April 10, 2017

Kristin Doud

Senior Planner

Stanislaus County

Planning and Community Development
1010 10™ Street, Suite 3400

Modesto, CA 95354

Subject: Use Permit Application No. PLN2015-0130
The Fruit Yard Amphitheater

We have lived on Weyer Road for 26 years. We have had the opportunity to read the
application for the purposed use permit for amphitheater located at The Fruit Yard property
and have many concerns and questions.

During the past few years we have attended numerous county planning commission meetings,
met with Planning Commission staff and have met with Joe Traina in a small group setting
regarding the amphitheater and our concerns. We also attended the noise workshop put on by
the Planning Commission in January 2016.

Through all these meetings we have expressed our ongoing concerns and questions regarding
the use permit for the amphitheater.

The areas of concern are:

1. E.I.R. Report — Our understanding is that the applicant maintains that this project qualifies as
Categorially Exempt from requiring an E.I.R. Report. We would like to request that an E.I.R.
Report be done because in truth, we question that the Health Department Guidelines would
pass an additional well in this location because of the magnitude of this project and existing
water conditions. To operate 59 days or more you have to have a quality water source.

2. Updated Noise Ordinance — An updated County Noise Ordinance is needed, consistent with
Turlock and Roseville, to address current day noise issues and make enforcement possible, set
boundaries for venue events, and address the effect on surrounding properties. In the original
application, dated August 2008, for the development of The Fruit Yard property an
amphitheater was not included. In the ensuing years approval has been given to build the
amphitheater including acoustic music. Now in 2017, the application has progressed to asking
for a use permit for approval to include amplified music. We understand there was an incident
at the Stanislaus County Fairgrounds recently involving noise issues. There was a question of
who had the jurisdiction over the property and enforcement of noise violations. Also, who wil
be responsible for events when a third party rents the venue?
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3. We don’t believe that amplified concerts should be approved. We would also like to see, in
writing, the stipulation of only 6 non-amplified music concerts per year between May to
September and only during daylight hours. There have been several different and varying time
frames requested in the many applications, so we believe the times need to be clear, the
number of concerts allowed and all and any activities have to be over by 10:00PM. Also, no
concerts can be held during the week.

4. Parking - This is currently a problem whenever there is an activity at The Fruit Yard. Cars park
along Geer Road, Albers Road and Yosemite Blvd. They have also historically parked in the
surrounding orchards and along the canals. We don’t believe that the stated parking lots with
approximately 1,300 spaces will be able to accommodate the 3,500 people projected to attend
events.

The Gallo Center for the Arts, in downtown Modesto, has a seating capacity of 1,600 people
(Rogers Theater 1,200 seats, Foster Theater 400 seats) and they use two multistory parking
structures plus street parking. | would like to have permanent No Parking signs placed for one-
half mile from The Fruit Yard going South on Geer Road, North on Albers Road, East on
Yosemite Blvd. and West on Yosemite Blvd.

5. Traffic — This is currently an issue whenever there is an activity at The Fruit Yard. Cars make
unsafe U-turns in the middle of the street and have even have been observed running the light.
When there is a large number of cars leaving The Fruit Yard propertythey use Jantzen Road and
Weyer Road as a short cut to avoid the long lines at the signal. This creates an unsafe
environment for the property owners of Weyer Road. Weyer Road is a very straight road and it
becomes a race track for those trying to save time and avoid traffic. | don’t believe the current
traffic study can accurately project the effect the added number of cars that will be using the
surrounding roads because of the large number and the study was done during average times
of use.

6. Pylon Freestanding Pole Sign with an Electronic Reader Board — We are opposed to an even
brighter sign with an electronic reader board. This is an agriculture area and by allowing a sign
of this nature to be installed will set a precedent for future requests. Signs of that magnitude
belong in urban settings not agriculture/country environments.

7. Fireworks — To our knowledge this has not been addressed to date in any discussions. We
would like to ask that, no firework displays will be allowed, stipulated in the guidelines of the
use permit.

8. Noise and light pollution — We believe we will be negatively impacted by the noise of any
event that has the potential of drawing 3,500 people. The amount of light that will be

generated with parking lot lights and the proposed new illuminated sign will also negatively
impact us. We also use our outdoor patio areas during the months of May — September and
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have always enjoyed the peace and serenity of our beautiful sunsets. That is one of the main
reasons we choose to live out here in a country environment. That enjoyment will be
diminished with the amplified music and added lights and noise and we will no longer be
allowed, our right as property owners, to enjoy our own endeavors. We have nine
grandchildren and they enjoy coming to our home playing and sleeping outside during the
summer months. We sincerely feel that the experience we would like them to enjoy when
being here will be taken from them if amplified music and the proposed twelve plus concerts
per year are approved. This is still an agricultural rural area that does not have industrial
businesses that contributes to the noise factor.

We sincerely hope you will take in consideration our concerns regarding The Fruit Yard
Amphitheater and the impact it will have on us as property owners.

Sincerely,

W. Richard Heckendorf Barbara Heckendorf

679 Weyer Road, Modesto, CA 95357
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April 10, 2017

Stanislaus County Planning and Community Development
1010 10" Street, Suite 3400
Modesto, CA 95354

SUBJECT: PLN 2015-0130 — Fruit Yard Amphitheater

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the proposed mitigation measures for the proposed
amphitheater. We have participated in the process from the very beginning and want to acknowledge
the excellent work that has been done by the applicant and the Stanislaus County staff in preparing the
mitigated negative declaration. The information provided here is a definite improvement over the initial
studies | previously reviewed.

| hope my comments will help make this project an asset to this community. The Fruit Yard is one of my
favorite restaurants and fruit stands. | buy gas there quite frequently. My wife and | participated in the
public hearings on the General Plan Amendment that allowed for the expansion of the existing use to
allow for weddings and other events to be held on the 40 acre site. We expressed our concerns about
expanding the use of the facility for more weddings as we were already being exposed to bass level
noise from much smaller wedding events on the site. As originally proposed, weddings were to be
moved to an indoor banquet hall with only occasional outdoor wedding venues. There was no discussion
about developing an amphitheater for up to 3,500 people to attend music events. Had this been
included in the original project description, | am certain our comments would have been much more
extensive.

| own a home roughly 1 % miles from the project site. My wife and | have lived there for almost 20 years
so we are very familiar with the events that have been held on this site. Although we live well beyond
the study area described in the noise study prepared by Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc., my wife and
| have been exposed to the negative impacts of bass level noise from small weddings held in the evening
hours after 8 PM. The bass noise prevented me from going to sleep at night. | typically go to bed at 9
PM, Sunday through Thursday, and 10 PM on Friday and Saturday nights. While | am retired, my wife
works during the week and has to get up at 5 AM to get to her workplace. It is important for our health
and well-being to get at least 7 to 8 hours of sleep at night, at a minimum.

| will say that Mr. Traina has effectively monitored the noise levels on the site such that | have not been
exposed to bass level noise since that initial public hearing. | do believe that Mr. Traina is concerned
about the community and the perceptions of his neighbors, and does what he can to ensure that he is
being a good neighbor. What concerns me is what will happen when Mr. Traina is no longer in the
picture and we are dealing with someone who is less concerned about their stature in the community.

My comments are intended to help refine the proposed mitigation measures, particularly those related
to noise, to improve clarity for enforcement purposes. Mitigation measures may sound good on paper,
but, if there is no enforcement mechanism or the mechanisms are unclear, the result will be negative
impacts on me and my neighbors. In addition, CEQA requires that mitigation measures be clear, precise
and enforceable. Because these events will be operated by private promoters that are not a part of the
Fruit Yard company or business, consequences for failure to comply with the mitigation measures will
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need to be handled immediately and the consequences for failure by the Fruit Yard to ensure
compliance with the measures by private promoters needs to be meaningful and impactful.

Below are my comments by Mitigation Measure:

Mitigation Measure #4: The measure allows for an adjustment to the C-weighted noise standards but it
is unclear how this is to be accomplished. The measure uses terms such as “immediately before and
after the first two large amphitheater events (with 500 or more in attendance)”. Is the data to be
collected at the same time of day and day of the week as the event? How much of an adjustment can be
made? Who ultimately decides what the adjusted standard will be? Will the report be available to the
public to review prior to making the adjustment to the standard? All of these issues should be
addressed. | feel fairly strongly that C-weighted standards should not be adjusted unless there are
guarantees that the ambient conditions that allow for an adjustment occur regularly and predictably in
all future cases.

Mitigation Measure #5: The measure calls for a qualified noise consultant to monitor the first two
amplified music events but establishes no standard for the size of the crowd. The noise study clearly
indicates the need to evaluate the noise levels for both music and crowd noise. | request that
monitoring occur for both the first two events as well as at least two events with 500 attendees or more,
and for another two events where crowds are expected to be over 2,000 people. This will allow crowd
noise to be evaluated along with the music noise.

Mitigation Measure #5, #6 and #7: Monitoring data and training records should be made available to the
public upon request.

Mitigation Measure #9: Weekday events should not go past 9 PM and weekend events should stop at 10
PM. Extending the hours of operation to 11 PM should not occur without a formal public hearing where
me and my neighbors are given the opportunity to provide public input to the Planning Commission.
Administratively extending the hours should not be permitted.

Mitigation Measure #11: Will neighbors be involved in reviewing the “good neighbor” policy? How will |
and my neighbors be informed of the final policy?

Mitigation Measure #12: It is unclear who is going to implement this measure and how effective it would
be? Compliance with the noise standards need to occur for each individual event. Since each event will
be unique, operated by a separate promoter, the proposed measures to move speakers and so on may
or may not be applicable from one event to the next. It is also unclear who is going to provide recourse if
the Fruit Yard staff are not responsive. Is it the County Sheriff? If so, under what circumstances will they
simply “shut down” an event?

Mitigation Measure #14: The measure discusses potential consequences when new noise studies are
required stipulating that events will be “limited” until the noise study is completed. What does this
mean?

Generally, | am concerned there is no meaningful deterrent to an individual promoter to violate these
noise standards or the limitations on the event operating hours. | am also concerned that the
consequences to the Fruit Yard are not clearly defined. Since events are operated by individual,
unconnected promoters, failure to comply would have little effect on that promoter unless the event is
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limited promptly and effectively. In my opinion, the current mitigation measures lack clarity and
precision. Evaluation after the fact does not effectively mitigate the potential impacts of the project.

The mitigation measures should be written such that any change in the County’s noise ordinance that
would be more stringent would supersede the standards in these mitigation measures.

Sincerely,

Thomas J. Douglas
548 N. Hopper Rd.
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July 25, 2016 '

Miguel Galvez '
Deputy Director

Planning and Community Development
Stanislaus County

1010 10" Street, Suite 3400

Modesto, CA 95354

To the County Planning Department:

We have had the opportunity to review the CEQA REFERAL EARLY CONSULTATION of the USE PERMIT
APPLICATION NO. PLN 2015-0130 (The FRUIT YARD AMPHITHEATER). The documents that were
provided do not give a very complete picture of the potential impacts of the project and do not address
a number of concerns regarding the project.

We belong to a group of concerned citizens who live near the project site. For many years, we have
experienced traffic and noise impacts from the events that have been held at the Fruit Yard. Concerns
that were based on noise generated by wedding amplified music and small band concerts outside the
Fruit Yard Bar. First of all, the application itself only asks for adjacent land use within % mile (1,320 feet),
but there is a far greater area that will be impacted by the proposed project. The application also does
not explain how many events will be held, the nature of those events, or the operating hours of the
events. The application talks about “typical year” and additional events could be authorized for larger
events simply by applying to the Sheriff's Department. As such, the request establishes no limit on the
number of events or describe when or what types of impacts would occur. Finally, none of the analyses
provided address the impact of the full project which includes an RV Park, banquet facility, tractor sales
and expanded gasoline facilities.

The Planning Commission asked all of us to meet with Mr. Traina to see if he could address our
concerns. We have met with him to express our concerns, specifically with regard to traffic, noise and
security particularly in light of the full project that has been approved through the General Plan
Amendment. We do not feel that our concerns have been addressed or if they had been addressed they
have been so in a perfunctory manner. These concerns have been raised repeatedly to the County
Planning Commission since 2007. N

In addition to these impacts, we also want to know what impacts this project will have on water
availability and water quality. Given the current drought and water quality issues, we would like to see
an analysis of how this facility will affect these areas as well. Given that we are in an air quality non-
attainment area, any air pollution impacts should be addressed as well

The studies attached to the early consultation and application appears to suggest that there will be no
traffic, parking or concert noise impacts of the Amphitheater use permit. Our experience, as residents,
of the Fruit Yard Community for far smaller performances has proven otherwise. We have experienced
the thumping sound of the bass used by relatively small up to 3 piece bands playing outdoors and simply
do not believe that a facility of this size will be able to mitigate these effects. What is being proposed
here is on the same scale as a Greek Theatre in terms of traffic generation and music. We believe that

366



the documents and studies do not consider or simply avoid discussing our experience with concerts and
weddings at the Fruit Yard.

The Noise study itself recommends that amphitheater events with more than 2,000 be limited to
daytime hours to assure minimizing the impact on nearby residents, yet the application requests up to
3,500 people is authorized. We find the 2,000 attendance limit rather arbitrary and suggest that all
amplified concerts be held at day time hours so that all concert music is terminated before 10:00 PM.
As a matter of scale, we should note that the Modesto Gallo Center only seats 1,200 concert patrons in
its largest venue and those seem like a large event. Most venues across the state end their events
around 10:00 PM to avoid impacting surrounding resident communities. We have not found any that
run until mid-night.

The study suggests that the model needs to be verified by analyzing noise levels at the first two
concerts. We would suggest that if the permit is granted that all future concerts and events needed to
be monitored by an independent expert acoustic engineer and real-time adjustments to music
amplification need to be made as a matter of course BEFORE a complaint has to be filed after the impact
has occurred. This type of enforcement mechanism is NOT mitigation. The impact has to occur in order
for the complaint to be made. The enforcement of noise limits should not be dependent on the
neighbors having to file complaints with either the Fruit Yard or the County Sheriff but should be
monitored and controlled by the operator to ensure that impacts do not occur. Also, there should be an
automatic process for shutting down events when they are unable to comply and to suspend the
operation of the facility when the operator has failed to monitor events properly. None of these
provisions are suggested in the reports attached to the application.

Our experience is that vibration noise, crowd noise and music can have a definite noise impact on the
enjoyment of our homes and sometime make it very difficult for neighborhood children and ourselves to
just sleep at night. Our experience with the Fruit Yard management of these noise impacts has not been
positive. The impact of vibration noise is something that is of paramount importance to our positive
experience of our homes.

We do not believe that these impacts are properly evaluated in the current set of studies provided by
the applicant and feel that a full CEQA EIR be conducted for this use permit managed directly by County
Planning Department. The applicant is clearly directing the results of these studies by consultants that
he is paying for. We would like a definite recourse procedure defined as part of the use permit if the
noise exceeds the county limits. We would like the permit to be reviewed annually by the Planning
Commission for at least five years and longer if there is any change in the lease or ownership of the
arena is made. Every future operator should be evaluated. The use permit should not be a blank check
to allow neighborhood impacts. We have heard at the Planning Commission that the existing noise
ordinance is not enforceable. We need a real recourse to assure compliance.

A definite complaint procedure needs to be established by the County. The renewal of the operating
permit should be based on meeting the various standards discussed here and the prompt positive
handling of resident complaints related to these standards.

The application does not address the issue of crowd security. We have seen fights break out in the Fruit

Yard parking lot in past weddings. Yet here we are going up a magnitude in scale with the proposed
concerts and do not see a definite plan to address any of these issues.
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The other aspect of these studies is that they fail to evaluate the project in light of either the full
improvements planned with the General Plan Amendment or changes that will occur in the future.
Typically, traffic studies look at cumulative conditions including the broader project and future traffic,
noise, etc., conditions. Highway 132 and Geer/Albers roads have high levels of traffic that are getting
worse as growth occurs in the cities and county. We are here for the long haul. Most of us have been
residents for over ten to fifteen years. We plan to be here longer. The County allowed resident
development around the SR 132 corridor. It should not interrupt our enjoyment of country life by
imposing land use impacts more suited to an urban environment. Or if it does the County does permit
this use, the impacts including water quality, air quality, traffic, parking management, and security
should be suitably mitigated.

Sincerely,

Richar . ctkendorf

679 Weyer Road . _

2 —c,/’:&cfl__/ /@ '5’(”"“/7*‘\
Barbara Heckendorf '
679 Weyer Road

ichelle Boulet

548(North Hopper Road
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RECEIVED |

Date: July 24, 2016 JUL 25 2016
To: Stanislaus County Planning and Community Development:
STb{ECE Stanislaus County - Planning &

Community Developrr';ont Dept.

PLN2015-0130. We did not have an abundance of time to coordmate our rephes to your department s request
for response, however;

We the residents of Weyer Road and surrounding areas vehemently oppose the approval of the Fruit Yard
Amphitheater and event center. The amphitheater was constructed without proper planning commission
approval and therefore circumventing all due process. We believe Mr. Traina and his team had no intentions of
complying with the county planning process, which he has proven on several occasions, and therefore prevented
the residents in the surrounding areas from participating in the county designed process of the planning and
review of said amphitheater and event center. If approved, these event facilities will drastically effect the daily
lives, property values and traffic in our immediate and surrounding areas.

On August 11, 2015, we were officially made aware of Mr. Traina’s intent to amend P-D 317 to include the
additions of an amphitheater facility and other miscellaneous projects related to its construction. In August
2015, the amphitheater had been under construction for nearly a year and the residents on our road had been in
contact with the Planning and Community Development Department inquiring about the construction. After
receiving the notice, we developed a petition and in just a few hours gathered nearly 100 signatures from our
small community of residents who opposed the amendments to P-D 317. Since this time we have taken several
steps to not only make our voices heard but to be involved in the process including: attending a community
meeting hosted by Mr. Traina and his team, attending Planning Commission Meetings, a follow up meeting
with Mr. Traina and meeting with Planning and Community Development Department staff.

We do not feel that our measures of good faith have been returned as Mr. Traina has failed to incorporate any of
the mediation measures suggested by our community. Not only has Mr. Traina failed to incorporate our
suggestions for a project we oppose altogether, the new proposal includes requests for increased capacity and
facility sizes than that of the proposed amendment submitted in 2015.

We do not believe that this project is in any way exempt from any further due process designed by Stanislaus
County and the State of California to protect its residents and prevent such circumvention of which Mr. Traina
and his team have been afforded. We are not wavering and we are committed to ensuring that our quality of life
and our ability to enjoy our homes is not infringed upon any further by Mr. Traina and the Fruit Yard facilities.
We urge you to consider the impact of the requested amendments to P-D 317. Please review this project as if it
were a new, unconstructed facility proposal rather than one built without proper review that now forces both the
Planning and Community Development Department and the surrounding residents to deal with the
consequences. We have sought professional review of the most recent noise study as well as legal counsel to
ensure we are protecting our community.

mwe Ronert Hopled 4 MNichelle %(?'t!s!dent(s) of DV Weyer R4

Modesto, CA 95357, feel that the proposed amendments do not meet the conditions for CEQAQ:xemptlon for
the followmg reason(s):

Teallic Conditions &the odditional Clow
of Lol ok Lo\l uh\ize \epyr RAR.
need 4o e Goythnor walnfe(ﬁ g

e Nl/i,l Honal CM’M H/th) v (NG (1’\(\\/1 &fuﬂ/]
\m/\d) PLLVP)&JJ' GMSQCUO?d AP0 S’\Jogg\c\ Ve

369

a




ceieed. U 08 yvesidewks Qwe racmwedL 1o
Lont wodeerivy uM— Ao @M&& Lo "dne mwm\\ao;:&o_v
LS Lrdeved /IQJM_J

Furthermore, the proposed amendments would affect me/us as follows:

Gf My Nevg 1S uno Lo pledofe..

J o I
n = 4“ A _,‘ ‘-L, 4 ‘_‘ ’A A\ =L b ‘L‘ Lt n f‘L f’J‘
O . Do, e OpaL a2 €
L ( an_increaded How of palfic.

NNY ot 40 Liniow ww  ooperty. N0S heen
curd_hill og oven) Quedlaly Wneringed. Jpon.

oUST s well as low e

{;{;ﬁ ﬁ&gu/c[ S,
Tha yo‘efy r your consideration and should you nieed {o contact me regarding the information I have provided
you may do so at:

Namesy. A0k Poou ek = ‘N\Q\/\QML e L

Address: 60 \ LOMP V IQD,Q MMP%'[T\ Czﬁ q 6 %g--?
Phone Number: ('Zoqsgrg/g /004 2} (2«06?\{/)%'8 52%8
Email Address: lf()b@‘/](,@ bOUJJlj:COVIS Ld{{M CDVY)

Sincerely,

N L /1 b4

370



Date: July 24, 2016
To: Stanislaus County Planning and Community Development:
Subject:

Recently, your office made us aware of a revised application for amendments to P-D 317, application no.
PLN2015-0130. We did not have an abundance of time to coordinate our replies to your department’s request
for response, however;

We the residents of Weyer Road and surrounding areas vehemently oppose the approval of the Fruit Yard
Amphitheater and event center. The amphitheater was constructed without proper planning commission
approval and therefore circumventing all due process. We believe Mr. Traina and his team had no intentions of
complying with the county planning process, which he has proven on several occasions, and therefore prevented
the residents in the surrounding areas from participating in the county designed process of the planning and
review of said amphitheater and event center. If approved, these event facilities will drastically effect the daily
lives, property values and traffic in our immediate and surrounding areas.

On August 11, 2015, we were officially made aware of Mr. Traina’s intent to amend P-D 317 to include the
additions of an amphitheater facility and other miscellaneous projects related to its construction. In August
2015, the amphitheater had been under construction for nearly a year and the residents on our road had been in
contact with the Planning and Community Development Department inquiring about the construction. After
receiving the notice, we developed a petition and in just a few hours gathered nearly 100 signatures from our
small community of residents who opposed the amendments to P-D 317. Since this time we have taken several
steps to not only make our voices heard but to be involved in the process including: attending a community
meeting hosted by Mr. Traina and his team, attending Planning Commission Meetings, a follow up meeting
with Mzr. Traina and meeting with Planning and Community Development Department staff.

We do not feel that our measures of good faith have been returned as Mr. Traina has failed to incorporate any of
the mediation measures suggested by our community. Not only has Mr. Traina failed to incorporate our
suggestions-for a project we oppose altogether, the new proposal includes requests for increased capacity and
facility sizes than that of the proposed amendment submitted in 2015.

We do not believe that this project is in any way exempt from any further due process designed by Stanislaus
County and the State of California to protect its residents and prevent such circumvention of which Mr. Traina
and his team have been afforded. We are not wavering and we are committed to ensuring that our quality of life
and our ability to enjoy our homes is not infringed upon any further by Mr. Traina and the Fruit Yard facilities.
We urge you to consider the impact of the requested amendments to P-D 317. Please review this project as if it
were a new, unconstructed facility proposal rather than one built without proper review that now forces both the
Planning and Community Development Department and the surrounding residents to deal with the
consequences. We have sought professional review of the most recent noise study as well as legal counsel to
ensure we are protecting our comrunity.
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Furthermore, the proposed amendments would affect me/us as follows:

Thank you for your consideration and should you need to contact me regarding the information I have provided
you may do so at:

Name(s): r‘}::/i’h A rO n&p {4@8‘1@

Address: Lf "'{ 2 Lt) ey eh FJ

d
Phone Number: Cp oY — = ? / d/

Email Address: ‘h .d-iﬁﬂ:\_ﬁlﬁk.@ NIV U O, c’.'./:é'-} d
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Date: July 24, 2016
To: Stanislaus County Planning and Community Development:
Subject:

Recently, your office made us aware of a revised application for amendments to P-D 317, application no.
PLN2015-0130. We did not have an abundance of time to coordinate our replies to your department’s request
for response, however;

We the residents of Weyer Road and surrounding areas vehemently oppose the approval of the Fruit Yard
Amphitheater and event center. The amphitheater was constructed without proper planning commission
approval and therefore circumventing all due process. We believe Mr. Traina and his team had no intentions of
complying with the county planning process, which he has proven on several occasions, and therefore prevented
the residents in the surrounding areas from participating in the county designed process of the planning and
review of said amphitheater and event center. If approved, these event facilities will drastically effect the daily
lives, property values and traffic in our immediate and surrounding areas.

On August 11, 2015, we were officially made aware of Mr. Traina’s intent to amend P-D 317 to include the
additions of an amphitheater facility and other miscellaneous projects related to its construction. In August
2015, the amphitheater had been under construction for nearly a year and the residents on our road had been in
contact with the Planning and Community Development Department inquiring about the construction. After
receiving the notice, we developed a petition and in just a few hours gathered nearly 100 signatures from our
small community of residents who opposed the amendments to P-D 317. Since this time we have taken several
steps to not only make our voices heard but to be involved in the process including: attending a community
meeting hosted by Mr. Traina and his team, attending Planning Commission Meetings, a follow up meeting
with Mr. Traina and meeting with Planning and Community Development Department staff.

We do not feel that our measures of good faith have been returned as Mr. Traina has failed to incorporate any of
the mediation measures suggested by our community. Not only has Mr. Traina failed to incorporate our
suggestions for a project we oppose altogether, the new proposal includes requests for increased capacity and
facility sizes than that of the proposed amendment submitted in 2015.

We do not believe that this project is in any way exempt from any further due process designed by Stanislaus
County and the State of California to protect its residents and prevent such circumvention of which Mr. Traina
and his team have been afforded. We are not wavering and we are committed to ensuring that our quality of life
and our ability to enjoy our homes is not infringed upon any further by Mr. Traina and the Fruit Yard facilities.
We urge you to consider the impact of the requested amendments to P-D 317. Please review this project as if it
were a new, unconstructed facility proposal rather than one built without proper review that now forces both the
Planning and Community Development Department and the surrounding residents to deal with the
consequences. We have sought professional review of the most recent noise study as well as legal counsel to
ensure we are protecting our community.
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Furthermore, the proposed amendments would affect me/us as follows:
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Date: July 24, 2016
To: Stanislaus County Planning and Community Development:
Subject:

Recently, your office made us aware of a revised application for amendments to P-D 317, application no.
PLN2015-0130. We did not have an abundance of time to coordinate our replies to your department’s request
for response, however;

We the residents of Weyer Road and surrounding areas vehemently oppose the approval of the Fruit Yard
Amphitheater and event center. The amphitheater was constructed without proper planning commission
approval and therefore circumventing all due process. We believe Mr. Traina and his team had no intentions of
complying with the county planning process, which he has proven on several occasions, and therefore prevented
the residents in the surrounding areas from participating in the county designed process of the planning and
review of said amphitheater and event center. If approved, these event facilities will drastically effect the daily
lives, property values and traffic in our immediate and surrounding areas.

On August 11, 2015, we were officially made aware of Mr. Traina’s intcent to amend P-D 317 to include the
additions of an amphitheater facility and other miscellaneous projects related to its construction. In August
2015, the amphitheater had been under construction for nearly a year and the residents on our road had been in
contact with the Planning and Community Development Department inquiring about the construction. After
receiving the notice, we developed a petition and in just a few hours gathered nearly 100 signatures from our
small community of residents who opposed the amendments to P-D 317. Since this time we have taken several
steps to not only make our voices heard but to be involved in the process including: attending a community
meeting hosted by Mr. Traina and his team, attending Planning Commission Meetings, a follow up meeting
with Mr. Traina and meeting with Planning and Community Development Department staff.

We do not feel that our measures of good faith have been returned as Mr. Traina has failed to incorporate any of
the mediation measures suggested by our community. Not only has Mr. Traina failed to incorporate our
suggestions for a project we oppose altogether, the new proposal includes requests for increased capacity and
facility sizes than that of the proposed amendment submitted in 2015.

We do not believe that this project is in any way exempt from any further due process designed by Stanislaus
County and the State of California to protect its residents and prevent such circumvention of which Mr. Traina
and his team have been afforded. We are not wavering and we are committed to ensuring that our quality of life
and our ability to enjoy our homes is not infringed upon any further by Mr. Traina and the Fruit Yard facilities.
We urge you to consider the impact of the requested amendments to P-D 317. Please review this project as if it
were a new, unconstructed facility proposal rather than one built without proper review that now forces both the
Planning and Community Development Department and the surrounding residents to deal with the
consequences. We have sought professional review of the most recent noise study as well as legal counsel to
ensure we are protecting our cCommunity.

rwe Mo wel ‘r\;pm QA“\’LA , resident(s) of 265 LU&’*—{ e 2 .
Modesto, CA 95357, feel that the proposed atnendments do not meet the conditions for CEQA exemption for
the following reason(s):
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Furthermore, the proposed amendments would affect me/us as follows:

Thank you for your consideration and should you need to contact me regarding the information I have provided
you may do so at:

Name(s): V\AA‘Q\AQL - KIVW P&rm/l,

Rddress;, A WC{-{‘C«@—- x> -
Phone Number: 5'}’-\ —228

Email Address: VV\énuel and K @ O)V'\fﬁ—u) .Commy

Sincerely,
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Date: July 23, 2016

To: Stanislaus County Planning and Community Development:
Subject:

Recently, your office made us aware of a revised application for amendments to P-D 317, application no.
PLN2015-0130. We did not have an abundance of time to coordinate our replies to your department’s request
for response, however;

We the residents of Weyer Road and surrounding areas vehemently oppose the approval of the Fruit Yard
Ampbhitheater and event center. The amphitheater was constructed without proper plapning commissien
approval and therefore circumventing all due process. We believe Mr. Traina and his team had no intentions of
complying with the county planning process, which he has proven on several occasions, and therefore prevented
the residents in the surrounding areas from participating in the county designed process of the planning and
review of said amphitheater and event center. If approved, these event facilities will drastically effect the daily
lives, property values and traffic in our immediate and surrounding areas.

On August 11, 2015, we were officially made aware of Mr. Traina’s intent to amend P-D 317 to include the
additions of an amphitheater facility and other miscellaneous projects related to its construction. In August
2015, the amphitheater had been under construction for nearly a year and the residents on our road had been in
contact with the Planning and Community Development Department inquiring about the construction. After
receiving the notice, we developed a petition and in just a few hours gathered nearly 100 signatures from our
small community of residents who opposed the amendments to P-D 317. Since this time we have taken several
steps to not only make our voices heard but to be involved in the process including: attending a community
meeting hosted by Mr. Traina and his team, attending Planning Commission Meetings, a follow up meeting
with Mr. Traina and meeting with Planning and Community Development Department staff.

We do not feel that our measures of good fajth have been returned as Mr. Traina has failed to incorporate any of
the mediation measures suggested by our community. Not only has Mr. Traina failed to incorporate our
suggestions for a project we oppose altogether, the new proposal includes requests for increased capacity and
facility sizes than that of the proposed amendment submitted in 2015.

We do not believe that this project is in any way exempt from any further due process designed by Stanislaus
County and the State of California to protect its residents and prevent such circumvention of which Mr. Traina
and his team have been afforded. We are not wavering and we are committed to ensuring that our quality of life
and our ability to enjoy our homes is not infringed upon any further by Mr. Traina and the Fruit Yard facilities.
We urge you to consider the impact of the requested amendments to P-D 317. Please review this project as if it
were a new, unconstructed facility proposal rather than one built without proper review that now forces both the
Planning and Community Development Department and the surrounding residents to deal with the
consequences. We have sought professional review of the most recent noise study as well as legal counsel to
ensure we are protecting our community.

I/We éfah:m,to -ﬁ Cad TEIA dﬂ_([eﬁg , resident(s) of $24 Weyar RD.

Modesto. CA 95357. feel that the proposed amendments do not meelthe conditions for CEQA exemption for
the following reason(s):
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Furthermore, the proposed amendments would affect me/us as follows:

WE liws 1y An- 4G4 Zouss AP SHedD 3ol B, SUBTLIZED -
75 CRBAN USES,

Thank you for your consideration and should you need to contact me regarding the information I have provided
you may do so at:

Name(s): LABnALD d_'.(vaHP.A Goi)lett=

Address: &24 Weyél. RO  MHooesT™
Phone Number: (Z259) > Ll — ¢ 700

Email Address: C'IMP%._HanS‘m @ YA He - coM

Sincerely,
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Date: July 23, 2016

To: Stanislaus County Planning and Community Development:
Subject:

Recently, your office made us aware of a revised application for amendments to P-D 317, application no.
PLN2015-0130. We did not have an abundance of time to coordinate our replies to your department’s request
for response, however;

We the residents of Weyer Road and surrounding areas vehemently oppose the approval of the Fruit Yard
Amphitheater and event center. The amphitheater was constructed without proper planning commission
approval and therefore circumventing all due process. We believe Mr. Traina and his team had no intentions of
complying with the county planning process, which he has proven on several occasions, and therefore prevented
the residents in the surrounding areas from participating in the county designed process of the planning and
review of said amphitheater and event center. If approved, these event facilities will drastically effect the daily
lives, property values and traffic in our immediate and surrounding areas.

On August 11, 2015, we were officially made aware of Mr. Traina’s intent to amend P-D 317 to include the
additions of an amphitheater facility and other miscellaneous projects related to its construction. In August
2015, the amphitheater had been under construction for nearly a year and the residents on our road had been in
contact with the Planning and Community Development Department inquiring about the construction. After
receiving the notice, we developed a petition and in just a few hours gathered nearly 100 signatures from our
small community of residents who opposed the amendments to P-D 317. Since this time we have taken several
steps to not only make our voices heard but to be involved in the process including: attending a community
meeting hosted by Mr. Traina and his team, attending Planning Commission Meetings, a follow up meeting
with Mr. Traina and meeting with Planning and Community Development Department staff.

We do not feel that our measures of good faith have been returned as Mr. Traina has failed to incorporate any of
the mediation measures suggested by our community. Not only has Mr. Traina failed to incorporate our
suggestions for a project we oppose altogether, the new proposal includes requests for increased capacity and
facility sizes than that of the proposed amendment submitted in 2015.

We do not believe that this project is in any way exempt from any further due process designed by Stanislaus
County and the State of California to protect its residents and prevent such circumvention of which Mr. Traina
and his team have been afforded. We are not wavering and we are committed to ensuring that our quality of life
and our ability to enjoy our homes is not infringed upon any further by Mr. Traina and the Fruit Yard facilities.
We urge you to consider the impact of the requested amendments to P-D 317. Please review this project as if it
were a new, unconstructed facility proposal rather than one built without proper review that now forces both the
Planning and Community Development Department and the surrounding residents to deal with the
consequences. We have sought professional review of the most recent noise study as well as legal counsel to
ensure we are protecting our community.

7 Az< resident(s) of

I/We Mm.x%g -
Modesto, CA 95357. feel that‘the proposed amerdments do not meet the conditions for CEQA exemption for

the following reason(s): . )

|
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Furthermore, the proposed amendments would affect me/us as follows:

Thank you for your consideration and should you need to contact me regarding the information I have provided
you may do so at:

Namets): ¢ 20 {1 non /= £lhaelene MNiahods
Address: 42 EE gdié;“ggﬂ éd kkggﬁé@?iilgﬁ, 55552

Phone Number: (Qﬁ? - m 2354
EMMLMMQH&Y&WJ [: COuIyA

Sincerely,

”

380



Date: July 23,2016

To: Stanislaus County Planning and Community Development:
Subject:

Recently, your office made us aware of a revised application for amendments to P-D 317, application no.
PLN2015-0130. We did not have an abundance of time to coordinate our replies to your department’s request
for response, however;

We the residents of Weyer Road and surrounding areas vehemently oppose the approval of the Fruit Yard
Amphitheater and event center. The amphitheater was constructed without proper planning commission
approval and therefore circumventing all due process We believe Mr. Traina and his team had no intentions of
complying with the county planning process, which he has proven on several occasions, and therefore prevented
the residents in the surrounding areas from participating in the county designed process of the planning and
review of said amphitheater-and event center. If approved, these event facilities will drastically effect the daily
lives, property values and traffic in our immediate and surrounding areas.

On August 11, 2015, we were officially made aware of Mr. Traina’s intent to amend P-D 317 to include the
additions of an amphitheater facility and other miscellaneous projects related to its construction. In August
2015, the amphitheater had been under construction for nearly a year and the residents on our road had been in
contact with the Planning and Community Development Department inquiring about the construction. After
receiving the notice, we developed a petition and in just a few hours gathered nearly 100 signatures from our
small community of residents who opposed the amendments to P-D 317. Since this time we have taken several
steps to not only make our voices heard but to be involved in the process including: attending a community
meeting hosted by Mr. Traina and his team, attending Planning Commission Meetings, a follow up meeting
with Mr. Traina and meeting with Planning and Community Development Department staff.

We do not feel that our measures of good faith have been returned as Mr. Traina has failed to incorporate any of
the mediation measures suggested by our community. Not only has Mr. Traina failed to incorporate our
suggestions for a project we oppose altogether, the new proposal includes requests for increased capacity and
facility sizes than that of the proposed amendment submitted in 2015. .

We do not believe that this project is in any way exempt from any further due process designed by Stanislaus
County and the State of California to protect its residents and prevent such circumvention of which Mr. Traina
and his team have been afforded. We are not wavering and we are committed to ensuring that our quality of life
and our ability to enjoy our homes is not infringed upon any further by Mr. Traina and the Fruit Yard facilities.
We urge you to consider the impact of the requested amendments to P-D 317. Please review this project as if it
were a new, unconstructed facility proposal rather than one built without proper review that now forces both the
Planning and Community Development Department and the surrounding residents to deal with the
consequences. We have sought professional review of the most recent noise study as well as legal counsel to
ensure we are protecting our community.

VWe _ A /‘14_/52/(-} % /’(Zhé.’fk"‘ #écﬁc’ﬂc,drg resident(s) of &7 (UMW fd

Modesto, CA 95357, feel that the proposed amendments do not meet the conditions for CEQA exemphon for
th : .
he following rcason(s) _ / P
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Furthermore, the proposed amendments would affect me/us as follows: #OM Mé 1[0

Cadoy OUN  OremtenT. 2. Lowme Ctes7o o2

Thank you for your consideration and should you need to contact me regarding the information I have provided
you may do so at:

Name(s): /?l (:f'\ and + Barwa, H édk en c:’é €

Address: é‘?‘;‘" /ZJI;JZL A

Phone Number: 5 76— 2 2Q)

Email Address: DO Ao/ Clrol Cerr) pebaid 2457 éﬂ/’;éam

Sincerely.
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Date: July 23,2016

To: Stanislaus County Planning and Community Development:
Subject:

Recently, your office made us aware of a revised application for amendments to P-D 317, application no.
PLN2015-0130. We did not have an abundance of time to coordinate our replies to your department’s request
for response, however;

We the residents of Weyer Road and surrounding areas vehemently oppose the approval of the Fruit Yard
Amphitheater and event center. The amphitheater was constructed without proper planning commission
approval and therefore circumventing all due process. We believe Mr. Traina and his team had no intentions of
complying with the county planning process, which he has proven on several occasions, and therefore prevented
the residents in the surrounding areas from participating in the county designed process of the planning and
review of said amphitheater and event center. If approved, these event facilities will drastically effect the dally
lives, property values and traffic i in our immediate and sur1ound1ng areas.

On August 11, 2015, we were officially made aware of Mr. Traina’s intent to arhend P-D 317 to include the
additions of an amphitheater facility and other miscellaneous projects related to its construction. In August
20135, the amphitheater had been under construction for nearly a year and the residents on our road had been in
contact with the Planning and Community Development Department inquiring about the construction. After
receiving the notice, we developed a petition and in just a few hours gathered nearly 100 signatures from our
small community of residents who opposed the amendments to P-D 317. Since this time we have taken several
steps to not only make our voices heard but to be involved in the process including: attending a community
meeting hosted by Mr. Traina and his team, attending Planning Commission Meetings, a follow up meeting
with Mr. Traina and meeting with Planning and Community Development Department staff.

We do not feel that our measures of good faith have been returned as Mr. Traina has failed to incorporate any of
the mediation measures suggested by our community. Not only has Mr. Traina failed to incorporate our
suggestions for a project we oppose altogether, the new proposal includes requests for increased capacity and
facility sizes than that of the proposed amendment submitted in 2015.

We do not believe that this project is in any way exempt from any further due process designed by Stanislaus
County and the State of California to protect its residents and prevent such circumvention of which Mr. Traina
and his team have been afforded. We are not wavering and we are committed to ensuring that our quality of life
and our ability to enjoy our homes is not infringed upon any further by Mr. Traina and the Fruit Yard facilities.
We urge you to consider the impact of the requested amendments to P-D 317. Please review this project as if it
were a new, unconstructed facility proposal rather than one built without proper review that now forces both the
Planning and Community Development Department and the surrounding residents to deal with the
consequences. We have sought professional review of the most recent noise study as well as legal counsel to
ensure }yjarc protecting our community.

(

/We \CORERT Lo b”\ﬂm’“\f (}»\Jlﬁ,g resident(s) of _ (o4 WGV T2, {2)

Modesto. CA 95357. feel that the proposed amendments do not meet the conditions for CEQA exemption for
the following reason(s):
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Furthermore, the proposed-amendments would affect me/us as follows: l N szt‘n‘?fsé'i) rm'f:!‘:v.(’
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Thank you for your consideration and should you need to contact me regarding the information I have provided
you may do so at:

Name(s): Q«‘D‘%@T Moo \armaye)  \Oaais s

Address: (|G LIEYENR ij MooSwo A FCRED
Phone Number:  209-C24 - L KM

Email Address: {9\ O © }ML [« Cony
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Date: July 23,2016

To: Stanislaus County Planning and Community Development:
Subject:

Recently, your office made us aware of a revised application for amendments to P-D 317, application no.

PLN2015-0130. We did not have an abundance of time to coordinate our replies to your department’s request
for response, however;

We the residents of Weyer Road and surrounding areas vehemently oppose the approval of the Fruit Yard
Amphitheater and event center. The amphitheater was constructed without proper planning commission
approval and therefore circumventing all due process. We believe Mr. Traina and his team had no intentions of
complying with the county planning process, which he has proven on several occasions, and therefore prevented
the residents in the surrounding areas from participating in the county designed process of the planning and
review of said amphitheater and event center. If approved, these event facilities will drastically effect the daily
lives, property values and traffic in our immediate and surrounding areas. .
On August 11, 2015, we were officially' made aware of Mr. Traina’s intent to amend P-D 317 to include the
additions of an amphitheater facility and other miseellaneous projects related to its construction. Tn August
2015, the amphitheater had been under construction for nearly a year and the residents on our road had been in
contact with the Planning and Community Development Department inquiring about the construction. After
receiving the notice, we developed a petition and in just a few hours gathered nearly 100 signatures from our
small community of residents who opposed the amendments to P-D 317. Since this time we have taken several
steps to not only make our voices heard but to be involved in the process including: attending a community
meeting hosted by Mr. Traina and his team, attending Planning Comniission Meetings, a follow up meeting
with Mr. Traina and meeting with Planning and Community Development Department staff.

We do not feel that our measures of good faith have been returned as Mr. Traina has failed to incorporate any of
the mediation measures suggested by our community. Not only has Mr. Traina failed to incorporate our
suggestions for a project we oppose altogether, the new proposal includes requests for increased capacity and
facility sizes than that of the proposed amendment submitted in 2015.

We do not believe that this project is in any way exempt from any further due process designed by Stanislaus
County and the State of California to protect its residents and prevent such circumvention of which Mr. Traina
and his team have been afforded. We are not wavering and we are committed to ensuring that our quality of life
and our ability to enjoy our homes is not infringed upon any further by Mr. Traina and the Fruit Yard facilities.
We urge you to consider the impact of the requested amendments to P-D 317. Please review this project as if it
were a new, unconstructed facility proposal rather than one built without proper review that now forces both the
Planning and Community Development Department and the surrounding residents to deal with the

consequences. We have sought professional review of the most recent noise study as well as legal counsel to
ensure we are protecting our community.

I/We \3 AL K’L‘,"- C'Lc,aj)/ . resident(s) of é&' / L{ %-f-""-"[ﬂfy ,]:)!/
Modesto, (‘N"JSBS_]._R—:‘M that the 1)1'U|w‘§éd amendments do not meet the conditions for CEQAfgxemption for
the following reason(s):
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Thank you for your consideration and should you need to contact me regarding the information I have provided
you may do so at:

Name(s): C%u oaa W;n/

Address: o / Lutes s Lot
PhoneNumber: 20 & . £23-¥§83y¥ .
Email Address:  JCRISp Q0 61 @ aol . Com

Sincerely,

-}w%/u oA 2 u_,o} Y
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Date: July 23, 2016

To: Stanislaus County Planning and Community Development:
Subject:

Recently, your office made us aware of a revised application for amendments to P-D 317, application no.

PLN2015-0130. We did not have an abundance of time to coordinate our replies to your department’s request
for response, however;

We the residents of Weyer Road and surrounding areas vehemently oppose the approval of the Fruit Yard
Amphitheater and event center. The amphitheater was constructed without proper planning commission. .-
approval and therefore circumventing all due process. We believe Mr. Traina and his team had no intentions of
complying with the county planning process, which he has proven on several occasions, and therefore prevented
the residents in the surrounding areas from participating in the county designed process of the planning and
review of said amphitheater and event center. If approved, these event facilities will drastically effect the daily
lives, property values and traffic in our immediate and surrounding areas.

On August 11, 2015, we were officially made aware of Mr. Traina’s intent to amend P-D 317 to include the
additions of an amphitheater facility and other miscellaneous projects related to its construction. In August
2015, the amphitheater had been under construction for nearly a year and the residents on our road had been in
contact with the Planning and Community Development Department inquiring about the construction. After
receiving the notice, we developed a petition and in just a few hours gathered nearly 100 signatures from our
small community of residents who opposed the amendments to P-D 317. Since this time we have taken several
steps to not only make our voices heard but to be involved in the process including: attending a community
meeting hosted by Mr. Traina and his team, attending Planning Commission Meetings, a follow up meeting
with Mr. Traina and meeting with Planning and Community Development Department staff.

We do not feel that our measures of good faith have been returned as Mr. Traina has failed to incorporate any of
the mediation measures suggested by our community. Not only has Mr. Traina failed to incorporate our
suggestions for a project we oppose altogether, the new proposal includes requests for increased capacity and
facility sizes than that of the proposed amendment submitted in 2015.

We do not believe that this project is in any way exempt from any further due process designed by Stanislaus
County and the State of California to protect its residents and prevent such circumvention of which Mr. Traina
and his team have been afforded. We are not wavering and we are committed to ensuring that our quality of life
and our ability to enjoy our homes is not infringed upon any further by Mr. Traina and the Fruit Yard facilities.
We urge you to consider the impact of the requested amendments to P-D 317. Please review this project as if it
were a new, unconstructed facility proposal rather than one built without proper review that now forces both the
Planning and Community Development Department and the surrounding residents to deal with the

consequences. We have sought professional review of the most recent noise study as well as legal counsel to
ensure we are protecting our community.

I/We 14@«; PLL A M/’ (jomcqs  resident(s) of LY Z- ~{c/ C\J(f D)

Modestd. C f\)gﬁ 357. feel that the proposed amendments do not meet the conditions for CEQA exemption for
the following reason(s): /V
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Furthermore, the proposed amendments would affect me/us as follows: £/ /1 [ﬁd(&l“ﬁéé /N dstc ,

At LLe .

Thank you for your consideration and should you need
you may do so at:

Name(s): //
(__/'

gOntact me regarding the information I have provided

e G
Address: £4/2 Los OFT o @_ KZQQ/_&E_%_ _ a7 ﬁzzj
Phone Number: 4 -
Email Address:

Sincerely,
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Date: July 24, 2016
To: Stanislaus County Planning and Community Development:
Subject:

Recently, your office made us aware of a revised application for amendments to P-D 317, application no.
PLN2015-0130. We did not have an abundance of time to coordinate our replies to your department’s request
for response, however;

We the residents of Weyer Road and surrounding areas veHemently oppose the approval of the Fruit Yard
Amphitheater and event center. The amphitheater was constructed without proper planning commission
approval and therefore circumventing all due process. We believe Mr. Traina and his team had no intentions of
complying with the county planning process, which he has proven on several occasions, and therefore prevented
the residents in the surrounding areas from participating in the county designed process of the planning and
review of said amphitheater and event center. If approved, these event facilities will drastically effect the daily
lives, property values and traffic in our immediate and surrounding areas.

On August 11, 2015, we were officially madc awarc of Mr. Traina’s intent to amend P-D 317 to include the
additions of an amphitheater facility and other miscellaneous projects related to its construction. In August
2015, the amphitheater had been under construction for nearly a year and the residents on our road had been in
contact with the Planning and Community Development Department inquiring about the construction. After
receiving the notice, we developed a petition and in just a few hours gathered nearly 100 signatures from our
small community of residents who opposed the amendments to P-D 317. Since this time we have taken several
steps to not only make our voices heard but to be involved in the process including: attending a community
meeting hosted by Mr. Traina and his team, attending Planning Commission Meetings, a follow up meeting
with Mr. Traina and meeting with Planning and Community Development Department staff.

We do not feel that our measures of good faith have been returned as Mr. Traina has failed to incorporate any of
the mediation measures suggested by our community. Not only has Mr. Traina failed to incorporate our
suggestions for a project we oppose altogether, the new proposal includes requests for increased capacity and
facility sizes than that of the proposed amendment submitted in 2015.

We do not believe that this project is in any way exempt from any further due process designed by Stanislaus
County and the State of California to protect its residents and prevent such circumvention of which Mr. Traina
and his team have been afforded. We are not wavering and we are committed to ensuring that our quality of life
and our ability to enjoy our homes is not infringed upon any further by Mr. Traina and the Fruit Yard facilities.
We rge you to consider the impact of the requested amendments to P-D 317. Please review this project as if it
were a new, unconstructed facility proposal rather than one built without proper review that now forces both the
Planning and Community Development Department and the surrounding residents to deal with the
consequences. We have sought professional review of the most recent noise study as well as legal counsel to

ensure we are protecting our community.
4.4 ! resident(s) of (613,2 \MTZJ]} f?@ﬂiﬂ’

AL, -
Modesto, @A 95357, feel that the proposed amendments do not meet the conditions for CEQA exemption for
the following reason(s):
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Furthermore, the proposed amendments would affect me/us as follows:
&é&%w Mv:}q Wm%m Lt L i ~ G =
th "

Thank you for your consideration and should you need to contact me regarding the information I have provided
you may do so at

Name(s): %’W

Address: &} /2 \)Wffz on £ Mydesto ] Co 55357

Phone Number: 5/92 oZ - nN9E*
Email Address %/ / /}7&2607[ /71,/0 / C 0/77

Sincerely,

D JarsySepannes < _MUINH g
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Tom Douglas
548 North Hopper Road
Modesto, CA 95357-1818

NOV 03 2015

Miguel A. Galvez, Senior Planner T
Planning and Community Development

Mr. Galvez:

| would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on the TIME EXTENSION APPLICATION NO.
PLN2015-0075 — THE FRUIT YARD for the public hearing scheduled for December 3, 2015.

Having participated in the approval of the original General Plan Amendment and Planned Development,
it is my understanding that the Planned Development expired in 2011 and that the currently proposed
amphitheater that is being processed under a separate Staff Approval Application is a significant change
in the scope of the projects that had been approved as part of the General Plan Amendment.

In the original approval, Phase One of the project would have resulted in the construction of banquet
facility, upgrades to the park, landscaping and parking for the operation of the banquet facility. That
phase of the project was to have been completed within 1 to 3 years of the approval of the Planned
Development (July 17, 2008). This phase expired in July 2011 and an extension should have been
required prior to the authorization of any permits for improvements related to Phase One of the existing
Planned Development schedule. Furthermore, the last phase of the project for the relocation and
expansion of the fueling facilities, which was given a 3 to 7 year development schedule, expired July 17,
2015.

In my opinion, the proposed amphitheater is not the same as “park improvements” and contains no
element of the original Phase One project which was primarily about the construction of a banquet
facility and the associated parking, landscaping and park improvements requested to hold special events
and weddings. When | provided my testimony at the original hearing, | already had significant concerns
about noise for a banquet facility due to the fact that | had been disturbed by noise from significantly
smaller events. | am located roughly 1.5 miles away from the Fruit Yard. At that time, the applicant
assured me that events would occur within the building with some events occurring in the park during
normal business hours. Typically that means that events end around 10 PM on weekdays and 11 PM on
weekends.

The prospect of a 5,000 person amphitheater is a pretty significant change in scope, in my mind. The
originally approved banquet building would not have come close to accommodating that many people.
Furthermore, the type of music events that are attracted to an amphitheater will be primarily conducted
outside of a building, the music will be substantially more amplified than any of the current events being
held at the Fruit Yard, the traffic generated by an amphitheater is concentrated during specific times
where current events are spread out over a day or two, the type of parking demand and traffic
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management required to accommodate the traffic is very different than the smaller banquet facility
would have been, and a much higher level of security is required to manage crowds of this size. These
are all environmental impacts that were never addressed in the original approval because a facility of
this magnitude was not included in the project description and could not have possibly been analyzed
properly for CEQA purposes. Prior to the approval of the amphitheater or this extension of the schedule,
the County should prepare the environmental studies to ensure that these impacts are analyzed and
that proper mitigation measures are put in place to reduce the impacts to a less than significant level or
prepare an environmental impact report if the impacts cannot be adequately mitigated.

The applicant argues that the amphitheater construction that is currently occurring on the site under a
grading permit was to create a drainage basin for the parking lot that was to have accompanied the
banquet facility and that the construction of the amphitheater was intended to reduce the impacts of
the activities that are currently occurring in the park area.

1 DISAGREE. The construction of the amphitheater is not equivalent to having a park-like setting for
holding weddings and events like Graffiti Days. Weddings are much smaller and the other events held at
the Fruit Yard occur over the course of an entire day. These events already create significant noise and
traffic impacts, but don’t come close to the level of traffic, noise, parking and security concerns of a
large amphitheater that brings 5,000 people together at the same time over the course of a few hours
and then releases them again. Not to mention the fact that these types of facilities attract performances
that generate much louder noise. | also understand that the applicant wishes to change the original
banquet building into a tent that has far less noise attenuating features. This change runs counter to the
assurances that were made to me at the original hearing.

Although the December 3, 2015 hearing is on the extension of the project, | believe that the extension is
tied to the future proposed changes in the development plan. | attended the original 2008 planning
commission meeting that approved the general plan amendment and rezone. | also had the opportunity
to comment on the original development plan. Due to the changes in the scope of the project as well as
the potential environmental impacts of the proposed changes in both the scope of the Planned
Development and its development schedule, 1 respectfully request that the extension be denied and
that the County require that the proper environmental impact studies be prepared to provide the public
with a better understanding of the potential impacts of the proposed changes in the scope and schedule
of the project.

| am concerned that the proposed development plan is substantially different than the original proposal.
| believe that these changes require additional CEQA considerations. | can identify six specific areas that
need to be addressed through either additional CEQA mitigation or operation restrictions.

NOISE. Although the developers have agreed to abide by all of the County Noise Ordinances as part of

their development proposal and have conducted a noise study to assess the impact of the amphitheater,
the study looked at noise generated by a special event at the floor of the amphitheater but it did not
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consider crowd noise as part of the analysis or what impact a concrete stage may have on the analysis.
Measurements made at the top of the amphitheater may provide a more accurate assessment.

The noise study proposed that the developer employ a professional acoustic firm to measure the sound
levels at the first year of operation to evaluate the noise mitigation measures. | believe that a condition
of the extension and the amendment should include this noise monitoring as a permanent requirement.
The results should be provided to county planning on a continual basis. The continued maintenance of
these noise levels should a requirement of the continued operation of the facility.

The applicant also proposes to have weddings at this facility, any event should be regulated by the
County Noise Ordinance and a noise study should be conducted for the tented wedding facility. Noise
levels and time period constraints should be recognized and monitored through regular reports
available to the public for review. Lower noise levels after 10 PM should be maintained.

TIME LIMITS TO WEDDINGS AND SPECIAL EVENTS. Originally the developer proposed to allow special
events or weddings to go to midnight. At a community meeting recently held by the developer he
proposed to limit events to no later than 10:00 p.m. In any case, the timing of events and weddings
should recognize the timing and noise restrictions noted in the County Noise Ordinance.

A review of most of the major amphitheaters suggest that these operations all have a firm shut down
time as a consideration to neighboring community. Not one reviewed extended their operation to
midnight at any time.

TRAFFIC CONTROL. The orderly egress and exit of 5,000 attendants at a special event is no small
endeavor. This operation may have considerable impacts on traffic on State Route 132 and county
roads. This issue has not been considered in the plan. A traffic plan should be a requirement of the
extension or rezone.

PARKING. In past special events held at the Fruit Yard parking has been at a premium. People attending
parked on the sides of State Route 132 and Geer Road. Both SR 132 and Geer/Albers are busy traffic
corridors. This parking has created a traffic and public safety problem with people jaywalking with
limited visibility across traffic. Although Caltrans has installed a pedestrian crossing at this intersection,
this will probably not solve the jaywalking problem.

The plan needs a parking analysis and mitigating measures to assure the continued free flow of traffic on
the two major streets. Are there sufficient parking spaces for a 5,000 customer venue? Any deficit
could be addressed through a shuttle program from nearby parking lots. A no parking posting program
on SR 132 and Geer may be necessary to assure pedestrian safety.

NEIGHBORHOOD COMPLAINT PROCESS. | understand that the applicant has argued that he has not

received any complaints about noise from the community. Personally | know that | have complained
several times both to the Fruit Yard staff and to the sheriff department about noise levels past 10 PM.
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In the past when | have complained to Fruit Yard Staff about noise from weddings, | was either told that
they were exempt from the noise ordinance or had special permission to continue until midnight. In
short no one was registering the complaints or even addressing them. | had contacted the sheriff
department a number of times and have been told that it would be addressed on a non-emergency
basis when staff was available. This was true even when events were permitted under a sheriff's permit.

To the applicant’s credit there have not been any issues during the last year. | believe that weddings
were conducted inside. The addition of a tent space for weddings could create another noise issue that
should be monitored.

At the very least a responsible staff member should be available at all times during any event or
wedding. The contact telephone number to address issues should be available at all times to the
members of the surrounding community. Any event exceeding the noise standard should be
terminated.

SECURITY. The applicant should have a detailed security plan in place. Any event that has 5,000
attendees should have identifiable security program for crowd control. This requirement should be
defined for both weddings and special events where the number of attendees should set the number of
security staff.

In the past, when | was going to the Fruit Yard Restaurant for a late dinner, | was accosted by a drunken
individual from a wedding. When | asked the Fruit Yard employee | was told that there was no security
at the wedding and that there was no employee responsible for monitoring the wedding. | was also told
that staff left at 10:00 p.m. and the wedding could continue as long as it wanted. The wedding was
essentially left to run on its own. This is clearly unacceptable, particularly for the substantial changes to
the property proposed by the applicant.

IN SUMMARY, the County has allowed and even encouraged neighborhoods to develop near the Fruit
Yard. People who live in these neighborhoods have an expectation that, while not the same as in an
urban environment, is also not the same as in a farming area with 40-acre parcels. Development and
activities at the Fruit Yard have caused problems in the past for the neighbors. Should the extension be
granted—and | request that it be denied—I| ask that the County consider the compatibility of this
potential development as if it were in any other neighborhood. Any mitigation measures that are
applied should be fully enforceable and enforced and penalties for failure to comply should be adequate
to ensure compliance.

If you have any questions regarding these comments please do not hesitate to contact me at 209-409-
4912
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Stanislaus County

Planning and Community Development
1010 10th Street, Suite 3400 Phone: (209) 525-6330
Modesto, CA 95354 Fax: (209) 525-5911

Mitigation Monitoring Plan

Adapted from CEQA Guidelines sec. 15097 Final Text, October 26, 1998

March 3, 2017

1. Project title and location: Use Permit Application No. PLN2015-0130 —
The Fruit Yard Amphitheater

7924 & 7948 Yosemite Blvd. (Hwy 132), at the
southwest corner of Yosemite Blvd. and Geer
Road, between the cities of Modesto, Waterford,
and Hughson. (APN: 009-027-004)

2. Project Applicant name and address: The Fruit Yard - Joe Traina
7948 Yosemite Blvd.
Modesto, CA 95357

3. Contact person at County: Kristin Doud, Associate Planner (209) 525-6330

MITIGATION MEASURES AND MONITORING PROGRAM:

List all Mitigation Measures by topic as identified in the Mitigated Negative Declaration and complete the
form for each measure.

. AESTHETICS

No. 1 Mitigation Measure: All exterior lighting shall be designed (aimed down and toward the site)
to provide adequate illumination without a glare effect. This shall include
but not be limited to: the use of shielded light fixtures to prevent skyglow
(light spilling into the night sky) and to prevent light trespass (glare and
spill light that shines onto neighboring properties). Amphitheater lighting
shall be shut off by 11:00 p.m. on Sunday — Thursday, and by midnight
on Friday and Saturday evenings.

Who Implements the Measure: Operator/property owner.

When should the measure be implemented: Ongoing.

When should it be completed: Ongoing.

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus  County  Planning and  Community

Development Department.

Other Responsible Agencies: None.

Xll. NOISE

No. 2 Mitigation Measure: Prior to onset of any amplified music events at the amphitheater, a noise

berm shall be constructed. Specifically, the noise berm shall consist of a
100 foot long by 40 foot wide and 20 foot tall building, labeled on the
Planning Commission approved project site plan as a “storage building”
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Stanislaus County Mitigation Monitoring Plan Page 2
UP PLN2015-0130 — The Fruit Yard Amphitheater March 1, 2017

Who Implements the Measure:

to be located directly behind (northwest) of the stage, as identified on the
project site plan. A certificate of occupancy shall be obtained for the
noise berm prior to the onset of any amphitheater activity. If the storage
building changes in size or shape, or is proposed to be replaced with a
backstage soundwall or other construction to create an adequate noise
berm, the modified facility will need to be reviewed and approved by an
acoustical consultant, in accordance with Mitigation Measure No. 14, and
a determination made that it has adequate sound dampening
characteristics so that sound will fall within the noise levels described
within this Mitigation Monitoring Plan.

Operator/property owner.

When should the measure be implemented: Prior to onset of any amplified music event held at the

When should it be completed:
Who verifies compliance:

Other Responsible Agencies:

No. 3 Mitigation Measure:

Who Implements the Measure:

amphitheater.

Prior to onset of any amplified music event held at the
amphitheater.

Stanislaus  County  Planning and  Community
Development Department.

Stanislaus County Department of Environmental
Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus
County Sheriff’'s Department.

Prior to issuance of a building permit for the banquet hall, and prior to
onset of any amplified music event held at the banquet hall, the banquet
hall shall be designed and constructed with sound proofing (including
sound proofing for the roof, windows, and walls). Sound proofing plans
shall be reviewed for full compliance with the approved plans by a noise
consultant, as described in Mitigation Measure No. 14.

Operator/property owner.

When should the measure be implemented: Prior to issuance of a building permit for the banquet
hall.
When should it be completed: Prior to onset of any amplified music event held at the

Who verifies compliance:

Other Responsible Agencies:

No. 4 Mitigation Measure:

banquet hall.

Stanislaus  County  Planning and  Community
Development Department.

Stanislaus County Department of Environmental
Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus
County Sheriff’'s Department.

All amphitheater, park, and banquet hall events shall maintain the noise
levels described in Table 1 of the December 30, 2016, Environmental
Noise Analysis, conducted by Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc., and
the C-weighted standards described below:
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Stanislaus County Mitigation Monitoring Plan Page 3

GPA REZ PLN2016-0031 Don’s RV Center September 21, 2016
Table 1
Stanislaus County Noise Standards Applied to this Project
After Adjustment for Elevated Ambient and Noise Source Consisting of Music
Adjusted Daytime Adjusted Nighttime
Standard Standard
Receptor (See Figure 1) Noise Metric (7 a.m.-10 p.m.) (10 p.m.-7 a.m.)
A B,D,F Hourly Leq, dBA 60 55
(near busy roadways) Maximum Level 80 70
(Lmax), dBA
C,E Hourly Leq, dBA 55 50
(setback from roadways
250-350 Maximum Level 75 65
feet) (Lmax), dBA
G, H, I Hourly Leq, dBA 50 40
(isolated from busy roads) Maximum Level 65 55
(Lmax), dBA
Source: Stanislaus County Noise Element of the General Plan adjusted for ambient conditions and music noise source.

Who Implements the Measure:

In addition to the Table 1 standards, low-frequency noise shall be limited
to daytime and nighttime C-weighted noise level limits of 80 dBC Leq
and 70 dBC Leq shall be applied at the nearest residences, existing at
the time of the event. These standards may be adjusted upwards or
downwards as appropriate following collection of C-weighted ambient
noise level data near the existing residences immediately before and
after the first two large amphitheater events (with 500 or more in
attendance). Before any adjustments are made, a report documenting
existing C-weighted ambient noise levels shall be reviewed by a noise
consultant, as described in Mitigation Measure No. 14, and approved by
the Planning Department.

Operator/property owner.

When should the measure be implemented: On an on-going basis, when events are held.

When should it be completed:
Who verifies compliance:

Other Responsible Agencies:

No.5 Mitigation Measure:

On an on-going basis, when events are held.

Stanislaus  County  Planning and  Community
Development Department.

Stanislaus County Department of Environmental
Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus
County Sheriff’'s Department.

To ensure compliance with County noise standards, amphitheater sound
system output shall be limited to an average of 90 dBA Leq averaged
over a five minute period and a maximum of 100 dBA Lmax at a position
located 100 feet from the amphitheater stage.
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Stanislaus County Mitigation Monitoring Plan Page 4
GPA REZ PLN2016-0031 Don’s RV Center September 21, 2016

Who Implements the Measure:

Park and banquet hall sound system output shall be limited to an
average of 75 dBA Leq averaged over a 5-minute period and a maximum
of 85 dBA Lmax at a position located 100 feet from the sound system
speakers. Sound levels up to 80 dBA Leq at the 100 foot reference
distance would be acceptable provided the sound system speakers are
oriented south or southwest.

Noise measurements during the first two amplified music events for each
event space (banquet hall, park and amphitheater) shall be conducted by
a qualified Noise Consultant to be procured by the operator/property
owner. The consultant shall provide training to facility staff, on how to
measure the noise standards set forth within this Mitigation Monitoring
Plan, to ensure that noise is monitored during each event properly. The
operator/property owner shall make available to the Planning
Department noise measurements and training records, upon request by
the County. Noise measurements and training records shall be subject
to peer review in accordance with Mitigation Measure No. 14, upon
request by the County.

Operator/property owner.

When should the measure be implemented: On an on-going basis, when events are held.

When should it be completed:
Who verifies compliance:

Other Responsible Agencies:

No.6 Mitigation Measure:

On an on-going basis, when events are held.
Stanislaus County Planning and Community
Development Department.

Stanislaus County Department of Environmental
Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus
County Sheriff’'s Department.

To control low-frequency sound in the surrounding neighborhood during
amphitheater events, C-weighted sounds levels shall be limited to 100
dBC Leq averaged over a five minute period and a maximum of 110 dBC
Lmax at a position located 100 feet from the Amphitheater stage. In
addition, amplified music shall be limited to an average of 85 dB (Linear)
in each of the 1/3 octave band center frequencies from 31.5 to 80 Hertz.

To control low-frequency sound in the surrounding neighborhood during
park events, C-weighted sound levels shall be limited to 85 dBC Leq
averaged over a five minute period and a maximum of 95 dBC Lmax at a
position located 100 feet from the speakers. In addition, amplified music
shall be limited to an average of 75 dB (Linear) in each of the 1/3 octave
band center frequencies from 31.5 to 80 Hertz.

Noise measurements during the first two amplified music events for each
event space (banquet hall, park, and amphitheater) shall be conducted
by a qualified Noise Consultant to be procured by the operator/property
owner. The consultant shall provide training to facility staff, on how to
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Stanislaus County Mitigation Monitoring Plan Page 5

UP PLN2015-0130 the Fruit Yard

February 10, 2017

Who Implements the Measure:

measure the noise standards set forth within this Mitigation Monitoring
Plan, to ensure that noise is monitored during each event properly. The
operator/property

owner shall make available to the Planning Department noise
measurements and training records, upon request by the County. Noise
measurements and training records shall be subject to peer review in
accordance with Mitigation Measure No. 14, upon request by the County.

Operator/property owner.

When should the measure be implemented: On an on-going basis, when events are held.

When should it be completed:
Who verifies compliance:

Other Responsible Agencies:

No. 7 Mitigation Measure:

On an on-going basis, when events are held.

Stanislaus  County  Planning and  Community
Development Department.

Stanislaus County Department of Environmental
Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus
County Sheriff’'s Department.

Prior to any amplified music event at the park, banquet hall, or
amphitheater the operator/property owner shall obtain a sound
monitoring system; which shall be reviewed and approved by a Noise
Consultant, as described in Mitigation Measure No. 14, prior to first use.
Sound levels shall be monitored during sound check and during each
amplified music event occurring at the park, banquet hall and
amphitheater. Measurement microphones should be placed 100 feet
from the midpoint of the main speaker array.

Monitoring equipment options include 1) an iOS option available in
combination with an iPad/iPhone using microphone and acquisition
hardware from AudioControl and software from Studio Six Digital (SSD).
SSD software would include the AudioTools and several in-app
purchases including SPL Graph and SPL Traffic Light; or 2) an
alternative system recommended by noise consultant, in accordance
with Mitigation Measure No. 14.

A Type/Class 1 or 2 (per ANSI S1.43) measurement microphone system
shall be used and laboratory calibrated prior to first use and field-
calibrated at regular intervals (a minimum of 4 times a year). The system
shall be laboratory calibrated at intervals not exceeding two years. The
system shall be capable of measuring and logging Leq statistics over
consecutive five minute intervals in both A and C weighted levels. The
system shall also be capable of capturing and logging 1/3-octave band
data. For simplification and to minimize equipment costs, sound level
limit triggers shall be set to Leq, C-weighting. The sound technician shall
locally check both C-weighted and 1/3-octave band results during sound
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Stanislaus County Mitigation Monitoring Plan Page 6

UP PLN2015-0130 the Fruit Yard

February 10, 2017

Who Implements the Measure:

check prior to an event to establish system gain limits and to ensure
compliance with the specified limits. Data shall be maintained for 30 days
and made available to the County upon request.

The amphitheater operator/property owner shall make it very clear to
event producers what the sound level limits are at the sound stage and
the time at which music is required to cease. Suitable measures shall be
implemented to both ensure the limits are maintained and penalties
established if producers fail to comply with the noise level limits.

Noise measurements during the first two amplified music events for each
event space (banquet hall, park and amphitheater) shall be conducted by
a qualified Noise Consultant to be procured by the operator/property
owner. The consultant shall provide training to facility staff, on how to
measure the noise standards set forth within this Mitigation Monitoring
Plan, to ensure that noise is monitored during each event properly. The
operator/property owner shall make available to the Planning
Department noise measurements and training records, upon request by
the County. Noise measurements and training records shall be subject
to peer review in accordance with Mitigation Measure No. 14, upon
request by the County.

Operator/property owner.

When should the measure be implemented: Prior to any amplified music event at the park, banquet

When should it be completed:
Who verifies compliance:

Other Responsible Agencies:

No. 8 Mitigation Measure:

hall, or amphitheater.

On an on-going basis, when events are held.

Stanislaus  County  Planning and  Community
Development Department.

Stanislaus County Department of Environmental
Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus
County Sheriff’'s Department.

During the first two large concerts (with 500 or more in attendance) held
at the amphitheater, noise levels shall be monitored by a qualified noise
consultant, to be procured by the operator/property owner. The
monitoring shall be conducted continuously from the sound stage (100-
feet from stage), with periodic noise monitoring near the closest
residences, existing at the time of the event, in all directions surrounding
the amphitheater. The noise measurements shall include the sound
check prior to the concert so the event promoters understand the noise
thresholds to be satisfied during the concert event. The purpose of the
measurements is to verify compliance with the project’s noise standards.
If the measurement results indicate that the music levels exceed the
noise standards described in this Mitigation Monitoring Plan, additional
sound controls shall be developed by a noise consultant in accordance
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Stanislaus County Mitigation Monitoring Plan Page 7

UP PLN2015-0130 the Fruit Yard

February 10, 2017

Who Implements the Measure:

with Mitigation Measure No. 14. Implementation of additional sound
controls shall be implemented and verified prior to the following concert.
Such measures could include reducing the overall output of the amplified
sound system, relocating and/or reorienting speakers, use of acoustic
curtains along the sides of the speakers to further focus the sound
energy into the amphitheater seating areas, and limiting amplified music
to before 10:00 p.m.

Operator/property owner.

When should the measure be implemented: Prior to the first two large events (with 500 or more in
attendance).

When should it be completed: Following the second large event (with 500 or more in
attendance)

Who verifies compliance:

Other Responsible Agencies:

No. 9 Mitigation Measure:

Who Implements the Measure:

Stanislaus  County  Planning and  Community
Development Department.

Stanislaus County Department of Environmental
Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus
County Sheriff’'s Department.

All amplified music events (including the amphitheater, park, and
banquet hall events), occurring Sunday through Thursday shall end at or
before 10 p.m. All patrons shall be off the premises (including the
amphitheater, park, and banquet hall events) as of 11:00 p.m.
Employees and contract staff, associated with the amplified music
events, shall be off the premises (including the amphitheater, park, and
banquet hall events) by 12:00 a.m.

Operator/property owner.

When should the measure be implemented: On an on-going basis, when events are held.

When should it be completed:
Who verifies compliance:

Other Responsible Agencies:

No. 10 Mitigation Measure:

On an on-going basis, when events are held.

Stanislaus County Planning and Community
Development Department.

Stanislaus County Department of Environmental
Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus
County Sheriff’'s Department.

The first two large amplified music events (with 500 or more in
attendance) held at the amphitheater Friday and Saturday, shall end at
or before 10:00 p.m., as described in Mitigation Measure No. 9. |If
monitoring results of the first two large amphitheater events show that
such events are able to maintain levels at or lower than those required in
this Mitigation Monitoring Plan, then amphitheater events on Friday and
Saturday may be extended to 11:00 p.m. All patrons shall be off the
premises (including the amphitheater, park and banquet hall events) by
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Stanislaus County Mitigation Monitoring Plan Page 8

UP PLN2015-0130 the Fruit Yard

February 2, 2017

Who Implements the Measure:

12:00 a.m. Employees and contract staff, associated with the amplified
music events, shall be off the premises by 1:00 a.m.

Operator/property owner.

When should the measure be implemented: On an on-going basis, when events are held

When should it be completed:

Who verifies compliance:

Other Responsible Agencies:

No. 11 Mitigation Measure:

Who Implements the Measure:

On an on-going basis, when events are held. After it is
demonstrated through noise level measurements of
concert events that nighttime operations will not result in
adverse nighttime noise impacts.

Stanislaus County Planning and Community
Development Department.

Stanislaus County Department of Environmental
Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus
County Sheriff’'s Department.

Operator/property owner shall establish a written “Good Neighbor Policy”
to be approved by the Planning Department, which shall establish the
permittee’s plan to mitigate any ancillary impacts from amplified music
events (park, banquet hall or amphitheater) on surrounding properties.
The plan shall include means for neighbors to contact management
regarding complaints and steps management will take upon receiving a
complaint. The policy shall be submitted and approved 30 days prior to
the first amplified music event. No changes to the policy shall be made
without prior review and approval by the Planning Department.

Operator/property owner.

When should the measure be implemented: Prior to amplified music events (park, banquet hall, or

When should it be completed:
Who verifies compliance:

Other Responsible Agencies:

No. 12 Mitigation Measure:

amphitheater).

On an on-going basis, when events are held.

Stanislaus  County  Planning and  Community
Development Department.

Stanislaus County Department of Environmental
Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus
County Sheriff’'s Department.

In the event that documented noise complaints are received for bass
thumping, microphones/public address systems, etc., associated with
any use of the property (inclusive of parcels 1-3, 7-12, and the remainder
of parcel map 56-PM-083), such complaints shall be investigated to
determine if the noise standards contained in this mitigation monitoring
program were exceeded. In the event that the complaint investigation
reveals that the noise standards were exceeded at the location where
the complaint was received, additional sound controls shall be developed
by a noise consultant, in accordance with Mitigation Measure No. 14.
Implementation of additional sound controls shall be implemented and
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Stanislaus County Mitigation Monitoring Plan Page 9

UP PLN2015-0130 the Fruit Yard

February 10, 2017

Who Implements the Measure:

verified prior to the following concert. Such measures could include
reducing the overall output of the amplified sound system, relocating
and/or reorienting speakers, use of acoustic curtains along the sides of
the speakers to further focus the sound energy into the amphitheater
seating areas and limiting amplified music to before 10:00 p.m.

Operator/property owner.

When should the measure be implemented: Upon onset of amplified music events. Work shall begin

When should it be completed:
Who verifies compliance:

Other Responsible Agencies:

No. 13 Mitigation Measure:

Who Implements the Measure:

within 30 days of notification by the County.

Prior to holding an amplified music event, after
notification by the County.

Stanislaus  County  Planning and  Community
Development Department.

Stanislaus County Department of Environmental
Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus
County Sheriff’'s Department.

Following removal of orchard trees located on the project site (inclusive
of parcels 1-3, 7-12, and the remainder of parcel map 56-PM-083)
potential changes in noise impacts shall be evaluated by a noise
consultant, as described in Mitigation Measure No. 14, and additional
noise mitigation measures shall be implemented, if determined to be
necessary, to ensure compliance with the applicable County noise
standards.

Operator/property owner.

When should the measure be implemented: Following removal of orchard trees located on the project

When should it be completed:
Who verifies compliance:

Other Responsible Agencies:

No. 14 Mitigation Measure:

site

Prior to any amplified music event, after orchard trees
have been removed.

Stanislaus County Planning and Community
Development Department.

Stanislaus County Department of Environmental
Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus
County Sheriff’'s Department.

Any future additional noise analysis required to be conducted, including
review, acceptance, and/or inspection associated with noise mitigation,
shall be conducted by a noise consultant, whose contract shall be
procured by the Planning Department, and paid for by the
operator/property owner. A deposit based on actual cost shall be made
with the Planning Department, by the operator/property owner, prior to
any work being conducted. The applicant may choose to procure the
noise consultant provided they pay the costs for the County to have all
work peer reviewed by a third party. If future noise analysis is required,
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Who Implements the Measure:

amplified music events will be limited, as determined by the Planning
Department, until the noise consultant verifies to the Planning
Department that all recommended noise control measures have been
completely implemented.

Operator/property owner.

When should the measure be implemented: When a noise consultant is specified within this

When should it be completed:
Who verifies compliance:

Other Responsible Agencies:

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES

Mitigation Monitoring Plan.

Prior to any amplified music event, as specified within
this Mitigation monitoring Plan.

Stanislaus  County  Planning and  Community
Development Department.

None.

No. 15 Mitigation Measure:

Who Implements the Measure:

Within sixty (60) days of project Use Permit approval, the
operator/property owner shall submit for approval a security plan for
amplified music events (park, banquet hall or amphitheater) to the
Sheriff's Department. The plan shall be approved prior to any use of the
amphitheater. Any changes to the security plan shall be approved by the
Sheriff's Department.

Operator/property owner.

When should the measure be implemented: Sixty (60) days after Use Permit approval.

When should it be completed:
Who verifies compliance:

Other Responsible Agencies:

On an on-going basis, when events are held.

Stanislaus  County  Planning and  Community
Development Department.

Stanislaus County Department of Environmental
Resources - Code Enforcement, and the Stanislaus
County Sheriff’'s Department.

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

No. 16 Mitigation Measure:

Who Implements the Measure:

Prior to issuance of a building permit, all applicable traffic impact fees
shall be paid to the Department of Public Works.

Operator/property owner.

When should the measure be implemented: Prior to issuance of a building permit

When should it be completed:
Who verifies compliance:
Other Responsible Agencies:

Prior to issuance of a building permit

Stanislaus County Department of Public Works
Stanislaus  County  Planning and  Community
Development Department
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No. 17 Mitigation Measure:

An Event Traffic Management Plan shall be submitted and approved four
(4) weeks prior to holding the first event at the amphitheater. Both
County Planning and Public Works shall review and approve the plan.

a.

The Event Traffic Management Plan shall include a westbound
left turn lane from Highway 132 to the fourth driveway from the
intersection (at Geer and Highway 132);

This plan shall include all event traffic circulation into and out of
the site, including a description of how the different on-site
parking areas will be filled;

Event Staff and signs shall not be in the State or Stanislaus
County Right-of-way without an encroachment permit. This shall
be addressed as part of the Event Traffic Management Plan.
Each individual event shall have an encroachment permit from
both the State and Stanislaus County, if applicable;

If the Event Traffic Management Plan requires updating, the
updates shall be accepted both by County Planning and by
Public Works, six (6) weeks prior to the next event being held at
the amphitheater. This update can be triggered either by the
applicant or by Stanislaus County;
Fees may be collected for amphitheater event parking, provided
no queuing of vehicles occurs. Parking fees may be collected as
part of the fee collected for the price of the ticket for the event, or
may be collected at a stationary electronic machine, installed in
the parking area. Parking fees may not be collected while
vehicles are waiting to enter the parking lot;
Prior to the implementation or construction of any additional
phases of the approved Plan Development No. 317, a revised
Event Traffic Management Plan shall be submitted to and
approved by County Planning and Public Works;
A left turn lane shall be installed on Geer Road for the driveway
into the project labeled as D Drive. The plans shall be
completed prior to the approval of the Event Traffic Management
Plan. This driveway is roughly 575 feet south of the intersection
of Geer Road and Yosemite Blvd;
Improvement plans are to be submitted to County Public
Works for approval. These improvement plans shall
meet standards set forth within the Stanislaus County
Standards and Specifications and the Caltrans Highway
Design Manual;
An acceptable financial guarantee for the road
improvements shall be provided to County Public Works
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prior to the approval of the Event Traffic Management
Plan;

iii. An Engineer’s Estimate shall be provided for the road
improvements so that the amount of the financial
guarantee can be determined;

iv. The left turn lane shall be installed before the first event
is held at the amphitheater.

Who Implements the Measure: Operator/property owner.

When should the measure be implemented: Four (4) weeks prior to any amphitheater event.

When should it be completed: Prior to amphitheater event, as specified in the mitigation
measure.

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Department of Public Works and

Stanislaus  County  Planning and  Community
Development Department.
Other Responsible Agencies: CalTrans.

I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that | understand and agree to be responsible for implementing the
Mitigation Program for the above listed project.

Person Responsible for Implementing Date
Mitigation Program

(I\PLANNING\STAFF REPORTS\UP\2015\UP PLN2015-0130 - THE FRUIT YARD\CEQA-30-DAY-REFERRAL\MITIGATION MONITORING
PLAN.DOCX)
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Figure 1
Project Area, Monitoring Sites, and Representative Receptor Locations
The Fruit Yard Project - Stanislaus County, California
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MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

NAME OF PROJECT: Use Permit Application No. PLN2015-0130 — The Fruit Yard

LOCATION OF PROJECT: 7924 & 7948 Yosemite Blvd. (Hwy 132), at the southwest

corner of Yosemite Blvd. and Geer Road, between the cities
of Modesto, Waterford and Hughson. Stanislaus County.
APN: 009-027-004

PROJECT DEVELOPER: The Fruit Yard — Joe Traina

7948 Yosemite Blvd
Modesto, CA 95356

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: Request to expand an existing Planned Development with an
outdoor, fenced, 3,500 person capacity amphitheater event center, a 5,000 square-foot stage, a
5,000 square-foot roof structure, a 4,000 square-foot storage building, a parking lot to the rear of the
stage, and an additional 1,302-space temporary parking area. A maximum of 12 amphitheater
events are proposed to take place per year. This use permit also includes a covered seating area of
approximately 4,800 square-foot and a 1,600 square-foot gazebo in the eastern half of the park
area, east of the outdoor amphitheater, and replacement of the existing pylon freestanding pole sign
with an electronic reader board sign.

Based upon the Initial Study, dated March 1, 2017, the Environmental Coordinator 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.

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

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

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

The aforementioned findings are contingent upon the following mitigation measures (if indicated)
which shall be incorporated into this project:

1.

All exterior lighting shall be designed (aimed down and toward the site) to provide adequate
illumination without a glare effect. This shall include but not be limited to: the use of shielded light
fixtures to prevent skyglow (light spilling into the night sky) and to prevent light trespass (glare and
spill light that shines onto neighboring properties). Amphitheater lighting shall be shut off by 11:00
p.m. on Sunday — Thursday, and by midnight on Friday and Saturday evenings.

Prior to onset of any amplified music events at the amphitheater, a noise berm shall be constructed.
Specifically, the noise berm shall consist of a 100 foot long by 40 foot wide and 20 foot tall building,
labeled on the Planning Commission approved project site plan as a “storage building” to be located
directly behind (northwest) of the stage, as identified on the project site plan. A certificate of
occupancy shall be obtained for the noise berm prior to the onset of any amphitheater activity. If the
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storage building changes in size or shape, or is proposed to be replaced with a backstage soundwall
or other construction to create an adequate noise berm, the modified facility will need to be reviewed
and approved by an acoustical consultant, in accordance with Mitigation Measure No. 14, and a
determination made that it has adequate sound dampening characteristics so that sound will fall
within the noise levels described within this Mitigation Monitoring Plan.

3. Prior to issuance of a building permit for the banquet hall, and prior to onset of any amplified music
event held at the banquet hall, the banquet hall shall be designed and constructed with sound proofing
(including sound proofing for the roof, windows, and walls). Sound proofing plans shall be reviewed
for full compliance with the approved plans by a noise consultant, as described in Mitigation Measure
No. 14.

4. All amphitheater, park, and banquet hall events shall maintain the noise levels described in Table 1 of
the December 30, 2016, Environmental Noise Analysis, conducted by Bollard Acoustical Consultants,
Inc., and the C-weighted standards described below:

Table 1
Stanislaus County Noise Standards Applied to this Project
After Adjustment for Elevated Ambient and Noise Source Consisting of Music
Adjusted Daytime Adjusted Nighttime
Standard Standard
Receptor (See Figure 1) Noise Metric (7 a.m.-10 p.m.) (10 p.m.-7)
A B,D,F Hourly Leq, dBA 60 55
(near busy roadways) Maximum Level 80 70
(Lmax), dBA
C,E Hourly Leq, dBA 55 50
(setback from roadways
250-350 Maximum Level 75 65
feet) (Lmax), dBA
G, H, I Hourly Leq, dBA 50 40
(isolated from busy roads) Maximum Level 65 55
(Lmax), dBA
Source: Stanislaus County Noise Element of the General Plan adjusted for ambient conditions and music noise source.

In addition to the Table 1 standards, low-frequency noise shall be limited to
daytime and nighttime C-weighted noise level limits of 80 dBC Leq and 70
dBC Leq shall be applied at the nearest residences, existing at the time of
the event. These standards may be adjusted upwards or downwards as
appropriate following collection of C-weighted ambient noise level data near
the existing residences immediately before and after the first two large
amphitheater events (with 500 or more in attendance). Before any
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adjustments are made, a report documenting existing C-weighted ambient
noise levels shall be reviewed by a noise consultant, as described in
Mitigation Measure No. 14, and approved by the Planning Department.

5. To ensure compliance with County noise standards, amphitheater sound system output shall be
limited to an average of 90 dBA Leq averaged over a five minute period and a maximum of 100 dBA
Lmax at a position located 100 feet from the amphitheater stage.

Park and banquet hall sound system output shall be limited to an average of 75 dBA Leq averaged
over a 5-minute period and a maximum of 85 dBA Lmax at a position located 100 feet from the sound
system speakers. Sound levels up to 80 dBA Leq at the 100 foot reference distance would be
acceptable provided the sound system speakers are oriented south or southwest.

Noise measurements during the first two amplified music events for each event space (banquet hall,
park and amphitheater) shall be conducted by a qualified Noise Consultant to be procured by the
operator/property owner. The consultant shall provide training to facility staff, on how to measure the
noise standards set forth within this Mitigation Monitoring Plan, to ensure that noise is monitored
during each event properly. The operator/property owner shall make available to the Planning
Department noise measurements and training records, upon request by the County. Noise
measurements and training records shall be subject to peer review in accordance with Mitigation
Measure No. 14, upon request by the County.

6. To control low-frequency sound in the surrounding neighborhood during amphitheater events, C-
weighted sounds levels shall be limited to 100 dBC Leq averaged over a five minute period and a
maximum of 110 dBC Lmax at a position located 100 feet from the Amphitheater stage. In addition,
amplified music shall be limited to an average of 85 dB (Linear) in each of the 1/3 octave band center
frequencies from 31.5 to 80 Hertz.

To control low-frequency sound in the surrounding neighborhood during park events, C-weighted
sound levels shall be limited to 85 dBC Leq averaged over a five minute period and a maximum of 95
dBC Lmax at a position located 100 feet from the speakers. In addition, amplified music shall be
limited to an average of 75 dB (Linear) in each of the 1/3 octave band center frequencies from 31.5 to
80 Hertz.

Noise measurements during the first two amplified music events for each event space (banquet hall,
park, and amphitheater) shall be conducted by a qualified Noise Consultant to be procured by the
operator/property owner. The consultant shall provide training to facility staff, on how to measure the
noise standards set forth within this Mitigation Monitoring Plan, to ensure that noise is monitored
during each event properly. The operator/property owner shall make available to the Planning
Department noise measurements and training records, upon request by the County. Noise
measurements and training records shall be subject to peer review in accordance with Mitigation
Measure No. 14, upon request by the County.

7. Prior to any amplified music event at the park, banquet hall, or amphitheater the operator/property

owner shall obtain a sound monitoring system; which shall be reviewed and approved by a Noise
Consultant, as described in Mitigation Measure No. 14, prior to first use. Sound levels shall be

410



Stnaislaus County Mitigated Negative Declaration
UP. PLN2015-0130 — The Fruit Yard Amphitheater Page 4 of 7

monitored during sound check and during each amplified music event occurring at the park, banquet
hall and amphitheater. Measurement microphones should be placed 100 feet from the midpoint of
the main speaker array.

Monitoring equipment options include 1) an iOS option available in combination with an iPad/iPhone
using microphone and acquisition hardware from AudioControl and software from Studio Six Digital
(SSD). SSD software would include the AudioTools and several in-app purchases including SPL
Graph and SPL Traffic Light; or 2) an alternative system recommended by noise consultant, in
accordance with Mitigation Measure No. 14.

A Type/Class 1 or 2 (per ANSI S1.43) measurement microphone system shall be used and laboratory
calibrated prior to first use and field-calibrated at regular intervals (2 minimum of 4 times a year). The
system shall be laboratory calibrated at intervals not exceeding two years. The system shall be
capable of measuring and logging Leq statistics over consecutive five minute intervals in both A and
C weighted levels. The system shall also be capable of capturing and logging 1/3-octave band data.
For simplification and to minimize equipment costs, sound level limit triggers shall be set to Leq, C-
weighting. The sound technician shall locally check both C-weighted and 1/3-octave band results
during sound check prior to an event to establish system gain limits and to ensure compliance with
the specified limits. Data shall be maintained for 30 days and made available to the County upon
request.

The amphitheater operator/property owner shall make it very clear to event producers what the sound
level limits are at the sound stage and the time at which music is required to cease. Suitable
measures shall be implemented to both ensure the limits are maintained and penalties established if
producers fail to comply with the noise level limits.

Noise measurements during the first two amplified music events for each event space (banquet hall,
park and amphitheater) shall be conducted by a qualified Noise Consultant to be procured by the
operator/property owner. The consultant shall provide training to facility staff, on how to measure the
noise standards set forth within this Mitigation Monitoring Plan, to ensure that noise is monitored
during each event properly. The operator/property owner shall make available to the Planning
Department noise measurements and training records, upon request by the County. Noise
measurements and training records shall be subject to peer review in accordance with Mitigation
Measure No. 14, upon request by the County.

8. During the first two large concerts (with 500 or more in attendance) held at the amphitheater, noise
levels shall be monitored by a qualified noise consultant, to be procured by the operator/property
owner. The monitoring shall be conducted continuously from the sound stage (100-feet from stage),
with periodic noise monitoring near the closest residences, existing at the time of the event, in all
directions surrounding the amphitheater. The noise measurements shall include the sound check
prior to the concert so the event promoters understand the noise thresholds to be satisfied during the
concert event. The purpose of the measurements is to verify compliance with the project’s noise
standards. If the measurement results indicate that the music levels exceed the noise standards
described in this Mitigation Monitoring Plan, additional sound controls shall be developed by a noise
consultant in accordance with Mitigation Measure No. 14. Implementation of additional sound
controls shall be implemented and verified prior to the following concert. Such measures could include
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

reducing the overall output of the amplified sound system, relocating and/or reorienting speakers, use
of acoustic curtains along the sides of the speakers to further focus the sound energy into the
amphitheater seating areas, and limiting amplified music to before 10:00 p.m.

All amplified music events (including the amphitheater, park, and banquet hall events), occurring
Sunday through Thursday shall end at or before 10 p.m. All patrons shall be off the premises
(including the amphitheater, park, and banquet hall events) as of 11:00 p.m. Employees and contract
staff, associated with the amplified music events, shall be off the premises (including the
amphitheater, park, and banquet hall events) by 12:00 a.m.

The first two large amplified music events (with 500 or more in attendance) held at the amphitheater
Friday and Saturday, shall end at or before 10:00 p.m., as described in Mitigation Measure No. 9. If
monitoring results of the first two large amphitheater events show that such events are able to
maintain levels at or lower than those required in this Mitigation Monitoring Plan, then amphitheater
events on Friday and Saturday may be extended to 11:00 p.m. All patrons shall be off the premises
(including the amphitheater, park and banquet hall events) by 12:00 a.m. Employees and contract
staff, associated with the amplified music events, shall be off the premises by 1:00 a.m.

Operator/property owner shall establish a written “Good Neighbor Policy” to be approved by the
Planning Department, which shall establish the permittee’s plan to mitigate any ancillary impacts from
amplified music events (park, banquet hall or amphitheater) on surrounding properties. The plan shall
include means for neighbors to contact management regarding complaints and steps management
will take upon receiving a complaint. The policy shall be submitted and approved 30 days prior to the
first amplified music event. No changes to the policy shall be made without prior review and approval
by the Planning Department.

In the event that documented noise complaints are received for bass thumping, microphones/public
address systems, etc., associated with any use of the property (inclusive of parcels 1-3, 7-12, and the
remainder of parcel map 56-PM-083), such complaints shall be investigated to determine if the noise
standards contained in this mitigation monitoring program were exceeded. In the event that the
complaint investigation reveals that the noise standards were exceeded at the location where the
complaint was received, additional sound controls shall be developed by a noise consultant, in
accordance with Mitigation Measure No. 14. Implementation of additional sound controls shall be
implemented and verified prior to the following concert. Such measures could include reducing the
overall output of the amplified sound system, relocating and/or reorienting speakers, use of acoustic
curtains along the sides of the speakers to further focus the sound energy into the amphitheater
seating areas and limiting amplified music to before 10:00 p.m.

Following removal of orchard trees located on the project site (inclusive of parcels 1-3, 7-12, and the
remainder of parcel map 56-PM-083) potential changes in noise impacts shall be evaluated by a
noise consultant, as described in Mitigation Measure No. 14, and additional noise mitigation
measures shall be implemented, if determined to be necessary, to ensure compliance with the
applicable County noise standards.

Any future additional noise analysis required to be conducted, including review, acceptance, and/or
inspection associated with noise mitigation, shall be conducted by a noise consultant, whose contract
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15.

16.

17.

shall be procured by the Planning Department, and paid for by the operator/property owner. A deposit
based on actual cost shall be made with the Planning Department, by the operator/property owner,
prior to any work being conducted. The applicant may choose to procure the noise consultant
provided they pay the costs for the County to have all work peer reviewed by a third party. If future
noise analysis is required, amplified music events will be limited, as determined by the Planning
Department, until the noise consultant verifies to the Planning Department that all recommended
noise control measures have been completely implemented.

Within sixty (60) days of project Use Permit approval, the operator/property owner shall submit for
approval a security plan for amplified music events (park, banquet hall or amphitheater) to the
Sheriff’'s Department. The plan shall be approved prior to any use of the amphitheater. Any changes
to the security plan shall be approved by the Sheriff's Department.

Prior to issuance of a building permit, all applicable traffic impact fees shall be paid to the Department
of Public Works.

An Event Traffic Management Plan shall be submitted and approved four weeks prior to holding the
first event at the amphitheater. Both County Planning and Public Works shall review and approve the
plan.

a. The Event Traffic Management Plan shall include a westbound left turn lane from Highway
132 to the fourth driveway from the intersection (at Geer and Highway 132);

b. This plan shall include all event traffic circulation into and out of the site, including a
description of how the different on-site parking areas will be filled;

C. Event Staff and signs shall not be in the State or Stanislaus County Right-of-way without an

encroachment permit. This shall be addressed as part of the Event Traffic Management
Plan. Each individual event shall have an encroachment permit from both the State and
Stanislaus County, if applicable;

d. If the Event Traffic Management Plan requires updating, the updates shall be accepted both
by County Planning and by Public Works, six weeks prior to the next event being held at the
amphitheater. This update can be triggered either by the applicant or by Stanislaus County;

e. Fees may be collected for amphitheater event parking, provided no queuing of vehicles
occurs. Parking fees may be collected as part of the fee collected for the price of the ticket
for the event, or may be collected at a stationary electronic machine, installed in the parking
area. Parking fees may not be collected while vehicles are waiting to enter the parking lot;

f. Prior to the implementation or construction of any additional phases of the approved Plan
Development No. 317, a revised Event Traffic Management Plan shall be submitted to and
approved by County Planning and Public Works;

g. A left turn lane shall be installed on Geer Road for the driveway into the project labeled as D
Drive. The plans shall be completed prior to the approval of the Event Traffic Management
Plan. This driveway is roughly 575 feet south of the intersection of Geer Road and Yosemite
Blvd;

i. Improvement plans are to be submitted to County Public Works for approval. These
improvement plans shall meet standards set forth within the Stanislaus County
Standards and Specifications and the Caltrans Highway Design Manual;
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ii. An acceptable financial guarantee for the road improvements shall be provided to
County Public Works prior to the approval of the Event Traffic Management Plan;

iii. An Engineer’s Estimate shall be provided for the road improvements so that the
amount of the financial guarantee can be determined;

iv. The left turn lane shall be installed before the first event is held at the amphitheater.

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: Kristin Doud, Associate Planner

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

(I\PLANNING\STAFF REPORTS\UP\2015\UP PLN2015-0130 - THE FRUIT YARD\CEQA-30-DAY-REFERRAL\MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION.DOC)
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SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FOR ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW REFERRALS

PROJECT: USE PERMIT APPLICATION NO. PLN2016-0130 - THE FRUIT YARD
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