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STANISLAUS COUNTY

STARISLAUS co CLERK-RECORBED
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND Jermifer Meroaaa
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT )
1010 10™ Street, Suite 3400 R

BNy

Modesto, California 95354 peru

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION
Filing of Notice of Determination in Compliance with Section 21108 or 21152 of the Public Resources Code

Project Titie: Community Plan Amendment Application No. 2009-01, Rezone Application No. 2009-01 - Pelandale
Commercial

Applicant Information: Bright Development/ 1620 N. Carpenter Road No. B-17 / Modesto, CA 95357 / (209) 526-8242

Project Location: Northeast corner of Pelandale Avenue and Sisk Road, in the Modesto area, Stanislaus County, APN:
135-028-019

Description of Project: Reguest o amend the Salida Community Plan and zoning designation of an 8.71 acre parcel from
Highway Commercial Planned Development (HCPD) 1o Planned Development (P-D) and P-D (151) to a new P-D to permit
construction of 107.000 sguare feet of new buildings for retail and drive thru businesses.

Name of Agency Approving Project: Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors

Lead Agency Contact Person: Rachel Wyse, Assistant Planner Telephone: (208) 525-6330

This is to advise that the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors on August 17, 2010 has approved the above described
project and has made the following determinations regarding the above described project:

1. The project will not have a significant effect on the environment.
2. A Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.

The Mitigated Negative Declaration and record of project approval may be examined at:
Stanislaus County Department of Planning and Community Development

1010 10" Street. Suite 3400

Modesto, California_ 95354

3. Mitigation measures were made a condition of the approval of the project.

4. A statement of Overriding Considerations was not adopted for this project.

(1\StaffrphCPA\2009\CPA 2008-01 REZ 2008-01 - Pelandale Commercia\BOS\Notice of Determination.wpd)
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1010 10" Street, Suite 3400
Modesto, California 95354

Stanislaus County
Planning and Community Development

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

10.

CEQA INITIAL STUDY

Adapted from CEQA Guidelines APPENDIX G Environmental Checklist Form, Final Text, October 26, 1998

Project title:

Lead agency name and address:

Contact person and phone number:

Project location:

Project sponsor’s name and address:

General plan designation:

Zoning:

Description of project:

Community Plan Amendment Application No.
2009-01, Rezone Application No. 2009-01 -
Pelandale Commercial

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

Rachel Wyse, Assistant Planner
(209) 525-6330

Northeast corner of Pelandale Avenue and Sisk
Road, within the Salida Community Plan area,
adjacent to the city of Modesto. (APN: 135-029-
019)

Bright Development
1620 N. Carpenter Road, Suite B-17
Modesto, CA 95357

Planned Development

Expired Planned Development P-D (151)

Request to amend the Community Plan from Highway Commercial Planned Development (HCPD) to Planned
Development (PD) and rezone 8.71 acres of expired Planned Development zone P-D (151) to a new Planned
Development zone to allow seven buildings for retail commercial, Big Box commercial and drive-thru businesses,
totaling 107,000+ square feet. The parcel will be served by City of Modesto water and the Salida Sanitary District.

Surrounding land uses and setting:

Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g.,
permits, financing approval, or participation agreement.):
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Commercial/lightindustrial uses to the north, east,
west and south. City of Modesto to the east and
south. Highway 99 to the west.

Stanislaus County Public Works Department
Stanislaus Fire Prevention Bureau

Salida Fire Protection District

City of Modesto (water)

Salida Sanitary District

CalTrans

Stanislaus County Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCO)



Stanislaus County Initial Study Checklist Page 2

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

[l Aesthetics O Agriculture Resources Ll Air Quality
L_-]Biological Resources O Cultural Resources DGeology /Soils

U Hazards & Hazardous Materials O Hydrology / Water Quality O Land Use/ Planning
CIMineral Resources O Noise DPopuIation / Housing
Opublic Services O] Recreation DTransportation/T raffic
O utilities / Service Systems O Mandatory Findings of Significance

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

v

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

| 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.

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

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

| 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.

Signature

M Sa May 5, 2009

Date

Rachel Wyse, Assistant Planner

Printed name
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Stanislaus County Initial Study Checklist Page 3

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

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

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

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

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

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

Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:
a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of
and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether
such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.
c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated,”
describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent
to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.
6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential
impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should,

where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

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

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

9) The explanation of each issue should identify:

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

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

15



Stanislaus County Initial Study Checklist Page 4
ISSUES
Il. AESTHETICS -- Would the project: Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact With Mitigation Impact
Included
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 X
within a state scenic highway?
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality X
of the site and its surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would X

adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Discussion:  The site itself is not considered to be a scenic resource or a unique scenic vista. Community standards
generally do not dictate the need or desire for architectural review of agricultural or residential subdivisions. Any
development resulting from this project will be consistent with existing developments in the area. The City of Modesto
responded with specific requirements requiring compliance with the City’s Commercial and Industrial Guidelines. The project
site is not within the City’s Sphere of Influence. Final approval of the design and placement of the proposed buildings will
be subject to the County Planning Director’s (or appointed designee’s) discretion, however, County Planning Staff will be
incorporating some of the City’s Guidelines as Conditions of Approval. A Condition of Approval will be added to the subject
project addressing nighttime lighting and shielding of parking lot lights.

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation’.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No

ll. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES -- In determining whether

impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural

Significant
Impact

Significant
With Mitigation
Included

Significant
Impact

Impact

Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by
the California Department of Conservation as an optional model
to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would
the project:

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

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

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

Discussion:  The project site is zoned Planned Development. Adjoining parcels are zoned for planned development use
and are approved for a variety of commercial and light industrial uses. The project site was approved as a commercial
centerin 1987, but never developed. The subject parcel is currently in agricultural production and is planted with seasonal
strawberries and improved with a produce stand. The soils are classified as “Urban and Built-Up Land” by the California
State Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. There are two (2) types of soil on the
subject parcel: Tujunga sand, 0 to 3 percent slopes, Index Rating of 43, and Grade of 3; Hanford sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent
slopes, Index Rating of 95, Grade of 1. This project will not conflict with any bonafide agricultural operation.
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Stanislaus County Initial Study Checklist Page 5

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation’.

lll. AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the significance criteria | Potentially Less Than Less Than No

established by the applicable air quality management or air | Significant Significant Significant | Impact
. . . . Impact With Mitigation Impact

pollution control district may be relied upon to make the Included

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?

¢) 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
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant

. X
concentrations?

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

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

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.

A referral response from the District determined that the proposed project may be subject to District Rule 9510 and will
require the applicants to apply for an Air Impact Assessment (AlA) prior to final discretionary approval. Consequently, the
applicants shall be required to provide proof of AlA application prior to scheduling for a public hearing. All other District
requirements shall appear as Conditions of Approval.

Mitigation: None.

References: Referral response dated February 5, 2009, from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, San
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District - Regulation VIl Fugitive Dust/PM-10 Synopsis, Stanislaus County General Plan
and Support Documentation’.

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact With Mitigation Impact
Included

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, X
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
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Stanislaus County Initial Study Checklist Page 6

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

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

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

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

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

Discussion: It does not appear this project will result in impacts to endangered species or habitats, locally designated
species, or wildlife dispersal or mitigation corridors. There is no known sensitive or protected species or natural community
located on the site. There are California Natural Diversity Database records of two (2) species, California tiger salamander
(ambystoma californiense) and Swainson’s hawk (buteo swainsoni), along the Stanislaus River approximately 2.7 miles
northwest of the project site, and one (1) species, the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (desmocerus californicus
dimorphus), 1.6 miles southeast of the project site.

Mitigation: None.

References:  Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation’, California Department of Fish and Game
California Natural Diversity Database.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant Significant Impact

Impact With Mitigation Impact
Included

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a X
historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an X
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological X
resource or site or unique geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside X
of formal cemeteries?
Discussion: It does not appear this project will result in significant impacts to any archaeological or cultural resources.

Community Plan Amendment applications require that a records search be compiled by the Central California Information
Center and submitted to the Planning Department. Based on the records search submitted by the applicant, the subject
parcel has a low sensitivity for the possible discovery of historical resources. Cultural resources are not known to exist on
the project site. However, a standardized Condition of Approval shall be added to this project to address any discovery of
cultural resources during the construction phases.

18



Stanislaus County Initial Study Checklist Page 7

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation’.

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project: Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact With Mitigation Impact
Included

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

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

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? X

i!i) Sei_smic-related ground failure, including X

liquefaction?

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?

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

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

Discussion:  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 2007 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 soll
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. Any earth moving is subject to Public Works Standards and
Specifications which considers the potential for erosion and run-off prior to permit approval. Likewise, any addition of a
septic tank or alternative waste water disposal system would require the approval of the Department of Environmental
Resources through the building permit process, which also takes soil type into consideration within the specific design
requirements.

Mitigation: None.

References: California Building Code (2007), Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation - Safety
Element".
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Stanislaus County Initial Study Checklist Page 8

VIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -- Would the | Potentially Less Than Less Than No
project' Significant Significant Significant Impact
' Impact With Mitigation Impact
Included

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

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

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

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section

65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to X
the public or the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where

such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public X

airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

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

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

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

Discussion:  No known hazardous materials are on site. Pesticide exposure is a risk in agricultural areas. Sources of
exposure include contaminated groundwater which is consumed and drift from spray applications. Application of sprays
is strictly controlled by the Agricultural Commissioner and can only be accomplished after first obtaining permits. The County
Department of Environmental Resources (DER) is responsible for overseeing hazardous materials in this area. The project
was referred to the Hazardous Materials Division of DER, but no response has been received to date.

The project site is located within a low-level flight plan according to the California Military Land Use compatibility Analyst
Report. The project was referred to the US Military and the Airport Land Use Commission, but no response has been
received to date.

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation’.
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Stanislaus County Initial Study Checklist Page 9

VIIl. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- Would the project: | Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact With Mitigation Impact
Included

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

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

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

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

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

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? X

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped
on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate X
Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which
would impede or redirect flood flows?

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury
or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the X
failure of a levee or dam?

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? X

Discussion:  Run-offis not considered anissue because of several factors which limit the potential impact. These factors
include a relative flat terrain of the subject site, and relatively low rainfall intensities. Areas subject to flooding have been
identified in accordance with the Federal Emergency Management Act. The project site itself is not located within a
recognized flood zone and, as such, flooding is not an issue with respect to this project. On-site areas subject to flooding
have not been identified in accordance with the Federal Emergency Management Act and/or County designated flood areas.

However, by virtue of paving for the building pad, parking and driveway, the current absorption patterns of water placed upon
this property will be altered. In order to address these issues, Public Works has provided a Condition of Approval requiring
the applicant to obtain a grading and drainage permit prior to moving any dirt on-site. The project application states that
the applicant intends to address storm water runoff through underground storage. Public Works has indicated concern over
the on-site drainage for the project and whether there will be sufficient percolation for the amount of collected storm water.
A Condition of Approval will be placed on the project requiring that storm drainage be addressed prior to issuance of a
building permit. If underground storage is deemed to be insufficient and the project site is required to annex into a County
Service Area for the extension of storm drainage services, Stanislaus County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO)
approval will be required as the proposed project site is not located within a County Service Area (CSA). The project was
referred to the Regional Water Quality Control Board, but to date no comments have been received.
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The City of Modesto responded with Conditions of Approval based on the location of storm water retention. If storm water
is retained on site the applicant will be required to provide proof that the City will not be impacted by storm water from the
proposed project during a 100 year 6 day storm event. If storm water is retained on a parcel within City limits the project
will be required to comply with City of Modesto Standards for storm drainage volumes and disposal.

Mitigation: None.

References: Referral response dated February 11, 2009, from Stanislaus County Public Works, referral response dated
February 3, 2009, from LAFCO, referral response dated March 10, 2009 from the City of Modesto, Stanislaus County
General Plan and Support Documentation.

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING -- Would the project: Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact With Mitigation Impact
Included
a) Physically divide an established community? X

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

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or

. . X
natural community conservation plan?

Discussion:  The project site was zoned P-D 151 (Planned Development) with a General Plan of Planned Development,
but that zoning has expired due to lack of development. The site has been surrounded by urban commercial/industrial uses
for some time. If approved, the project would reclassify the Community Plan and Zoning District as Planned Development.
The applicants are proposing to change the Community Plan from HCPD to PD in an effort to allow more uses on the site
as the HCPD Community Plan designation limits development of the property to six (6) specific uses and four (4) accessory
uses, which are not consistent with the proposed development. The proposed project will not conflict with any applicable
habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan and will not physically divide an established community.

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation’.

X. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact With Mitigation Impact
Included

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 X
state?

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

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.

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation’.
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XI. NOISE -- Would the project result in: Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact With Mitigation Impact
Included

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

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

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

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

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

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

Discussion:  The siteitselfis impacted by the noise generated from existing commercial type uses and Highway 99. The
Stanislaus County General Plan’ identifies noise levels up to 75 dB L, (or CNEL) as the normally acceptable level of noise
for industrial, manufacturing, utility, and agricultural uses, and 60 dB L, (or CNEL) as the normally acceptable level of noise
for Residential - Low Density Single-Family, Duplex, and Mobile Homes. The project site is flanked by commercial and light
industrial developments, a canal and two (2) major thoroughfares (Pelandale Avenue and Sisk Road). There are no
residential neighborhoods in the immediate vicinity of the project site. On-site grading and construction resulting from this
project may result in a temporary increase in the area’s ambient noise levels. Noise impacts associated with on-site
activities will most likely not exceed the normally acceptable levels of noise for industrial and manufacturing zones. Property
in agricultural production does exist across the canal to the northeast, however those parcels were rezoned SCP-PI with
the adoption of the Salida Initiative in 2007. The Modesto Irrigation District is requiring a 6-foot masonry wall be installed
along the north parcel boundary as a Condition of Approval. Consequently, a minimal noise buffer shall be installed. The
site is not located within an airport land use plan, but is located beneath a low level flight path. The project was referred to
the Airport Land Use Commission and to the United States Military Agencies, but no responses have been received to date.

Mitigation: None.

References: Referral response dated February 17,2009, from the Modesto Irrigation District, Stanislaus County General
Plan and Support Documentation’.

Xil. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would the project: Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact With Mitigation Impact
Included

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

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

construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion:  This project does not propose any significant type of growth inducing features, therefore, adverse affects
created by population growth should not occur. New businesses are being proposed, however, the development will be an
extension of the commercial center approved on the adjacent eastern parcels by the City of Modesto. No housing or
persons will be displaced by this project. The proposed parcel will be restricted to the approved uses and structures. Any
alterations to the use or building type could result in the developer being required to submit a Use Permit or Rezone to
modify the project beyond what was reviewed in compliance with CEQA. The site is currently improved with a seasonal
produce stand which will be removed prior to construction of the proposed structures. This project does not propose any
type of significant growth inducing features, therefore, adverse affects created by population growth should not occur.

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation’.

XIll. PUBLIC SERVICES: Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact With Mitigation Impact
Included

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

Fire protection?

Police protection?

Schools?

Parks?

Other public facilities? X

Discussion: The County has adopted a standardized mitigation measure requiring payment of all applicable Public
Facilities Fees, as well as one for the Fire Facility Fees on behalf of the appropriate fire district, to address impacts to public
services. In addition, first year costs of the Sheriff's Department have been standardized based on studies conducted by
the Sheriff's Department. The Sheriff's Department indicated that the subject project would have a less than significant
impact. However, Public Facility fees, Fire Facility fees and standardized Sheriff’s fees will be required upon issuance of
any building permits and will be placed as Conditions of Approval for this project. Stanislaus Fire Prevention Bureau and
the Salida Fire Protection District responded with Conditions of Approval. The District has further required that the
applicants enter into an agreement requiring a special tax, that will reflect the actual costs of providing fire and life safety
services, be placed on the project. A Condition of Approval shall be added requiring that the developer pay applicable and
current school fees at the time of building permit issuance.

Mitigation: None.

References: Referral response dated February 3, 2009, from the Stanislaus County Sheriff's Department, referral
response dated February 10, 2009, from the Salida Fire Protection District, referral response dated February 8, 2009, from
the Stanislaus County Fire Prevention Bureau, Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation’.
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XIV. RECREATION: Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact With Mitigation Impact
Included
a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood
and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that X
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or
be accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might X
have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

Discussion:
no dwelling units will be permitted as a part of this project.

The proposed commercial project will not cause an increase in the use of existing recreational facilities as

Mitigation: None.

References:
Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation’.

Referral response dated March 2, 2009, from the Stanislaus County Department of Parks and Recreation,

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -- Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Included

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

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

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

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

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting

alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? X

Discussion:  The project will increase traffic in the area. Primary access will be from a right-in/right-out driveway on
County-maintained Sisk Road. However, the traffic study indicates that a number of the trips generated will use the existing
access easements as reflected on the parcel which permit reciprocal access from the commercial center to the east. The
traffic study further indicates that users of the commercial center to the east will use the proposed development during the
same trip. The City of Modesto is recommending a deacceleration lane onto the subject parcel be provided as a Condition
of Approval. The portion of Sisk Road adjacent to the project site belongs to Stanislaus County. Comments from the City
of Modesto were forwarded to the Stanislaus County Public Works Department, but no further Conditions of Approval were
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provided by the County requiring the deacceleration lane. The Stanislaus County Public Works Department and City of
Modesto have reviewed this project and provided Conditions of Approval. The project was referred to CalTrans, who
responded with clarification requests regarding the traffic study, however no Conditions of Approval have been provided to
date.

The applicant hired Fehr & Peers to provide a Traffic Study. The Traffic Study made six (6) site recommendations. Staff
has incorporated five (5) of those items into Mitigation Measures. These Mitigation Measures address pedestrian safety,
bicycle racks, truck delivery circulation and right-in/right-out access off of Sisk Road. Site Recommendation 6 of the traffic
study was not incorporated as a mitigation measure as all handicap accessible parking is regulated by Uniform Building
Code. Regardless of the distribution of ADA compliant parking spaces shown on the site plan all buildings will be required,
at the time of building permit application, to meet ADA requirements for number of handicap accessible parking spaces.

Mitigation:

1. Restrict the Sisk Road driveway to right-in/right-out operations. Restricted access would minimize turning
movement conflicts and queuing impacts within the site and adjacent street system.

2. In development of the final site plan, the Project Applicant shall accommodate pedestrians at the vehicular
connections between the Project site and adjacent retail center.

3. Provide additional pedestrian crossing treatments across the main drive aisles.

4. The Project Applicant shall identify truck routes through the site and internal intersections and drive aisles shall be
designed to accommodate the turning radii of delivery vehicles typically expected to make deliveries to the site.
An AutoTURN analysis shall be conducted for delivery vehicle site access. Delivery time restrictions shall be
developed if delivery trucks are likely to impede on customer parking areas.

5. The Project Applicant shall provide at least 1 bicycle parking space per every 10 employees. Short-term patron
stalls should be provided by each of the building areas, as well as secure employee bicycle parking at major site
employers.

References: Referral responses dated February 17, 2009 and March 24, 2009, from CalTrans, referral response dated
March 10, 2009, from the City of Modesto, referral response dated February 11, 2009, from Stanislaus County Public Works,
Traffic Study dated January 7, 2009, from Fehr & Peers, Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation’.

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -- Would the project: | Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact With Mitigation Impact
Included

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

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

¢) Require or result in the construction of new storm water

drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the X
construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or X
expanded entitlements needed?
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e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to

accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? X

dg) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations

related to solid waste? X

Discussion: Limitations on public utilities and service systems have not been identified. The applicants have obtained
will-serve letters for water service from the City of Modesto and sewer service from Salida Sanitary District. Guidelines for
connecting to the water and sewer service, as indicated in the will-serve letters, will be reflected in the project’'s Conditions
of Approval. The Conditions of Approval reflected in the will-serve letters are subject to change. However, the Salida
Sanitary District will be required to obtain LAFCO approval, to extend its service area, prior to issuance of a building permit.
Less than significant impacts associated with public utility easement(s) will be reflected in the project’'s Conditions of
Approval. An early consultation was sent to the Regional Water Quality Control Board, but to date no response has been
received.

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation’.

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE: Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact With Mitigation Impact
Included

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

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited,
but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable

when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the X
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable

future projects)?

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause

substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or X

indirectly?

Discussion:  Review of this project indicated the need for Mitigation Measures to address traffic and site issues. Staff
has incorporated Mitigation Measures into Section XV. Transportation/Traffic. Implementation of these Mitigation Measures
insures that the project will not significantly impact the environmental quality of the site and/or the surrounding area.

1:\Staffrpt\CPA\2009\CPA 2009-01 REZ 2009-01 - Pelandale Commercial\Initial Study.PC.wpd

'Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation adopted in October 1994, as amended. Optional and
updated elements of the General Plan and Support Documentation: Agricultural Element adopted on December 18, 2007;
Housing Element adopted on December 12, 2003 and certified by the California Department of Housing and Community
Development Department on March 26, 2004; Circulation Element and Noise Element adopted on April 18, 2006.
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MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

NAME OF PROJECT: Community Plan Amendment Application No. 2009-01, Rezone Application

No. 2009-01 - Pelandale Commercial

LOCATION OF PROJECT: Northeast corner of Pelandale Avenue and Sisk Road, within the Salida

Community Plan area, adjacent to the city of Modesto. (APN: 135-029-019)

PROJECT DEVELOPER: Bright Development

1620 N. Carpenter Road, Suite B-17
Modesto, CA 95357

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: Requesttoamendthe Community Plan from Highway Commercial Planned
Development (HCPD) to Planned Development (PD) and rezone 8.71 acres of expired Planned Development
zone P-D (151) to a new Planned Development zone to allow seven buildings for retail commercial, Big Box
commercial and drive-thru businesses, totaling 107,000+ square feet. The parcel will be served by City of
Modesto water and the Salida Sanitary District.

Based upon the Initial Study, dated May 5, 2009, the Environmental Coordinator finds as follows:

1.

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

This project will not have a detrimental effect upon either short-term or long-term environmental goals.
This project will not have impacts which are individually limited but cumulatively considerable.

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

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

1.

Restrict the Sisk Road driveway to right-in/right-out operations. Restricted access would minimize
turning movement conflicts and queuing impacts within the site and adjacent street system.

In development of the final site plan, the Project Applicant shall accommodate pedestrians at the
vehicular connections between the Project site and adjacent retail center.

Provide additional pedestrian crossing treatments across the main drive aisles.

The Project Applicant shall identify truck routes through the site and internal intersections and drive
aisles shall be designed to accommodate the turning radii of delivery vehicles typically expected to
make deliveries to the site. An AutoTURN analysis shall be conducted for delivery vehicle site
access. Delivery time restrictions shall be developed if delivery trucks are likely to impede on
customer parking areas.

The Project Applicant shall provide at least 1 bicycle parking space per every 10 employees. Short-
term patron stalls should be provided by each of the building areas, as well as secure employee
bicycle parking at major site employers.

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: Rachel Wyse, Assistant Planner

Submit comments to: Stanislaus County

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

(I:\Staffrpt\CPA\2009\CPA 2009-01 REZ 2009-01 - Pelandale Commercial\Mit Neg Dec.wpd)

28



Stanislaus County

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

Mitigation Monitoring Plan

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

May 5, 2009

1. Project title and location: Community Plan Amendment Application No.
2009-01, Rezone Application No. 2009-01 -
Pelandale Commercial

Northeast corner of Pelandale Avenue and Sisk
Road, within the Salida Community Plan area,
adjacent to the city of Modesto. (APN: 135-029-
019)

2. Project Applicant name and address: Bright Development
1620 N. Carpenter Road, Suite B-17
Modesto, CA 95357

3. Person Responsible for Implementing
Mitigation Program (Applicant Representative): Norm Soares, Bright Development

4. Contact person at County: Rachel Wyse, Assistant Planner (209) 525-6330
MITIGATION MEASURES AND MONITORING PROGRAM:

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

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

No.1 Mitigation Measure: Restrict the Sisk Road driveway to right-in/right-out operations. Restricted
access would minimize turning movement conflicts and queuing impacts
within the site and adjacent street system.

Who Implements the Measure: Applicant and future property owners.

When should the measure be implemented: Prior to or concurrent with building permit or
grading permit application.

When should it be completed: Prior to issuance of a final occupancy permit or
final inspection for any building permit.

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Public Works
Other Responsible Agencies: None
No.2 Mitigation Measure: In development of the final site plan, the Project Applicant shall

accommodate pedestrians at the vehicular connections between the Project
site and adjacent retail center.

Who Implements the Measure: Applicant and future property owners.
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Page 2
May 5, 2009

When should the measure be implemented:

When should it be completed:

Who verifies compliance:

Other Responsible Agencies:

No.3 Mitigation Measure:
aisles.

Who Implements the Measure:

When should the measure be implemented:

When should it be completed:

Who verifies compliance:

Other Responsible Agencies:

No.4 Mitigation Measure:

Prior to or concurrent with building permit or
grading permit application.

Prior to issuance of a final occupancy permit or
final inspection for any building permit.

Stanislaus County Planning Department,
Stanislaus County Public Works, City of Modesto

None

Provide additional pedestrian crossing treatments across the main drive

Applicant and future property owners.

Prior to or concurrent with building permit or
grading permit application.

Prior to issuance of a final occupancy permit or
final inspection for any building permit.

Stanislaus County Planning Department,
Stanislaus County Public Works.

None

The Project Applicant shall identify truck routes through the site and internal

intersections and drive aisles shall be designed to accommodate the turning
radii of delivery vehicles typically expected to make deliveries to the site. An
AutoTURN analysis shall be conducted for delivery vehicle site access.
Delivery time restrictions shall be developed if delivery trucks are likely to
impede on customer parking

Who Implements the Measure:

When should the measure be implemented:

When should it be completed:

Who verifies compliance:

Other Responsible Agencies:

No. 5 Mitigation Measure:

Applicant and future property owners.

Prior to or concurrent with building permit or
grading permit application.

Prior to issuance of a final occupancy permit or
final inspection for any building permit.

Stanislaus County Public Works, Stanislaus
County Planning Department

None

The Project Applicant shall provide at least 1 bicycle parking space per

every 10 employees. Short-term patron stalls should be provided by each
of the building areas, as well as secure employee bicycle parking at major

site employers.

Who Implements the Measure:

When should the measure be implemented:
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Stanislaus County Mitigation Monitoring Plan Page 3
CPA 2009-01 & REZ 2009-01 - Pelandale Commercial May 5, 2009

When should it be completed: Prior to issuance of a final occupancy permit or
final inspection for any building permit.

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Public Works, Stanislaus
County Planning Department

Other Responsible Agencies: None

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

Signature on file May 5, 2009
Person Responsible for Implementing Date
Mitigation Program

(I:\Staffrpt\CPA\2009\CPA 2009-01 REZ 2009-01 - Pelandale Commercial\Mit Mon Plan.wpd)
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Salida Sanitary District Resolution No. 1503
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SALIDA SANITARY DISTRICT
RESOLUTICON NO. 1503
RESOLUTION SUPPORTING ANNEXATION OF PROPERTY AT NORTHEAST CORNER
OF PELANDALE AVENUE AND SISK ROAD

WHEREAS, the owner of the property consisting of approxi-
mately 8.71 acres at the Northeast corner of Pelandale Avenue and
Sisk Road, A.P.N. 135-029-019, desires to obtain sewer service for
said property; and

WHEREAS, said property is within the District's Sphere
of Influence but outside its boundaries; and

WHEREAS, the Salida Sanitary District has the capability
and capacity to provide the requested service, and has issued to
the owner's representative a conditional will—sefve letter for that
purpose; and

WHEREAS, proceedings are being commenced with the
Stanislaus County Local Agency Formation Commission to annex said
property to the District; |

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors
of the Salida Sanitary District that the District hereby approves
and supports the annexation of said property to the District.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the Salida
Sanitary District at a regular meeting thereof held on January 8,
2009, by the following vote:

AYES: Directors Horn, Qu)es, Dew, Moore

NOES: Nopgne
ABSENT: wah\/

ATTEST, Presideflt of the Board

Mindo Aot

Sedretary

S
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SECRETARY'S CERTIFICATE

I, LINDA WALKER, Secretary of the Board of the Salida
Sanitary District, hereby certify that the foregoing is a full,
true and correct copy of a Resolution duly adopted by said Board
at a regular meeting thereoﬁ held on January 8, 2009, by the vote
indicated, and that the same is still in full force and effect.

DATED: . January 8 , 2009.

/I/T\ﬁﬂd'& Wallw)

Linda Walker
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EXHIBIT D

District Will-Serve Letters
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STEWART W. JAMES
ATTORNEY AT LAW

7108 HUGHSON AVENUE
PO. BOX 147
Telephone: (209) 8834409
HUGHSON. CALIFORNIA 95326 Fax: (209) 883-4588

June 16, 2010

Bright Homes
+620 N. Carpenter Rd., Bldg. B
Modesto, CA 95351

Attn: Norman Soares
Vice President

Re: Proposed Pelandale Commercial
Project
My File No. 5824

Gentlemen:

As attorney for the Salida Sanitary District I am writing this letter
to confirm ahat at its meeting held on June 10, 2010,the District's
Board renewed its will-serve commitment as contained in my letter
dated December 12, 2008, a copy of which is attached for reference,
for an additional year - until June 15, 2011.

We have noted that there was a mistake in the Assessor's Parcel
Number mentioned in that letter. According to the Map Book it
is 135-029-018, 019.

Yours sincerely,

e

EWART W. JAMES

cc: Salida Sanitary District
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STEWART W. JAMES
ATTORNEY AT LAW

7108 HUGHSON AVENLE
OX 147
PO BOX I Telephone: (209 8834404
HUGHSON, CALIFORNIA 93326 Fau {209 383-4533

December 12, 2008

Benchmark Engineering, Inc.
213 South Sierra Ave.
Oakdale, CA 95361

Attn: Rick Mummert

Re: Proposed Pelandale Commercial
Project
My File No. 5824

Gentlemen:

I represent the Salida Sanitary District and am writing this letter on behalf of its Board of
Directors in response to your December 3, 2008 request for sewer service for the
proposed Pelandale Commercial Project for Bright Development on 8.71 acres at the
Northeast corner of Pelandale Avenue and Sisk Road (A.P.N. 135-029-030). Ths
District’s Board understands the development is expected to discharge approximately
35,000 gallons a day into the District’s sanitary sewer system.

This letter will confirm that at its meeting held on December 11, 2008, the District’s
Board determined the District has adequate capacity to provide, and would provide, the
requested service on the following terms and conditions:

1. That the developer prepare a master plan for sewer service to the proposed
development area and surrounding areas, as designated by the District’s engineer, which
may potentially be served by the District. The plan shall evaluate the impact on the
existing Salida sanitary sewer system from the new area(s) and shall address the issue of
possible sanitary sewer overflows. Should there appear to be any negative impacts then a
mitigation plan shall be developed.

engineer before commencement of construction.

2. That the site and proposed connection plans be approved by the District’s
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Benchmark Engineering, Inc.
December 12, 2008

Page 2

3. That the property be annexed to the District before service is extended, at the
owner’s expense, with the District’s annexation fee paid before completion of the
annexation.

4. That all costs and expenses for sewer lines, pumps, and appurtenances for this
project be paid by the owner.

5. That all then applicable District connection, facilities and inspection fees be
paid prior to connection.

6. That the owner comply with all rules and regulanons of the Salida Sanitary
District applicable to the use of District facilities.

7. Under its contract with property owners in the existing Mello-Roos District the
Salida Sanitary district is required to collect from any future extension of service which
receives any capacity from the sewer facility constructed by the Mello-Roos Bond
Financing an “in lieu fee” equal to the cost that property would have paid had the
property originally been included in the Mello-Roos District. The Salida Sanitary
District’s connection/facilities fees charge would be in addition to any such “in lieu fee”
necessary to discharge our responsibility to the Mello-Roos District property owners.

8. The District’s commitment to provide service as specified in this letter will
expire on December 11, 2009, unless before that date the foregoing conditions have been

fulfilled.

Yours very truly,

STEWART W. JAMES

cc: Salida Sanitary District
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EXHIBIT E

Sewer Feasibility Analysis
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SEWER FEASIBILITY
ANALYSIS

PELANDALE COMMERCIAL

Prepared by:

BENCHMARK ENGINEERING, INC.
213 South Sierra Avenue
Oakdale, California 95361

March 4, 2009
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UTILITY FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
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INTRODUCTION

This report represents the feasibility analysis done for the proposed Pelandale
Commercial developement an the northeast corner of Pelandale Avenue and Sisk Road.
At the time of publication of this report, the project consists of four commercial retail
buildings totaling approximately 93,701 square feet, one restaurant and two drive-thru
restaurants totaling approximately 13,405 square feet.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION

The proposed 8.7 acre Pelandale Commercial development is situated at the northeast
corner of Pelandale Avenue and Sisk Road, abutting the existing Costco site to the east.
The property is located in Stanislaus County within the Salida Community Plan area and
will be annexed to the Salida Sanitary Sewer District.

SEWER SYSTEM FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS

The sewer conveyance will be through the Salida Sanitary Sewer District system with a
new proposed sewer pump station on Sisk Road adjacent to the proposed development
and a new force main in Sisk Road connecting to an existing manhole located at Sisk
Road and Bangs Avenue. It is anticipated that the proposed sewer lift station will be
approximately 22 feet deep located within the Sisk Road right-of-way or within a
dedicated easement adjacent to the right-of-way. The existing 8 sewer line flows east in
Bangs Avenue to Stoddard Road where it flows to the north. According to Salida
Sanitary Sewer District personnel, there does not presently seem to be a problem with
“bottle necks” within the system down stream of our connection point.

The sewer line extension will be designed to City of Modesto standards and per the
requirements of the Salida Sanitary Sewer District, will provide stubs for future
connection by adjacent parcels and eventual extension into the existing Light Industrial
areas along Greenleaf Court. The sewer flow calculations include the future flows
anticipated from the 16 existing parcels on and around Greenleaf Court which are
currently being served by septic systems.
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SEWER DESIGN CALCULATIONS

Sewer design calculations include the proposed commercial development and the future
connection to 15 lots within the existing Light Industrial development on Greenleaf Court
which are currently using individual septic systems. These sewer calculations were
prepared to the criteria of the City of Modesto Public Works Department Standard
Specifications section 5.02 at the request of the Salida Sanitary Sewer District.

. The area of the proposed commercial development is 8.7 acres and the existing Light
Industrial development is 13.9 acres for a total of 22.6 acres of tributary area.

See attached Exhibit A.

Design Flow

Qd=Qp+I
= (3000 gal x 22.6 ac)+(1000 gal x 22.6 ac)

Q =90,400 gal / day

=(90.400 gal / day) = (1.0463 gal / sec) x (0.133681 cu ft / gal)
(86,400 sec / day)

Q=0.14 cfs

Design Velocity
Per city of Modesto design standards, the minimum velocity of 2fps when flowing
full is required. Based on the calculated design flows, an 8” sewer line at a
minimum slope of 0.0035 ft/ft will be used to meet the minimum design velocity.

Pipe Capacity (at 70% full)
Use Mannings Formula
Q= A(1.49/m)R"2/3 S*1/2
‘ Where: Q=Discharge (CFS)
A= Cross Sectional Area of Flow (0.24437)
(at 70% full)
n=Roughness coefficient (0.013)
R=Hydraulic Radius (0.1934)
S=Slope of Pipe (0.0035)
P= Wetted Perimeter (1.2634)
(at 70% full)
Hydraulic Radius:
R=A/P = .24437/1.2634 = .1934

Q = 0.24437(1.49/0.013)(0.1934".67)(0.0035".50)
= 0.24437(114.6154)(0.3344)(0.0592)

Q = 0.5545 cfs
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A. Pelandale Commercial Site Plan March, 2009
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B. Vicinity Map
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C. Exhibit “A” Design Schematic
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D. City of Modesto Design Standards Section 5.02 Sewer
Design Criteria - 2006
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G. Fly Llnes
Parallel sewer lines are required to be constructed when:

1. The existing main is 12" or greater or,

2. When the existing main Is deeper than 12'. The standards of construction are
outlined in Detall 508,
5.02 Design

A. Line Size and Setvice Pollcy
1. Minlmum size of any new public sewer main shall be 8" in diameter.

2. All intersecting sewer pipe 8" ih diameter and larger shall be connected at a
manhole.

3. Minimum service lateral size Is 4", Six inch (6"} or larger service laterals shall be
Installed where the intended use Is Industrial, commerclal or greater than single-
family residentlal flows. Joint use of laterals will not be permitted except in multi-

family residential uses.

4, No direct connections are permitted on 12" or larger sewer mains.

B, Velocity '
Sewer velocity shall be equal to or greater than 2' per second for all sewers when

flowing full. Where design velocilles for main sewers exceed 10' per second,
ceramic epoxy-lined ductile Iron pipe Is required.

The following are the minimum slopes required for sewer lines:

PIPE SIZE MINIMUM SLOPE

8!1 . 0.350/0

10" 0.25%

12" 0.20%

C. Flow
The deslgn sanitary sewer flow shall be computed using the following formula:
QD = Qp +
Where: Qp = Deslgn Flow (gal per day)
Qp = Peak Flow
I = Infiltration

The peak flow (Qg) for residential service areas Is defined as 3.0 times the average
flow. The average flow for the service area shall be computed from two (2) basic

assumptions:
1. 2.90 persons per single-family dwelling
2. 100 gallons per person per day

5-4
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Acreage flows estimates for master planning and sizing mains when the exact numbers
of residential services are not specified are as follows:

TABLE 5.1 ACREAGE FLOWS ESTIMATES

B Density Persons Average Flow Peak Flow
Land Use Unlts/Acre Dwelling/Unit | (Gal/Ac/Day) (Gal/Ac/Day)
Very Low Denslty Residentlal | 2 2,90 580 1740
Low Density Resldantlal 5 2.90 1450 4350
Medium Denslty 8 2.90 2320 6960
High Density Resldential 10 2.90 2900 8700
Multl-Famlly 22 1.80 4180 12540
Commerclal 1000 3000
Offlce 1000 3000
Light Industrial 1000 3000
Heavy Industrial *Note 1
Schools 20 GPCD *Calcllate*

design.

[
*Note 1: Sewage flow rate shall be consldered on a case-by-case basis and may requlre speclal

infiltration and inflow (I & 1} shall be computed by Lsing 500 gallons per inch diameter mile
per day for sewer mains and laterals or 1,000 gal/acre/day. Residential laterals shall be

assumed to be a minimum of 75' [n length,

5-5
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Population, thousands
Reference: Modesto Sewage Survey, 1966C. Pipe Capacity

1.

Manning’s Formula, Q = A (1.49/n) R¥S" shall be used to determine pipe
capaclty. The "n" value shall be 0.013 or the pipe manufacturer's

recommendation, whichever Is greater.

2. All maln sewers shall be sized to carry the design flows at 70% of pipe capacity,
3.

Deslgn capacitles for trunk sewers shall require approval by the City Engineer.

D. Vertical Allgnment

1.

Minimum plpe cover and clearance shall be maintained in the design of sanitary
sewers. [f certain conditions exlst which make it Impractical to meet the minimum
cover and clearance requirements, the conditions and locations shall be
speciflcally noted above the sewer profile on the plans. Each location not
meeting the minimum cover and clearance requirements will require special pipe,
bedding and/or backfill and shall be approved by the City Engineer.

Under no coenditions or circumstances shall other utilities be allowed to be
Installed directly over and parallel to any sanlitary sewer Installation.

Main and trunk sewers shall have a minimum depth of 42" from the top of pipe to
the finished grade and a minlmum of 2' to bottom of street sub-grade. Malns
Installed with less cover shall use ductile iron pipe or other engineered
alternatives and shall require the approval of the Clty Engineer.

Sewer laterals shall have a minimum depth of 3' from the top of the pipe to the
finished grade at the right-of-way and a maximum depth of &' at right-of-way for
residentlal subdivisions. Commerclal, Industrlal, and mult-famity shall have a
minimum of 5’ at right-of-way and shall be Increased by 1' for every 250" of lot

depth.

Pipe shall be laid with a minimum of 12" vertical clearance from all improvements
and utilities, unless otherwise approved by the City Engineer.

At points of oonvergence of pipes of various slzes, the crowns of the pipes shall
match.

Sewer linas shall be installed on a straight grade between manholes. Siphons
are not permitted In Sanitary Sewer systems.

E. Horizontal Alignment

1.

2.

Alignment shall be at the street centerline wheraver possible, See Detall 805.

Sanitary sewer mains shall be on a straight line between manholes. Whenever |l
ls essentlal that a curved allgnment be used, a minimum radius of 200’ shall be
requlred, but shall be greater whenever possible. The radius and delta of all
curves shall be indicated on the plans adjacent to the curve. If the sewer line
parallels the road centerline, then only the street centerline data on radius and

delta needs to be indicated on the plans.

(914
1
[
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3. The deflection in the joint between any two successive pipe sections shall not

exceed 80% of the maximum deflection as recommended in writing by the nipe
manufacturer.  Minimum 2' pipe lengths may be used to install shorl radius
curves providing the requirements specified hereln are met.

Sewer mains and laterals that are stubbed for future development shall be
stubbed the greater distance of 5' or 2' for every 1' of depth below finished grade
beyond the termination of developed landscaping or pavement (if right-of-way Is

available).

5.03 MATERIALS

A, General

The City Engineer shall approve the source and supply of materials.

B. Gravity Sewer Pipg

1,

Vitrified Clay Plpe shall be extra strength, bell and spigot end compression jolnt
pipe, conforming to ASTM G700 as it applies to unglazed vitrified clay pipe.

Ductlle Iron Plpe shall be Pressure Class 350 and shall conform to ANSI/AWWA
C151, All DIP shall be prolected by a polysthylene encasement meoting the
requirements of ANSI/AWWA C108, Fittings shall conform to ANSIVAWWA

C1i10.

Ductile lron Pipe for use in gravity sewer systems shall he lined with -Protacto 401
Ceramic Epoxy Liner or equal.

C. Service Laterals

1.

Pipe shall be the same type and class as that used for the main,

2. Joints and Couplings for laterals shall be the same type and specifications as

those used for the main.

D. Conpections

1.

Vitrified Clay Plpe (VCP)
a. For 6" VCP malns, a cut-in clay wye or tee shall be used with plain ends

along the "run” of the pipe, and a bell branch end may be used.

b. Cut-in wye connections are only allowed In malns less than 12",

c. When cutting in a wye or tee, well graded, crushed stone or crushed

gravel, meeting the requirements of ASTM C 33, Gradation 67 (3/4 to No.

4) shall be placed under the main line and the sewer service fateral within

the right-of-way line, '

d. When Joining the cut ends of the exIsting main to the wye or tee, a "BAND
SEAL" with stainless steel shear type sewer repalr couplings, or equal;
shall be used, Calder couplings, No-Hub couplings or plastic will not be
permitted on the "run” of the plpe.

e. When connecting a sewsr lateral directly from the manhole to the right-of-
way line, cast iron pipe shall be inserted into the manhole and extended a
minimum of 2* from the outside of the manhole, The VCP shall then be
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