
STANISLAUS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

October 17, 2024 

STAFF REPORT

USE PERMIT APPLICATION NO. PLN2023-0047 
BEST RV CENTER 

REQUEST: TO  AMEND  THE  DEVELOPMENT  PLANS OF PLANNED  DEVELOPMENT 
(P-D) (351) AND (253), TO ALLOW FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A 
RECREATIONAL VEHICLE (RV) SALES AND SERVICE BUILDING, 
DETACHED CANOPY, AND STORAGE SHED, AND TO ALLOW SALE OF 
BOTH MOTORIZED AND NON-MOTORIZED RV’S. 

APPLICATION INFORMATION 

Applicant: Naiel Ammari, Best RV Center 
Property owner: Turlock RV Lot, LP (Naiel M. Ammari) and 

Naiel and Chirin Ammari Trust 
Agent: Alex Bishop, Goree Whitfield and Amin 

Vohra   
Location: 5100 and 5300 Taylor Court and 4318 W. 

Warner Road, between E. Keyes Road and 
E. Taylor Road, in the Keyes and Turlock
area.

Section, Township, Range: 31-4-10 and 32-4-10
Supervisorial District: Two (Supervisor Chiesa)
Assessor’s Parcel: 045-050-005, -009, and -013; 045-053-040

to -044, and 045-062-001
Referrals: See Exhibit G Environmental Review

Referrals
Area of Parcel(s): 30.93 ± acres
Water Supply: Keyes Community Services District
Sewage Disposal: Private Septic System
General Plan Designation: Planned Development
Community Plan Designation: N/A
Existing Zoning: Planned Development (P-D) (351): APNs

045-050-005, -009, and -013; 045-053-040,
-042 to -044; and 045-062-001
P-D (253): APN 045-053-041

Sphere of Influence: N/A
Williamson Act Contract No.: N/A
Environmental Review: Negative Declaration
Present Land Use: Recreational Vehicle (RV) sales and service;

and RV and boat storage.
Surrounding Land Use: State Route (SR) 99, a dairy, row crops, the

Union Pacific rail line, trucking repair, and
manufacturing and assembly warehouse.
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RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends the Planning Commission approve this request based on the discussion below 
and on the whole of the record provided to the County.  If the Planning Commission decides to 
approve this project, Exhibit A provides an overview of all the findings required for project 
approval. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 

This project is a request to amend Planned Development (P-D) (351) and P-D (253), to allow for 
construction of a two story 129,608 square-foot recreational vehicle (RV) sales and service 
building, a detached 16,086 square-foot canopy for vehicle sales staging, and a 1,374 square-
foot storage shed. 

At the time of approval, the development plan only included 5th wheel trailers, folding camper 
trailers, and toy haulers as vehicles to be sold.  Approval of the proposed project will recognize 
the sale of both motorized and non-motorized RVs.  

2017 Rezone and 2021 Use Permit 

The Best RV business began its operations in Keyes on Assessor Parcel Number (APN)s 045-
053-042, -043, and -044, as an authorized use under P-D No. (306) on April 25, 2007.  The
applicant subsequently purchased five additional parcels (APNs 045-050-005, -009, and -013
located north of the original Best RV location and APNs 045-053-040 and 045-062-001, south of
the original Best RV location) and begun parking RVs on each parcel without first obtaining the
necessary land use entitlements (see Exhibit B-4 – of Exhibit B – Maps, Site Plans, and
Elevations).  Ultimately, the applicant rezoned all eight parcels to create one single zoning district,
P-D (351), to allow for the sales and service of RVs, which was approved by the Board of
Supervisors on August 11, 2020, under Rezone Application No. PLN2017-0098 – Best RV Center.

P-D (351) was approved with two phases:  Phase 1 consisted of completing site improvements
such as paving, landscaping, lighting, and storm drainage for the entire project site; and Phase 2
consisted of converting a portion of the service shop (located on APN 045-053-044) to a sales
office, converting an existing shop and office (located on APN 045-053-040) to a RV service and
retail area for parts, constructing two roof-only structures for use as sales staging areas, and
developing a drive-thru waste disposal and propane station.

Because of past issues requiring code enforcement on the unpermitted expansion, approved 
Development Standards Nos. 9-12 for P-D (351), required that all applications or permits 
associated with site improvements required for both phases be submitted within three months of 
project approval, be approved or issued within six months of project approval, and be completed 
within one year of project approval.  In 2021, the operator failed to meet these timing requirements 
and P-D (351) was considered expired.  To re-activate P-D (351) a use permit, with a new 
Development Schedule, was required.  Use Permit Application No. PLN2021-0079 was approved 
by the Planning Commission on January 6, 2022.  The Use Permit reorganized the timing of when 
site improvements, by phase, were required, allowing completion of all Phase 1 improvements 
within a year of approval of the use permit and completion of all Phase 2 improvements within 
five years of approval.  The January 6, 2022 Planning Commission Staff Report, including a 
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detailed discussion on the site history, the standards and development schedule, and other 
project documents is available online: https://www.stancounty.com/planning/agenda/2022/01-06-
2022/7_B.pdf.  

In January of 2023, the applicant purchased a 1.25-acre parcel (APN 045-053-041), zoned P-D 
(253), located on an adjacent parcel in the center of the existing Best RV operation which was 
permitted for RV and boat storage.  The current project request would amend P-D (253) to allow 
it to be incorporated into the larger Best RV operation by way of customer parking.  

2024 Use Permit Project Description 

The current project request proposes to construct a 129,608 square-foot RV sales and service 
building, approximately 37 feet in height, consisting of: a 9,589 square-foot showroom, a 2,540 
square-foot sales office, a 8,642 square-foot covered service drop off station, 40 service bays 
totaling 75,165 square feet, a 4,210 square-foot RV wash area, a 1,207 square-foot paint spray 
booth, a 6,522 square-foot service office with areas for retail sales of accessories and parts, and 
a second story 16,390 square-foot area for offices and parts storage (see Exhibit B-10 and 11 of 
Exhibit B – Maps, Site Plans, and Elevations).  The existing 13,000 square-foot building (located 
on APN 045-053-040), proposed in Phase 2 to be converted to a RV service and retail area for 
parts, will be removed and the staging areas and drive-thru waste disposal will also be 
abandoned.  P-D (253), will be incorporated into the proposed amended Phase 2 plans, 
demolishing an existing dwelling and accessory structures, to be developed as part of the 
proposed customer parking lot (see Exhibit B-7 of Exhibit B – Maps, Site Plans, and Elevations). 

This project will include development of 110 RV customer parking spaces and 330 passenger 
vehicle spaces, including 18 electric vehicle charging spaces, for employees and customers. 
Perimeter landscaping, interior landscaping, and light poles throughout the parking lots will be 
installed consistent with the Phase 1 improvements, as required by the development standards 
of P-D (351).  Proposed fencing will consist of wrought iron fencing and electrical fencing around 
the perimeter of the Phase 2 area.  Lastly, the project proposes the installation of three wall signs 
and two directional monument signs (eight-feet-tall in height) along Taylor Court (see Exhibit B-
13 – 19 of Exhibit B – Maps, Site Plans, and Elevations); and the installation of two 1,500-gallon 
above ground fuel tanks.   

No changes are proposed to the existing operating hours of seven days a week, 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 
p.m.  Operations on the entire project site will be undertaken by up to 90 employees on a
maximum shift as anticipated under both Phases 1 and 2 of P-D (351).  A landscaped storm drain
basin originally approved for the Phase 2 area of P-D (351) will remain unchanged from original
adoption.  Light RV repairs, such as oil changes, brake pad changes, and other minor repairs,
was previously approved under Phase 2; however, the service center will be increasing in size
and accordingly the capacity for servicing RVs will be increasing.  Engine and transmission repairs
will not be conducted on-site.  A portion of the proposed customer parking lot will be developed
across multiple parcels, including APNs 045-053-040, 045-053-041, and 045-053-044, requiring
a reciprocal access easement to be recorded between the parcels.

3

https://www.stancounty.com/planning/agenda/2022/01-06-2022/7_B.pdf
https://www.stancounty.com/planning/agenda/2022/01-06-2022/7_B.pdf


UP 2023-0047 
Staff Report 
October 17, 2024 
Page 4 

SITE DESCRIPTION 

The project site is located at 5100 and 5300 Taylor Court and 4318 W. Warner Road, between E. 
Keyes Road and E. Taylor Road, in the Keyes and Turlock area.  State Route 99, a dairy, row 
crops, the Union Pacific rail line, unpermitted trucking, refrigeration trucking repair, and light 
manufacturing surround the site (see Exhibit B-3 – Maps, Site Plans, and Elevations).  

The project site is served by the Keyes Community Services District for domestic water service 
and by private on-site septic facilities.  The development of the site will include incorporation of 
West Warner Road, which has been abandoned by the County.  The former road travels east to 
west through APNs 045-053-040 and 045-062-001 and a portion of APN 045-053-041.    

ISSUES 

Two issues were identified as part of the review of this request: 

Supplemental Traffic Impact Analysis 

A traffic impact analysis (TIA) was completed for P-D (351), requiring the applicant to make a 
payment of a fair share fee for future improvements to the Taylor Road and SR 99 interchange to 
the City of Turlock. The $143,878.83 fee was paid to the City of Turlock on March 4, 2022, in 
conjunction with the issuance of permits for Phase 1.  A Supplemental TIA was completed by 
Pinnacle Traffic Engineering on May 9, 2023 (see Attachment 3 of Exhibit D – Initial Study with 
Attachments) as part of the processing of the current project request.  The supplemental analysis 
compared potential vehicle trips based on actual employee trips and building square footage from 
the Institute of Traffic Engineering Trip General Manual (11th edition).  Phase 2 of P-D (351) 
permitted the repurposing of existing buildings for office, repairs, and sales uses.  The current 
project request proposes construction of a new 129,608 square-foot RV sales and service 
building; however, despite the current project request proposing new construction, the 
supplemental TIA found that the proposed amendment to Phase 2 would only represent up to 34 
new daily trips, which would not alter the findings of the original TIA or the mitigation imposed on 
the development.  The supplemental TIA concluded that the amended development plan would 
not alter the amount identified as the project’s fair share required for improvements to the Taylor 
Road and SR 99 interchange.  

The proposed structures in the amended development plan will be required to pay all County 
Public Facilities Fees, which includes a Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF) which funds 
County-wide road projects.  The Supplemental TIA was circulated with the project Early 
Consultation and Initial Study, no concerns or objections to the methodology or findings have 
been raised.  

City of Turlock 

This project is not located within the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) adopted 
Sphere of Influence (SOI) of a city but is located within one mile of the City of Turlock’s SOI and 
is located within their General Plan study area.  Implementation Measure Two, of Land Use 
Element Policy 27 specifies that development subject to discretionary approval shall be referred 
to the city for consideration and that the County shall consider applying city development 
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standards to discretionary projects located within one mile of a city’s adopted SOI boundary and 
within the city’s adopted general plan area to the extent such standards are appropriate for the 
type of development.  The County’s General Plan also includes a policy measure that encourages 
joint County and City cooperation in establishing land use and development standards along all 
major County defined gateways to cities; however, the County reserves the right for final 
discretionary action.   

As part of the adoption of P-D (351) landscaping and signage was required to be approved by the 
City of Turlock as the project site location is considered a gateway into the City.  The City also 
requested that drive isles be paved and that no parking of RVs take place on unimproved or 
unpaved areas and that the passenger vehicle parking lots meet City standards for drainage, 
wheel stops, curbing, lighting, and striping.  

As part of the current project’s processing, the City of Turlock provided a response to the project’s 
initial study, requesting development standards consistent with those already subject to P-D 
(351).  Additionally, the City indicated the applicant should pay all applicable city-wide Capital 
Facility Fees (CFF).  After discussion with City staff regarding the previous payment of a fair share 
fee for the SR 99 and Taylor Road intersection improvements, the City amended their request to 
include payment of only CFF for only police and fire services.  

As with previous reviews of the operation, staff considered the project site a gateway into the City 
of Turlock, which warrants the City’s standards for landscaping and signage. Development 
standards for the City’s approval of landscaping and signage are already incorporated in P-D 
(351), including the Phase 1 area, and will continue to apply to all P-D (351) development. 
Additionally, staff also concluded that mutual aid agreements were already in place to cover fire 
and police services and no additional City fees were applied to the project. The City’s current 
request to include these fees are not being applied to the current project either.  Collection of the 
County’s Public Facility Fees for the proposed structures will include funds for police and fire 
services.  

Past Compliance Issues 

Starting in 2017, the County worked with the property owner to address multiple County Code 
violations associated with the use of the project site such as: operation of a business without the 
necessary land use entitlements; use of the Taylor Court right-of-way for the parking of RVs and 
employee and customer parking; parking of RVs within the sites multiple storm drain basins; the 
pumping of stormwater into the Taylor Court right-of-way; installation of lighting without a building 
permit; RV deliveries blocking neighboring driveways; and failure to install and maintain required 
landscaping, as required by previous land use permits.  With the completion of Phase 1 of the P-
D (351) the operation has come into compliance with all required site improvements of the Phase 
1 area as well as clearance of all County Code violations.  The business has been in good 
standing with the County since 2022.  

Development Schedule Timing of Phase 2 

As discussed in the Project Description and Background section of the report, Use Permit 
Application No. PLN2021-0079 amended the adopted Development Schedule for P-D (351) by 
adding Condition of Approval No. 10, requiring completion of Phase 2, no later than December 6, 
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2025.  In accordance with County Code, if this use permit is approved, Condition of Approval No. 
10 will be superseded, allowing Phase 2 to be completed in 18 months from approval of this use 
permit, subject to an extension as allowable within P-D (351).  A condition of approval has been 
added to the project reflecting this amendment. 

GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY 

Consistency with the goals, objectives, and policies of the various elements of the General Plan 
must be evaluated when processing all discretionary project requests.  The project site has a land 
use designation of Planned Development (PD) in the Land Use Element of the General Plan. 
When the existing SR 99 was constructed, access to adjoining properties was required to be 
maintained so a portion of the old highway was relinquished to Stanislaus County and became a 
County-maintained Road, named Taylor Court.  Subsequently, the northbound lanes of old SR 
99 were sold to adjacent property owners and incorporated into the existing parcels.  The small 
parcels located between the old and new SR 99 were considered marginal for agricultural or 
residential use due to their location between a highway and a railroad.  Additionally, irrigation 
water supplies were severed by the new highway.  Stanislaus County, recognizing that these 
subsequent parcels remained in a unique situation, designated the area Planned Development 
(PD) in the Land Use Element of the General Plan.  

The General Plan designation of PD is intended for areas appropriate for land which, because of 
demonstrably unique characteristics, may be suitable for a variety of uses without detrimental 
effect on surrounding properties.   

In accordance with the County’s Agricultural Buffer Policy, P-D (351) was originally approved with 
an alternative to the Agricultural Buffer Policy, allowing the existing building to be setback at a 
reduced buffer distance of 245-feet east of the agricultural parcel.  P-D (259) was permitted prior 
to the adoption of the policy and was not subject to the agricultural buffer policy at the time of its 
development.  The structures included in the current project request are located 300 feet away 
from the closest agriculturally zoned parcel, which meets the 300-foot agricultural buffer setback 
for outdoor people intensive uses.  The remaining portion of the proposed project site, south of 
the building will be used for storage and parking of RVs and customer vehicles, which is exempt 
from the Agricultural Buffer policy. 

This project is located within one mile of the City of Turlock’s LAFCO adopted Sphere of Influence 
and inside of their General Plan study area.  A detailed discussion of the City of Turlock’s referral 
response can be found in the Issues section of the report.   

Staff believes the proposed use permit request, as recommended for approval, is consistent with 
the County’s General Plan and with the project sites Land Use designation of PD. 

ZONING ORDINANCE CONSISTENCY 

In accordance with Section 21.040.080 of the Stanislaus County Zoning Ordinance, if the 
Planning Director finds amendments to an approved development plan of a planned development 
district do not conform to the adopted development plan, but are not of a size and or nature that 
would change the character of the development plan, the Planning Commission shall consider 
the proposed changes through the use permit process.  P-D (351) was approved for the sales, 
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storage, and service of RVs across eight parcels in two phases and P-D (253) was approved for 
RV and boat storage.  Staff considers the amendment request to remain consistent with the 
overall character of both P-D (351) and P-D (253).   

In order to approve a use permit, the Planning Commission shall make a finding that the 
establishment, maintenance, and operation of the proposed use or building applied for is 
consistent with the General Plan and will not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be 
detrimental to the health, safety and general welfare of persons residing or working in the 
neighborhood of the use and that it will not be detrimental or injurious to property and 
improvements in the neighborhood or to the general welfare of the County.   

P-D (351) was adopted with standards for site improvements, utilities, landscaping, off-street
parking, signage, and timing of development requirements.  Prior standards will continue to apply
to the current request, demonstrating compliance prior to issuance of any permit.  These
development standards will also be applied to the P-D (253) district, superseding all previous
development standards.

The proposed project will maintain zoning consistency by adhering to the approved standards of 
P-D (351), conditions specific to the amendments to the development plan, which were not
included in the original P-D’s development standards, have been included as conditions of
approval for this project.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the proposed project was circulated 
to interested parties and responsible agencies for review and comment and no significant issues 
were raised (see Exhibit G – Environmental Review Referrals).  A detailed discussion of previous 
transportation impacts of the original P-D (351) development and a Supplemental Transportation 
Impact Analysis completed for the proposed project can be found in the Issues section of this 
report.  Ultimately, a Negative Declaration has been prepared for approval prior to action on the 
project itself as the project will not have a significant effect on the environment (see Exhibit E – 
Negative Declaration).  Conditions of approval reflecting referral responses have been placed on 
the project (see Exhibit C – Conditions of Approval).  

****** 

Note:  Pursuant to California Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, all project applicants subject 
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) shall pay a filing fee for each project; 
therefore, the applicant will further be required to pay $2,973.75 for the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (formerly the Department of Fish and Game) and the Clerk-Recorder filing fees. 
The attached Conditions of Approval ensure that this will occur. 

Contact Person: Jeremy Ballard, Senior Planner, (209) 525-6330 

Attachments: 
Exhibit A - Findings and Actions Required for Project Approval 
Exhibit B - Maps, Site Plans, and Elevations 
Exhibit C - Conditions of Approval 
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Exhibit D - Initial Study with Attachments 
Exhibit E - Negative Declaration 
Exhibit F - Development Standards and Conditions of Approval of Planned Development 

(P-D) (351) and P-D (253) 
Exhibit G - Environmental Review Referrals 
Exhibit H - Campaign Contribution (Levine Act) Disclosure Forms 

\\ITCDFS-PL\PLANNING\PLANNING\STAFF REPORTS\UP\2023\UP PLN2023-0047 - BEST RV CENTER\PLANNING COMMISSION\OCTOBER 17, 
2024\STAFF REPORT\2024 STAFF RPT.DOCX
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Findings and Actions Required for Project Approval 

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

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

3. Find that:

a. The establishment, maintenance, and operation of the proposed use or building
applied for is consistent with the General Plan and will not, under the
circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to the health, safety and
general welfare of persons residing or working in the neighborhood of the use and
that it will not be detrimental or injurious to property and improvements in the
neighborhood or to the general welfare of the County.

4. Approve Use Permit Application No. PLN2023-0047 – Best RV Center, subject to the
attached Conditions of Approval.
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As Amended by the Planning Commission 
October 17, 2024 

NOTE: Approval of this application is valid only if the following conditions are met.  This permit 
shall expire unless activated within 18 months of the date of approval.  In order to activate the 
permit, it must be signed by the applicant and one of the following actions must occur: (a) a valid 
building permit must be obtained to construct the necessary structures and appurtenances; or, 
(b) the property must be used for the purpose for which the permit is granted.  (Stanislaus County
Ordinance 21.104.030)

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

USE PERMIT APPLICATION NO. PLN2023-0047 
BEST RV CENTER 

Department of Planning and Community Development 

1. Use(s) shall be conducted as described in the application and supporting information
(including the plot plan) and shall supersede the previous adopted development plans for
Planned Development (P-D) (351) and P-D (253), as approved by the Planning
Commission and/or Board of Supervisors and in accordance with other laws and
ordinances.

2. All development standards previously adopted for P-D (351) and conditions of approval
adopted by Use Permit No. PLN 2021-0079 – Best RV Center, with the exception of
condition of approval No. 10, shall remain in effect.  Condition of Approval No. 10 shall be
superseded by the conditions of approval for Use Permit No. PLN2023-0047 – Best RV
Center.

3. All development standards previously adopted for P-D (253) shall be superseded by the
Development Standards of P-D (351) and Conditions of Approval of Use Permit No.
PLN2023-0047.

4. Completion of Issuance of all permitting for Phase 2 shall be no later than 18 months,
with completion of all permitting no later than 36 months from project approval, unless
extended as permitted under P-D (351).

5. Pursuant to Section 711.4 of the California Fish and Game Code (effective January 1,
2014), the applicant is required to pay a California Department of Fish and Wildlife fee at
the time of filing a “Notice of Determination.”  Within five (5) days of approval of this project
by the Planning Commission or Board of Supervisors, the applicant shall submit to the
Department of Planning and Community Development a check for $2,973.75, made
payable to Stanislaus County, for the payment of California Department of Fish and
Wildlife and Clerk-Recorder filing fees.

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

7. The applicant/owner is required to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the County, its
officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceedings against the County to set
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aside the approval of the project which is brought within the applicable statute of 
limitations.  The County shall promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or 
proceeding to set aside the approval and shall cooperate fully in the defense. 

8. An irrevocable reciprocal access easement shall be recorded between APNs 045-053-
040, 045-053-041, and 045-053-044 prior to final occupancy of any building permit.

Department of Environmental Resources 

9. The applicant shall demonstrate and secure any necessary permits for the destruction or
relocation of all on-site wastewater treatment systems (OWTS) impacted by this project,
under the direction of the Stanislaus County Department of Environmental Resources
(DER).

10. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit a site plan that includes
the location, layout and design of the proposed on-site wastewater treatment system
(OWTS) and Future 100% Expansion (Replacement) Area for any new proposed on-site
OWTS.

11. If, or when there is an increase to the existing facility’s drainage fixtures or the number of
users, the existing on-site wastewater treatment system (OWTS) shall be subject to review
and required to be upgraded to accommodate the change in wastewater flows.

12. Any new building requiring an on-site wastewater treatment system (OWTS) shall be
designed according to type and/or maximum occupancy of the proposed structure to the
estimated waste/sewage design flow rate.

Department of Environmental Resources – Hazmat Division 

13. The applicant shall determine, to the satisfaction of the Department of Environmental
Resources (DER), that the project site, via a Phase I study, and if necessary, a Phase II
study, does not contain any discovery of underground storage tanks, buried chemicals,
buried refuse, or contaminated soil prior to the issuance of a building or grading permit.  If
any were to be found, they shall be brought to the immediate attention of DER.

14. Protective measures shall be added to the site itself, to prevent hazardous materials and
hazardous waste contamination from entering the storm drain system.

Building Permits Division 

15. Building permits are required and the project must conform with the California Code of
Regulations, Title 24.

Turlock Irrigation District (TID) 

16. A 10-foot Public Utility Easement shall be dedicated along the Taylor Court Street
frontage.
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17. The owner/developer shall apply for a facility change for any pole or electrical relocation.
Facility changes are performed at the developer’s expense.

18. The front building setback shall be a minimum of 15 feet from the property line.

******** 

Please note:  If Conditions of Approval/Development Standards are amended by the Planning 
Commission or Board of Supervisors, such amendments will be noted in the upper right-hand 
corner of the Conditions of Approval/Development Standards; new wording will be in bold font 
and deleted wording will be in strikethrough text. 
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
1010 10TH Street, Suite 3400, Modesto, CA 95354

Planning Phone: (209) 525-6330     Fax: (209) 525-5911
Building Phone: (209) 525-6557     Fax: (209) 525-7759

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

CEQA INITIAL STUDY
Adapted from CEQA Guidelines APPENDIX G Environmental Checklist Form, Final Text, January 1, 2020

1. Project title: Use Permit Application No. PLN2023-0047 
Best RV Center 

2. Lead agency name and address: Stanislaus County
1010 10th Street, Suite 3400
Modesto, CA   95354

3. Contact person and phone number: Jeremy Ballard, Senior Planner
(209) 525-6330

4. Project location: 5100 and 5300 Taylor Court, and 4318 W. 
Warner Road, between East Keyes and East 
Taylor Roads, in the Keyes/Turlock area.
(APN :) 045-050-005, -009, and -013; 045-
053-040 through -044; and 045-062-001.

5. Naiel M. Ammari, Best RV Center 
5340 Taylor Court
Turlock, CA 95382

6. General Plan designation: Planned Development (P-D)

7. Zoning: P-D (351) APNs: 045-050-005, -009, and -
013; 045-053-040, -042, -043, and -044 and
045-062-001; and P-D (253) APN: 045-053-
041

8. Description of project:

This project is a request to amend Planned Developments (P-D) (351) and (253), to allow for construction of a two story 
129,608 square-foot recreational vehicle (RV) sales and service building, a detached 16,086 square-foot canopy for 
vehicle sales staging, a 1,374 square-foot storage shed, and to allow for the sale of both motorized and non-motorized 
RVs.  The RV sales and service building will be a maximum of 37-feet in height, and will consist of: a 9,589 square-foot 
showroom, a 2,540 square-foot sales office, a 8,642 square-foot covered service drop off station, 40 service bays totaling 
75,165 square feet, a 4,210 square-foot RV wash area, a 1,207 square-foot paint spray booth, a 6,522 square-foot 
service office with areas for retail sales of accessories and parts, and a second story 16,390 square-foot area for offices 

repairs.  Engine and transmission repairs will not be conducted on-site. Maps identifying the boundaries of the existing 
zoning districts, phasing areas, and e are provided as 

Originally approved in 2020, P-D (351), covering a total of 29.68± allowed 
for a two phased expansion and reorganization of an existing RV sales business.  All improvements associated with 
Phase 1 have been completed.  Phase 2, consisting of the reconfiguring of an existing service shop to allow for additional 
sales offices and paving of 7.76± acres for RV overstock storage, is still pending and will be superseded by this request.
A subsequent use permit was granted in 2021 to reactivate P-D (351) due to the applicant not meeting the required 
timeline of the adopted development standards.  P-D (253) was approved in 2001 allowin
boats on a 1.25± acre parcel.  The applicant purchased the 1.25-acre parcel zoned P-D 253 in January of 2023 and is 
proposed to be incorporate into the proposed customer parking lot of the Best RV Center facility by demolishing an 
existing dwelling and accessory structures and to pave the entire parcel.
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This project will include the paving and stripping of 110 RV customer parking spaces and 330 passenger vehicle spaces 
for employees and customers on a 15.3-acre portion of P-D 351 (APN : 045-053-040, 045-062-001, and 045-053-041),
which was originally proposed as Phase 2, for inventory parking.  Development of the 15.3-acre portion of the site will 
also include perimeter landscaping, consistent with the development plan approved for P-D (351), additional landscaping 
within the interior of the site, along the drive aisle of customer and employee parking areas, the installation of 76 new 
light poles, each 30-feet in height, wrought iron fencing and electrical fencing around the perimeter, the installation of
three wall signs and two directional monument signs along Taylor Court, eight-feet in height, and the installation of two 
1,500-gallon above ground fuel tanks.  

The project site will continue to be served by the Keyes Community Service District for domestic water service and on-
site septic facilities.  The development of the site will include incorporation of West Warner Road, which has been
formally abandoned by the County. The former road travels east to west through APNs 045-053-040 and 045-062-001 
and a portion of APN 045-053-041. P-D 351 had included incorporation of the abandoned road into the development 
plan of Phase 2. The portion of abandoned West Warner Road within APN 045-053-041 will be developed as part of a 
proposed driveway onto Taylor Court. Additionally, a portion of the proposed parking lot improvements will be located 
APN: 045-053-044, requiring a reciprocal access easement to be recorded on the property. 

This use permit will apply the existing seven days a week, 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., hours of operation for the Best RV 
Center operation to the entire project site. Operations on the entire project site will be undertaken by up to 90 employees 
on a maximum shift as anticipated under the full buildout of P-D 351.

9. Surrounding land uses and setting: State Route 99, a dairy, row crops, the Union 
Pacific rail line, trucking repair, and 
manufacturing and assembly warehouse.

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

California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans)
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
(SJVAPCD)
Stanislaus County Department of Public Works 
Keyes Community Service District

11. Attachments: I. CalEEMod Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas Study performed by
Yorke Engineering, LLC dated January
2, 2024.

II. Adopted Traffic Impact Analysis
performed by Pinnacle Traffic
Engineering dated December 31,
2018.

III. Supplemental to the Adopted Traffic
Impact Analysis performed by
Pinnacle Traffic Engineering dated
May 9, 2023.
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one 
impact that is a 

Aesthetics Agriculture & Forestry Resources Air Quality

Biological Resources Cultural Resources Energy

Geology / Soils Greenhouse Gas Emissions Hazards & Hazardous Materials

Hydrology / Water Quality Land Use / Planning Mineral Resources

Noise Population / Housing Public Services

Recreation Transportation Tribal Cultural Resources

Utilities / Service Systems Wildfire Mandatory Findings of Significance

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

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

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

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

an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation 
measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

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

August 8, 2024
Prepared by Jeremy Ballard, Senior Planner Date
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects 

where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive 
receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

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

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers
must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than

sig
EIR is required. 

ribe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect 
-

referenced). 

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

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

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

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

describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the 
extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

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

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

8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies

whatever format is selected. 

9) The explanation of each issue should identify:

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

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

I. AESTHETICS  Except as provided in Public Resources
Code Section 21099, could the project:

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

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

X 

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

X 

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the
existing visual character or quality of public views
of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are
those that are experienced from publicly
accessible vantage point). If the project is in an
urbanized area, would the project conflict with
applicable zoning and other regulations governing
scenic quality?

X 

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

X 

Discussion: As described in the project description, this project will construct a total of 147,068 square feet of new 
building space, 15.3-acres of paved inventory parking, landscaping, signage, and lighting consistent with Best RV Centers 
existing development and other development along this corridor of State Route 99.  The largest proposed structure will be 
129,608 square feet in size.  The area that will house RV sales and service operation will consist of a façade of glass and 
metal and the service areas will be comprised of a metal warehouse with 40 openings for each repair bay.   

As required under the Development Standards for both P-D (351) and (253), landscaping is required to meet City of Turlock 
design standards, as the site is a gateway into the City of Turlock.  The conceptual landscape plan has been designed with 
this requirement in mind, however, a condition of approval will be added to the project requiring the City review and approval 
of the final landscape plan prior to installation.  A condition of approval will be added to ensure no adverse glare or light 
source is created as a result of the project.  A condition of approval will also be added to require approval of a sign plan for 
the directional signage, prior to issuance of a permit.  

The project is not located near any recognized scenic vista within the County.  As the project site has already been 
developed for RV sales and service, as well as RV and Boat storage, no adverse impacts to the existing visual character of 
the site or its surroundings are anticipated as a result of the proposed project.  

Mitigation: None. 

References: Application information; Stanislaus County Zoning Ordinance; the Stanislaus County General Plan; and 
Support Documentation1. 
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II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES:  In
determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer
to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California
Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.  In
determining whether impacts to forest resources,
including timberland, are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled
by the California Department of Forestry and Fire

including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and
the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon
measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols
adopted by the California Air Resources Board. -- Would
the project:

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Included

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact

No Impact

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

X

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

X

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources
Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by
Public Resources Code section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as
defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?

X

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?

X

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use
or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

X

Discussion: All nine parcels are currently located within a Planned Development zoning district. No agricultural
production has existed on-site for some time, nor are any of the parcels enrolled in a Williamson Act Contract. According 
to the California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program the project site is comprised of 
Urban and Built-
indicates that the property is made up of Dinuba sandy loam (DrA) with a Storie Index Rating of 77 and grade 2, shallow 
(DsA) with a Storie Index Rating of 43 and grade 3, slightly saline alkali (DyA) with a Storie Index Rating of 33 and grade 4, 
and Tujunga loamy sand (TuA) with a Storie Index Rating of 76 and grade 3.  Based on this information none of the parcels
included in the project request would qualify as prime farmland. 

The project site is bordered on the east by State Route (SR) 99 and on the west by the Union Pacific rail line and Taylor 
Court.  The parcels west of SR 99 are zoned Planned Development and A-2-40 (General Agriculture) and include a mixture 
of vacant properties, ranchettes, and light industrial development.  There are agricultural operations to the west of the project 
site, separated by Taylor Court and a Union Pacific rail line.  It is not anticipated that the proposed project will result in the 
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use.
A referral response was received from the Turlock Irrigation District regarding irrigation facilities currently within the project 
site.  The District identified an irrigation pipeline and easement that lies within parts of the project site and has required that 
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the facilities be removed as they no longer serve any users west of the State Highway.  A condition of approval will be added

In December of 2007, Stanislaus County adopted an updated Agricultural Element which incorporated guidelines for the 
implementation of agricultural buffers applicable to new and expanding non-agricultural uses within or adjacent to the A-2 
Zoning District.  The purpose of these guidelines is to protect the long-term health of agriculture by minimizing conflicts such 
as spray-drift and trespassing resulting from the interaction of agricultural and non-agricultural uses.  Alternatives may be 
approved provided the Planning Commission finds that the alternative provides equal or greater protection than the existing 
buffer standards.  Additionally, the agricultural buffer exempts areas utilized for parking of vehicles.   

The entirety of the operation will consist of a maximum of 90 employees at full build-out including retail activities with 
customers on-site, which would be considered to be people intensive and require a 300-foot setback from the proposed use 
to adjacent agriculturally zoned property.  The closest agriculturally zoned parcel is across Taylor Court and the Union 
Pacific rail line to the west of the site.  P-D (351) was originally approved with, an alternative to the Agricultural Buffer Policy, 
allowing the existing building at 245-feet east of the agricultural parcel.  P-D (259) was permitted prior to the adoption of the 
policy and was not subject at the time of its development. The proposed amendment to both P-D (351) and (259) will place
the new proposed building over 300-feet away from the closest agriculturally zoned parcel.  The remaining portion of the 
proposed project site, south of the building will be used f
exempt from the Agricultural buffer policy.  

The project will not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land and nor will it lead to changes in the existing 
environment resulting in farmland conversion. Thus, the project is anticipated to have a less than significant impact on 
agricultural resources. 

Mitigation: None 

References: Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Survey; Application information; Stanislaus Soil Survey 
(1957); California State Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program - Stanislaus County 
Farmland 2018; Referral response from Turlock Irrigation District, dated July 17, 2023; Stanislaus County General Plan and 
Support Documentation1. 

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

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

X 

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region
is non-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard?

X 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

X 

d) Result in other emissions (such as those odors
adversely affecting a substantial number of
people?

X 

Discussion: The proposed project is located within the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB) and, therefore, falls under 
the jurisdiction of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD).  In conjunction with the Stanislaus Council 
of Governments (StanCOG), the SJVAPCD is responsible for formulating and implementing air pollution control strategies. 

2008 PM2.5 (fine particulate matter) Plan, and the 2007 Ozone Plan.  These plans establish a comprehensive air pollution 
control program leading to the attainment of state and federal air quality standards in the SJVAB, which has been classified 
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- - -
2.5, as defined by the Federal Clean Air Act.

The primary source of air pollutants generated by this project would be classified as being generated from "mobile" sources. 
Mobile sources would generally include dust from roads, farming, and automobile exhausts.  Mobile sources are generally 
regulated by the Air Resources Board of the California EPA which sets emissions for vehicles and acts on issues regarding 
cleaner burning fuels and alternative fuel technologies.  As such, the District has addressed most criteria air pollutants 
through basin wide programs and policies to prevent cumulative deterioration of air quality within the Basin.  The project will 
increase traffic in the area and, thereby, impacting air quality.  

Construction activities will be limited to the construction of the sales and service building, the detached canopy for vehicle 
sales staging, and storage shed. Additionally, the project will include paving of a 15.3-acre portion of project site, with the 
exception of the proposed landscaped storm drain basin and other landscaped areas.  These activities would not require 
any substantial use of heavy-duty construction equipment and would require little or no demolition or grading as the site is 
presently unimproved and considered to be topographically flat.  

The Air District provided a project referral response indicating that the proposed project may exceed th
of significance for construction or operational emissions. The District asked that a CalEEMod analysis be performed as well 
as a Health Risk Assessment to evaluate the risk of Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) to sensitive receptors in the vicinity of 
the project site. The District stated that an Ambient Air Quality Analysis be completed, if project emissions are to exceed 
100 pounds per-day of any pollutant.
SJVAPCD rules and regulations such as Rule 2010 and 2201 Air Quality Permitting for Stationary Sources, Rule 9510 
Indirect Source Review, and Regulation VIII Fugitive PM 10 Prohibitions. The District also requested the applicant 
demonstrate compliance with these Rules and Regulations through SJVAPCD permitting such as an Authority to 
Construction (ATC) and an Air Impact Assessment (AIA) prior to issuance of any permit.  These permit requirements will be 
added as conditions of approval for the project. 

A CalEEMod Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Study, SJVAPCD Rule 9510 Indirect Source Review and Risk Prioritization 
Scoring was completed by Yorke Engineering, LLC on January 2, 2024. The study found that the proposed project would 
not exceed District thresholds of significance for emissions of any criteria pollutants for either construction or operational
activities. Additionally, the study found that the project through implementation of applicable and feasible Greenhouse Gas 

inventory. significant impact
threshold standards. Lastly, the study calculated a fee to be paid to the District for compliance in Rule 9510 evaluation of 
construction and operational emissions. The payment of the fee will be added as a condition of approval for the project. 
The District reviewed the study and concurred with its findings that the project would not exceed any District thresholds or 
have a significant impact on air quality for construction or operational activities. 

Potential impacts on local and regional air quality are anticipated to be less than significant, falling below SJVAPCD 

the proposed project would fall below the SJVAPCD significance thresholds for both short-term construction and long-term 
operational emissions, as discussed below.  Because construction and operation of the project would not exceed the 
SJVAPCD significance thresholds, the proposed project would not increase the frequency or severity of existing air quality 
standards or the interim emission reductions specified in the air plans.

Mitigation: None

References: San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District - Regulation VIII Fugitive Dust/PM-10 Synopsis; 
www.valleyair.org; and the Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation ; Referral response from San 
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District dated, July 31, 2023; San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District email 
correspondence, dated January 17, 2024; CalEEMod Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Study, SJVAPCD Rule 9510 Indirect 
Source Review and Risk Prioritization Scoring, completed by Yorke Engineering, LLC on January 2, 2024.
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

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

X 

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

X 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or
federally protected wetlands (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

X 

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

X 

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

X 

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

X 

Discussion: It does not appear this project will result in impacts to endangered species or habitats, locally designated 
species, or wildlife dispersal or migration corridors.  There is no known sensitive or protected species or natural community 
located on the site.  The project is located within the Ceres Quad of the California Natural Diversity Database.  Some of the 

(Central Valley DPS), and the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle.  Large portions of the project site have been previously 
developed with commercial uses or disturbed agricultural practices prior to the current operation.  Both P-D (351) and (259)
are located just west of State Route 99.  Because of this, the site would have a low probability of containing suitable habitat. 

The project will not conflict with a Habitat Conservation Plan, a Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other locally 
approved conservation plans.  Impacts to endangered species or habitats, locally designated species, or wildlife dispersal 
or migration corridors are considered to be less than significant. 

An early consultation was referred to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and no response was received. 

Mitigation: None. 

References:  Stanislaus 
County General Plan and Support Documentation1. 
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Included

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact

No 
Impact

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource pursuant to in §
15064.5?

X

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

X

c) Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries?

X

Discussion: The adoption of P-D 351 included a records search conducted by the Central California Information Center for 
the project site indicated that there are no historical, cultural, or archeological resources recorded on-site and that the site 
has a low sensitivity for the discovery of such resources. The proposed amended development plan for both P-D (351) and 
(259) do not appear they will result in significant impacts to any archaeological or cultural resources.  Each P-D has already
been developed to various degrees and the proposed construction is within areas of the project site, which have already
been disturbed.  However, standard conditions of approval regarding the discovery of cultural resources during the
construction process will be added to the project.

Mitigation: None.

References: Application information; Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1.

VI. ENERGY -- Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Included

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact

No Impact

a) Result in potentially significant environmental
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?

X

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for
renewable energy or energy efficiency?

X

Discussion: The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Appendix F states that energy consuming 
equipment and processes, which will be used during construction or operation such as energy requirements of the project 
by fuel type and end use, energy conservation equipment and design features, energy supplies that would serve the project, 
total estimated daily vehicle trips to be generated by the project, and the additional energy consumed per-trip by mode, 

ompliance with applicable 
state or local energy legislation, policies, and standards must be considered.

The site will be to be served by the Turlock Irrigation District (TID) for electrical services.  A referral response was received 
from TID regarding electrical facilities 
the project.  The District stated that the project frontage shall dedicate a 10-foot public utility easement across the property 
frontage, Additionally, they stated that any facility change or pole relocation necessary to serve the development will be 
performed at the applicant s expense. Conditions
the issuance of a building or grading permit. 

43



Stanislaus County Initial Study Checklist Page 11

Senate Bill 743 (SB743) requires that the transportation impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
evaluate impacts by using Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as a metric.  Stanislaus County has currently not adopted any 
significance thresholds for VMT, and projects are treated on a case-by-case basis for evaluation under CEQA.  However, 
the State of California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) has issued guidelines regarding VMT significance under 
CEQA.  One of the guidelines, presented in the December 2018 document Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation 
Impacts in CEQA, states that locally serving retail would generally redistribute trips from other local uses, rather than 
generate new trips.  

At the time of adoption of P-D (351), a VMT analysis was not a mandatory field of the CEQA evaluation. However, one of 
the guidelines, presented in the December 2018 document Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in 
CEQA, states that locally serving retail would generally redistribute trips from other local uses, rather than generate new 
trips. -D (351) would be consistent 
with locally serving retail, therefore, it is anticipated the projects impact on VMT to be less than significant. 

Construction of the sales and service buildings and development of the site would be subject to all applicable SJVAPCD 
permits and all SJVAPCD standards will be required to be met.  Additionally, all construction must meet California Green 
Building Standards Code (CALGreen Code), which includes mandatory provisions applicable to all new residential, 
commercial, and school buildings.  The intent of the CALGreen Code is to establish minimum statewide standards to 
significantly reduce the greenhouse gas emissions from new construction.  The CALGreen Code includes provisions to 
reduce water use, wastewater generation, and solid waste generation, as well as requirements for bicycle parking and 
designated parking for fuel-efficient and carpool/vanpool vehicles in commercial development.  It is the intent of the 
CALGreen Code that buildings constructed pursuant to the code achieve at least a 15 percent reduction in energy usage 

The CALGreen Code also sets 
limits on VOCs (volatile organic compounds) and formaldehyde content of various building materials, architectural coatings, 
and adhesives.  The project has proposed to develop dedicated bicycle parking as well as EV charging stalls for customers. 

The project will be required to meet all applicable SJVAPCD and TID standards and to obtain all applicable SJVAPCD 
permits.  The proposed project would be consistent with all applicable renewable energy or energy efficiency requirements. 
Impacts related to Energy are considered to be less than significant. 

Mitigation: None

References: Application information; Referral response from Turlock Irrigation District, dated July 17, 2023; California 
Green Building Standards Code Title 24, Part 11(Cal Green); 2016 California Energy Code Title 24, Part 6; State of 
California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) guidelines regarding VMT significance under CEQA; Stanislaus County 
General Plan and Support Documentation1.

VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Included

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact

No Impact

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as

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

X

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? X
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iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

X

iv) Landslides? X
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of

topsoil?
X

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

X

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

X

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

X

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

X

Discussion: All nine parcels are currently located within a Planned Development zoning district. The USDA Natural 

sandy loam (DrA) with a Storie Index Rating of 77 and grade 2, shallow (DsA) with a Storie Index Rating of 43 and grade 3, 
slightly saline alkali (DyA) with a Storie Index Rating of 33 and grade 4, and Tujunga loamy sand (TuA) with a Storie Index 
Rating of 76 and grade 3.  

As contained in Chapter 5 of the General Plan Support Documentation, the areas of the County subject to significant 
geologic hazard are located in the Diablo Range, west of Interstate 5; however, as per the California Building Code, all of 
Stanislaus County is located within a geologic hazard zone (Seismic Design Category D, E, or F) and a soils test may be 
required at building permit application.  Results from the soils test will determine if unstable or expansive soils are present. 
If such soils are present, special engineering of the structure will be required to compensate for the soil deficiency.  Any 
structures resulting from this project will be designed and built according to building standards appropriate to withstand 
shaking for the area in which they are constructed.  Soils on site are not considered unstable or expansive and not 
anticipated to create significant impacts to life or property.

An early consultation referral response received from the Department of Public Works indicated that a grading, drainage, 
and erosion/sediment control plan for the project will be required, subject to Public Works review and Standards and 
Specifications.  A referral response received from the Departmental of Environmental Resources (DER) stated any new on-
site wastewater treatment systems cannot be covered by impermeable surfaces, meet Measure X guidelines for design, 
meet LAMP standards and setbacks, and include a design of a 100% expansion area. These same requirements were 
included in the development standards for P-D 351, however, a condition of approval will be added to ensure the proposed 
development plan meets these requirements prior to issuance of a building permit. 

The project site is not located near an active fault or within a high earthquake zone.  Landslides and soil erosion are not 
likely due to the flat terrain of the area. Impacts related to geology and soils are considered to be less than significant.

Mitigation: None.

References: Application information; Referral response from Department of Environmental Resources (DER), dated July 
17, 2023; Referral response from Stanislaus County Department of Public Works August 7, 2023; Stanislaus County 
General Plan and Support Documentation1.
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VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS -- Would the project: Potentially
Significant 

Impact

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Included

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact

No Impact

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?

X

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?

X

Discussion: The principal Greenhouse Gasses (GHGs) are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), 
sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), and water vapor (H2O).  CO2 is the 
reference gas for climate change because it is the predominant greenhouse gas emitted.  To account for the varying 
warming potential of different GHGs, GHG emissions are often quantified and reported as CO2 equivalents (CO2e).  In 
2006, California passed the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill [AB] No. 32), which requires 
the California Air Resources Board (ARB) design and implement emission limits, regulations, and other measures, such 
that feasible and cost-effective statewide GHG emissions are reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. Two additional bills, SB 350 
and SB32, were passed in 2015 further amending the states Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) for electrical generation 
and amending the reduction targets to 40% of 1990 levels by 2030.

Construction activities will be limited to the construction of the sales and service building, the detached canopy for vehicle
sales staging, and storage shed. Additionally, the project will include paving of a 15.3-acre portion of project site, with the 
exception of the proposed landscaped storm drain basin and other landscaped areas.  These activities would not require 
any substantial use of heavy-duty construction equipment and would require little or no demolition or grading as the site is 
presently unimproved and considered to be topographically flat.  

As discussed in Section III Air Quality, a CalEEMod Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Study, SJVAPCD Rule 9510 Indirect 
Source Review and Risk Prioritization Scoring was completed by Yorke Engineering, LLC on January 2, 2024. Specifically, 
the study found that the project through implementation of applicable and feasible Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reductions 

consist of 1,419 MT CO2e per year, which represents 0.0006% of the 
statewide yearly GHG inventory. The study stated without adopted GHG standards by Stanislaus County, a threshold 
baseline would not be able to be articulated on a project to project basis. Additionally, the study stated that with the project 
incorporating Best Performance Standards consistent with CARB guidelines such as bicycle parking and vehicle idling limits, 
GHG would be reduced. Ultimately the study found the project impacts on GHG to be less than significant. 

Additionally, Section VI Energy evaluated the projects impacts to Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT).  At the time of adoption 
of P-D (351), a VMT analysis was not a mandatory field of the CEQA evaluation. However, one of the guidelines, presented 
in the December 2018 State of California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts in CEQA, stated that locally serving retail would generally redistribute trips from other local uses, 
rather than generate new trips. -
D (351) would be consistent with locally serving retail, therefore, it is anticipated the proposed project impact on VMT to 
be less than significant. 

Mitigation: None.

References: Referral response from San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District dated, July 31, 2023; San Joaquin 
Valley Air Pollution Control District email correspondence, dated January 17, 2024; CalEEMod Air Quality and Greenhouse 
Gas Study, California Green Building Standards Code Title 24, Part 11(Cal Green); 2016 California Energy Code Title 24, 
Part 6; State of California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) guidelines regarding VMT significance under CEQA;
SJVAPCD Rule 9510 Indirect Source Review and Risk Prioritization Scoring, completed by Yorke Engineering, LLC on 
January 2, 2024; Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1.
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IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -- Would the
project:

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

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

X 

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

X 

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

X 

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

X 

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

X 

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

X 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires?

X 

Discussion: The County Department of Environmental Resources is responsible for overseeing hazardous materials 
and has not indicated any particular concerns in this area.  P-D (351) originally proposed to develop a drive-thru waste 
disposal and propane station, which was to be subject to permitting by the Hazardous Materials Division of DER (DER 
HAZMAT).  The proposed amended development plan of P-D (351) will continue to include the waste disposal but also
include the construction of a sales and service, a propane filling station, as well the inclusion of motorized RV sales for the 
entire operation. Service will consist of light repairs such as oil changes, brake pad changes, and other minor repairs. 
Engine and transmission repairs will not be conducted on-site.  In both P-D (351) and the proposed amendment, the primary 
hazardous material that would likely be stored on site were gasoline and oil, which is regulated locally and at the state level. 
DER HAZMAT provided a referral response for the project stating that the project is not expected to generate any significant 
impacts, however, to ensure any existing underground storage tanks, buried chemicals or refuse, or contaminated soils are 
properly located and disposed of, a Phase I and Phase II study, if necessary, shall be completed prior to the issuance of a 
grading permit.  Additionally, DER HAZMAT stated that the applicant would be responsible to receive all permits and license 
through the County and State for the storage of hazardous materials.  Lastly, DER HAZMAT stated that the proposed storm 
drain runoff shall be kept separate from any hazardous materials including runoff generated from the truck washing station. 
Conditions of approval will be added to ensure this takes place.  

Consequently, the proposed use is not recognized as a generator and/or consumer of hazardous materials itself, therefore 
no significant impacts associated with hazards or hazardous materials are anticipated to occur as a result of the proposed 
project.    
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The project site is not within the vicinity of any airstrip or wildlands.

Mitigation: None.

References: Application information; Referral response from Department of Environmental Resources Hazardous 
Materials Division dated, July 12, 2023; Safety Element of the Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1.

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- Would the
project:

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Included

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact

No Impact

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade surface or ground water quality?

X

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that the project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin?

X

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river or through the
addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which
would:

X

i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site;

X

ii) substantially increase the rate of amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result
in flooding on- or off-site.

X

iii) create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff; or

X

iv) impede or redirect flood flows? X
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk

release of pollutants due to project inundation?
X

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan?

X

Discussion: As part of the first phase of development for P-D (351), an out of boundary service connection to the Keyes 
Community Service District facilities east of State Route 99 was approved by the Stanislaus County Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCO). The site is currently served by the District for domestic water and will continue with the proposed 
sales and service building. Water consumption is expected to be minimal with uses ranging from bathroom and breakroom 
facilities and a RV wash that will be apart of the sales and service operation and not open to the public.

Areas subject to flooding have been identified in accordance with the Federal Emergency Management Act (FEMA).  Run-
off is not considered an issue because of several factors which limit the potential impact.  These factors include the relatively 
flat terrain of the subject site, and relatively low rainfall intensities in the Central Valley.  Areas subject to flooding have been 
identified in accordance with the Federal Emergency Management Act.  The project site itself is located in Zone X (outside 
the 0.2 percent floodplain) and, as such, exposure to people or structures to a significant risk of loss/injury/death involving 
flooding due to levee/dam failure and/or alteration of a watercourse, at this location is not an issue with respect to this 
project.  Flood zone requirements are enforced through the building permit process.  The Building Permits Division also
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reviews building permits and determines if geotechnical reports are required with submission of building permits.  A 

P-D (351) included an on-site landscaped basin at the northeastern portion of the site, the development of the basin as part
of this request will not be altered and is anticipated to be able to maintain all storm water on-site.  A referral response
received from the Stanislaus County Department of Public Works indicated that a grading, drainage, and erosion/sediment
control plan for the project is required and will be subject to Public Works review and Standards and Specifications, as well
as the submittal of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prior to the approval of any grading plan.  The
submittal and approval of the grading, drainage, erosion/sediment control plan and SWPPP will be made part of the
conditions of approval for this project prior to issuance of a building permit.  Accordingly, runoff associated with the
construction at the proposed project site will be reviewed as part of the grading review process and be required to be
maintained on-site.  Additionally, any construction will be reviewed under the Building Permit process and must be reviewed
and approved by DER and adhere to current Local Agency Management Program (LAMP) standards.  LAMP standards
include minimum setback from wells to prevent negative impacts to groundwater quality.

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) was passed in 2014 with the goal of ensuring the long-term 

certain requirements including forming Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSA), developing Groundwater Sustainability 
Plans (GSP), and achieving balanced groundwater levels within 20 years.  As the site is served by the Keyes Community 
Service District, participation in the sub-basins GSA and enforcement of their GSP would fall to the District.  Therefore, 
continued service to the project site would be considered less than significant to groundwater resources.  

Mitigation: 

References: Application information and Planned Development 351; Referral response from Department of 
Environmental Resources (DER), dated July 17, 2023; Referral response from Stanislaus County Department of Public 
Works August 7, 2023; Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1. 

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING -- Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Physically divide an established community? X 
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a

conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?

X 

Discussion: This is a request to amend the Development Plans of Planned Developments (P-D) (351) and (253), to 
allow for construction of an RV sales and service building, a detached canopy for vehicle sales staging, a storage shed, and 
to allow for the sale of motorized RVs on both P-
pad changes, and other minor repairs.  Engine and transmission repairs will not be conducted on-site.  A full description of 
the project including building square footages, site development, project history, employee information, and hours of 
operation can be found in the Project Description section of this document.   

As discussed in Section II  Agricultural Resources the proposed amendment to both P-D (351) and (259) sites, the new 
proposed building over 300 feet away from the closest agriculturally zoned parcel.  The remaining portion of the proposed 

the Agricultural buffer policy. 

In accordance with Section 21.040.080(B) of the County Code, an amendment to the development plans of both P-D (351) 
and (253) can be permitted provided a use permit is obtained.  Findings related to approval of a use permit include the 
Planning Commission finds that the establishment, maintenance and operation of the proposed use or building applied for 
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is consistent with the general plan and will not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to the health, 
safety and general welfare of persons residing or working in the neighborhood of the use and that it will not be detrimental 
or injurious to property and improvements in the neighborhood or to the general welfare of the County.  

As the project will amend the existing development plans of two P-
established community or conflict with any existing land use plan adopted to avoid or mitigate environmental impacts. 

Mitigation: None. 

References: Application information and Planned Development 351; Stanislaus County General Plan and Support 
Documentation1.

XII. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

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

X 

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

X 

Discussion: The location of all commercially viable mineral resources in Stanislaus County has been mapped by the 
State Division of Mines and Geology in Special Report 173.  There are no known significant resources on the site, nor is 
the project site located in a geological area known to produce resources. 

Mitigation: None. 

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1.

XIII. NOISE -- Would the project result in: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
vicinity of the project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?

X 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

X 

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

X 

50



Stanislaus County Initial Study Checklist Page 18

Discussion: The Stanislaus County General Plan identifies noise levels up to 70 dB Ldn (or CNEL) as the normally 
acceptable level of noise for commercial uses.  On-site grading and construction resulting from this project may result in a 

-site activities and traffic
are not anticipated to exceed the normally acceptable level of noise.  The site itself is impacted by the noise generated from 
California Highway 99.  The proposed project will not alter the ambient levels of noise during construction nor operation. 

h, the project will be conditioned 
to comply with County regulations related to hours and days of construction.

The site is not located within an airport land use plan.

Mitigation: None.

References: Application information; Stanislaus County General Plan Noise Element and Support Documentation1.

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Included

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact

No Impact

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

X

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

X

Discussion: The site is not included in the vacant sites inventory for the 2016 Stanislaus County Housing Element, 
which covers the 5th cycle Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) for the County and will therefore not impact the 

.  No population growth will be induced, nor will any existing housing be displaced as a 
result of this project.

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1.

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES -- Potentially 
Significant 

Impact

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Included

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact

No Impact

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

X

Fire protection? X
Police protection? X
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Schools? X 
Parks? X 
Other public facilities? X 

Discussion: The County has adopted Public Facilities Fees, as well as Fire Facility Fees on behalf of the appropriate 
fire district, to address impacts to public services.  Construction of the new buildings will include payment of applicable 
school district fees as well.  The proposed sales and service building, new vehicle staging structure, and storage structure 
will be subject to both fees at the time of building permit issuance.  The proposed project will not have any impacts to schools 
or parks.  

This project was circulated to all applicable school, fire, police, irrigation, and public works departments and districts during 
the early consultation referral period.  As stated in the project description, the project, including the new sales and service 
building, will continue to utilize the Keyes Community Service District (CSD) for public water services.  

As with P-D (351), a referral response was received from the Turlock Irrigation District regarding irrigation facilities currently 
within the project site.  The District identified an irrigation pipeline and easement that lies within parts of the project site and 
has required that the facilities be removed as they no longer serve any users west of the State Highway.  A condition of 

This project was circulated to all applicable public service providers including: school, fire, police, irrigation district, and 
public works department during the early consultation referral period.  The project is not anticipated to have any significant 
adverse impact on public services.  

Mitigation: None. 

References: Application information and Planned Development 351; Referral response from Turlock Irrigation District 
Referral Response, dated July 17, 2023; Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1. 

XVI. RECREATION -- Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

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

X 

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

X 

Discussion: This project will not increase demands for recreational facilities, as such impacts typically are associated 
with residential development. 

Mitigation: None. 

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1. 
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XVII. TRANSPORTATION -- Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy
addressing the circulation system, including
transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

X 

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

X 

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

X 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? X 

Discussion: As approved with P-D (351) and (259), the development of the site for RV sales, storage, and service will 
utilize County-maintained Taylor Court as well as a reciprocal access easement for customers and employees to access 
the site.  The applicant proposes to stripe a total of 110 RV customer parking and inventory spaces and 330 customer 
passenger vehicle spaces.  The development of the site will include incorporation of West Warner Road, which has been 
formally abandoned by the County.  

There are no proposed changes in the hours of operation of seven days a week, 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.  Additionally, the 
applicant does not expect an increase in the previously approved P-
buildout of Phase 2.  However, as there is an increase in proposed total building space to be developed, a supplemental to 
the previously adopted Traffic Impact Analysis has been prepared and included in the application submittal. 

As part of the adoption of P-D (351), a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) for the proposed project was prepared by Pinnacle 
Traffic Engineering, which included input from the County and City of Turlock for its scoping parameters.  The analysis 
evaluated the potential project impacts on weekday operations at adjacent intersections along Taylor Road, Taylor Court, 
on-ramps for SR 99, and North Golden State Boulevard.  The analysis concluded that the proposed project was anticipated 
to generate 710 trips per-day at full build-out.  The analysis also found that existing service levels along Taylor Road and 
SR 99 southbound intersection already exceeds the threshold for adequate levels of service, warranting signalization and 
the development of the project would further contribute to that impact.  To mitigate the projects impact, the analysis 
recommends the applicant pay County Public Facilities fee and a fair-share contribution towards the future improvements 
at the SR 99 and Taylor Road interchange.  In review of the TIA, Caltrans recommends that the County collect a proportional 
share from the applicant, to hold for contribution for future improvements to SR 99 facilities.  As part of the Phase 1 
development of P-D (351), a payment of $143,878.83 was made to the City of Turlock for the projects 1.3% proportional 
share of future improvements need to the Taylor Road interchange.  County Public Facilities fees were also paid for 
construction of a storage building.  

With the proposed amendment to Phase 2 of P-D (351), a Supplement Traffic Impact Analysis by Pinnacle Traffic 
Engineering on May 9, 2023 and was completed prior to application submittal.  As the adopted Phase 2 of P-D (351), 
proposed to use an existing service building and outdoor storage of RV inventory, the supplemental analysis compared 
potential vehicle trips based on actual employee trips, trips based on employee amounts, and building square footage from 
the Institute of Traffic Engineering Trip General Manual (11th edition).  The supplement found that the proposed amendment 
to Phase 2 would represent up to a total of 34 new daily trips, which would not alter the findings of the original TIA or the 
mitigation imposed on the development.  The supplemental stated the amended development plan would not alter the 
proportional fair share payment made by the applicant for improvements to the Taylor Road and SR 99 interchange. The 
proposed structures in the amended development plan will be required to pay all County Public Facilities Fees, which would 
be a substantial increase to the amount likely to be paid for all of P-D (351).  Therefore, no additional mitigation is required 
for the proposed amendment to Phase 2.  
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Additionally, Section VI  Energy evaluated the projects impacts to Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT).  At the time of adoption 
of P-D (351), a VMT analysis was not a mandatory field of the CEQA evaluation.  However, one of the guidelines, presented 
in the December 2018 State of California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts in CEQA, stated that locally serving retail would generally redistribute trips from other local uses, 
rather than generate new trips.  -
D (351) would be consistent with locally serving retail, therefore, it is anticipated the projects impact on VMT to be less than 
significant.  

The project, including the supplemental analysis, 
Department of Transportation, and the City of Turlock.  A referral response received from the Public Works Department, did 
not indicate any issues related to traffic impacts or site development.  The department provided standard conditions of 
approval for use of loading and unloading of County Right-of-way, encroachment permitting, and a grading permit. Each 
will be applied to the project, prior to issuance of any permit.  No responses to the Supplement Traffic Impact Analysis have
been received from Caltrans or the City to date.  

The project is not anticipated to conflict with a transportation program, result in increased hazards, or inadequate emergency 
access. 

Mitigation: None. 

References: Application information and Planned Development 351; Referral response from Stanislaus County 
Department of Public Works August 7, 2023; Adopted Traffic Impact Analysis performed by Pinnacle Traffic Engineering 
dated December 31, 2018; Supplemental to the Adopted Traffic Impact Analysis performed by Pinnacle Traffic Engineering 
dated May 9, 2023; Part 6; State of California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) guidelines regarding VMT significance 
under CEQA Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1. 

XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the
project:

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in
Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a
site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and
scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object
with cultural value to a California native American
tribe, and that is:

X 

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or

X 

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in
its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria
set for the in subdivision (c) of Public
Resource Code section 5024.1.  In applying the
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resource Code section 5024.1, the lead
agency shall consider the significance of the
resource to a California Native American tribe.

X 
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Discussion: The adoption of P-D (351) included a records search conducted by the Central California Information Center 
for the project site indicated that there are no historical, cultural, or archeological resources recorded on-site and that the 
site has a low sensitivity for the discovery of such resources.  The proposed amended development plan for both P-D (351)
and (259) do not appear they will result in significant impacts to any archaeological or cultural resources.  Each P-D have 
already been developed to various degrees and the proposed construction is within areas of the project site, which has 
already been disturbed.  However, standard conditions of approval regarding the discovery of cultural resources during the 
construction process will be added to the project.   

Mitigation: None. 

References: Application information and Planned Development 351; Stanislaus County General Plan and Support 
Documentation1. 

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction
of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or
storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas,
or telecommunications facilities, the construction
or relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

X 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve
the project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry
years?

X 

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the X 

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment
of solid waste reduction goals?

X 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management
and reduction statutes and regulations related to
solid waste?

X 

Discussion: Limitations on providing services have not been identified.  The project proposes to continue to utilize the 
Keyes Community Service District for public water services and develop private septic facilities for the proposed sales and 
service building.  Storm water capture will continue as originally adopted by P-D (351) with development of a landscaped 
basin at the northeast portion of the project site.  

An early consultation referral response received from the Department of Public Works indicated that a grading, drainage, 
and erosion/sediment control plan for the project will be required, subject to Public Works review and Standards and 
Specifications.  A referral response received from the Departmental of Environmental Resources (DER) stated any new on-
site wastewater treatment systems cannot be covered by impermeable surfaces, meet Measure X guidelines for design, 
meet LAMP standards and setbacks, and include a design of a 100% expansion area.  These same requirements were 
included in the development standards for P-D (351); in addition, a condition of approval will be added to ensure the 
proposed development plan meets these requirements prior to issuance of a building permit.  
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As with P-D (351), a referral response was received from the Turlock Irrigation District regarding irrigation facilities currently 
within the project site.  The District identified an irrigation pipeline and easement that lies within parts of the project site and
has required that the facilities be removed as they no longer serve any users west of the State Highway.  A condition of 

The project is not anticipated to have a significant impact to utilities and service systems.

Mitigation: None.

References: Application information and Planned Development 351; Referral response from Turlock Irrigation District,
dated July 17, 2023; Referral response from Department of Environmental Resources (DER), dated July 17, 2023; Referral 
response from Stanislaus County Department of Public Works August 7, 2023; Stanislaus County General Plan and Support 
Documentation1.

XX. WILDFIRE If located in or near state responsibility
areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project:

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Included

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact

No Impact

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

X

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors,
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose
project occupants to, pollutant concentrations
from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a
wildfire?

X

c) Require the installation of maintenance of
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or
other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that
may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the
environment?

X

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks,
including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

X

Discussion: The Stanislaus County Local Hazard Mitigation Plan identifies risks posed by disasters and identifies ways 
to minimize damage from those disasters.  With the Wildfire Hazard Mitigation Activities of this plan in place, impacts to an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan are anticipated to be less-than significant.  The terrain of 
the site is relatively flat, and the site has access to a County-maintained road.  The site is located in a Local Responsibility 
Area (LRA) for fire protection and is served by Keyes Fire Protection District.  The project was referred to the District, but 
no response was received.  California Building Code establishes minimum standards for the protection of life and property 
by increasing the ability of a building to resist intrusion of flame and embers.  All construction is required to meet fire code, 
which will be verified through the building permit review process.  A grading and drainage plan will be required and all fire
protection, and emergency vehicle access standards met.  These requirements will be applied as development standards 
for the project.  

Wildfire risk and risks associated with postfire land changes are considered to be less-than significant.

Mitigation: None.

References: Application information; California Building Code Title 24, Part 2, Chapter 7; Stanislaus County Local 
Hazard Mitigation Plan; Stanislaus County General Plan; and Support Documentation1.
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XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE -- Potentially 
Significant 

Impact

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 
Included

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact

No Impact

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

X

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable?

incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and
the effects of probable future projects.)

X

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

X

Discussion: The proposed project site has already been approved for RV sales, service, and storage. The immediate 
vicinity of the project has also been developed for light industrial uses such as truck repair and manufacturing. SR 99 and 
the Union Pacific rail line limit an additional growth of this pocket of light industrial and limited retail development. The 
proposed sales and service building as well as the remaining site of development of P-D (351) and (259) would not contribute 
to cumulative impacts to agricultural or hydrological resources.

As discussed in Section XVII Transportation, the originally adopted P-D (351) required mitigation of potential traffic impacts 
to the Taylor Road and SR 99 interchange by payment of all applicable County Public Facility Fee and a fair share payment 
of the projects proportional use of the intersection. A supplemental Traffic Impact Analysis prepared for this project found 
that the total daily vehicle trips associated with amended Phase 2 of P-D (351) would be minimal and would not alter the 
assumptions or proportional fair share fees of the original analysis prepared for adoption of P-D (351). However, the project 

improvements in the vicinity. 

An analysis of potential projects in the vicinity of the project site that could contribute to cumulative traffic impacts found two 
projects, Use Permit App No. PLN2023-0026 Singh Trucking and General Plan Amendment and Rezone Application No. 
PLN2021-0052 Pattar Trucking. Both projects are requesting truck parking of varying intensity, Singh Trucking requesting 
parking of up to 12 tractor-trailers, as permitted by use permit in the General Agricultural (A-2) zoning district and Pattar 
Trucking requesting to amend the current General Plan and Zoning designation of a parcel from Agriculture to Planned 
Development to allow for the parking of up to 80 tractor-trailers. Both Singh and Pattar Trucking are located just west of 
the project site across the Union Pacific rail line. As found in the original Traffic Impact Analysis for the adoption of P-D
(351), the intersection of Taylor Road and SR 99 was already considered to exceed the threshold for adequate levels of 
service, warranting signalization. Pattar Trucking because of their size was also required to complete a traffic impact 
analysis, which the current draft contains a similar conclusion, that mitigation of the impacts to the intersection should come 
in the form of payment of the County Public Facilities fee and a fair-share contribution towards the future improvements at 
the SR 99 and Taylor Road interchange, if approved. Singh Trucking, while not subject to the same mitigation because of 
their lesser size, would be subject County Public Facility Fees, that would include funding for roadway projects, if approved. 
Ultimately, all three projects, through payment of fair share fees and County Public Facility Fees would contribute to 
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improvement to an already impacted intersection, therefore, it is not expected that the project would not lead to significant
impacts to transportation resources. 

Review of this project has not indicated any features which might significantly impact the environmental quality of the site 
and/or the surrounding area.

Mitigation: None.

References: Application information; Planned Development 351; Initial Study; Stanislaus County General Plan and 
Support Documentation1.

1Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation adopted in August 23, 2016, as amended. Housing 
Element adopted on April 5, 2016.
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31726 Rancho Viejo Road, Suite 218 ▼ San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675 ▼ Tel: (949) 248-8490 ▼ Fax: (949) 248-8499 

January 2, 2024 
Mr. Nader Ammari 
Best RV Center 
5340 Taylor Court 
Turlock, CA 95382 
Work: (209) 216-5200 
Fax: (209) 216-5210 
E-mail: NMAmmari@BestRV.com

Subject: CalEEMod Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Study, SJVAPCD Rule 9510 
Indirect Source Review and Risk Prioritization Scoring for a Recreational 
Vehicle Dealership Upgrade in Turlock, CA 

Dear Mr. Ammari: 

Yorke Engineering, LLC (Yorke) is pleased to provide this technical letter report which includes 
the Air Quality (AQ) and Greenhouse Gas (GHG) CEQA significance evaluation, San Joaquin 
Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) Rule 9510 summary, and a health risk screening 
assessment for the project operations. This addendum report provides California Emissions 
Estimator Model® (CalEEMod) emissions estimates, criteria pollutant analysis, GHG analysis, and 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) estimates for the proposed recreational vehicle (RV) dealership and 
service center in Turlock, California. The Project site is in Stanislaus County, which is within the 
SJVAPCD. These evaluations will support an Initial Study (IS) or a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (MND) from the County under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposed Project is located at 5100-5300 Taylor Court and 4318 West Warner Road, adjacent 
to State Route (SR) 99, in the City of Turlock, CA (the City) and involves the development and 
construction of a two-level 135,840-square-foot RV sales and service building. The proposed 
project will cover 15.3 acres on three parcels [Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 045-053-040, 
045-053-041, and 045-062-001]. The existing small building at the site will not be demolished,
and the new building will be constructed on a new site. The nearest non-residential receptor is a
commercial building adjacent to the Project site to the south. The nearest residential receptor is
located approximately 230 meters (750 feet) to the west of the Project site. The nearest school to
the Project site is Keyes Elementary School, approximately 1,500 meters (4,900 feet) to the
northwest of the Project site. The nearest airport is Modesto City-County Airport, approximately
6 miles north of the property.

ASSUMPTIONS 
The following basic assumptions were used in developing the emission estimates for the proposed 
Project using CalEEMod: 
 CalEEMod defaults were applied to all phases of the Project, unless otherwise specified.

ATTACHMENT I

,~trke 
ENGINEERING, LLC 

www.YorkeEngr.com 
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Applicable California Statewide Travel Demand Model (CSTDM) or Metropolitan
Planning Organization/Regional Transportation Planning Agency (MPO/RTPA) default
trip distances for the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin, and Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE)
default trip rates, as contained in CalEEMod, were assumed for the operational traffic
analysis.

Some Project design features including sizes and number of buildings were defined by the
Applicant and replaced some CalEEMod default settings.

CalEEMod construction timelines are generally accurate, unless otherwise stated.

During the site preparation and grading phases of construction, it is anticipated that no soil
will need to be exported from or imported to the Project site.

During the construction, it is assumed that no demolition will occur.

The default equipment from CalEEMod for each construction phase is representative of
actual construction equipment used during construction.

The default vehicle trips related to the Automobile Care Center land use were reduced by
90%. The Automobile Care Center is defined as a retail establishment that houses
numerous businesses. Since this operation will consist of one entity operating sales and
service operations, the vehicle trips would be significantly reduced compared to an
operation with multiple businesses with smaller footprints.

LIST OF TABLES 

The Project analyses and results are summarized in the following tables: 

Table 1: Land Use Data for CalEEMod Input

Table 2: SJVAPCD CEQA Thresholds of Significance

Table 3: Construction Emissions Summary and Significance Evaluation

Table 4: Operational Emissions Summary and Significance Evaluation

Table 5: Greenhouse Gas Emissions Summary and Significance Evaluation

Table 6: Rule 9510 Construction and Operations Emissions Summary

Table 7: Diesel Particulate Matter Emissions Summary

Table 8: Health Risk Screening Summary – DPM

Table 9: CEQA Appendix G Significance Summary

AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GAS IMPACTS ANALYSES 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines contains an 
Environmental Checklist Form which consists of a series of questions that are intended to 
encourage a thoughtful assessment of impacts. In order to evaluate the questions in the Air Quality 
and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Sections of the checklist, quantitative significance criteria 
established by the local air quality agency, such as SJVAPCD, may be relied upon to make 
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significance determinations based on mass emissions of criteria pollutants and GHGs, as 
determined in this report. 

Project Emissions Estimation

The construction and operation analysis were performed using CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.20, 
the official statewide land use computer model designed to provide a uniform platform for 
estimating potential criteria pollutant and GHG emissions associated with both construction and 
operations of land use projects under CEQA. The model quantifies direct emissions from 
construction and operations (including vehicle use), as well as indirect emissions, such as GHG 
emissions from energy use, solid waste disposal, vegetation planting and/or removal, and water 
use. The mobile source emission factors used in the model –published by the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) – include the Pavley standards and Low Carbon Fuel standards. The 
model also identifies project design features, regulatory measures, and control (mitigation) 
measures to reduce criteria pollutant and GHG emissions along with calculating the benefits 
achieved from the selected measures. CalEEMod was developed by the California Air Pollution 
Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) in collaboration with the SJVAPCD, the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District (BAAQMD), the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD), and other California air districts. Default land use data (e.g., emission factors, trip 
lengths, meteorology, source inventory, etc.) were provided by the various California air districts 
to account for local requirements and conditions. As the official assessment methodology for land 
use projects in California, CalEEMod is relied upon herein for construction and operational 
emissions quantification, which forms the basis for the impact analysis.

Based on information received from the Applicant, land use data for CalEEMod input is presented 
in Table 1. The total parcel area is 15.3 acres. The SJVAPCD quantitative significance thresholds 
shown in Table 2 were used to evaluate Project emissions impacts (SJVAPCD 2015a,b,c).
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Table 1: Land Use Data for CalEEMod Input 

Project Element
Land Use 

Type
Land Use Subtype

Unit 
Amount

Size 
Metric

Lot 
Acreage 

(footprint)

Floor 
Surface 

Area
(sf)

RV Service and 
Delivery Areas

Retail
Autocare Service 

Center - Ground Floor
102.04 ksf 102.04 102,040 

Office Space Commercial Office - Ground Floor 13.45 ksf 13.45 13,450 

Office Space Commercial Office - Mezzanine 20.35 ksf - 20,350

Roads and Parking 
Area

Parking Parking Lot 459.23 ksf 459.23 459,230 

Landscaped Area Parking Landscaping 75.67 ksf 75.67 75,670 

Roads and Parking 
Area

Parking
Unenclosed Parking 

Structure
16.09 ksf 16.09 16,090 

Project Site (ksf) 666.47 686,810 

Project Site (acre) 15.30

Source: Applicant 2023, CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.20

Notes:

Electric Utility - Turlock Irrigation District
1 acre = 43,560 sf

Construction start date: 01/08/2024

Operational year: 2026 (based on default construction period and CalEEMod warning "make sure operational year is after final construction 
year")

Project Specific Trip Rates for VMT Estimates

CalEEMod is the SJVAPCD’s accepted air quality model for determining direct and indirect 
emissions associated with various types of land uses, which it relies on to assist in evaluating 
project-related emissions for employees or residents traveling to and from a project site. Yorke’s
evaluation was based on the potential size and use of the building that would be constructed on the 
site (i.e., 33,800 square feet of office), as well as the trip generation rate (i.e., trips per 1,000 square 
feet or ksf of occupied building) for the potential land uses. Default trip generation rates are
published in the CalEEMod 2016 user guide, Appendix D, which are adopted from the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip generation manual, 9th/10th edition. As shown in Table 4.3 of 
Appendix D of the CalEEMod user guide, Mobile Trip Rates, Trip Purpose, Trip Type by Land 
Use the default single-building weekday trip generation rate for Auto Care Center is 23.7 trips/ksf
on weekdays and Saturdays and 11.9 trips/ksf on Sundays. The default values are based on an Auto 
Care Center having multiple businesses with a relatively smaller footprint. To reasonably account 
for the expected trips at the facility, Yorke reduced the trip rate by 90% compared to the default 
values, to 2.37 trips/ksf (242 trips/day) for weekdays and Saturdays and 1.19 trips/ksf (121 
trips/day) on Sundays. The default trip rates for the office portion of the building and the parking 
areas were utilized.
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Table 2: SJVAPCD CEQA Thresholds of Significance

Pollutant
Annual Threshold* APR-2030 Threshold** 

tons/yr lbs/day

VOC 10 100

NOX 10 100

CO 100 100

SOX 27 100

PM10 15 100

PM2.5 15 100

Toxic Air Contaminants (including 
carcinogens and non-carcinogens) 

Maximally Exposed Individual risk equals or exceeds 20 in 
one million

Acute: Hazard Index equals or exceeds 1 for the Maximally 
Exposed Individual 

Chronic: Hazard Index equals or exceeds 1 for the 
Maximally Exposed Individual 

Greenhouse Gases

Implement Best Performance Standards (BPS) (see 
Discussion)

Reduce Project GHG Emission by 29% over Business as 
Usual (see Discussion) 

Source: SJVAPCD 2015a,b; 2018; 2009a,b 
*Construction or operation
**Stationary sources only

Criteria Pollutants from Project Construction

A project’s construction phase produces many types of emissions, but PM10 and PM2.5 in fugitive 
dust and diesel engine exhaust are the pollutants of greatest concern. Fugitive dust emissions can 
result from a variety of construction activities, including excavation, grading, demolition, vehicle 
travel on paved and unpaved surfaces, and vehicle exhaust. Construction-related emissions can 
cause substantial increases in localized concentrations of PM10, as well as affecting PM10

compliance with ambient air quality standards on a regional basis. Particulate emissions from 
construction activities can lead to adverse health effects as well as nuisance concerns such as 
reduced visibility and soiling of exposed surfaces. The use of diesel-powered construction 
equipment emits ozone precursors oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and reactive organic gases (ROG), 
and diesel particulate matter (DPM). Use of architectural coatings and other materials associated 
with finishing buildings may also emit ROG. CEQA significance thresholds address the impacts 
of construction activity emissions on local and regional air quality.  

The SJVAPCD’s approach to CEQA analyses of fugitive dust impacts is to require implementation 
of effective and comprehensive dust control measures under Regulation VIII – Fugitive PM10

Prohibitions – rather than to require detailed quantification of emissions. PM10 emitted during 
construction can vary greatly depending on the level of activity, the specific operations taking 
place, the equipment being operated, local soils, weather conditions, and other factors, making 
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quantification difficult. Despite this variability in emissions, experience has shown that there are 
several feasible control measures that can be reasonably implemented to significantly reduce 
fugitive dust emissions from construction. The SJVAPCD has determined that implementing Best 
Management Practices (BMPs), primarily through frequent water application, constitutes 
sufficient controls to reduce PM10 impacts to a level considered less than significant. 

Criteria Pollutants from Project Operation 

The term “project operations” refers to the full range of activities that can or may generate criteria 
pollutant and GHG emissions when the project is functioning in its intended use. For projects, such 
as office parks, shopping centers, apartment buildings, residential subdivisions, and other indirect 
sources, motor vehicles traveling to and from the project represent the primary source of air 
pollutant emissions. For industrial projects and some commercial projects, equipment operation 
and manufacturing processes, i.e., permitted stationary sources, can be of greatest concern from 
an emissions standpoint. CEQA significance thresholds address the impacts of operational 
emission sources on local and regional air quality.  

Results of Criteria Emissions Analyses

Table 3 shows unmitigated and mitigated criteria construction emissions and evaluates mitigated 
emissions against SJVAPCD significance thresholds. 

Table 4 shows unmitigated and mitigated criteria operational emissions and evaluates mitigated 
emissions against SJVAPCD significance thresholds. 

As shown in Tables 3 and 4, mass emissions of criteria pollutants from construction and operation 
are below applicable SJVAPCD significance thresholds, i.e., Less Than Significant (LTS). 

PROJECTED IMPACT: Less Than Significant

Table 3: Construction Emissions Summary and Significance Evaluation

Criteria Pollutants
Unmitigated Mitigated Threshold

Significance
tons/yr tons/yr tons/yr

ROG (VOC) 0.5 0.5 10 LTS

NOX 2.1 2.1 10 LTS

CO 2.4 2.4 100 LTS

SOX 0.00 0.00 27 LTS

Total PM10 0.4 0.2 15 LTS

Total PM2.5 0.2 0.1 15 LTS

Sources: Applicant 2023, SJVAPCD 2015a,b,c; CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.20
Notes:
Tons/yr includes winter or summer maxima for planned land use
Total PM10 / PM2.5 comprises fugitive dust plus engine exhaust
LTS - Less Than Significant
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Table 4: Operational Emissions Summary and Significance Evaluation

Criteria Pollutants
Unmitigated Mitigated Threshold

Significance
tons/yr tons/yr tons/yr

ROG (VOC) 0.91 0.91 10 LTS

NOX 0.43 0.43 10 LTS

CO 2.10 2.10 100 LTS

SOX 0.0042 0.0042 27 LTS

Total PM10 0.26 0.26 15 LTS

Total PM2.5 0.08 0.08 15 LTS

Sources: Applicant 2023, SJVAPCD 2015a,b,c; CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.20
Tons per year are annual emissions for planned land use
Total PM10 / PM2.5 comprises fugitive dust plus engine exhaust

Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Construction and Operation 

Greenhouse gases – primarily carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous (N2O) oxide, 
collectively reported as carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e) – are directly emitted from stationary 
source combustion of natural gas in equipment such as water heaters, boilers, process heaters, and 
furnaces. GHGs are also emitted from mobile sources such as on-road vehicles and off-road 
construction equipment burning fuels such as gasoline, diesel, biodiesel, propane, or natural gas 
(compressed or liquefied). Indirect GHG emissions result from electric power generated elsewhere 
(i.e., power plants) used to operate process equipment, lighting, and utilities at a facility. Also,
included in GHG quantification is electric power used to pump the water supply (e.g., aqueducts, 
wells, pipelines) and disposal and decomposition of municipal waste in landfills. (CARB 2022a). 

California’s Building Energy Efficiency Standards are updated on an approximately three-year 
cycle. The 2022 standards improved upon the 2019 standards for new construction of, and 
additions and alterations to, residential, commercial, and industrial buildings. The 2022 standards 
went into effect on January 1, 2023 (CEC 2022).

Since the Title 24 standards require energy conservation features in new construction (e.g., high-
efficiency lighting, high-efficiency heating, ventilating, and air-conditioning (HVAC) systems, 
thermal insulation, double-glazed windows, water conserving plumbing fixtures, etc.), they 
indirectly regulate and reduce GHG emissions. 

Using CalEEMod, direct on-site and off-site GHG emissions were estimated for construction and 
operation, and indirect off-site GHG emissions were estimated to account for electric power used 
by the proposed Project, water conveyance, and solid waste disposal. 

Results of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis 

Table 5 shows unmitigated and mitigated GHG emissions. For context, these estimated emissions 
are relatively small, approximately 1,419 MT CO2e per year, which is about 0.006% of the 
statewide commercial sector GHG inventory of approximately 22 million MT CO2e per year 
(CARB 2022b).
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As project design features, the Best RV Project would implement applicable and feasible GHG 
reduction measures provided in the December 17, 2009, Final Staff Report, Appendix J: GHG 

. The Project proponent (Applicant) would 
implement the following measures as applicable and feasible for the type of land use: #1 Bicycle 
Parking (secure area or lockers) and #A11 Vehicle Idling (5-minute BMP idling limit). (SJVAPCD 
2009a) 

Table 5: Greenhouse Gas Emissions Summary and Significance Evaluation

Greenhouse Gases
Unmitigated Mitigated Threshold

Significance
MT/yr MT/yr MT/yr

CO2 1,201 1,201 — — 

CH4 4.3 4.3 — — 

N2O 0.4 0.4 — — 

CO2e 1,419 1,419 Feasible BPS1 LTS1

Sources: Applicant 2023, SJVAPCD 2009a,b; CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.20
Notes:
Comprises annual operational emissions plus construction emissions amortized over 30 years
1 LTS - Less Than Significant, with implementation of applicable feasible BPS (see Discussion).

Discussion 

The SJVAPCD adopted guidance in its December 17, 2009, Guidance for Valley Land-use 
for determining 

GHG emission significance. The guidance provides that a land use project can implement Best 
Performance Standards (BPS) for the type of land use or reduce project-related GHG emissions by 
29% compared to Business-as-Usual (BAU) to show that a project’s GHG impacts would be less 
than significant (SJVAPCD 2009b). However, as discussed below, the BAU approach for
determining significance is not applicable to the Best RV Project.  

Newhall Ranch 

The Newhall Ranch case shows how a BAU comparison is not a sufficient means of determining 
GHG significance in the absence of specific numerical thresholds set by a local agency.

The California Supreme Court’s CEQA decision on the Newhall Ranch development case, 
for Biological 

, determined that the project’s Environmental Impact Report (EIR) did not substantiate 
the conclusion that the GHG cumulative impacts would be less than significant. The EIR
determined that the Newhall Ranch development project would reduce GHG emissions by 31% 
from BAU. This reduction was compared to California’s target of reducing GHG emissions 
statewide by 29% from BAU. The Court determined that “the EIR’s deficiency stems from taking 
a quantitative comparison method developed by the Scoping Plan as a measure of the greenhouse 
gas reduction effort required by the state as a whole, and attempting to use that method, without 
adjustments, for a purpose very different from its original design.” In the Court’s final ruling it
offered suggestions that were deemed appropriate use of the BAU methodology: 

1) Lead agencies can use the comparison to BAU methodology if they determine what
reduction a particular project must achieve to comply with statewide goals;

2) Project design features that comply with regulations to reduce emissions may demonstrate
that those components of emissions are less that significant; and
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3) Lead agencies could also demonstrate compliance with locally adopted climate plans or
could apply specific numerical thresholds developed by some local agencies.

Stanislaus County, the Lead CEQA agency for this Project, has not developed specific thresholds 
for GHGs. The SJVAPCD, a CEQA Trustee [Responsible] Agency for this Project, has developed 
thresholds to determine significance of a proposed Project – either implement BPS or achieve a 
29% reduction from BAU (a specific numerical threshold). However, the SJVAPCD (2009b) has
established their BAU and baseline emissions based on the years 2002-2004 and 2020, 
respectively. The 2020 projected baseline has passed, and at this time, no new guidance has been 
approved for determining BAU and projected baseline for the next target year. Therefore, the 29% 
reduction from BAU cannot be applied to the proposed Project to determine significance. 
Additionally, a BPS threshold has not been established. 

Therefore, the GHG analysis for the Best RV Project follows the suggestions from the Court’s 
ruling on the Newhall Ranch development project to determine significance using the project 
design features. There is no practicable method for determining whether a BAU emissions baseline 
can be defined or comprehensive BPS reduction applied for this type of facility. This is because 
the RV sales and service business will serve non-owned mobile sources over which it has no direct 
control, whether miles driven, vehicle ages, mechanical conditions, emission control retrofits, 
maintenance and repairs conducted elsewhere, etc. In context, the proposed Project is not a planned 
residential community, commercial retail center or office building, or a permitted stationary 
source, where applicable BPS can be designed-into a project and maintained under ownership 
control. A project versus baseline assessment is not practicable for this type of facility. This 
situation is consistent with Newhall Ranch.

– 

The South Coast AQMD finding regarding the Philips 66 Los Angeles Refinery Carson Plant case
provides additional insight for determining that the GHG emissions for this Project would be less
than significant. Since the City of Bakerfield does not have its own thresholds established at this 
time, other thresholds or means of determining significance in nearby jurisdictions are deemed 
acceptable. 

The Project follows the approach certified by South Coast AQMD in the
 the - 

. The approach used by South Coast 
AQMD to assess GHG impacts from that project recognizes that consumers of electricity and 
transportation fuels are, in effect, regulated by requiring providers and importers of electricity and 
fuel to participate in the GHG Cap-and-Trade Program and other Programs (e.g., low carbon fuel 
standard, renewable portfolio standard, etc.). Each such sector-wide program exists within the 
framework of AB 32 and its descendant laws the purpose of which is to achieve GHG emissions 
reductions consistent with the AB 32 Scoping Plan. In summary, the Phillips 66 Project would 
generate GHGs from electricity use and combustion of gasoline/diesel fuels, each of which is 
regulated near the top of the supply-chain. As such, each citizen of California (including the 
operator of the Project) will have no choice but to purchase electricity and fuels produced in a way
that is acceptable to the California market, regardless of the supplier, under the same rules. Thus, 
Project GHG emissions will be consistent with the relevant plan (i.e., AB 32 Scoping Plan). The 
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Project would meet its fair share of the cost to mitigate the cumulative impact of global climate 
change because the proposed Project will be purchasing energy from the California market, e.g., 
diesel fuel used by customer trucks. Thus, the Project would have a less than significant impact on 
applicable GHG reduction plans.

Nevertheless, GHG emissions impacts from implementing the Best RV Project were calculated at
the project-specific level for construction and operations (Table 5). Impact analysis for the Project
follows the approach certified by South Coast AQMD in the 

- 
. In summary, this approach considers the cumulative nature 

of the energy industry and recognizes that consumers of electricity and diesel fuel are in effect 
regulated by higher level emissions restrictions on the producers of these energy sources. 
Therefore, the Project’s contribution to cumulative global climate change impacts would not be 
cumulatively considerable. Regardless, the proposed Project will be subject to any new regulations 
developed by CARB to address GHG emissions. 

Conclusions

CEQA requires that all feasible and reasonable mitigation be applied to the Project to reduce the 
impacts from construction and operations on air quality. The SJVAPCD's “Non-Residential On-
Site Mitigation Checklist” was utilized in preparing the mitigation measures and evaluating the 
project design features. These measures include using CARB-mandated controls that limit the 
exhaust from construction equipment and using alternatives to diesel when possible. Additional 
reductions would be achieved through the regulatory process of the air district and CARB as 
required changes to diesel engines are implemented, which would affect the customer trucks, and
limits on idling. While it is not possible to determine whether the Project individually would have 
a significant impact on global warming or climate change, the Project would potentially contribute 
to cumulative GHG emissions in California as well as related health effects. As characterized 
above, the Best RV Project emissions would only be a very small fraction of the statewide GHG 
emissions inventory. 

However, without the necessary science and analytical tools, it is not possible to assess, with 
certainty, whether the Project’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable, within the 
meaning of CEQA Guidelines Sections 15065(a)(3) and 15130. CEQA, however, does note that
the more severe environmental problems the lower the thresholds for treating a project’s 
contribution to cumulative impacts as significant. Given the position of the legislature in AB 32 
which states that global warming poses serious detrimental effects, and the requirements of CEQA 
for the lead agency to determine that a project not have a cumulatively considerable contribution, 
the effect of the Project’s CO2e contribution may be considered cumulatively considerable. This 
determination is “speculative”, given the lack of clear scientific evidence or other criteria for
determining the significance of the Project’s contribution of GHG to the air quality in the SJVAB.

Not all the measures listed in SJVAPCD’s “Non-Residential On-Site Mitigation Checklist” are
currently appropriate or applicable to the proposed Project. While future legislation could further 
reduce the Project’s GHG footprint, the analysis of this is speculative and in accordance with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15145, will not be further evaluated. CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 
notes that sometimes the only feasible mitigation for cumulative impacts may involve the adoption 
of ordinances or regulations rather than the imposition of conditions on a project-by-project basis. 
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Global climate change is this type of issue. The causes and effects may not be just regional or 
statewide, they may also be worldwide. 

Given the uncertainties in identifying, let alone quantifying the impact of any single project on 
global warming and climate change, and the efforts made to reduce emissions of GHGs from the 
Project through design, in accordance with CEQA Section 15130, any further feasible emissions 
reductions would be accomplished through CARB regulations adopted pursuant to AB 32. The
Best RV Project will comply with all local and statewide air quality and climate plans; therefore, 
the Project’s contribution to cumulative global climate change impacts would not be cumulatively 
considerable.

PROJECTED IMPACT: Less Than Significant

INDIRECT SOURCE REVIEW 

The SJVAPCD Rule 9510 Indirect Source Review (ISR) encourages developers to incorporate 
clean air measures and reduce emissions of NOX and PM10  from new development projects. Large 
development projects, including commercial space greater than 10,000 square feet, are subject to 
the ISR requirements including the submittal of an Air Impact Assessment (AIA) and the 
implementation of on-site and/or off-site emissions reduction mitigation measures. For 
construction emissions, Rule 9510 requires a 20% reduction of the total NOX emissions and a 45% 
reduction of the total PM10 exhaust emissions compared to the statewide average emissions. 
Additionally, a 33.3% reduction of the project’s operational baseline NOx emissions and a 50% 
reduction of the project’s operational baseline PM10 emissions over a period of ten years. These 
reductions can be achieved through on-site mitigation measures or off-site emission reduction fees.

Rule 9510 Project Emissions 

As part of the AIA, the construction and operation NOX and PM10 emissions were quantified using 
CalEEMod and the assumptions listed above. The operation emissions were determined for the 
first ten years for the Project operation. Per Rule 9510 §3.11, construction emissions are an NOX

or exhaust PM10 emissions resulting from the use of internal combustion engines related to 
construction activity. Per Rule 9510 §3.29, operational emissions are the combination of area and 
mobile emissions associated with a facility. Table 6 summarizes the NOX and PM10 emissions used 
to determine the required Rule 9510 emission reductions. 
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Table 6: Rule 9510 Construction and Operations Emissions Summary

Description Year
Start 
Date

ISR 
Phase

NOx 
Unmitigated
(tons/year)

NOx 
Mitigated
(tons/year)

PM10 
Unmitigated
(tons/year)

PM10 
Mitigated
(tons/year)

Construction 2024 1/9/2024 1 2.129 2.129 0.089 0.089

Construction 2025 1/1/2025 2 0.695 0.695 0.027 0.027

Operations
10-yr

Average
1/1/2026 3 0.151 0.151 0.243 0.243

Operations 2026 1/1/2026 - 0.190 0.190 0.244 0.244

Operations 2027 1/1/2027 - 0.179 0.179 0.243 0.243

Operations 2028 1/1/2028 - 0.169 0.169 0.243 0.243

Operations 2029 1/1/2029 - 0.160 0.160 0.243 0.243

Operations 2030 1/1/2030 - 0.151 0.151 0.243 0.243

Operations 2031 1/1/2031 - 0.144 0.144 0.243 0.243

Operations 2032 1/1/2032 - 0.137 0.137 0.243 0.243

Operations 2033 1/1/2033 - 0.131 0.131 0.243 0.243

Operations 2034 1/1/2034 - 0.125 0.125 0.242 0.242

Operations 2035 1/1/2035 - 0.120 0.120 0.242 0.242

Notes:

Construction emissions for ISR fees are based on total NOx emissions and PM10 exhaust emissions.

Operations emissions are the sum of area and mobile emissions. The average of the emissions over the first 10 years of operation were used to 
determine the ISR fees.

Rule 9510 Fee Estimates 

An off-site emission reduction fee is required for the portion of required emission reductions that 
are not reduced on-site. The current off-site reduction fees are $9,350 per ton of NOx and $9,011 
per ton or PM10. An administrative fee of 4% is also required as part of the fee payment. Based on 
the construction and operational emission estimates in Table 6, the Rule 9510 fees were estimated 
using the District’s February 2022 . 

The fees were calculated to be $5,981.04 for construction emissions and $15,038.40 for operational 
emissions, for a total fee of $21,019.44, which includes $808.44 for administrative costs. The fees 
may be remitted to the District prior to the construction start date, or a fee deferral (payment 
schedule) can be requested. A separate ISR AIA Application Filing Fee of $841.00 for mixed use 
/ non-residential / transportation / transit projects is due upon filing.

HEALTH RISK SCREENING 

Health Risk Screening Methodology 

The main toxic air contaminant (TAC) from off-road construction equipment and on-road 
heavy-duty trucks is diesel particulate matter (DPM, as diesel exhaust PM10). DPM has a high 
toxicity factor, and thus dominates predicted health risks. Therefore, it was the only TAC that was
assessed for this project. CalEEMod was used to generate the exhaust PM10 emissions due to the 
Project Operations. To evaluate the portion of the exhaust PM10 from operations due to diesel 
combustion, CARB’s On-Road EMFAC database was queried. Approximately 75% of the total 
fleet exhaust PM10 emissions within the SJVAPCD were due to diesel combustion. Therefore, for
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internal consistency, operational mobile source exhaust PM10 determined with CalEEMod was 
assumed to be 75% DPM.  

Per CalEEMod, total annual VMT is 684,692 miles for 118,240 trips for the “Automobile Care 
Center” and the “General Office Building” land uses as described above, yielding an average trip 
length of 5.79 miles. Thus, the 1-mile localized mobile source exhaust emissions are characterized 
as 17.3% of the total operational mobile source exhaust emissions, i.e., 17.3% of 5.31 pounds per 
year (lbs/year)1 of exhaust PM10 is 0.92 lbs/year localized, and 75% of this amount is 0.69 lbs/yr
DPM localized. Also, construction exhaust PM10 (DPM) emissions total 233 pounds. Amortized 
over a 30-year project life, annual average DPM is 7.77 lbs/yr from construction. Thus, total 
annualized localized DPM emission are 8.46 lbs/yr in the vicinity of the project site. To assess 
potential health risk impacts on the nearest sensitive receptor to the project site, i.e., residential 
land use within 250 meters, localized operational and construction DPM emissions within 1 mile 
of the Project site are provided in Table 7. 

Table 7: Diesel Particulate Matter Emissions Summary

Description
Exhaust PM10

Emissions 
(lbs/year)

Percent DPM
DPM Emissions

(lbs/year)

Localized Operations 0.92 75% 0.69
Localized Construction 7.77 100% 7.77

Total Localized DPM 8.46
Notes:

Toxic Air Contaminant thresholds of significance are based on the operations of both permitted and 
non-permitted sources.

Operations emissions used mobile source exhaust emissions. It was assumed 75% of the total fleet 
exhaust PM emissions were from diesel based on EMFAC fleet emissions from SJVAPCD.

Construction emissions amortized over 30-year project life
Localized emissions are within 1-mile radius of the project site 

Consistent with SJVAPCD guidelines, the scoring procedure was conducted using the District’s 
December 2022 , which follows CAPCOA’s August 2016 Air Toxic “Hot 

The results of the health risk screening are 
provided in Table 8. 

Table 8: Health Risk Screening Summary – DPM

Risk Score
Prioritization 

Score
Threshold Significance

Cancer Score 4.89 10 LTS

Chronic Score 0.007 1 LTS

Acute Score 0.000 1 LTS
Notes:
Localized emissions are within 1-mile radius of the project site 

LTS - Less Than Significant

PROJECTED IMPACT: Less Than Significant 

1 0.002656 tons/year x 2,000 lbs/ton  = 5.31 lbs/year exhaust PM10
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CONCLUSION 

The air quality and GHG impacts of the proposed Best RV project were evaluated and shown to 
have a less than significant impact. Table 9 provides a summary of the air quality and GHG CEQA 
significance evaluation. The Rule 9510 evaluation calculated total fees of $21,019.44 for the NOX

and PM10 emissions affiliated with the project construction and operations. 

Table 9: CEQA Appendix G Significance Summary

Significance Criteria
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact

No 
Impact

Air Quality. Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard (including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?
Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?
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CLOSING 

Thank you very much for the opportunity to be of assistance to Best RV. Should you have any 
questions, please contact me at (209) 446-0227 (mobile) or (209) 662-7500 (office). 

Sincerely,

for 
Jessica Mohatt
Senior Engineer 
Yorke Engineering, LLC 
JMohatt@YorkeEngr.com  

cc: Wendy Fairchild, Yorke Engineering, LLC 
Bradford Boyes, Yorke Engineering, LLC 

Enclosures/Attachments:

1. CalEEMod Outputs
2. Rule 9510 Forms
3. Prioritization Calculator
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BestRV Detailed Report

1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

1.2. Land Use Types

1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

2.3. Construction Emissions by Year, Mitigated

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

2.6. Operations Emissions by Sector, Mitigated

3. Construction Emissions Details

3.1. Demolition (2024) - Unmitigated

3.2. Demolition (2024) - Mitigated
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3.3. Site Preparation (2024) - Unmitigated

3.4. Site Preparation (2024) - Mitigated

3.5. Grading (2024) - Unmitigated

3.6. Grading (2024) - Mitigated

3.7. Building Construction (2024) - Unmitigated

3.8. Building Construction (2024) - Mitigated

3.9. Building Construction (2025) - Unmitigated

3.10. Building Construction (2025) - Mitigated

3.11. Paving (2025) - Unmitigated

3.12. Paving (2025) - Mitigated

3.13. Architectural Coating (2025) - Unmitigated

3.14. Architectural Coating (2025) - Mitigated

4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use

4.1.1. Unmitigated

4.1.2. Mitigated

4.2. Energy
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4.7.1. Unmitigated

4.7.2. Mitigated

4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type

4.8.1. Unmitigated

4.8.2. Mitigated

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type

4.9.1. Unmitigated

4.9.2. Mitigated

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type

4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

4.10.4. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Mitigated

4.10.5. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Mitigated

4.10.6. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Mitigated

5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule
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5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

5.18.2.2. Mitigated

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores

6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

7. Health and Equity Details

7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

7.4. Health & Equity Measures

7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures

8. User Changes to Default Data
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Total 3.02 5.92 2.66 19.1 0.03 0.13 2.01 2.14 0.13 0.51 0.64 240 7,786 8,026 25.7 2.28 21,164 30,513

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 1.54 1.43 1.50 9.96 0.02 0.02 2.01 2.03 0.02 0.51 0.53 — 2,236 2,236 0.12 0.13 0.23 2,277

Area — 3.17 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Energy 0.14 0.07 1.30 1.09 0.01 0.10 — 0.10 0.10 — 0.10 — 5,268 5,268 1.58 2.07 — 5,925

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 23.0 66.7 89.7 2.38 0.09 — 177

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 217 0.00 217 21.7 0.00 — 759

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 21,155 21,155

Total 1.68 4.66 2.80 11.1 0.03 0.12 2.01 2.13 0.12 0.51 0.63 240 7,571 7,810 25.8 2.29 21,155 30,292

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 1.28 1.20 1.02 7.17 0.02 0.01 1.32 1.33 0.01 0.34 0.35 — 1,540 1,540 0.09 0.09 2.58 1,571

Area 0.58 3.70 0.03 3.26 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 13.4 13.4 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 13.4

Energy 0.14 0.07 1.30 1.09 0.01 0.10 — 0.10 0.10 — 0.10 — 5,268 5,268 1.58 2.07 — 5,925

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 23.0 66.7 89.7 2.38 0.09 — 177

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 217 0.00 217 21.7 0.00 — 759

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 21,155 21,155

Total 2.00 4.97 2.34 11.5 0.02 0.12 1.32 1.44 0.12 0.34 0.45 240 6,888 7,128 25.7 2.25 21,158 29,599

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.23 0.22 0.19 1.31 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.24 0.24 < 0.005 0.06 0.06 — 255 255 0.01 0.01 0.43 260

Area 0.11 0.68 0.01 0.59 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 2.22 2.22 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.23

Energy 0.03 0.01 0.24 0.20 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 872 872 0.26 0.34 — 981

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 3.80 11.0 14.9 0.39 0.02 — 29.3

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 35.9 0.00 35.9 3.59 0.00 — 126

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 3,502 3,502

Total 0.36 0.91 0.43 2.10 < 0.005 0.02 0.24 0.26 0.02 0.06 0.08 39.7 1,140 1,180 4.26 0.37 3,503 4,901
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——————————————————Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road
Equipment

3.12 2.62 24.9 21.7 0.03 1.06 — 1.06 0.98 — 0.98 — 3,425 3,425 0.14 0.03 — 3,437

Demolitio
n

— — — — — — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.17 0.14 1.36 1.19 < 0.005 0.06 — 0.06 0.05 — 0.05 — 188 188 0.01 < 0.005 — 188

Demolitio
n

— — — — — — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.03 0.03 0.25 0.22 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 31.1 31.1 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 31.2

Demolitio
n

— — — — — — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.67 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.03 0.03 — 112 112 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 114

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Off-Road
Equipment

0.12 0.10 0.99 0.90 < 0.005 0.04 — 0.04 0.04 — 0.04 — 145 145 0.01 < 0.005 — 146

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.54 0.54 — 0.28 0.28 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.02 0.02 0.18 0.16 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 24.0 24.0 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 24.1

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.10 0.10 — 0.05 0.05 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.79 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.03 0.03 — 131 131 0.01 0.01 0.02 132

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.69 3.69 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 3.75

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

96



97



98
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Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

4.19 3.52 34.3 30.2 0.06 1.45 — 1.45 1.33 — 1.33 — 6,598 6,598 0.27 0.05 — 6,621

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 9.20 9.20 — 3.65 3.65 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

4.19 3.52 34.3 30.2 0.06 1.45 — 1.45 1.33 — 1.33 — 6,598 6,598 0.27 0.05 — 6,621

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 9.20 9.20 — 3.65 3.65 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.34 0.29 2.82 2.48 0.01 0.12 — 0.12 0.11 — 0.11 — 542 542 0.02 < 0.005 — 544

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.76 0.76 — 0.30 0.30 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

99
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90.1—< 0.005< 0.00589.889.8—0.02—0.020.02—0.02< 0.0050.450.510.050.06Off-Road
Equipment

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.14 0.14 — 0.05 0.05 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.11 0.10 0.06 1.17 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.15 0.00 0.04 0.04 — 167 167 0.01 0.01 0.71 170

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.90 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.15 0.00 0.04 0.04 — 149 149 0.01 0.01 0.02 151

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 12.6 12.6 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 12.8

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.09 2.09 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 2.13

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

100



101
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Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.06 0.05 0.51 0.45 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 89.8 89.8 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 90.1

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.05 0.05 — 0.02 0.02 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.11 0.10 0.06 1.17 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.15 0.00 0.04 0.04 — 167 167 0.01 0.01 0.71 170

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.90 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.15 0.00 0.04 0.04 — 149 149 0.01 0.01 0.02 151

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 12.6 12.6 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 12.8

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.09 2.09 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 2.13

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

102



103



104
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2,406—0.020.102,3982,398—0.46—0.460.50—0.500.0213.111.21.201.44Off-Road
Equipment

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.44 1.20 11.2 13.1 0.02 0.50 — 0.50 0.46 — 0.46 — 2,398 2,398 0.10 0.02 — 2,406

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.76 0.64 5.95 6.96 0.01 0.26 — 0.26 0.24 — 0.24 — 1,272 1,272 0.05 0.01 — 1,276

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.14 0.12 1.09 1.27 < 0.005 0.05 — 0.05 0.04 — 0.04 — 211 211 0.01 < 0.005 — 211

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.27 0.26 0.16 2.94 0.00 0.00 0.38 0.38 0.00 0.09 0.09 — 420 420 0.02 0.02 1.79 427

Vendor 0.04 0.02 0.79 0.29 < 0.005 0.01 0.15 0.16 0.01 0.04 0.05 — 573 573 0.01 0.09 1.53 601

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.24 0.22 0.21 2.26 0.00 0.00 0.38 0.38 0.00 0.09 0.09 — 375 375 0.03 0.02 0.05 380

105



106
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Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.40 0.33 3.07 3.83 0.01 0.13 — 0.13 0.12 — 0.12 — 704 704 0.03 0.01 — 706

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.07 0.06 0.56 0.70 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 117 117 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 117

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.25 0.23 0.15 2.71 0.00 0.00 0.38 0.38 0.00 0.09 0.09 — 411 411 0.02 0.02 1.64 418

Vendor 0.03 0.02 0.76 0.27 < 0.005 0.01 0.15 0.16 0.01 0.04 0.05 — 564 564 0.01 0.08 1.53 590

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.22 0.21 0.19 2.08 0.00 0.00 0.38 0.38 0.00 0.09 0.09 — 367 367 0.01 0.02 0.04 372

Vendor 0.03 0.02 0.81 0.28 < 0.005 0.01 0.15 0.16 0.01 0.04 0.05 — 564 564 0.01 0.08 0.04 589

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.07 0.06 0.05 0.63 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.03 0.03 — 111 111 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.21 113

Vendor 0.01 0.01 0.23 0.08 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 0.05 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 165 165 < 0.005 0.02 0.19 173

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 18.4 18.4 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 18.7

107



108



109
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Off-Road
Equipment

0.95 0.80 7.45 9.98 0.01 0.35 — 0.35 0.32 — 0.32 — 1,511 1,511 0.06 0.01 — 1,517

Paving — 1.66 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.05 0.04 0.41 0.55 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 82.8 82.8 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 83.1

Paving — 0.09 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.01 0.01 0.07 0.10 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 13.7 13.7 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 13.8

Paving — 0.02 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.07 0.07 0.04 0.81 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.03 0.03 — 123 123 0.01 < 0.005 0.49 125

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

110



111



112
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Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.15 0.13 0.88 1.14 < 0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 134 134 0.01 < 0.005 — 134

Architect
ural
Coatings

— 39.2 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.01 0.01 0.05 0.06 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 7.32 7.32 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 7.34

Architect
ural
Coatings

— 2.15 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 1.21 1.21 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.22

Architect
ural
Coatings

— 0.39 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.54 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 82.2 82.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.33 83.6

113



114
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——————————————————Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.01 0.01 0.05 0.06 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 7.32 7.32 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 7.34

Architect
ural
Coatings

— 2.15 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 1.21 1.21 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.22

Architect
ural
Coatings

— 0.39 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.54 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 82.2 82.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.33 83.6

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 4.14 4.14 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 4.21

115



BestRV Detailed Report, 11/16/2023

4.1.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)116



BestRV Detailed Report, 11/16/2023

4.1.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Automob
ile
Care
Center

1.10 1.04 0.85 7.42 0.02 0.01 1.30 1.32 0.01 0.33 0.34 — 1,573 1,573 0.07 0.08 5.81 1,603

General
Office
Building

0.60 0.56 0.46 4.02 0.01 0.01 0.70 0.71 0.01 0.18 0.19 — 851 851 0.04 0.04 3.15 868

Parking
Lot

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Unenclos
ed
Parking
Structure

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.70 1.60 1.31 11.4 0.02 0.02 2.01 2.03 0.02 0.51 0.53 — 2,424 2,424 0.11 0.12 8.96 2,471

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Automob
ile
Care
Center

1.00 0.92 0.97 6.46 0.01 0.01 1.30 1.32 0.01 0.33 0.34 — 1,451 1,451 0.08 0.08 0.15 1,478

General
Office
Building

0.54 0.50 0.53 3.50 0.01 0.01 0.70 0.71 0.01 0.18 0.19 — 785 785 0.04 0.04 0.08 800

Parking
Lot

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Unenclos
ed
Parking
Structure

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.54 1.43 1.50 9.96 0.02 0.02 2.01 2.03 0.02 0.51 0.53 — 2,236 2,236 0.12 0.13 0.23 2,277
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4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Unenclos
Parking
Structure

— — — — — — — — — — — — 70.6 70.6 0.03 0.04 — 83.0

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 3,716 3,716 1.45 2.07 — 4,368

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Automob
ile
Care
Center

— — — — — — — — — — — — 1,709 1,709 0.67 0.95 — 2,009

General
Office
Building

— — — — — — — — — — — — 1,154 1,154 0.45 0.64 — 1,356

Parking
Lot

— — — — — — — — — — — — 782 782 0.30 0.44 — 919

Unenclos
ed
Parking
Structure

— — — — — — — — — — — — 70.6 70.6 0.03 0.04 — 83.0

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 3,716 3,716 1.45 2.07 — 4,368

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Automob
ile
Care
Center

— — — — — — — — — — — — 283 283 0.11 0.16 — 333

General
Office
Building

— — — — — — — — — — — — 191 191 0.07 0.11 — 225

Parking
Lot

— — — — — — — — — — — — 129 129 0.05 0.07 — 152

Unenclos
ed
Parking
Structure

— — — — — — — — — — — — 11.7 11.7 < 0.005 0.01 — 13.7

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 615 615 0.24 0.34 — 723
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4.2.2. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Parking
Lot

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Unenclos
ed
Parking
Structure

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.14 0.07 1.30 1.09 0.01 0.10 — 0.10 0.10 — 0.10 — 1,552 1,552 0.14 < 0.005 — 1,557

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Automob
ile
Care
Center

0.11 0.06 1.01 0.85 0.01 0.08 — 0.08 0.08 — 0.08 — 1,204 1,204 0.11 < 0.005 — 1,208

General
Office
Building

0.03 0.02 0.29 0.24 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 348 348 0.03 < 0.005 — 349

Parking
Lot

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Unenclos
ed
Parking
Structure

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.14 0.07 1.30 1.09 0.01 0.10 — 0.10 0.10 — 0.10 — 1,552 1,552 0.14 < 0.005 — 1,557

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Automob
ile
Care
Center

0.02 0.01 0.18 0.15 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 199 199 0.02 < 0.005 — 200

General
Office
Building

0.01 < 0.005 0.05 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 57.6 57.6 0.01 < 0.005 — 57.7

Parking
Lot

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
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4.2.4. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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4.3.2. Mitigated
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4.4.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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4.4.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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140—0.071.9170.652.218.4———————————Automob
ile

General
Office
Building

— — — — — — — — — — — 4.58 13.0 17.6 0.47 0.02 — 34.9

Parking
Lot

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 1.49 1.49 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.75

Unenclos
ed
Parking
Structure

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 23.0 66.7 89.7 2.38 0.09 — 177

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Automob
ile
Care
Center

— — — — — — — — — — — 18.4 52.2 70.6 1.91 0.07 — 140

General
Office
Building

— — — — — — — — — — — 4.58 13.0 17.6 0.47 0.02 — 34.9

Parking
Lot

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 1.49 1.49 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.75

Unenclos
ed
Parking
Structure

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 23.0 66.7 89.7 2.38 0.09 — 177

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Automob
ile
Care
Center

— — — — — — — — — — — 3.05 8.65 11.7 0.32 0.01 — 23.2
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4.5.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)131
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4.5.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Automob
ile
Care
Center

— — — — — — — — — — — 210 0.00 210 21.0 0.00 — 735

General
Office
Building

— — — — — — — — — — — 6.74 0.00 6.74 0.67 0.00 — 23.6

Parking
Lot

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Unenclos
ed
Parking
Structure

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 217 0.00 217 21.7 0.00 — 759

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Automob
ile
Care
Center

— — — — — — — — — — — 210 0.00 210 21.0 0.00 — 735

General
Office
Building

— — — — — — — — — — — 6.74 0.00 6.74 0.67 0.00 — 23.6

Parking
Lot

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Unenclos
ed
Parking
Structure

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 217 0.00 217 21.7 0.00 — 759
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4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

134



BestRV Detailed Report, 11/16/2023

4.6.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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4.7.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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4.7.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

4.8.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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4.8.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

4.9.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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4.9.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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4.10.4. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

4.10.5. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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5.2.1. Unmitigated

5.2.2. Mitigated
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5.3.1. Unmitigated
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Demolition Worker 15.0 10.8 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Demolition Vendor — 7.17 HHDT,MHDT

Demolition Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Demolition Onsite truck — — HHDT

Site Preparation — — — —

Site Preparation Worker 17.5 10.8 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Site Preparation Vendor — 7.17 HHDT,MHDT

Site Preparation Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Site Preparation Onsite truck — — HHDT

Grading — — — —

Grading Worker 20.0 10.8 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Grading Vendor — 7.17 HHDT,MHDT

Grading Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Grading Onsite truck — — HHDT

Building Construction — — — —

Building Construction Worker 50.2 10.8 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Building Construction Vendor 24.9 7.17 HHDT,MHDT

Building Construction Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Building Construction Onsite truck — — HHDT

Paving — — — —

Paving Worker 15.0 10.8 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Paving Vendor — 7.17 HHDT,MHDT

Paving Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Paving Onsite truck — — HHDT

Architectural Coating — — — —

Architectural Coating Worker 10.0 10.8 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Architectural Coating Vendor — 7.17 HHDT,MHDT
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5.3.2. Mitigated
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5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities
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5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies

kWh per Year and Emission Factor (lb/MWh)

5.9.1. Unmitigated
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5.9.2. Mitigated

5.10.1. Hearths

5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

5.10.1.2. Mitigated

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

5.10.4. Landscape Equipment - Mitigated
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5.11.1. Unmitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N2O and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

5.11.2. Mitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N2O and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

5.12.1. Unmitigated
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5.12.2. Mitigated

5.13.1. Unmitigated

5.13.2. Mitigated
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5.14.1. Unmitigated

5.14.2. Mitigated

5.15.1. Unmitigated
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5.15.2. Mitigated

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps

5.16.2. Process Boilers

5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

5.18.1.2. Mitigated

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type
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5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

5.18.1.2. Mitigated

5.18.2. Sequestration

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

5.18.2.2. Mitigated156
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Active commuting 84.10111639

Social —

2-parent households 60.97780059

Voting 45.97715899

Neighborhood —

Alcohol availability 91.63351726

Park access 7.288592326

Retail density 5.569100475

Supermarket access 17.43872706

Tree canopy 72.34697806

Housing —

Homeownership 40.94700372

Housing habitability 44.39881945

Low-inc homeowner severe housing cost burden 52.63698191

Low-inc renter severe housing cost burden 59.11715642

Uncrowded housing 51.79006801

Health Outcomes —

Insured adults 20.81355062

Arthritis 1.4

Asthma ER Admissions 43.0

High Blood Pressure 2.9

Cancer (excluding skin) 11.3

Asthma 9.8

Coronary Heart Disease 1.4

Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease 0.7

Diagnosed Diabetes 10.1

Life Expectancy at Birth 14.6
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Cognitively Disabled 87.2

Physically Disabled 39.7

Heart Attack ER Admissions 26.7

Mental Health Not Good 14.9

Chronic Kidney Disease 2.7

Obesity 11.5

Pedestrian Injuries 56.1

Physical Health Not Good 7.7

Stroke 3.3

Health Risk Behaviors —

Binge Drinking 78.7

Current Smoker 9.6

No Leisure Time for Physical Activity 19.3

Climate Change Exposures —

Wildfire Risk 0.0

SLR Inundation Area 0.0

Children 61.0

Elderly 44.5

English Speaking 31.9

Foreign-born 38.9

Outdoor Workers 1.8

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity —

Impervious Surface Cover 98.7

Traffic Density 27.4

Traffic Access 0.0

Other Indices —

Hardship 79.1
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Central Region Office:  1990 E. Gettysburg Ave. Fresno, CA  93726-0244  TEL (559) 230-6000  www.valleyair.org/ISR 

Page 1 of 13 Revised August 30, 2022  

Indirect Source Review (ISR) - Air Impact Assessment (AIA) Application 

A. Applicant Information
Applicant/Business Name: Best RV Center 

Mailing Address: 5340 Taylor Court City: Turlock State: CA Zip: 95382 

Contact: Nader Ammari Title: Mr. 

Is the Applicant a licensed state contractor?   No     Yes, please provide State License number: 

Phone: (209) 216-5200 Email: NMAmmari@BestRV.com 

B. Agent Information (if applicable)
Agent/Business Name: 

Mailing Address: City: State: Zip: 

Contact: Title:  

Phone:  Email:  

C. Project Information
Project Name: Best RV Center 

Project Location Street: 5100-5300 Taylor Court City: Turlock Zip: 95382 

Cross Streets: County: Stanislaus 

Permitting Agency: Stanislaus 
County 

Planner: Contact Number: (209) 525-6330 

Permit Type and Number (if known): 

Subject to Project-Level Discretionary Approval?  Yes  No 
Last Project-Level Discretionary Approval Date: N/A 
Last Project-Level Ministerial Approval Date: N/A 

D. Project Description
Please briefly describe the project (e.g.: 300 multi-family residential units apartments or 6 miles road widening): 

For Residential/Non-Residential/Mixed-Use please check the box next to each applicable land use below: 
 Commercial / Retail  Educational  Office  Warehouse 
 Residential  Government  Industrial  Distribution Center 
 Recreational (e.g. park)  Medical  Manufacturing  Other:    

For Transportation/Transit please check the box next to each applicable land use below: 
 New Road Construction   Expansion to an Existing Road  Bridge / Overpass  Interchange or Intersection 

  Improvements 

Select land use setting:  Urban  Rural 

E. Notice of Violation
Is this application being submitted as a result of receiving a Notice of Violation (NOV)?  No    Yes, NOV #: 

FOR DISTRICT USE ONLY 

Filing Fee 
Received: _________________ 

Date Paid:_________________ 

Applicant #: _______________ 

Check 
#:_____________________ 
Project 
#:_____________________ 

Date Stamp: Finance Date Stamp: Permit 

164



Central Region Office:  1990 E. Gettysburg Ave. Fresno, CA  93726-0244  TEL (559) 230-6000  www.valleyair.org/ISR 

Page 2 of 13 Revised August 30, 2022  

F. Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreement (VERA)
Is this project part of a larger project for which there is a VERA with the District?  No  Yes, VERA #: 

G. Optional Section
Do you want to receive information about the Healthy Air Living Business Partners Program?  No  Yes 

H. Parcel and Land Owner Information
APN (000-000-00 Format) Gross Acres Land Owner 

1. 045-053-040 4.7 
2. 045-053-041 1.916 
3. 045-062-001 7.76 
Additional sheets for listing APN numbers can be found on the District’s website at www.valleyair.org/ISR. 

I. Project Development and Operation

Will the project require demolition of existing structures? 
 Yes, complete J 
 No, complete K 

J. Demolition
Total square feet of building(s) footprint to be demolished: Number of Building Stories: 
Demolition Start Date (Month/Year): Number of Days for Demolition: 

K. Timing
Expected number of work days per week during construction?  5 days   6 days   7 days 
For Transportation/Transit projects, please complete L-1 
For Residential/Non-Residential/Mixed-Use projects, 
will it be developed in multiple phases? 

 No, complete L-2 
 Yes, complete L-3 

L-1.  Transporation / Transit Development and Timing Details
Please note that development timelines provided within this section should reflect actual work time, and should not account for 
possible project delays. 

Start of Construction (Month/Year): End of Construction (Month/Year): 
Number of actual construction days: 

Length of road being constructed: miles Width of road being constructed: feet 

Predominant Soil Type (choose one):  Sand Gravel  Weathered Rock – Earth  Blasted Rock 
Amount of soil imported: cubic yards Amount of soil exported: cubic yards 

Amount of asphalt imported: cubic yards Amount of asphalt exported: cubic yards 
Total area to be disturbed: acres Maximum area disturbed per day: acres 

Average truck capacity: cubic yards Will water trucks be used?   Yes  No 

L-2.  Single Phase Development
Start of Construction (Month/Year): 1/9/2024 Gross Acres: 15.3 
End of Construction (Month/Year): 7/27/2025 Net Acres (area devoted to buildings/structures): 3.02 

First Date of Occupation (Month/Year): 7/28/2025 Paved Parking Area (# of Spaces): 326 

Building Square Footage:151,917 Number of Dwelling Units: 0 

L-3.  Phased Site Development and Building Construction
In addition to the information below you can submit phase specific activity timeline found on District’s website at www.valleyair.org/ISR. 

1 

Start of Construction (Month/Year): Gross Acres: 

End of Construction (Month/Year): Net Acres (area devoted to buildings/structures): 

First Date of Occupation (Month/Year): Paved Parking Area (# of Spaces): 

Building Square Footage: Number of Dwelling Units: 

2 

Start of Construction (Month/Year): Gross Acres: 

End of Construction (Month/Year): Net Acres (area devoted to buildings/structures):  

First Date of Occupation (Month/Year): Paved Parking Area (# of Spaces): 

Building Square Footage: Number of Dwelling Units: 
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3 

Start of Construction (Month/Year): Gross Acres: 

End of Construction (Month/Year): Net Acres (area devoted to buildings/structures):  

First Date of Occupation (Month/Year): Paved Parking Area (# of Spaces): 

Building Square Footage: Number of Dwelling Units: 

4 

Start of Construction (Month/Year): Gross Acres: 

End of Construction (Month/Year): Net Acres (area devoted to buildings/structures):  

First Date of Occupation (Month/Year): Paved Parking Area (# of Spaces): 

Building Square Footage: Number of Dwelling Units: 

Additional sheets for phasing information can be found on the District’s website at www.valleyair.org/ISR. 

M. On-Site Emission Reduction Measures (Mitigation Measures)
Listed below are categories of possible mitigation measures for applicants to implement that will reduce a project’s impact on air 
quality.  Check “Yes” next to any measure that will be utilized for this project, and please complete the corresponding page in this 
form to identify specifics related to that measure.  If a category is not applicable to the project, check “No” and provide justification 
for not selecting the measure.  Also, the applicant is encouraged to provide any mitigation measures including supporting 
documentation that are not listed on this application form for District consideration.  For reference, see www.valleyair.org/ISR for 
potential additional mitigiation measures. 

Clean Construction Fleet Mitgation Measure below can be selected for all development types 

1. Clean Construction Fleet (Note: Making a commitment to using less polluting construction equipment)
 Yes, please complete mitigation measure 1 below 
 No, please provide justification why not selected:_Cost and availability of clean fleets may result in project delays _______ 

Operational Mitgation Measure below can be selected for all development types, except for transportation and transit projects 
2. Clean On-Road Trucks (e.g. Heavy Duty Trucks, Medium Duty Trucks, and Light Duty Trucks)

Note: Operational fleet will use zero and/or near-zero emissions for all or part of its activities. 
 Yes, please complete applicable mitigation measure 2a through 2c below 
 No, please provide justification why not selected:Lack of reaadily available on-road clean trucks that meet Best RV’s needs 

3. On-Site Zero Emission Off-Road Vehicles and Equipment (e.g. electric forklifts and electric yard trucks)
 Yes, please complete applicable mitigation measure 3 below 
 No, please provide justification why not selected:Minimal forklifts/yard trucks will be used on-site____________________ 

4. Solar Panels (e.g. incorporate solar panels in the project)
 Yes, please complete applicable mitigation measure 4 below 
 No, please provide justification why not selected:Photovoltaic elements were cost prohibitive  ____________________ 

5. Electric Vehicle (EV) Chargers (e.g. incorporate onsite EV charging infrastructure)
 Yes, please complete applicable mitigation measure 5 below 
 No, please provide justification why not selected:Installation of EV charging infrastructure is cost prohibitive at this location 

6. Clean Lawn and Garden Equipment (e.g. eletric mowers, electric leaf blowers, electric trimmers, etc.)
 Yes, please complete applicable mitigation measure 6 below 
 No, please provide justification why not selected:This site will have minimal landscaped area_________________________ 

7. Land Use/Location  (e.g. increased density, improve walkability design, increase transit, etc.)
Yes, please complete applicable mitigation measures 7a through 7f below
No, please provide justification why not selected:This project is located at the current Best RV location ________________

8. Neighborhood/Site Enhancements (e.g. improve pedestrial network, traffic calming measures, NEV network, etc.)
 Yes, please complete applicable mitigation measures 8a through 8c below 
 No, please provide justification why not selected:This project is located in a rural area   _______________________ 

9. Parking Policy/Pricing (e.g. parking cost, on-street market pricing, limit parking supply, etc.)
Yes,  please complete applicable mitigation measure 9a through 9e below
No, please provide justification why not selected:This project is located in a rural area with limited alternatives to driving

10. Commute Trip Reduction Programs (e.g. workplace parking charge, employee vanpool/shuttle, ride sharing program, etc.)
 Yes, please complete applicable mitigation measures 10a through 10f below 
 No, please provide justification why not selected:This project is located in a rural area which makes alternatives to free parking 

difficult and employee shifts may be flexible, which makes ride sharing difficult 
11. Hearth (e.g. woodstoves or fireplaces)

Yes, please complete mitigation measure 11 below
No, please provide justification why not selected:This project will not include any hearths___________________________
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12. Exceed Title 24 (e.g. exceed California Title 24 required energy efficiency for building(s) associated with the project)
  Yes, please complete applicable mitigation measures 12 below 
  No, please provide justification why not selected:The project will meet applicable Title 24 requirements and install more efficient 

equipment if price and availability meet project requiremetns 

N. Review Period
You may request a five (5) day period to review a draft of the District’s analysis of your project before it is finalized.  However, if you 
choose this option, it will delay the project’s finalization by five (5) business days. 

  I request to review a draft of the District’s analysis. 

O. Fee Deferral Schedule
If the project’s on-site air pollution reductions (mitigation measure) insufficiently reduced air pollution as outlined in Rule 9510, an 
off-site fee is assessed based on the excess air pollution.  The money collected from this fee will be used by the District to reduce air 
pollution emissions ‘off-site’ on behalf of the project. 
An Applicant may request a deferral of all or part of the ‘off-site’ fees up to, but not to exceed, the start date of construction.  The start 
of construction is any of the following, whichever occcurs first: start of grading, start of demolition, or any other site development 
activities not mentioned above. 

  I request a Fee Deferral Schedule, and have enclosed the Fee Deferral Schedule Application. 

The Fee Deferral Schedule Application, can be found on the District’s website at www.valleyair.org/ISR. 

P. Change of Project Developer
The Applicant assumes all responsibility for ISR compliance for this project.  If the project developer changes, the Applicant must 
notify the Buyer, and both Buyer and Applicant must file a ‘Change of Project Developer’ form with the District.  If there is a change 
of project developer, and a ‘Change of Project Developer’ form is not filed with the District, the Applicant will remain liable for ISR 
compliance.  

The Change of Project Developer form can be found on the District’s website at www.valleyair.org/ISR. 

Q. Attachments
Required: 

 Tract Map or Project Design Map 

 Vicinity Map 

 Application Filing Fee  
$841.00 for mixed use / non-residential / transporation / transit projects  

OR 
$562.00 for residential projects only 

If applicable: 
 Letter from Applicant granting Agent authorization 

 Fee Deferral Schedule Application 

 Monitoring & Reporting Schedule 

 Supporting documentation for selected Mitigation  
   Measures 

R. Certification Statement
I certify that I have reviewed and completed the entire application and hereby attest that the information relayed within is true and 
correct to the best of my knowledge.  I commit to implementation of those on-site mitigation measures that I have selected above.  I 
am responsible for notifying the District if I will be unable to implement these mitigation measures.  If a committed mitigation 
measure is not implemented, the project may be re-assessed for air quality impacts. 

(An authorized Agent may sign the form in lieu of the Applicant if an authorization letter signed by the Applicant is provided). 

Name (printed): __________________________________ Title: _____________________________________ 

Signature: ______________________________________ Date: _____________________________________ 
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Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation Measure 1:  Construction Clean Fleet 
Will the project use a construction clean fleet to achieve the emission reductions required by District Rule 9510?   
(By checking “yes”the Applicant is commiting to achieving the following emission reduction requirements: 20% for NOx and 45% for 
PM10 compared to the statewide average.)  

  No, please complete justification in Section M above 
  Yes*, please be aware of the requirements below: 

*If yes, daily records of the total hours of operation for each piece of equipment greater than 50-horsepower being used on the project
site during construction must be maintained.  Within 30-days of completing construction of each project phase, a report summarizing 
total hours of operation  by equipment type, equipment model year and horsepower for each piece of construction equipment greater 
than 50-horsepower must be submitted to the District.  To assist in this recordkeeping, the Construction Clean Fleet Data Template is 
available on the District’s website at www.valleyair.org/ISR.   
Please note: if the required construction emission reductions under Rule 9510 cannot be achieved, fees are required in order to 
mitigate the remaining balance of emissions.  For each project phase, the District will verify that the fleet details achieved the required 
emission reductions 

Mitigation Measure 2a:  Clean On-Road Heavy Duty Trucks 
Will the project use any operational clean Heavy Duty Trucks (On-road vehicles with a gross vehicle weight greater than 26,000 
pounds)?  
For example, zero-emission electric trucks and/or near-zero emission trucks meeting CARBs established emission standard of 0.02 
g/bhp-hr NOx. 

  No, please complete justification in Section M above 
  Yes*, please complete section below: 

1. Number of trucks for Project:

zero emission trucks: near-zero emission trucks: other types of trucks: 

2. Trip length in miles each of the following types of trucks will travel one way for the Project:

zero emission trucks: near-zero emission trucks: other types of trucks: 

3. Expected number of one-way trips per year for each of the following types of trucks for the Project:

zero emission trucks: near-zero emission trucks: other types of trucks: 

*If yes, by selecting this measure there will be a condition placed on the monitoring and reporting schedule to ensure compliance.
Records of the fleet data, including truck type, will be required to be submitted to the District on an annual basis. 

Please note: by selecting this measure, you are certifying to the District that the above operational clean fleet vehicles have not been 
funded by state or District grant programs. 

Mitigation Measure 2b:  Clean On-Road Medium Duty Vehicles 
Will the project use any operational clean Medium Duty Vehicles (On-road vehicles with a gross vehicle weight between 14,001 pounds 
and 26,000 pounds)? 
For example, zero-emission electric vehicles, zero emission last mile delivery trucks or vans and/or near-zero emission vehicles meeting 
CARB’s established emission standard of 0.02 g/bhp-hr NOx. 

  No, please complete justification in Section M above 
  Yes*, please complete section below: 

1. Number of trucks for Project:

zero emission trucks: near-zero emission trucks: other types of trucks: 

2. Trip length in miles each of the following types of trucks will travel one way for the Project:

zero emission trucks: near-zero emission trucks: other types of trucks: 

3. Expected number of one-way trips per year for each of the following types of trucks for the Project:

zero emission trucks: near-zero emission trucks: other types of trucks: 

*If yes, by selecting this measure there will be a condition placed on the monitoring and reporting schedule to ensure compliance.
Records of the fleet data, including truck type, will be required to be submitted to the District on an annual basis. 

Please note: by selecting this measure, you are certifying to the District that the above operational clean fleet vehicles have not been 
funded by state or District grant programs. 
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Mitigation Measure 2c:  Clean On-Road Light Duty Vehicles 
Will the project use any operational clean Light Duty Vehicles (On-road vehicles with a gross vehicle weight below 14,000 pounds)? 
For example, zero-emission electric vehicles, zero emission last mile delivery trucks or vans and/or near-zero emission vehicles meeting 
CARBs established emission standard of 0.02 g/bhp-hr NOx.   

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes*, please complete section below: 

1. Number of trucks for Project:

zero emission trucks: near-zero emission trucks: other types of trucks: 

2. Trip length in miles each of the following types of trucks will travel one way for the Project:

zero emission trucks: near-zero emission trucks: other types of trucks: 

3. Expected number of one-way trips per year for each of the following types of trucks for the Project:

zero emission trucks: near-zero emission trucks: other types of trucks: 

*If yes, by selecting this measure there will be a condition placed on the monitoring and reporting schedule to ensure compliance.
Records of the fleet data, including truck type, will be required to be submitted to the District on an annual basis. 

Please note: by selecting this measure, you are certifying to the District that the above operational clean fleet vehicles have not been 
funded by state or District grant programs. 

Mitigation Measure 3:  On-Site Zero Emission Off-Road Vehicles and Equipment 
Will the project use any operational on-site zero emission Off-Road Vehicles and Equipment? (e.g. electric forklifts, electric yard 
trucks, electric aerial lifts)  

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes, please complete section below: 

Type of Zero Emission Vehicles 
and Equipment 

No. of Vehicles 
and Equipment 

Hours/Day Days/Year Horsepower Fuel Type 
(CNG, Hydrogen, or Electric) 

1. Yard Truck

2. Forklifts

3. Aerial Lifts

4. Other Equipment

Please note: by selecting this measure, you are certifying to the District that the above operational off-road vehicles have not been 
funded by state or District grant programs. 

Additional sheets for listing On-Site Zero Emission Vehicles/Equipment can be found on the District’s website at www.valleyair.org/ISR. 

Mitigation Measure 4:  Solar Panels 
Will the project include the installation of solar panels? 

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes, please complete section below: 

Total power output of solar panels to be installed:  kW (e.g.: 200 homes x 3kW=600kW.) 
Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or 
other? 

 No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

 Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement:  
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Mitigation Measure 5:  Electric Vehicle (EV) Chargers 
Will the project include the installation of electric vehicle (EV) charger(s)? 

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes, please complete section below: 

Number of charging outlet(s) to be installed (Note: a charger may have one or more charging outlets): 
Charging level (e.g.: Level 1, Level 2, or DC Fast Charge): 
Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or 
other? 

 No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

 Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement:  

Mitigation  Measure 6:  Clean Landscape Equipment 
Will the project utilize clean landscaping equipment? (e.g. electric lawn mowers, electric leaf blowers, etc.) (Note 3% is the assumed 
statewide average for landscape equipment) 

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes, please complete section below: 

Percent of electric lawnmower that will be electrically powered:  
Percent of leaf blower that will be electrically powered:  
Percent of electric chainsaw that will be electrically powered: 
Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or 
other? 

 No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

 Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement:  

Documentation: Please attach supporting documentation if claiming greater than 3% over statewide average.  Attached 

Mitigation Measure 7a:  Increase Density 
Will the Project be located within 1/2 mile radius of increased density?  Density is measured in terms of dwelling units or jobs per acre. 
A project located in areas of increased density may reduce emissions associated with traffic. 
*Note: There are approximately 502.4 acres in a 1/2 mile radius.

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes, please complete section below: 

1. Number of Dwelling Units within 1/2 radius of Project:

2. Number of Jobs within 1/2 mile radius of Project:

3. Density:
Density is the ‘Number of Dwelling Units’ or ‘Number of Jobs’ 
within ½ mile radius divided by 502.4 acres. 

Dwelling Units per Acre: 

Jobs per Acre: 

Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or 
other? 

 No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

 Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement:  

Documentation: Please attach supporting documentation (e.g.: map) to justify the provided jobs and housing.  Attached 
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Mitigation Measure 7b:  Increase Diversity 
This mitigation measure applies to a project in an Urban Area only. Will the project be predominantly characterized by properties on 
which various uses, such as office, commercial, institutional, and residential are present within ¼ mile? 
Mixed-use development should encourage walking and other non-auto modes of transport and minimize need for external trips. 

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes, please complete section below: 

Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or 
other? 

 No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

 Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement:  

Documentation: Please attach supporting documentation (e.g.: map) to justify the project is characterized by 
various uses, such as office, commercial, institutional, and residential are within ¼ mile that encourage walking and 
non-auto modes of transport. 

 Attached 

Mitigation Measure 7c:  Improve Walkability Design 
Will the project improve walkability?   

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes, please complete section below: 

1. Square Miles within the Study Area:
a. If the distance from the center of the project out to its farthest boundary is less than or equal to ½ mile

then the Square Miles within the Study Area will be 0.79.  (Enter this value in the blank to the right.) 
b. If the distance from the center of the project out to its farthest boundary is greater than ½ mile then

calculate the area value by: Study Area Square Miles = 3.14 x radius(squared).  (Enter this value in the 
blank to the right.) 

Square Miles: 

2. Intersection within the Study Area:
Number and type of intersections within the project area: 

Number of 3-Way Intersections: x 3 = 

Number of 4-Way Intersections: x 4 = 

Number of 5-Way Intersections: x 5 = 

Total Intersections (sum of above) =  

3. Intersection Density within the Study Area:
Intersection Density is the Study Area’s ‘Total Intersections’ 
value (B.) divided by the ‘Square Miles’ value (A.): 

 Intersections / sq. mi. 

Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or 
other? 

 No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

 Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement:  

Documentation: Please attach supporting documentation (e.g.: map) to justify number of intersections within ½ 
mile of the project. 

 Attached 

Mitigation Measure 7d:  Improve Destination Accessibility 
Will the project be located within 12 miles from downtown or a job center?  The location of the project may increase the potential for 
pedestrians to walk and bike to these destinations and therefore reduce VMT. 

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes, please complete section below: 

Distance to Downtown/Job Center (miles):  
Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or 
other? 

 No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

 Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement:  

Documentation: Please attach supporting documentation (e.g: map) to justify the distance of the project to the 
Downtown/Job Center. 

 Attached 

171



Central Region Office:  1990 E. Gettysburg Ave. Fresno, CA  93726-0244  TEL (559) 230-6000  www.valleyair.org/ISR 

Page 9 of 13 Revised August 30, 2022  

Mitigation Measure 7e:  Increase Transit Accessibility 
Will the project be located near a transit station/stop at least within ¼ mile or near a rail at least within ½ mile that will facilitate the use 
of transit by people traveling to or from the project site? 

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes, please complete section below: 

Distance to Rail Station (miles):  ½ mile or less  between ½ mile and 3 miles 
Distance to Transit Station (miles):  ¼ mile 
Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or 
other? 

 No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

 Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement:  

Documentation: Please attach supporting documentation (e.g.: map) to justify the project is located within ¼ mile 
of a transit station or within ½ mile of a rail from the project site. 

 Attached 

Mitigation measure 7f:  Integrate Below Market Rate Housing 
Will the project require all or a portion of the residential units designated as deed-restricted below-market-rate (BMR) housing? 

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes, please complete section below: 

Percentage of total dwelling units deed-restricted below market rate: % 
Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or 
other? 

 No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

 Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement:  

Documentation: Please attach supporting documentation to justify all or a portion of the residential units that are 
designated as deed-restricted below-market-rate housing. 

 Attached 

Mitigation Measure 8a:  Improve Pedestrian Network 
Will the project provide a pedestrian access network that internally links all uses and connects to all existing or planned external streets 
and pedestrian facilities contiguous with the project site? 

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes, please complete section below: 

Select one of the following areas, where pedestrian accommodations will be provided: 
 within Project Site  within Project Site and Connecting Off-Site  Project Site is within a Rural setting 

Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or 
other? 

 No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

 Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement:  

Mitigation Measure 8b:  Provide Traffic Calming Measures 
Will this project provide traffic calming measures which encourage people to walk or bike instead of using a vehicle (e.g., marked 
crosswalks, count-down signal timers, curb extensions, speed tables, raised crosswalks, raised intersections, median islands, tight corner 
radii, roundabouts or mini-circles, on-street parking, planter strips with street trees, chicanes/chokers, and others)?  

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes, please complete section below: 

% Streets with Improvement within ½ mile of project site:   25%  50%  75%  100% 
% Intersections with Improvement within ½ mile of  project site:  25%  50%  75%  100% 
Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or 
other? 

 No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

 Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement:  
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Mitigation Measure 8c:  Implement Neighborhood Electric Vehicle (NEV) Network 
Will the project provide a NEV network including the necessary infrastructure such as parking, charging facilities, striping, signage, and 
educational tools? 
*Note: NEVs are classified in the California Vehicle Code as a “low speed vehicle”.

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes, please complete section below: 

Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or 
other? 

 No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

 Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement:  

Mitigation Measure 9a:  Limit Parking Supply 
Will the Will the project provide fewer parking spaces than the rate provided by the Institute of Transportation and Engineering (ITE) 
Parking Generation Handbook? 

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes, please complete section below: 

% Reduction in Spaces: 
Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or 
other? 

 No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

 Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement:  

Mitigation Measure 9b:  Unbundle Parking Cost 
Will the project implement a monthly/annual parking charge? 

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes, please complete section below: 

Monthly Parking Cost for Project Site ($): 
Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or 
other? 

 No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

 Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement:  

Mitigation Measure 9c:  On-Street Market Pricing 
Will this project and the city (in which the project is located) implement a pricing strategy which will increase the on-street public 
parking (e.g.: meter parking) by at least 25%? 

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes, please complete section below: 

% Increase in Price:  25%   30%   40%   50% 
Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or 
other? 

 No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

 Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement:  
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Mitigation Measure 9d:  Transit Subsidy 
Will the project provide subsidized/discounted daily or monthly public transit passes? 

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes, please complete section below: 

% of employees to receive public transit passes:  
Please select the closest expected Daily Transit Subsidy Amount ($):   $0.75  $1.50   $3   $6 
Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or 
other? 

 No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

 Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement:  

Mitigation Measure 9e:  Implement Employee Parking “Cash-Out” 
Will the project require employers to offer employee parking “cash-out”? 
The term “cash-out” is used to describe the employer providing employees with a choice of forgoing their current subsidized/free 
parking for a cash payment. 

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes, please complete section below: 

% of employees to receive “cash-out”: 
Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or 
other? 

 No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

 Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement:  

Mitigation Measure 10a:  Workplace Parking Charge 
Will the project implement workplace parking pricing at its employment centers (e.g., explicitly charging for parking for its employees, 
not providing employee parking and transportation allowances, educating employees about available alternatives)? 

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes, please complete section below: 

% of employees paying for parking: 
Please select the closest expected Daily Cash out Amount ($):  $1    $2  $3  $6 
Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or 
other? 

 No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

 Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement:  

Mitigation Measure 10b:  Implement School Bus Program 
Will the project work with the school district to restore or expand school bus services in the project area and local community? 

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes, please complete section below: 

% of families expected to using school bus program (those currently attending the school district): 
Please select the closest expected Daily Cash out Amount ($):  $1    $2  $3  $6 
Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or 
other? 

 No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

 Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement:  
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Mitigation Measure 10c:  Encourage Telecommuting and Alternative Work Schedules 
Will the project include the use of telecommuting or alternative work schedules to reduce the number of commute trips by employees? 

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes, please complete section below: 

Percent of employees to participate in a 9/80 work schedule:  1%  3%  5%  10%    25% 
Percent of employees to participate in a 4/40 work schedule:  1%  3%  5%  10%    25% 
Percent of employees to participate in telecommuting 1.5 days:  1%  3%  5%  10%  25% 
Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or 
other? 

 No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

 Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement:  

Mitigation Measure 10d:  Market Commute Trip Reduction Option 
Will the project implement marketing strategies to reduce commute trips (e.g., new employee orientation of trip reduction and 
alternative mode option, event promotions, publications)? 
This measure should promote and educate employees on alternative transportation options 

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes, please complete section below: 

% of Employees Eligible: 
Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or 
other? 

 No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

 Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement:  

Mitigation Measure 10e:  Employee Vanpool/Shuttle 
Will this project implement an employer-sponsored vanpool or shuttle? 
Employer-sponsored vanpool programs entail an employer purchasing or leasing vans for employee use, and often subsidizing the cost 
of at lease program administration, if not more.  Rider charges are normally set on the basis of vehicle and operating cost.  

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes, please complete section below: 

% of employees participating in the vanpool program:  
% of vehicles for vanpooling: 
Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or 
other? 

 No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

 Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement:  

Mitigation Measure 10f:  Provide Ride Sharing Program 
Will the project include a ride-sharing program? 

 No, please complete justification in Section M above 
 Yes, please complete section below: 

% of Employees participating in the ride-sharing program: 
Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or 
other? 

 No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

 Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement:  
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Mitigation Measure 11:  Hearth 
Will the project include any woodstoves or fireplaces? 

  No, please complete justification in Section M above 
  Yes, please complete section below: 

 Only natural gas hearth 
Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or
other?

  No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

  Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement: 

Mitigation Measure 12:  Exceed Title 24 
Will the energy efficiency rating of the project’s building(s) be greater than California Title 24 requirements? 

  No, please complete justification in Section M above 
  Yes, please complete section below: 

Percent of increase greater than California Title 24 requirements:
Will this mitigation measure be required as a condition of approval by the land use agency, by other county or municipal codes, or
other?

  No, (note: if checked “no” this mitigation measure will require District enforcement) 

  Yes, Name of enforcing agency: 

Source of Requirement: 

Documentation: Please attach relevant analysis or summary pages of Title 24 documentation.   Attached 
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Name

Applicability

Author or updater Last Update
Facility: Best RV
ID#:
Project #: Operations
Unit and Process# 1-0 p1

Operating Hours hr/yr 8,760.00

Cancer Chronic Acute
Score Score Score

0< R<100  1.000 1.95E+01 2.90E-02 0.00E+00 1.95E+01
100 R 250   0.250 4.89E+00 7.24E-03 0.00E+00 4.89E+00 CAS# Finder

250 R 500   0.040 7.82E-01 1.16E-03 0.00E+00 7.82E-01 1206

500 R 1000   0.011 2.15E-01 3.19E-04 0.00E+00 2.15E-01
1000 R 1500   0.003 5.86E-02 8.69E-05 0.00E+00 5.86E-02
1500 R 2000   0.002 3.91E-02 5.79E-05 0.00E+00 3.91E-02
2000 R  0.001 1.95E-02 2.90E-05 0.00E+00 1.95E-02

1-0 p1

Substance CAS#

MW 
Correction

Annual 
Emissions 

(lbs/yr)

Maximum 
Hourly 
(lbs/hr)

Corrected 
Annual 

Emissions 
(lbs/yr)

Corrected
Maximum 

Hourly 
(lbs/hr)

Average 
Hourly 
(lbs/hr)  Cancer  Chronic  Acute

Diesel engine exhaust, particulate matter (Diesel PM) 9901 1.0000 8.46E+00 8.46E+00 0.00E+00 9.66E-04 1.95E+01 2.90E-02 0.00E+00
0.0000 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
0.0000 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
0.0000 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
0.0000 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
0.0000 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
0.0000 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
0.0000 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
0.0000 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
0.0000 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
0.0000 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
0.0000 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
0.0000 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
0.0000 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
0.0000 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
0.0000 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
0.0000 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
0.0000 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
0.0000 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
0.0000 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00

Totals 1.95E+01 2.90E-02 0.00E+00

Substance

Use the substance dropdown list in the CAS# 
Finder to locate CAS# of substances.

Enter the unit's CAS# of the substances emitted and their 
amounts. 

Prioritzation score for each substance 
generated below. Totals on last row.

Receptor proximity is in meters. Priortization 
scores are calculated by multiplying the total 

scores summed below by the proximity factors. 
Record the Max score for your receptor 

distance. If the substance list for the unit is 
longer than the number of rows here or if there 

are multiple processes use additional 
worksheets and sum the totals of the Max 

Scores.

Wood preservatives (containing arsenic 
and chromate)

Receptor Proximity and Proximity Factors
Max Score

Prioritization Calculator
Use to provide a Prioritization score based on the emission potency method.  Entries required 

in yellow areas, output in gray areas.
Matthew Cegielski December 1, 2022
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BEST RV CENTER PROJECT 
(PLN2017-0098) 

- Stanislaus County -

“TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS” 

Prepared for: 
ASSOCIATED ENGINEERING GROUP, INC. 

4206 Technology Drive, Suite 4 

Modesto, CA 95356 

Larry D. Hail, CE, TE, PTOE 

PINNACLE TRAFFIC ENGINEERING 

831 C Street 

Hollister, California 95023 

(831) 638-9260 • PinnacleTE.com

December 31, 2018 
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Best RV Center R03   Pinnacle Traffic Engineering 

PINNACLE TRAFFIC ENGINEERING 
831 C Street 

Hollister, California 95023 
(805) 644-9260

May 9, 2023 

Mr. Jim P. Freitas 
Associated Engineering Group, Inc. 
4206 Technology Drive, Suite 4 
Modesto, CA 95356 

RE: Best RV Center Expansion Project (Phase 2); Stanislaus County, CA 
 Supplemental Traffic Impact Analysis 

Dear Mr. Freitas, 

Pinnacle Traffic Engineering is pleased to submit the Supplemental Traffic Impact Analysis (STIA) 
to address the proposed revisions to Phase 2 of the Best RV Center Expansion project.  County staff 
has requested an evaluation of the potential impacts associated with the current proposed Phase 2 and 
a review of the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared for the approved project (Dec. 31, 2018).  The 
approved Phase 2 included relocating the existing service department and parts counter, remodeling 
the existing facility, and constructing various improvements (RV service and staging area, drive-thru 
waste disposal, propane station, storm drain basins, landscaping, fencing, etc).  The approved Phase 2 
included an increase in the total number of staff up to 90 employees.  Phase 1 was evaluated and 
approved for increase in the number of staff up to 65 employees, which is the current level of operation. 
The 2018 TIA concluded the additional 25 employees would generate an increase of 198 daily trips, 
and 20 AM peak hour trips and 19 PM peak hour trips. 

The Best RV Center customer operations continue to expand necessitating revisions to the previously 
approved Phase 2.  The proposed Phase 2 now includes the development of a new facility with a total 
building area of 131,107 SF.  The new facility will accommodate RV sales and services (showroom, 
reception area, office spaces, part sales, 40 service bays, RV wash tunnel, RV walk-thru, and RV 
delivery area).  The proposed Phase 2 will provide 326 standard parking stalls (employee & customer), 
119 RV parking stalls (customers, in-service and new RV delivery), and 2 new above-ground fuel 
storage tanks.  The proposed Phase 2 also proposes an increase in the total number of staff up to 90 
employees (same as the approved Phase 2 evaluated in the 2018 TIA). 

Proposed Phase 2 Trip Generation Estimates 
A Preliminary Trip Generation Analysis was prepared to quantify the “net” increase in vehicle trips 
associated with the previously approved Best RV Center Expansion Project (May 21, 2018).  To 
document the trip generation associated with the existing 2018 operations new traffic count data was 
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collected at the project site driveways and on two (2) locations on Taylor Court.  The count data was 
used to quantify the morning (highest 60-minute period between 7:00 & 9:00 AM) and afternoon 
(highest 60-minute period between 4:00 & 6:00 PM) peak hour volumes associated with the existing 
operations.  The peak hour traffic volumes were then used to derive the actual peak hour trip generation 
rates (number of vehicle trips per employee).  The trip generation characteristics associated with the 
existing 2018 operations included all vehicle trip types (employees, sales, service, RV deliveries, etc). 

The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (11th Edition) includes trip 
rates for Recreational Vehicle Sales (Land Use: 842).  The ITE land use description states the category 
includes free-standing facilities that specializes in the sales of new and used RVs, and may also include 
RV services, and parts and accessory sales.  The ITE Trip Generation Manual includes rate data for 
both independent variables, the number of vehicle trips per employee and number of vehicle trips per 
1,000 SF.  The actual trip generation rates based on the existing operations at the Best RV Center and 
ITE trip generation rates are presented in Table 1. 

Table 1 - RV Vehicle Trip Generation Rates 

Trip Rate Source 

Number of Vehicle Trips 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Daily 

In Out In Out 

Actual Trip Generation Rates (a): 
- Best RV Center Existing Operations 0.663 0.106 0.219 0.525 NA 

ITE Trip Generation Rates (b): 
- Recreational Vehicle Sales 0.612 0.108 0.264 0.646 7.88 

ITE Trip Generation Rates (c): 
- Recreational Vehicle Sales 0.391 0.069 0.239 0.531 5.00 

NA - Not Available 
(a) Number of vehicle trips per employee (based on actual data)
(b) Number of vehicle trips per employee (ITE Trip Generation Manual, 11th Ed.)
(c) Number of vehicle trips per 1,000 SF (ITE Trip Generation Manual, 11th Ed.)

The data in Table 1 indicates the actual trip rates per employee are slightly higher than the ITE rates 
during the AM peak hour, but lower during the PM peak hour.  It�s noted that the 2018 Preliminary 
Trip Generation Analysis did not include documenting the number of daily trips associated with the 
existing operations or quantifying the actual daily trip generation rate.  The trip generation associated 
with the previously approved Phase 2 was estimated using the actual peak hour trip rates documented 
in the 2018 Preliminary Trip Generation Analysis (analyzed in the 2018 TIA) and the ITE daily per 
employee trip rate.  The proposed Phase 2 trip generation estimates using the various trip rates are 
presented in Table 2. 

274



Mr. Jim P. Freitas          Best RV Center Project 

May 9, 2023 Supplemental TIA 

Page 3 of 4

Best RV Center R03   Pinnacle Traffic Engineering 

Table 2 - Project Site Trip Generation Estimate Comparison 

Project Component 

Number of Vehicle Trips 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Daily 

In Out In Out 

Based on Actual Trip Generation Rates (a): 
- Best RV Center Phase 2 (90 Employees) 60 10 20 47 710 (b)

Based on ITE Trip Generation Rates (b): 
- Best RV Center Phase 2 (90 Employees) 55 10 24 58 710 

Based on ITE Trip Generation Rates (c): 
- Best RV Center Phase 1 (131,107 SF) 51 9 31 70 656 

(a) Estimates analyzed in the 2018 TIA
(b) Estimates based on trip rates per employee
(c) Estimates based on ITE Trip Rate per 1,000 SF

Similar to the trip rate discussion, the AM peak hour estimates derived using the actual trip rates per 
employee are slightly higher than the estimates using the ITE trip rates (per employee or per 1,000 
SF).  However, the PM peak hour estimates derived using the ITE rates are higher than the estimates 
based on the actual rates.  The PM peak hour estimates using the ITE per 1,000 SF trip rate generate 
approximately 50% more trips than using the actual trip rates per employee (analyzed in 2018 TIA).  
The daily trip estimate calculated using the ITE rate per 1,000 SF is lower than the estimate using the 
ITE rate per employee. 

Evaluation of Proposed Phase 2 Impacts 
The evaluation of Phase 2 impacts presented in the 2018 TIA were based on the �net� increase in trips 
(total of up to 90 employees).  The roadway segment level of service (LOS) analysis was performed 
using the estimated Phase 2 daily trips based on the ITE daily trip rate per employee.  The data in 
Table 2 demonstrates that the number of daily trips analyzed in 2018 TIA are higher than the daily 
trips derived using the ITE trip per 1,000 SF rate.  Therefore, the proposed Phase 2 revisions will not 
change the �existing plus project� or �General Plan plus project� roadway segment analyses in the 
2018 TIA.  The General Plan scenario analyzed in the 2018 TIA was based on daily traffic projections 
provided in the City of Turlock�s General Plan. 

The analysis of future intersection operations focused on the �existing plus project� scenario since the 
City�s General Plan did not include peak hour projections for the study intersections.  As previously 
stated, the PM peak hour estimates derived using the ITE per 1,000 SF rate are approximately 50% 
higher than the Phase 2 trips analyzed in 2018 TIA (+11 trips inbound and +23 trips outbound).  The 
2018 TIA concluded the Best RV Center Expansion Project (Phases 1 & 2) would have a potentially 
significant impact on peak hour operations at the SR 99 / Taylor Road interchange (northbound and 
southbound ramps).  However, the LOS analysis also demonstrated that the peak hour trips associated 
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with the approved Phase 2 would not impact either the N. Golden State Boulevard / Taylor Road or 
Taylor Road / Taylor Court intersections.  The Synchro 10 intersection analysis software was used to 
evaluate the potential impacts associated with the additional PM peak hour trips generated by the 
proposed Phase 2 (+34 trips).  The analysis concluded that the N. Golden State Boulevard / Taylor 
Road or Taylor Road / Taylor Court intersections will continue to operate within acceptable limits 
(LOS C or better).  Therefore, the additional PM peak hour trips associated with the proposed Phase 
2 will not change the intersection analysis presented in the 2018 TIA. 

The City of Turlock�s CFF Nexus Study has identified a need for improvements at the SR 99 / Taylor 
Road interchange.  Stanislaus County participates in the funding of future interchange improvements 
and requires projects to pay their fair-share towards the future improvements.  The 2018 TIA included 
an estimate of the Best RV Center�s fair-share percentage towards the future SR 99 / Taylor Road 
interchange improvements (1.13%).  A previously stated, the General Plan scenario analyzed in the 
2018 TIA was based on daily traffic projections in the City�s General Plan.  Therefore, the proposed 
Phase 2 estimated fair-share contribution towards the future improvements at the SR 99 / Taylor Road 
interchange TIA will not change.  The payment of the County�s Public Facilities Fee and fair-share 
contribution towards the future SR 99 / Taylor Road interchange improvements served as mitigation 
for the identified potentially significant project impacts. 

Summary 
The Best RV Center operations continue to expand necessitating revisions to the previously approved 
Phase 2.  The proposed Phase 2 now includes the development of a new facility with a total building 
area of 131,107 SF.  The 2018 TIA prepared for the previously approved project provided an analysis 
of the Phase 2 impacts.  The STIA provides an evaluation of the potential impacts associated with the 
current proposed Phase 2.  The proposed revisions to Phase 2 will not change the roadway segment or 
intersection analysis, or conclusions presented in the 2018 TIA.   

Please contact my office with any questions regarding the Preliminary trip generation analysis. 

Pinnacle Traffic Engineering 

Larry D. Hail, P.E. 
President 

ldh:msw 

attachments: Synchro 10 LOS Worksheets - N. Golden State Boulevard / Taylor Road Intersection 
Synchro 10 LOS Worksheets - Taylor Road / Taylor Court intersections 

276



277



278



279



280



DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
1010 10TH Street, Suite 3400, Modesto, CA 95354 

Planning Phone: (209) 525-6330     Fax: (209) 525-5911 
Building Phone: (209) 525-6557     Fax: (209) 525-7759 

 ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

\\ITCDFS-PL\planning\Planning\Staff Reports\UP\2023\UP PLN2023-0047 - Best RV Center\Planning Commission\October 17, 2024\Staff Report\Exhibit E - Negative 
Declaration.docx 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

NAME OF PROJECT: Use Permit Application No. PLN2023-0047 – Best RV 
Center 

LOCATION OF PROJECT: 5100 and 5300 Taylor Court, and 4318 W. Warner Road, 
between East Keyes and East Taylor Roads, in the 
Keyes/Turlock area. APNs: 045-050-005, -009, and -013; 
045-053-040 to 044, and 045-062-001.

PROJECT DEVELOPERS: Naiel M. Ammari, Best RV Center 
5340 Taylor Court 
Turlock, CA 95382 

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: This project is a request to amend the Development Plans 
of Planned Developments (P-D) (351) and (253), to allow for construction of a two story 129,608 
square-foot recreational vehicle (RV) sales and service building, a detached 16,086 square 
square-foot canopy for RV sales staging, and a 1,374 square square-foot storage shed, and to 
recognize the sale of both motorized and non-motorized RVs. 

Based upon the Initial Study, dated August 8, 2024, 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.

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

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

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

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

Initial Study prepared by: Jeremy Ballard, Senior Planner 

Submit comments to:  Stanislaus County 
Planning and Community Development Department 
1010 10th Street, Suite 3400 
Modesto, California   95354 
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As Approved by the Board of Supervisors 
August 11, 2020 

As Amended by the Planning Commission 
June 18, 2020 

NOTE: Approval of this application is valid only if the following conditions are met. This permit shall 
expire unless activated within 18 months of the date of approval. In order to activate the permit, it 
must be signed by the applicant and one of the following actions must occur: (a) a valid building 
permit must be obtained to construct the necessary structures and appurtenances; or (b) the 
property must be used for the purpose for which the permit is granted. (Stanislaus County 
Ordinance 21.104.03) 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

REZONE APPLICATION NO. PLN2017-0098 
BEST RV CENTER 

Department of Planning and Community Development 

1. Use(s) shall be conducted as described in the application and supporting information 
(including the plot plan) as approved by the Planning Commission and/or Board of 
Supervisors and in accordance with other laws and ordinances. The development 
standards for this project shall supersede all development standards previously adopted for 
Planned Development (P-D) 194, P-D 289, P-D 306, and P-D 307. 

2. At the discretion of the Planning Director, any use permitted in accordance with this project 
may be brought back to the Planning Commission for review to consider amendments to 
operational restrictions and requirements to address nuisance concerns. 

3. Within 30 days of project approval, the property owner/developer shall deposit $10,000.00 
with the Stanislaus County Department of Planning and Community Development to cover 
Staff time and material costs needed for the review, inspection, and monitoring of all 
permitting activities associated with project implementation. Staff costs and expenses will 
be billed at fully burdened weighted labor rates as provided by the County's Auditor's Office 
at the time services are rendered. If the deposit reaches a balance of 20% of the initial 
deposit or less, the property owner/developer shall make a subsequent deposit in the 
amount required for the deposit amount to total $10,000.00. The entire balance of 
remaining deposit shall be returned when the project is fully implemented. 

4. Pursuant to Section 711.4 of the California Fish and Game Code (effective January 1, 2019), 
the applicant is required to pay a California Department of Fish and Wildlife (formerly the 
Department of Fish and Game) fee at the time of filing a "Notice of Determination." Within 
five days of approval of this project by the Planning Commission or Board of Supervisors, 
the applicant shall submit to the Department of Planning and Community Development a 
check for $2,463.75, made payable to Stanislaus County, for the payment of California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife and Clerk Recorder filing fees. 

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

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

ATTACHMENT 1 
EXHIBIT F
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As Approved by lhe Board of Supervisors 
August 11, 2020 

As Arn ended by the Pianning Commission 
June 18, 2020 

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

7. The applicant/owner is required to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the County, its 
officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceedings against the County to set 
aside the approval of the project which is brought within the applicable statute of limitations. 
The County shall promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding to set 
aside the approval and shall cooperate fully in the defense. 

8. Should any archeological or human remains be discovered during development, 1,,vork shall 
be immediately halted within 150 feet of the find until it can be evaluated by a qualified 
archaeologist. If the find is determined to be historically or culturally significant, appropriate 
mitigation measures to protect and preserve the resource shail be formulated and 
implemented. Construction activities shall not resume in the area until an on-site 
archeological mitigation program has been approved by a qualified archeologist. The 
Central California Information Center shall be notified if the find is deemed historically or 
culturally significant. 

9. All customer, RV, employee, and delivery vehicle parking shall occur on the project site and 
not within the public right-of-way. All required parking areas shall be fully developed and 
available for use within one year of project approval. 

10. Building permits, if applicable, shall be obtained for any on-site lighting. For existing lighting, 
the applicant shall apply for a building permit within three months of project approval; the 
applicant sh al! have met all requirements needed for the buiiding permit to be issued within 
six months of project approval; and the applicant shall implement the building permit, and 
shall have taken the steps necessary for the building permit to be finaled within one year of 
project approval. A photometric lighting plan shall be submitted with any building permit for 
on-site lighting, shmving all exterior lighting will be designed (airned 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 the installation of shielded fixtures to prevent light trespass (glare and spill light that 
shines onto neighboring properties). 

11. Within three months of project approval, the applicant shall apply for a grading and drainage 
permit for the entire site Within six months of project approval, the applicant shaii have met 
all requirements needed for the grading permit to be issued. Within one year of project 
approval, the applicant shall implement the grading permit and shall have taken the steps 
necessary for the grading permit to be finaled. Unpaved RV parking and storage areas shall 
be landscaped or covered with dust control material approved by the Planning Department 
prior to installation. Landscaping and/or other materials used to cover RV parking and 
storage areas shall be regularly maintained. 

12. Within three months of project approval, a final landscape and irrigation plan for the entire 
site shall be submitted to the City of Turlock and the Stanislaus County Planning Department 
for review and approval. Landscape and Irrigation plans shall meet current State of 
California water use requirements and City of Turlock standards at the time of submittal. 
The review of the landscape plan shall be subject to applicable City and County landscape 
review and inspection fees in effect at the time of review and inspection. The applicant shall 
have an approved landscape and irrigation plan within six months of project approval. 
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13. 

14. 

15. 

Within one year of project approval, the landscaping and irrigation shall be installed, 
inspected by the Stanislaus County Planning Department, and determined to be in 
compliance with the approved landscape plan. 

VVithin three months of project approval, the applicant shall apply for an Out of Boundary 
Service /\greement l\pplication through the Stanislaus Local /\rea Formation Commission 
(L/\FCO). If approved, the applicant shall implement all 1Nork related to the connection to the 
Keyes Community Service District for potable water within one year of project approval. 

VVithin one year of project approval, the applicant shall have connected to the Keyes CSD 
for 'Nater service or shall meet all requirements of Compliance Order DER 19R 004. 

An extension may be granted for implementation of Development Standards 9 through 14 if 
the Planning Director finds that the need for the extension is due to an unforeseen or 
unavoidable condition that was outside of the applicant's control. 

An extension may be granted for implementation of Development Standards 9 
through 12 if the Planning Director finds, in its sole discretion, that both (i) the need 
for the extension is due to an unforeseen or unavoidable condition that was outside 
of the applicant's control, and (ii) that the applicant was and is diligently pursuing the 
satisfaction of the Development Standards. Applicant shall provide evidence or 
documentation of the unforeseen or unavoidable condition, and applicant shall 
demonstrate its diligence by providing invoices, work orders, receipts of accepted 
applications, or other documentation of applicant's efforts to satisfy the Development 
Standards. 

16. Prior to issuance of a building permit for tenant improvements to the existing building on 
Parcel 045-053-040 or Parcel 045-053-044, all site improvements, including lighting, 
landscaping or grading shall be completed as proposed in the June 18, 2020 Planning 
Commission Staff Report. 

17. Prior to issuance of a building permit for any new structures on Parcel 045-053-040, all site 
improvements, including lighting, landscaping or grading shall be completed. 

18. Prior to issuance of a building permit for any signage (new or replacement), all site 
improvements, including lighting, landscaping, or grading shall be completed. No more than 
two pole signs shall be permitted along the State Route 99 frontage and no more than one 
monument sign shall be permitted along the Taylor Court frontage. Signs shall not exceed 
the heights allowed by the City of Turlock sign standards. 

Department of Public Works 

19. No parking, loading or unloading of vehicles will be permitted within the County road right-of­
way. 

20. The developer will be required to install or pay for the installation of any signs and/or 
markings, if warranted. 

21. An Encroachment Permit shall be obtained for any work done in Stanislaus County road 
right-of-way 
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22. A grading, drainage, and erosion/sediment control plan for the project site shall be issued. · 
The grading and drainage plan shall include the following information: 

a. The plan shall contain drainage calculations and enough information to verify that all 
runoff will be kept from going onto adjacent properties and Stanislaus County road 
right-of-way. Public Works will review and approve the drainage calculations. 

b. The grading drainage and erosion/sediment control plan shall comply with the 
current State of California National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NP DES) 
General Construction Permit. A Waste Discharge Identification Number (WDID) and 
a copy of the Notice of Intent (NOi) and the project's Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) shall be provided prior to the approval of any grading, if 
applicable. 

c. The applicant of the grading permit shall pay the current Stanislaus County Public 
Works weighted !abor rate for the p!an review of the grading p!an. 

d. The applicant of the grading permit shall pay the current Stanislaus County Public 
Works weighted labor rate for all on-site inspections. The Public Works inspector 
shall be contacted 48 hours prior to the commencement of any grading or drainage 
work on-site. 

Department of Environmental Resources 

23. No portion of any new on-site wastewater treatment systems (OWTS) or 100% expansion 
area can be paved over with asphalt, concert, or other impervious material. 

24. Any new buildings with an OWTS connection shall be subject to Measure X. At the time 
there is an increase to the drainage fixtures or the number of users, the existing OWTS shall 
be subject to review and required to be upgraded to accommodate the change in flow. All 
Local Agency Management Program (LAMP) standards shall be met 

25. The RV dump station shall include a self-contained, zero-discharge, holding vault, which will 
require regular pumping by a permitted company to haul all septic waste to an approved 
location. There shall be no connection from the proposed RV dump station's holding vault to 
the OWTS. 

26. VVithout a connection to the KeyeP Community Servise District, theproject site re,, ,ains an 
existing, non conforming public water system in violation of the State of California Regulatifm 
of a Public Water System (PVVS) and the applicarn-mH&t-wmply 1.vith all requirements and 
revisions to Compliance Order No DER 19R 004 

The project site shall comply with all requirements and revisions to Compliance Order 
No. DER-19R-004. The site will remain a non-conforming public water system in 
violation of State of California Regulations of a Public Water System (PWS) until all 
requirements and revisions to the Compliance Order are met. 

Department of Environmental Resources - Hazardous Materials Division 

27. The applicant shall contact the Department of Environmental Resources regarding 
appropriate permitting requirements for hazardous materials, and/or wastes. The applicant 
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and/or occupants handling hazardous materials or generating wastes must notify the 
Department prior to operation. 

Turlock Irrigation District (TIO) 

28. All irrigation pipelines or equipment not utilized for irrigation on the subject parcels shall be 
removed per District requirements. The District shall approve any plans for removal of 
facilities prior to the work being done. 

29. All parcels shall apply for abandonment from the Lower McHenry Keyes Branch 
improvement district. 

30. No trees with a maximum growth over 15 feet shall be planted under any District overhead 
lines. No trees shall be planted within any District easement. 

City of Turlock 

31. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit Landscape and Irrigation 
plans to the City of Turlock for review and approval. Landscape and Irrigation plans shall 
meet current State of California water use requirements and City of Turlock standards at 
time of submittal. 

32. Prior to issuance of a building permit for any sign, the applicant shall submit signage plans to 
the City of Turlock for review and approval. All signage shall meet City standards. 

33. All drive aisles shall be paved. 

Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) 

34. Prior to connecting to the Keyes Community Service District's water system, LAFCO 
approval of an out-of-boundary service extension shall be obtained. 

Central Valley Air Pollution Control District 

35. Prior to the start of construction, the property owner/operator shall contact the District's 
Small Business Assistance Office to determine if any Air District permits or if any other 
District rules or permits are required, including but not limited to an Authority to Construct 
(ATC). 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 

36. Prior to ground disturbance or issuance of a building permit, the Central Valley Regional 
Quality Control Board shall be consulted to obtain any necessary permits and to implement 
any necessary measures, Construction Storm Water General Permit, Phase I and II 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permits, Industrial Storm Water General 
Permit, Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit, Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit (Water 
Quality Certification), Waste Discharge Requirements, Dewatering Permit, Low or Limited 
Threat General NPDES Permit, NPDES Permit or any other applicable Regional Water 
Quality Control Board permit 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

1. Prior to the issuance of a grading or building permit, or business license, a fair share 
payment of 1.13% of the SR 99ff aylor Road Interchange estfmated cost ($143,878.83) as 
adjusted to meet the most current Engineering News-Record Construction Cost Index, as 
recommended by the Best RV Center Traffic Impact Analysis, prepared by Pinnacle Traffic 
Engineering December 31, 2018, shall be made to the City of Turlock for future 
improvements to State Route 99 and Taylor Road interchange. 

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

287



288



289



290



291



292
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IMPACT
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SIGNIFICANT 

IMPACT
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 CA DEPT OF FISH & WILDLIFE X X X X

 CA DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION DIST 10 X X X X

 CA OPR STATE CLEARINGHOUSE X X X X X X X

 CA RWQCB CENTRAL VALLEY REGION X X X X X X X

 CITY OF: TURLOCK X X X X X X X

 COMMUNITY SERVICES: KEYES X X X X X X X

 COOPERATIVE EXTENSION X X X X

 FIRE PROTECTION DIST: KEYES X X X X

 IRRIGATION DISTRICT: TID X X X X X X X

 MOSQUITO DISTRICT: TURLOCK X X X X

 MT VALLEY EMERGENCY MEDICAL X X X X

 MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL: KEYES X X X X

 PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC X X X X

 RAILROAD:  UNION PACIFIC X X X X

 SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY APCD X X X X X X X

 SCHOOL DISTRICT 1: KEYES UNIFIED X X X X

 SCHOOL DISTRICT 2: TURLOCK JOINT X X X X

 STAN CO AG COMMISSIONER X X X X

 STAN CO BUILDING PERMITS DIVISION X X X X X X X

 STAN CO CEO X X X X

 STAN CO DER X X X X X X X

 STAN CO ERC X X

 STAN CO HAZARDOUS MATERIALS X X X X X X X

 STAN CO PUBLIC WORKS X X X X X X X

 STAN CO SHERIFF X X X X

 STAN CO SUPERVISOR DIST #2: CHIESA X X X X

 STAN COUNTY COUNSEL X X X X

 STANISLAUS FIRE PREVENTION BUREAU X X X X

 STANISLAUS LAFCO X X X X

 SURROUNDING LAND OWNERS X X X

 TELEPHONE COMPANY: ATT X X X X

 US FISH & WILDLIFE X X X X

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FOR ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW REFERRALS

RESPONDED RESPONSE
MITIGATION 

MEASURES
CONDITIONS

 PROJECT:   UP APP NO. PLN2023-0047 - BEST RV CENTER

\\ITCDFS-PL\planning\Planning\Staff Reports\UP\2023\UP PLN2023-0047 - Best RV Center\Planning 

Commission\October 17, 2024\Staff Report\Exhibit G - Environmental Review Referrals.xls
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COUNTY OF STANISLAUS CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION DISCLOSURE FORM
PLANNING & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Application Number:

Application Title:

Application Address:

Application APN:

Was a campaign contribution, regardless of the dollar amount, made to any member of a decision-making body involved 
in making a determination regarding the above application (i.e. Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors, Planning 
Commission, Airport Land Use Commission, or Building Code Appeals Board), hereinafter referred to as Member, 
during the 12-month period preceding the filing of the application, by the applicant, property owner, or, if applicable, 

Yes No

If no, please sign and date below.

If yes, please provide the following information:

Contributor or 

Is the Contributor:
The Applicant Yes____No____
The Property Owner Yes____No____
The Subcontractor Yes____No____

Yes____No____

Note: Under California law as implemented by the Fair Political Practices Commission, campaign contributions made
by the Applicant and the agent/lobbyist who is representing the Applicant in this application or solicitation 
must be aggregated together to determine the total campaign contribution made by the Applicant.

Identify the Member(s) to whom you, the property owner, your subcontractors, and/or agent/lobbyist made campaign 
contributions during the 12-month period preceding the filing of the application, the name of the contributor, the dates
of contribution(s) and dollar amount of the contribution. Each date must include the exact month, day, and year of the 
contribution.

Name of Member:   

Name of Contributor:

Date(s) of Contribution(s): 

Amount(s):     

(Please add an additional sheet(s) to identify additional Member(s) to whom you, the property owner, your 
subconsultants, and/or agent/lobbyist made campaign contributions)

By signing below, I certify that the statements made herein are true and correct. I also agree to disclose to the County 
any future contributions made to Member(s) by the applicant, property owner, or, if

after the date of signing this disclosure form, and within 12
months following the approval, renewal, or extension of the requested license, permit, or entitlement to use.

Date Signature of Applicant

Print Firm Name if applicable Print Name of Applicant297



BEST RV CENTER

USE PERMIT NO. PLN2023-0047
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Overview 

• Request to:

• Amend Development Plan for Planned Development (P-D) 
(351) and (253)

• Allow construction of an RV sales and service building, 
detached canopy, and storage shed.
• Recognize sale of both motorized and non motorized RV’s
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Background 

• Originally permitted sales and service on two parcels
• Unpermitted Expansion onto adjacent lots and County code violations

• 2017 Rezone Application – P-D (351)
• Approved on August 11, 2020

• Development Standards for P-D (351)
• Defined timelines for compliance 

• P-D (351) reactivated on January 6, 2022
• Reconfigured scope for Phases 1 and 2
• Amended Development Standards and allowed for additional time for both 

phases
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Background 
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Background 
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Background 
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Issues

• Supplemental Traffic Impact Analysis

– Initial fair share fee of $143,878 paid to City of Turlock still valid

– Amendment to Phase 2 would not create any new impacts

• City of Turlock

– Development Standards for landscaping and signage

– Payment of additional fees
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General Plan and Zoning Consistency

General Plan
• Land Use Element

– Planned Development
• Designated Planned Development during relocation of SR 99

• Agriculture Element
– Consistent with Ag Buffer requirements

Zoning
• Amendment to both developments plans not a size or nature that change the 

character of the use
– Allowable through a use permit

• P-D (351) adopted with standards for site improvements that are still 
applicable
– Standards adopted for P-D (253) are to be superseded by this use permit
– Conditions specific to the proposal included as new conditions of approval
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Environmental Review

• CEQA

– Negative Declaration

• No new mitigation based on supplemental traffic impact analysis 

– Conditions of Approval 
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Planning Commission Memo

• Development Schedule timing of Phase 2
– Amended by Use Permit No. PLN2021-0079 to be completed no later 

than December 6, 2025
– Condition of Approval No.4 for current use permit
• Completion of amended Phase 2 required to be completed within 18 months 

of project approval

– Applicant requested additional 18 months to complete Phase 2
• 6 months for design and permitting
• 6 months for demolition and site preparation
• 24 months for construction and site development

19
Planning & Community Development



Planning Commission Memo

• October 17, 2024, Planning Commission Memo
– Outlines amendment to Condition No. 4 allowing greater flexibility to 

complete the Phase 2
– Amended condition to read:

4. Completion of Issuance of all permitting for Phase 2 shall be no later 

than 18 months, with completion of all permitting no later than 36 

months from project approval, unless extended as permitted under P-D 
(351). 

20
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Recommendation

• Staff recommends project approval including amendment to 
Condition of Approval No. 4

• Findings – Exhibit A
• Environmental Review
• Use Permit Findings
• Project Approval

21
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Questions?
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