTION OF THE CiTYCOUNCIL OF THE CITY OF HUGHSON
OPPOSING THETIME EXTENSiON FOR RE-ZONE APPLICATION NO.

2007-1 .. SANTAFE CROSSING - P-D (313)AND REQUEsTING DENIAL
FROM THE STANISLAUS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION AND

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

WHiEREAS, the developmeht project know as Santa Fe Crossing ("Project"), at the

corner of Geer Road and Santa Fe Avenue was approved by the Stanislaus County Planning

Commission on December 6., 2007 and the 80ard of Supervisors on January 8; 2008; and

WHEREAS, the Project proponents have requested a five-year time extension for the

project, which is a discretionary approval: and

WHEREAS, the Project is situated in the sphere of influence Ofthe City of Hughson; and

WHEREAS, Development Standards were adopted as a condition of approval for the

Project, inclUding a fiVe year,S-phase bUild-out schedule CUlminating on January 8, 2013; and

WHEREAS, the Project does not conform with the Development Standards approved for

the project since no construction has been started on the project site as required in the

Development Schedule; and

WHEREAS, very little effort and little capital investment has been put forth by the Project

proponent withfhe exception of drawings and rights-of-way dedication; and

WHEREAS. the Project does not conform with current law (Assembly Bill 32) in regard

to reduction of green house gas emissions; and

WHEREAS, the City of Hughson believes there are environmental impacts of the Project

that are not satisfactorily addressed by the Project proponent including: green house gas

emissions pursuant to AB 32, Water quality issues, and traffic issues; and as such believe the

Project is not in compliance With CEQA; and

Page 1 of 3
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WHEREAS, the Project proponents failed to timely pay the California Fish and Game

fees for the Project within five days of approval of either the Planning Commission or the Board

of Supervisors as required by Item 15 of the Development Standards; and

WHEREAS, the Project does not conform with the Land Use Element of the Stanislaus

County General Plan, specifically Goals 3f4,.and 5.; Policies 17, 20,22, 23,and 24;

Implementation Measures 2 and 5 of Policy 22, Implementation Measures 1,2, and 3 of POlicy

24; as well as the Policy regarding Spheres of Influence; and

WHERSAS, the Project does not conform with the mutual agreement between the

County OfStaniSlaus and the City of Hughson dated June 12,2006~incea drivew~ycuthas

been approved on the Class 8 Expressway (Geer Road) defined in Exhibit A; and

WHEREAS, Section A of the agreement says County and City agree to respect each

other's interest on both sides of Geer Road; and

WHEREAS, the Agreement also states that both City of Hughson and County of

Stanislaus desire to work cooperatively to ensure that growth occurs in a logical and orderly

manner; and

WHEREAS, another County General Plan Goal is to foster stable economic growth with

pOlicies that strive to promote growth of the local economy as well as to facilitate retention of

existing business; and

WHEREAS, there are currently vacant storefronts and financially struggling businesses

in the City of Hughson that would be adversely impacted by the construction of nearly 20,000

square feet of commercial space just outside the city limits; and

WHEREAS, the Project will adversely affect economic growth in the Hughson

community and hinder retention of existing businesses; and

WHEREAS, the County's General Plan has a goal of complementing city general plans

and an implementation policy of denying discretionary projects if within a city sphere of influence

and opposed by that city; and
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WHEREAS, the City of Hughson opposes the Project and the current request for a time

extension; and

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Counc;il ofthe City of Hughson

does hereby oppose the time extension application for Rezone Application No. 2007~01 - Santa

Fe Crossing - P-D (313) and requests denial of the extension py the Stanislaus County

Planning Commission and the Board of supervisors.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Hughson City Council ata regular meeting thereof

held on April 23, 2012, by the following Vote: (6~Q~O-0)

AYES:

NOES:

ABSTENTIONS:

ABSENT:

ATIEST:

MayoI'Bawanan, B~ekman~Silva, Carr, and Young.

None.

None.

None.

D~~
DOMINIQUE SPINALE, Deputy City Clerk

Santa Fe Crossing Opposition Resolution 2012-19
707392-1

CtRTIFICATIOH
I hereby certify the foregoing Is
a true and correct copy of the
original document on file in the
office of the City Clerk of the

. of Hughs

.. f .City Clerk

Dated: -!l:J_u;;;;...;;:.+r-'....2.----

Page 3 of 3



STANISLAUS COUNTY
CEQA REFERRAL RESPONSE FORM

TO: Stanislaus County Planning & Community Development
1010 10th Street, Suite 3400
MOdesto, CA 95354

FROM:

SUBJECT: TIMEEXTENSION FORREZONE APPLICATION NO.2007..01 .,SANTAFe CROsSING

Based on this agencies particularfield(§)of expertise, it is oLlrposition the abovedescribed project:

_Willnot have.aslgnificanteffeet orltne environment.
-A-May havea significanteffecton the environment.
__No Comments.

ListedbelowarespecJficimpacts whichsupportoun determination (e.g.,trafficgeneral, carrying s;apacity.
soil types, air quality, etc.) ~ (atta.Ch.•• addi.tiona.. ls.he~t.if nece5Pi:lI'Y) ../.. •,. 0' # ~l· .•-t/

~: t:rct¥';'10::t~i.:l~;..s e~ \ ~s t Q ~ 5 C( I \( - ~ , ~

3. ;-r--c.ttt : <.;... t ~ t'~c,l.s:

4.
Listed below are possible mitigation measures for the above~listed impacts: PLEASE BE SURE TO
INCLUDE WHEN THE MITIGATION OR CONDITION NEEDS TO BE IMPLEMENTED (PRIOR TO

RECO!~~;~.t~.~~;~~t;I;~:~;;}ITj~)"~$~·~~~
3. rr oVtell ~·l. ~tbG..· 5.t.~"'1' ? r,.o C"-C:O fo(Atr.J2\.v..~ p~~ I , e­

In addit~n. o~lag~fhas tt1e~JI~W~g ~rn'ffitts (~~ ad~~ai7'ets~nt'~s~).
S e·-e.. aIta:~<Z.r=d.,:...=.~...;...300:£...:::1):::.-••. _

Response prepared by:

Name

1:\PlanninglSlafl Repor\sIREZI2OO7\REZ 2007·01 • Santa Fe Crossing\TE2012-01\Earty ConS\Jtlation TE for REZ 07-01." Santa Fe Crossing.wpd

....._._-._--



OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER
7018 Pine Street, P.O. Box 9
Hughson, CA 95326
(209) 883-4054 Fax (209) 883-2638
www.hughson.org

November 19, 2012

Bryan Whitemyer
City Manager
bwhitemyer@hughson.org

Stanislaus County Planning &Community Development
1010 10 th Street, Suite 3400
Modesto, CA 95354
Attn: Joshua Mann

RE: Santa Fe Crossing Application for Time Extension

Dear Mr. Mann:

This is a follow up letter to my letter of April 24, 2012 regarding the above proposal. Prior to writing
the April 24th letter, City staff had contact County Building, Planning, and Public Works Departments
inquiring on the issuance for any permits for the project. All three departments indicated that no
permits had been issued. The project proponent's engineer however, did show me that
Improvement Plans had been approved by the Public Works Department. Improvement Plans are
for underground and grading work. No building, landscaping, or other plans were approved.
Dedication of the rights-of-way has also taken place. It should be noted that while these plans have
been approved, the work has not actually been done.

I am hereby amending my April 24 letter to remove items 14, 15, 16, and 25. There remains 51 out
of 57 Development Standards that have not been complied with.

The City of Hughson continues to contend that this project should not receive a time extension for all
of the reasons in my April 24th letter.

Bry Whitemyer
CitY Manager
City of Hughson

ATTACHMENT 10
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TRANSMITTAL

DOELIVERY I2J REGULAR MAIL OOVERNIGHT MAIL DFAX 0 CLIENT PICK·UP 0 CITY PICK·UP

TO: FROM:
-t-

RON FREITAS Barry Siebe
Director of Planning & Building

COMPANY: DATE:

Stanislaus County 02/06/07
Planning & Community Development
ADDRESS: PHONE:

(209) 883-0811
1010 lOth Street, Suite 3400

FAX:

Modesto, CA 95354 (209) 883-9725

RE~G~~4------:~~

RESPONSE iJ!,~Y CONSULTATION REFERRAL FOR RE-ZONE APPUCATl
NO. 2007-01$~U;-E CROSSING.

"~-., ~~~

FEB 07 2007

TANISLAUS GO.Pt &
ITY DEVElOPME DEPT.

ATTACHMENT 11



CITY COUNCIL

Kenneth A. Moore
Mayor

Stephen Qualls
Mayor Pro Tern

Greg Adams
Council Member

Gerald MJerry"
Ledermann

Council Member

Ramon Bawanan
Council Member

Joseph E. Donabed
City Manager

Mary Jane Cantrell
CMC, Director of
Administrative
Services/City Clerk

David M. Chase, P.E.
Director ofPublic
Works/City Engineer

Deborah 1,. Barone
Director of Finance!
City Treasurer

Barry Siebe
Director of Planning
& Building

Thomas Clark
Parks & Recreation
Manager

Janet Rasmussen
Chiefof
Police Services

John W. Stovall
City Attorney

7018 Pine Street/P.O. Box 9 * Hughson, California 95326 * (209) 883-4054 * Fax (209) 883·2638
www.Hughson.org

To: Stanislaus County Department of Planning and Community Development

Subject: Response to Early Consultation Referral for Re-zone Application No.
2007-01 Santa Fe Crossing

The City of Hughson has received a Referral for Early Consultation on the above
mentioned application located within the City of Hughson General Plan Sphere of
Influence. Upon preliminary review, the City of Hughson has multiple
concerns/questions relating to the proposed project.

The project identified in the application appears to be in conflict with, or requires
further discussion to address several of the Goals, Policies and Actions identified
in the City of Hughson 2005 General Plan, and does not appear to conform to
some of the Items of Understanding contained within the Memorandum of
Understanding adopted by and between the City of Hughson and the County of
Stanislaus in conjunction with the City of Hughson 2005 General Plan.

The City of Hughson Adopted its General Plan in December of 2005 and in 2006
entered into a mutually acceptable agreement with the County of Stanislaus,
adopted by the County in June of 2006, which states in part:

A COUNTY and CITY agree to respect and protect each other's interests on
both sides of Geer Road, and

F COUNTY and CITY agree that Geer Road is to be designated 6-lane, Class B
Expressway, Hatch Road a 4-lane, Class C Expressway, Santa Fe Avenue a 4­
lane, Class C Expressway outside the CITY limits and Major within CITY limits,
Service Road a 4-lane, Class C Expressway, Tully Road a Collector, and
Whitmore Avenue a Major (see Exhibit A for roadway definitions); and

G CITY and COUNTY agree to cooperatively develop plan lines for the above-
designated roadways; and

The project site is located in the City of Hughson General Plan Sphere of
Influence, adopted in December 2005 and approved by the Local Area Formation

Commission (LAFCO) in 2006. The site is within that area designated as the

Secondary Sphere.



City of Hughson General Plan Polices, Goals, and Actions relating to this issue

LU-I.I states in part: The City will phase development by focusing growth from 2005
through 2015 into the Primary SOl, as shown in Figure LU-6, to ensure an
appropriate rate of growth.

a. The project site is outside the Primary Sphere of Influence and would not have been
considered for development within the 2005-2015 anticipated build-out time frame
for the Primary Sphere

Policy LU-2,4 The City will only approve development proposals adequately funded
through the developer, City or other funding mechanism that ensures an on-going
level of public service and facilities that meet the City's established service levels.
The initial cost of improving facilities and services, as well as the on-going operation
and maintenance of these facilities and services, will be taken into consideration.

b. The project does not identify methods for funding future infrastructure needed to
provide levels of service upon annexation and incorporation into the City and the
consequential need for services

Policy LU-3.5 New development should be designed to connect to the existing
community through the orientation and design of buildings and vehicular,
pedestrian and bicycle connections.

c. The project does not discuss or identify mitigation of issues relating connectivity to
the City

Action LU-3.2Require new development to comply with the City's Design
Expectations

d. The project does not address issues relating to Design Review of the Project in
accordance with City of Hughson Standards

Action LU-4.5 Require a brief economic impact assessment, be prepared for all
proposed outlying commercial developments in order to determine the potential
impacts of the development on the Downtown and the community as a whole.

e. No Economic Impact Assessment has been performed

Action PSF-1.2 Review major land use development proposals for site design criteria

and other law enforcement concerns



f. The City of Hughson is under contract with the Stanislaus County Sheriffs
Department to provide Police Services within the jurisdictional boundaries of the
City, with built-in increases of coverage based on a per-capita formulation within the
City Limit. While the project is not located within the City Limits, criminal activity
and emergency response will fall to the County Sheriffs Department for coverage.
While this is the normal course of operations, increased commercial activity along the
boundaries of the City of Hughson (not being calculated into the per capita coverage
of the City of Hughson under the contract and thus increasing the number of officers
assigned) could potentially increase the need for coverage which may require an
increased need for emergency response from officers assigned to the patrol of the
City of Hughson, and could potentially have the effect of diminishing coverage
within the City

Action PSF-2.1 Work with the Hughson Fire Protection District to ensure adequate
response time (three to five minute maximum) as well as ensure the necessary staff
and equipmentto maintain adequate service to new and existing development.

g. Recent concerns relating to Fire Protection Services have been expressed by the
County Board of Supervisors and members of the Local Agency Formation
Commission. The City of Hughson has placed restrictions for development within its
jurisdiction and on properties wishing to annex into the City, requiring further
analysis relating to Fire Services and the Districts ability to serve further
development. The project does not discuss mitigation of the Hughson Fire District's
level of service

Memorandum of Understanding Item "A" COUNTY and CITY agree to respect and
protect each other's interests on both sides of Geer Road.

Policy LU-2.1 The City will encourage a land use mixture that provides a balance or
surplus between the generation of public revenues and the cost of providing public
services and facilities.

h. This project does not demonstrate conformance with these policies, nor does it
address issues relating to the level of collaboration for protection of interests as
outlined in the "Understandings" of the above mentioned agreement.

1. This project, located outside the City limits does not identify benefits to the City of
Hughson relating to this policy

j. The Project does not discuss issues relating to Property Tax Sharing between City and
County, Revenue Generated and the sharing of such at time of annexation into the
City in the future, nor payment of City of Hughson Development Impact Fees, despite



the project description for Phase One (l) which identifies"... stub lines ... " to "... be
provided for future connection to municipal facilities..."

The City of Hughson is currently undertaking the revision and development of Master Plans as
part of the implementation of the 2005 General Plan. These include Water, Storm Water, Waste­
water, and Streets Master Plans. As these Master Plans are not completed and have not
undergone formal adoption, facility needs for areas within the sphere have not been adequately
studied or identified thus the City has concerns relating to provision of public facilities in
accordance with the following General Plan Ploicies, Goals, and Actions

Action C~1.5 As part of the Street Master Plan, undertake a Santa Fe Avenue
corridor study. The study will provide detailed analysis how to improve the Santa
Fe Avenue corridor, focusing on the following issues:

• Mid-term Intersection Expansion. Create detailed design and cost estimates
of improving major Santa Fe Avenue intersections of Hatch Road, Geer Road,
Tully Road, Mountain View Road, Whitmore Avenue, 7t

'n Street, Euclid
Avenue and Service Road.

Understandings "F" and "G" COUNTY and CITY agree that Geer Road is to be
designated 6-lane, Class B Expressway, Hatch Road a 4-lane, Class C Expressway, Santa
Fe Avenue a 4-lane, Class C Expressway outside the CITY limits and Major within CITY
limits, Service Road a 4..Jane, Class C Expressway, Tully Road a Collector, and
Whitmore Avenue a Major (see Exhibit A for roadway definitions); and CITY and
COUNTY agree to cooperatively develop plan lines for the above-designated roadways.

a. Development of the Streets Master Plan and as identified in understanding "G" of the
above mentioned agreement, development of Plan Lines, has not been completed.
Thus the criteria for evaluating adequate required Right-of-way dedication has not
been established

Policy C-2.1 New applicants for development with the potential to generate 100 peak
hour trips per day of traffic may be required to have a qualified traffic engineer
prepare a traffic study to identify potential traffic impacts and specify improvement
measures needed to ensure an acceptable LOS on affected streets. City staff will

determine the extent 'of the traffic study based on existing conditions and key issues
associated with site plans.

b. A detailed traffic analysis is not identified in the project application



Policy COS-7.8 The City will encourage compact development patterns to minimize
trip distance and resultant automobile emissions.

c. The project, located outside the city limits has the potential of increasing trip
generationand should be studiedaccordingly

Policy COS~6.3 The City will enforce project design and construction regulations
that limit amounts of impervious surfaces and control erosion to minimize
associated runoff and ground water pollution.

Policy PSF-8.1 The City will require local storm drainage improvements be built to
carry appropriate design-year flows resulting from build-out of the General Plan.

d. The project proposes an increase from 17,083 sq. ft. of development to 117,755 sq. ft.
This will increase the non-pervious surface area by more than 689 percent. The
project does not adequately demonstrate how the collection and containment of Storm
Water will be designed for incorporation into the future Storm Water Collection
System for the City?

Policy COS-7.10 Land use and transportation development and planning shall be
coordinated with each other as a means to mitigate impacts on air quality.

e. . The project does not discuss potential Air Quality Issues relating to traffic
generation

Policy PSF-6.1 The City will continue to expand its water treatment and distribution
facilities to provide good quality drinking water to current and future residents and
businesses. Expansion may include the construction of additional storage facilities
and/or additional wells.

Policy PSF-6.6 The approval of development shall be conditioned on the availability
of sufficient water supply, storage and pressure requirements for the City

f. The project identifies a water well for supply, however it does not discuss if the well
provided be developed in accordance with City of Hughson specifications for future
incorporation into the City of Hughson Municipal Water Facilities

Policy PSF-7.2 The approval of new development shall be conditioned on the
availability of adequate long-term capacity for wastewater conveyance, treatment
and disposal sufficient to service the proposed development

Policy PSF-7.3 All new development shall demonstrate to the City that the
downstream sanitary sewer system is adequately sized and has sufficient capacity to



accommodate anticipated sewage flows. If downstream lines are found to be
inadequate, the developer shall provide facilities to convey the additional sewage
expected to be generated by the development

g. The City of Hughson is currently undertaking a design and funding study for
expansion of Waste Water Treatment Facilities, and revision of the Waste Water
Allocation Policy, this project has not been identified in this study and or been given
consideration in the allocation policy. The project does not discuss incorporation into
and mitigation of costs associated with such incorporation at time of connection to
city services

The City of Hughson appreciates the opportunity to comment on the above referenced project.
Due to the duration of the comment period, and the scheduling of the City ofHughson Planning
Commission, this item will be placed on the agenda for the regularly scheduled meeting on
February 20, 2007. Should you have any questions regarding these comments please contact the
City of Hughson Planning Department.

Barry C. Siebe
Director of Planning & Building
Ph: (209) 883-0811
Fax: (209) 883-9725
E-mail bsiebe@hughson.org



7018 Pine Street/P.O. Box 9· Hughson, California 95326* (209) 883-4054' Fax (209)883.2638
www.Hughson.org

May 24,2007

CITY COUNCIL

Kenneth A. Moore
Mayor

Stephen Qualls
MayorPrO Tem

GregAtlalIl!l
CouncilMember

Stanislaus County Planning Department
1010 to" St., Suite 3400
Modesto, CA 95354
Attn: Bill Carlson, Senior Planner

RE: Santa Fe Crossing Project Comments

Dear Mr. Carlson:

Gerald "Jerry"
Ledermann
CouncilMember

Ramon Ilnwanan
CouncilMember

Joseph :1':' Deuabed
CityManager

Mary Jane Cantrelt
CMe. Director of
Administrative
Services/CityClerk

David 1\1.Chase. P.E.
Director of Public
Works/CityEngineer

Deborah L Barooe
Directorof FinanceI
City Treasurer

Darry Siebe
Directorof'Plnnning
& Building

Thomas CIJIrk
Parka& Recreation
Manager

Janel Rasmussen
Chiefof
Police Services

John W. Slovan
City Attorney

The City of Hughson and the project proponents have met and resolved
the issues the City originally had with the project. Specifically, the
proponents will omit the retail portion of the project, leaving a mini-storage
facility with RV parking and the conversion of an existing building to an
RV repair facility.

The City of Hughson withdraws our earlier concerns with the project in
light of the above. .

Sincerely,

~cCfl
Thorn Clark
Interim Planning and Building Director
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Memo
To: Joshua Mann, Stanislaus County Department of Planning and Community

Development

From: Thom Clark, City of Hughson Planning and Building Director

Date: October 29, 2007

Re: Santa Fe Crossing: Rezone Application 2007-01

In response to your request for the City of Hughson to respond to this proposal in writing as it
pertains to the City's General Plan, I offer the following:

• Attached, please find Figure LU-2 and LU-4 from the City's General Plan. LU-2
shows that the project is one of the City's Gateways and LU-4 shows the General
Plan land use designation as Service Commercial.

• Next (attached) is sheet LU-5 which provides for Gateway projects that are
aesthetically attractive.

• Next (attached) is sheet LU-20 (Table LU-2) showing the acreage in the project
as inside the City's Sphere of Influence (SOl).

• Next is sheet LU-26 defining the Service Commercial land uses.

• Next is sheet LU-34, showing Goal LU-3 which specifies that new development
preserves and enhances Hughson's unique small town character. This policy is
further strengthened by Policy LU-3.1 which specifies that new development
should be compatible with physical site characteristics, surrounding land uses and
available public infrastructure, as well as Policy LU-3.2 which specifies that new
development will be visually interesting through variations of site and building
design and building placement and orientation, and Policy LU-3.5 which states
that new development will be designed to connect to the existing community,
through the orientation and design of buildings and vehicular, pedestrian and
bicycle connections.

1
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• There areals() twopoli8iE!sad~ressingsound walls. Policy LU-3.7 which states
that soundwalls ShQuldbe aVoided whenever possible, and Policy LU-3.9 which
states that WhenSol!hdw.~ll$al"~ allowed, they should provide for visual relief
through the l,jsg of a mixture of materials, landscaping and walkways and
greenbelts.

• Sheet LU36, Policy LU-3.11: Use landscaping to differentiate between gateways,
major intersection, and primary... arterials... etc.

Findings:

1. The proposed use of the proposed Santa Fe.Crossing project is consistent with the
City of Hughson's General Plan land use designation of Service Commercial.

2. The project is located at an identified Gateway to the City and therefore needs to be
developed with quality aesthetical standards (sheet LU-5) that meet the various
General Plan policies as noted above. IF the project meets these various standards,
it could be found to be in compliance with the General Plan. The level of detail of the
project does not provide for clear understanding of the materials, landscaping,
transportation corridors, building and wall articula.tion etc, which would allow me to
state that this particular concern is incontormance with the General Plan at this time.

• Page2



From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Josh,

"Thomas Clark" <tclark@hughson.org>
"Joshua Mann" <Mannj@co.stanislaus.ca.us>
10/29/07 6:55:59 PM
RE: Santa Fe Crossing

This is the best I could do.

Thorn Clark
Director of Planning and Building
City of Hughson
(209) 883-0811 ext. 33

-----Original Message-----
From: Joshua Mann [mailto:Mannj@co.stanislaus.ca.us]
Sent: Thursday, October 25, 20072:17 PM
To: Thomas Clark
Subject: Santa Fe Crossing

The Inital Study package can be found here (as a PDF):

http://www.co.stanislaus.ca.us/planning/Projects/CEQA-rez2007-01.pdf

Thanks,

Joshua Mann, Associate Planner
Stanislaus County
Department of Planning and Community Development
1010 10th Street, Suite 3400
Modesto, CA 95354
(209)525-5925
www.stanco-planning.org
mannj@mail.co.stanislaus.ca.us

-- -- -- Let Us Know How We Are Doing -- -- --

Please take a moment and complete the Customer Satisfaction Survey by
clicking on the following link:

http://www.co.stanislaus.ca.us/SurveyChoice.htm



GOAL FIVE

Complement the general plans of cities within the County.

POLICY TWENTY-FOUR

Development, other than agricultural uses and churches, which requires discretionary approval and
is within the sphere of influence of cities or in areas of specific designation created by agreement
(e.g., Sperry Avenue and East Las Palmas Corridors), shall not be approved unless first approved
by the city within whose sphere of influence it lies or by the city for which areas of specific
designation were agreed. Development requests within the spheres of influence or areas of
specific designation of any incorporated city shall not be approved unless the development is
consistent with agreements with the cities which are in effect at the time of project consideration.
Such development must meet the applicable development standards of the affected city as well as
any public facilities fee collection agreement in effect at the time of project consideration.
(Comment: This policy refers to those development standards that are transferable, such as street
improvement standards, landscaping, or setbacks. It does not always apply to standards that
require connection to a sanitary sewer system, for example, as that is not always feasible.)

IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES

1. All discretionary development proposals within the sphere of influence or areas of specific
designation of a city shall be referred to that city to determine whether or not the proposal
shall be approved and whether it meets their development standards. If development
standards of the city and County conflict, the city's standards shall govern.
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of
Supervisors

2. The policies described in the section on SPHERES OF INFLUENCE for projects within a
city's sphere of influence or areas of specific designation shall be followed.
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of
Supervisors

3. The County shall limit its approval of discretionary projects in spheres of influence to
agricultural uses, churches and projects recommended for approval by the city unless such
projects are exempt from this implementation measure as a result of individual city/county
agreements (e.g., upper McHenry Avenue, Beard Tract areas).
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of
Supervisors

4. Discretionary projects in areas zoned other than A-2 (General Agriculture) prior to the
applicable agreement with the city within whose sphere of influence the project lies shall not
be allowed to develop consistent with the current zone classification unless they first obtain
approval for the project from the city.
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of
Supervisors

5. Non-discretionary projects in spheres of influence shall be allowed to develop with existing
entitlements.
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Building Inspection Division, Public
Works Department
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SPHERES OF INFLUENCE

BACKGROUND

In 1973, Stanislaus County adopted a new General Plan concept called Urban Transition. This
designation was placed on property outside the city limits but within the city's general plan
boundary. One of the reasons for development of this designation was ongoing conflicts between
the County and the cities. The County routinely approved development of land within a city's
general plan boundary without regard to consistency with the city's plans. This caused a variety
of problems for a city. First, although rare, development sometimes occurred which was not
acceptable to the city, therefore, no attempt was made to annex the property resulting in islands
of unincorporated area within a city. Second, if the County permitted urban development within the
County, there was no incentive for the property owner to annex. This often prevented annexation.
Third, even if the city wanted to annex the property and the property owner agreed, the
development seldom met city standards with respect to street improvements, landscaping, signage,
etc. At this point, there was no recourse for the city to upgrade the requirements.

With the adoption ofthe Urban Transition designation, development in most instances was required
to annex before approval. Development which was allowed by ordinance without annexation was
referred to the appropriate city for comment. The intent of the referral was to gain city input on
whether or not a proposal was consistent with the city's plans and, if so, did the proposed
development standards equal what the city would require if development were to occur in the city.

Originally, referrals were only made if the general plan designation was Urban Transition although
the Urban Transition area is only a portion of the area within a city's general plan boundary.
Gradually, referrals were made of all applications within a city's general plan boundary regardless
of whether or not the property was designated Urban Transition.

In late 1984, the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) adopted spheres of influence for
each city as required by state law. These spheres are "a plan for the probable ultimate physical
boundaries and service area of a local agency." (Section 56425 of the California Government
Code.) Since a sphere of influence is usually the general plan boundary of a city, the term more
accurately describes the area in which referrals have been made.

POLICY

Whenever an application is to be considered which includes property within the sphere of influence
of a city or special district (e.g., sewer, water, community services) or areas of specific designation
created by agreement between County and City, the following procedures should be followed:

1. Development, other than agricultural uses and churches, which requires discretionary
approval from incorporated cities shall be referred to that city for preliminary approval. The
project shall not be approved by the County unless written communication is received from
the city memorializing their approval. If approved by the city, the city should specify what
conditions are necessary to ensure that development will comply with city development
standards. Requested conditions for such things as sewer service in an area where none
is available shall not be imposed. Approval from a city does not preclude the County
decision-making body from exercising discretion, and it may either approve or deny the
project.

1-18



2. Agricultural uses and churches which require discretionary approval should be referred to
that city for comment. The County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors shall
consider the responses of the cities in the permit process. If the County finds that a project
is inconsistent with the city's general plan designation, it shall not be approved. Agricultural
use and churches shall not be considered inconsistent if the only inconsistency is with a
statement that a development within the urban transition area or sphere of influence shall
be discouraged (or similar sweeping statement). The city shall be asked to respond to the
following questions:

(a) Is the proposed project inconsistent' with the land use designation on the city's
general plan? If so, please include a copy of the map (or that portion which includes
the subject property) and the text describing uses permitted for the general plan
designation. All findings of inconsistency must include supporting documentation.

(b) If the project is approved, specifically what type of conditions would be necessary
to ensure the development will comply with city development standards such as
street improvements, setbacks and landscaping?

In the case of a proposed project within the sphere of influence of a sanitary sewer district,
domestic water district or community services district, the proposal shall be forwarded to the district
board for comment regarding the ability of the district to provide services. If the district serves an
unincorporated town with a Municipal Advisory Council (MAC), the proposal shall also be referred
to the MAC for comment.

1The question is specifically phrased to ask if a proposed project is inconsistent with the General Plan
designation. This is intended to (a) encourage a city to specifically designate all land within its Sphere of Influence if it
wants to oppose development proposals within the Sphere. and (b) to assure that tangible proof is submitted if denial
is requested. This will eliminate the County's dilemma of trying to prove something is consistent with an inadequate
General Plan.
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Planning Commission
Minutes
December 6, 2012
Page 2

B. TIME EXTENSION FOR REZONE APPLICATION NO. 2007-01 - SANTA
FE CROSSING - Request to amend the Development Schedule for P-D
(313) to allow development of the 11 .44± acre site to be extended until
January 8, 2018. The previously approved development schedule
(expiring January 8, 2013) allowed a commercial project to be developed
in three (3) phases. The development plan consisted of a 19,250 square
foot commercial building, 435 mini storage units, 52 RV storage spaces, a
gas station with a 5,065 square foot mini market, and a drive through
coffee shop. The project is located at 4306 Santa Fe Avenue, at the
northwest corner of Geer Road and Santa Fe Avenue, southeast of the
City of Hughson.
APN: 045-007-031
Staff Report: Joshua Mann Recommends APPROVAL.
Public hearing opened.
OPPOSITION: Bryan Whitemyer, City Manager, Hughson
FAVOR: George Petrulakis, 1130 12th Street, Modesto
Public hearing closed.
Gammon/Boyd, 9-0 (Unanimous), APPROVED RECOMMENDATIONS
AS OUTLINED IN STAFF'S MEMO TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION

EXCERPT

PLANNING COMMISSION

MINUTES

.c:: --./ ~
Secretary, Planning Commission.....

/·?~-'-<)I'>

Date
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
County of Stanislaus }s.

VICKIFRAGO

a legal newspaper 01 general CIrculation publrshea weekly In
Hughson in said County of Stanislaus, State of California: that said

HUGHSONCHRONICLE

Here-un-to being first duly sworn, deposes and says that all time ...__c.
hereinafter mentioned he/she was a citizen of the United States
over the age of twenty-one (21) years, and doing business in said
county, not interested in the matter of the attached publication, and
is competent to testify in said malter, that he/she was at and during
all said time the principal clerk to the printer and publisher of the

HUGHSONCHRONICLE

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

IS and was at all times herein menhoneo, a newspaper of general
circulation as that term is defined by Section 6000 of the Govern­
ment Code, and as provided by said section and so adjudicated by
Decree No. 41926 by the Superior Court of Stanislaus County, State
of Califomia, is published for the dissemination of local and tele­
graphic news and intelligence of a general character, have a
bonafide subscription list of paying subscribers, and is not devoted
to the interest, or published for the entertainment or instruction of
a particular class, profession, trade, calling, race of denomination:
or for the entertainment and instruction of any number of such
classes, professions, trades, callings, races or denominations:
that at all times said newspaper has been established, in Hughson;
in said County and State, at regular intervals for more than one year
preceding the first publication of the notice herein mentioned, that
said notice was set in type not smaller than nonpareil and was
preceded with words printed in blackface type not smaller than
nonpareil, describing and expressing in general terms, the purport
and character of the notice intended to be given

January 15, 2013

of which named annexed is a printed copy, was published
and printed in said

. HUGHSON CHRONICLE

at least 1 time, commencing on the 15th day of January 2013 and
ending on the the 15th day ofJanuary 2013 the days inclusive;
and as often during said time as said newspaper was regularly
issued. to wit:

I declare under penalty ofperjury under the laws of the State of
California that the foregoing is true and correct
Dated this 15th day of January 2013 ../
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REZONE APPLICATION NO. 2007-01 
SANTA FE CROSSING 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

APPEAL OF A PLANNING COMMISSION 
DECISION ON DECEMBER 6th, 2012   

TO APPROVE A 
TIME EXTENSION REQUEST FOR: 
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TIME EXTENSION: 
REZ 2007-01 

SANTA FE CROSSING 
PHASE 1 

• Construction of Mini Storage Units 
• Storage Container Sales Area  
• Continue the Use of an Existing 
  Truck Repair Facility 
 
      



TIME EXTENSION: 
REZ 2007-01 

SANTA FE CROSSING 
PHASE 2 

• Convert Truck Repair Facility into 
    R.V. Sales & Service Business 
• Convert Storage Container Area 
    into R.V. & Boat Storage 
 
      



TIME EXTENSION: 
REZ 2007-01 

SANTA FE CROSSING 
PHASE 3 

• Construct a Mini-Mart, Coffee Shop 
    & Gas Station 
• Construct a Car Wash & Retail Bldg. 
 
       All Phases Completed by 
 January 8th, 2018 
 



REZONE REQUESST 
Approved in 2007/2008 

Dec. 6th, 2007: Planning Commission recommended, 
on a 8-0 vote (Souza/Mataka), the Board approve 
request with a modification to the Dev. Schedule, 
from 7 to 5 years. 
 
Jan. 8th, 2008: Board of Supervisors approved the 
request as recommended by the Planning 
Commission. 
 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



TIME EXTENSION  

Section 21.40.090 (B) 
 
In order to approve a Time Extension request, 
the Planning Commission and/or Board has to 
find that: 
 

• The Applicant has shown good cause for 
being granted the extension. 

 
 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



• The County’s Zoning Ordinance sets no 
standards beyond “good cause” shown 
for approval of a Time Extension 
 
 

• As discussed in the PC & Board Memo, 
the applicant has provided information 
to show “Good Cause” for approval 
 

 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

TIME EXTENSION  



APPLICANT’S STATEMENT 
Applicant has provided a statement that the Time 
Extension is being requested due to the overall 
tough economic times that have occurred since  
2007 / 2008 
 

• Approved On-Site Improvement Plans 
 

• Approved Off-site Improvement Plans 
 

• Recorded Street Improvement Agreement 
 

• Recorded Irrevocable Offer of Dedication 
and Utility Easement 

 
 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



PLANNING COMMISSION 

December 6th, 2012: 
 

• Applicant’s Representative Spoke in 
Favor 
 

• Representative from the City of 
Hughson Spoke against the Approval 

 
 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



PLANNING COMMISSION 

City of Hughson cited “Environmental Concerns” 
related to: 

• Green House Gases (GHG) 
• Traffic 
• Water Quality Concerns 

 
Many of these concerns were addressed during the 
initial project review in 2007/2008 and were 
incorporated into the Development Standards 
 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



PLANNING COMMISSION 

December 6th, 2012: 
 

• Commission discussed issue raised 
by the City 
 

• Other discussion focused on the 
length of the Extension, may not be 
long enough time period 

 
 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



PLANNING COMMISSION 

December 6th, 2012: 
 

• Ultimately found that the Applicant had 
shown the “Good Cause” necessary to 
be granted the Time Extension 
 

• 9-0 (Gammon/Boyd) Vote to Approve a          
5-Year Time Extension 

 
 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



• City of Hughson filed an Appeal of the 
Planning Commission’s Approval of 
Time Extension 
 
 

• Cited – Environmental Concerns and 
General Plan Consistency Issues 

 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

December 14th, 2012: 

APPEAL - TIME EXTENSION 



• The Santa Fe Crossing project was 
determined to be consistent with the 
General Plan at the time of approval in 
2008. 

 

• Consideration of a Time Extension is not 
a reconsideration of the development 
proposal but an assessment of “Good 
Cause” shown. 

 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

APPEAL - TIME EXTENSION 



Board Actions: 
 

 1. Uphold the Commission’s Decision – Deny 
 the Appeal and as such Find that the 
 Applicant has shown the “Good Cause” 
 necessary to be granted a Time Extension 

 

 2. Reverse the Commission’s Decision - 
 Approve the Appeal and as such Find that 
 the Applicant has not shown “Good Cause” 
 to be granted a Time Extension 

 
 
                 PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

APPEAL - TIME EXTENSION 
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APPEAL OF TIME EXTENSION: 
REZ 2007-01 

SANTA FE CROSSING 
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- STAFF RECOMMENDATION - 
   Staff has provided a Memo to clarify an issue 

regarding the County’s General Plan Sphere 
of Influence (SOI) Policy. Staff has 
conducted additional analysis and has 
concluded that: 

 

• While approval of a Time Extension is 
a discretionary act, 
 

• A Time Extension is not a 
development proposal subject to the 
SOI Policy 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



TIME EXTENSION REFERRAL 

City of Hughson also stated that to date, 51 of the 57 
Development Standards have not been complied 
with. 

• Staff reviewed the Development Standards 
and determined that 52 of 57 are triggered at 
the construction phase. 
 

• Development Standards that have been able 
to met prior to construction, have been met. 
 

• Applicant would be required to comply with 
all Development Standards if the TE request 
is approved. 
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Santa Fe Crossings Time 
Extension Appeal 

City of Hughson 



 

Santa Fe Crossings – 
Future County 

Island 



Project Does Not Conform With 2006 
City/County Agreement 

 



 

Santa Fe Crossings 



 



 



Does not conform with Goal Five – 
Policy Twenty Four 

 



Good Cause For Time Extension 

• Good cause has not been demonstrated. 
• The site today looks pretty much the same as 

it did back in 2006. 
• Nothing has been constructed. 

 



September 2006 

 



June 2009 

 



June 2010 

 



June 2011 
 

 



August 2012 
 

 



Time Extension is a discretionary act 

• A large reason why Development Schedules (for 
Planned Developments) do not last indefinitely, is the 
need to recognize the passage of time may have 
caused agencies to look at the project differently. 

 



• The City of Hughson respectfully requests that 
the board deny the time extension for the 
Santa Fe Crossings project. 
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