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AGENDA
Wednesday, May 26, 2021
6:00 P.M.
Joint Chambers—Basement Level
1010 10th Street, Modesto, California 95354
MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC MAY OBSERVE THE MEETING AND ADDRESS
THE COMMISSION AS DESCRIBED BELOW.

1.

2.

•

This meeting will be open to the public. Effective August 26, 2020, pursuant to the order issued
by Governor Newsom and consistent with guidance issued by the California Department of
Public Health, social distancing and face coverings are required for in person attendance at
the meeting. The chamber’s audience seating capacity will be limited to approximately thirty
(30) persons.

•

You can also observe the live stream of the LAFCO meeting at:
http://www.stancounty.com/sclive/

•

In addition, LAFCO meetings are broadcast live on local cable television. A list of cable
channels is available at the following website:
http://www.stancounty.com/planning/broadcasting.shtm

•

If you wish to provide a written comment, please submit your comment (include Agenda Item
Number in the subject line), to the Clerk at: lafco@stancounty.com. Public comments will be
accepted by email until the close of the public comment period for the specific item. You do not
have to wait until the meeting begins to submit a comment. All comments will be shared with the
Commissioners and placed in the record.

CALL TO ORDER
A.

Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.

B.

Introduction of Commissioners and Staff.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
This is the period in which persons may comment on items that are not listed on the regular agenda. No action
will be taken by the Commission as a result of any item presented during the public comment period.
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3.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A.

4.

Minutes of the April 28, 2021 Meeting.

CORRESPONDENCE
No correspondence addressed to the Commission, individual Commissioners or staff will be accepted and/or
considered unless it has been signed by the author, or sufficiently identifies the person or persons responsible
for its creation and submittal.

A.

Specific Correspondence.

B.

Informational Correspondence.
1.

C.

CALAFCO Quarterly May 2021.

“In the News.”

5.

DECLARATION OF CONFLICTS AND DISQUALIFICATIONS

6.

CONSENT ITEM
A.

7.

8.

LAFCO APPLICATION NO. 2021-03 & SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AMENDMENT
NO. 2021-02 – NORMA WAY CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION TO COUNTY
SERVICE AREA 26 (KEYES): Request to annex approximately 9.77 acres into
County Service Area (CSA) 26 located between Norma Way and Nunes Road, west
of Washington Road in the Keyes area. The annexation is intended to fund services
such as maintenance of storm drain infrastructure, masonry walls, sidewalks, parks
and streetscape. APN 045-071-006. (Staff Recommendation: Adopt Resolution No.
2021-08, approving the application.)

PUBLIC HEARINGS
A.

LAFCO APPLICATION NO. 2021-02 – LODI-WHITMORE CHANGE OF
ORGANIZATION TO THE CITY OF MODESTO: Request to annex approximately 33
acres located at the northeast corner of the Lodi Avenue and Whitmore Avenue
intersection to the City of Modesto. The annexation is within the City’s Sphere of
Influence and is meant to accommodate industrial development. The City of Modesto, as
Lead Agency pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), prepared an
initial study and adopted a finding of conformance with the Modesto Urban General Plan
Master Environmental Impact Report (SCH No. 2014042081), pursuant to Section
21157.1 of the CEQA Guidelines. LAFCO, as a Responsible Agency, will consider the
environmental documentation prepared by the City as part of its action. APNs 086-013017 & 018. (Staff Recommendation: Adopt Resolution No. 2021-09 Option 1b,
conditionally approving the application.)

B.

FINAL LAFCO BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2021-2022. The Commission will
consider the adoption of the Final LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2021-2022
consistent with Government Code Sections 56380 and 56381. (Staff
Recommendation: Approve the final budget and adopt Resolution No. 2021-10.)

OTHER BUSINESS
None.
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9.

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS
Commission Members may provide comments regarding LAFCO matters.

10.

ADDITIONAL MATTERS AT THE DISCRETION OF THE CHAIRPERSON
The Commission Chair may announce additional matters regarding LAFCO matters.

11.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S REPORT
The Commission will receive a verbal report from the Executive Officer regarding current staff activities.

A.
12.

On the Horizon.

ADJOURNMENT
A.

Set the next meeting date of the Commission for June 23, 2021.

B.

Adjournment.
LAFCO Disclosure Requirements

Disclosure of Campaign Contributions: If you wish to participate in a LAFCO proceeding, you are prohibited from making a
campaign contribution of more than $250 to any commissioner or alternate. This prohibition begins on the date you begin to actively
support or oppose an application before LAFCO and continues until three months after a final decision is rendered by LAFCO. No
commissioner or alternate may solicit or accept a campaign contribution of more than $250 from you or your agent during this period if
the commissioner or alternate knows, or has reason to know, that you will participate in the proceedings. If you or your agent have
made a contribution of more than $250 to any commissioner or alternate during the twelve (12) months preceding the decision, that
commissioner or alternate must disqualify himself or herself from the decision. However, disqualification is not required if the
commissioner or alternate returns the campaign contribution within thirty (30) days of learning both about the contribution and the fact
that you are a participant in the proceedings.
Lobbying Disclosure: Any person or group lobbying the Commission or the Executive Officer in regard to an application before
LAFCO must file a declaration prior to the hearing on the LAFCO application or at the time of the hearing if that is the initial contact.
Any lobbyist speaking at the LAFCO hearing must so identify themselves as lobbyists and identify on the record the name of the person
or entity making payment to them.
Disclosure of Political Expenditures and Contributions Regarding LAFCO Proceedings: If the proponents or opponents of a
LAFCO proposal spend $1,000 with respect to that proposal, they must report their contributions of $100 or more and all of their
expenditures under the rules of the Political Reform Act for local initiative measures to the LAFCO Office.
LAFCO Action in Court: All persons are invited to testify and submit written comments to the Commission. If you challenge a LAFCO
action in court, you may be limited to issues raised at the public hearing or submitted as written comments prior to the close of the
public hearing. All written materials received by staff 24 hours before the hearing will be distributed to the Commission.
Reasonable Accommodations: In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, hearing devices are available for public use. If
hearing devices are needed, please contact the LAFCO Clerk at 525-7660. Notification 24 hours prior to the meeting will enable the
Clerk to make arrangements.
Alternative Formats: If requested, the agenda will be made available in alternative formats to persons with a disability, as required by
Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 USC 12132) and the Federal rules and regulations adopted in
implementation thereof.
Notice Regarding Non-English Speakers: Pursuant to California Constitution Article III, Section IV, establishing English as the
official language for the State of California, and in accordance with California Code of Civil Procedure Section 185 which requires
proceedings before any State Court to be in English, notice is hereby given that all proceedings before the Local Agency Formation
Commission shall be in English and anyone wishing to address the Commission is required to have a translator present who will take
an oath to make an accurate translation from any language not English into the English language.

STANISLAUS LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
MINUTES

April 28, 2021
1.

CALL TO ORDER
Chair Bublak called the meeting to order at 6:02 p.m.

2.

A.

Pledge of Allegiance to Flag. Chair Bublak led in the pledge of allegiance to the flag.

B.

Introduction of Commissioners and Staff. Chair Bublak led in the introduction of the
Commissioners and Staff.
Commissioners Present:

Amy Bublak, Chair, City Member
Terry Withrow, Vice-Chair, County Member
Richard O’Brien, City Member
Vito Chiesa, County Member
Bill Berryhill, Public Member
Brad Hawn, Alternate Public Member
Javier Lopez, Alternate City Member

Staff Present:

Sara Lytle-Pinhey, Executive Officer
Javier Camarena, Assistant Executive Officer
Jennifer Vieira, Commission Clerk
Robert J. Taro, LAFCO Counsel

Commissioners Absent:

Mani Grewal, Alternate County Member

PUBLIC COMMENT
None.

3.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A.

Minutes of the March 24, 2021 Meeting.
Motion by Commissioner Berryhill, seconded by Commissioner Chiesa and carried
with a 5-0 vote to approve the Minutes of the March 24, 2021 meeting by the
following:
Ayes:
Noes:
Ineligible:
Absent:
Abstention:

Commissioners: Berryhill, Bublak, Chiesa, O’Brien and Withrow
Commissioners: None
Commissioners: Hawn and Lopez
Commissioners: Grewal
Commissioners: None
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4.

CORRESPONDENCE
A.

5.

Specific Correspondence.
1.

Letter dated April 21, 2021 from Dennis Hatfield and residents of Real Court
and Lee Avenue in Newman regarding Agenda Item 8A.

2.

Letter dated April 28, 2021 from Sherri Marsigli, Steve Bassett and Lori
Branco regarding Agenda Item 8A.

B.

Informational Correspondence.

C.

“In the News.”

DECLARATION OF CONFLICTS AND DISQUALIFICATIONS
Commissioner O’Brien recused himself from Agenda Item 7A due to his business
relationship to one of the applicants.

6.

CONSENT ITEMS
None.

7.

OTHER BUSINESS
A.

SELECTION OF PUBLIC MEMBER AND ALTERNATE PUBLIC MEMBER TO THE
COMMISSION. The Commission will consider applications to fill upcoming
vacancies for the Public and Alternate Public Member. (Staff Recommendation:
Appoint a Public Member and Alternate Public Member and adopt Resolutions No.
2021-06 and 2021-07.)

6:05 p.m. Commissioner Berryhill, Commissioner Hawn and Commissioner O’Brien left the dais.
Commissioner Bublak opened the floor to the 5 applicants: Dennis E. Wilson, Ken L.
Lane, William M. O’Brien, Eric Alphonse Kellner and William R. Berryhill.
Motion by Commissioner Chiesa, seconded by Commissioner Lopez, and approved
with a 4-0 vote to appoint William Berryhill as Alternate Public Member, by the
following vote:
Ayes:
Noes:
Ineligible:
Absent:
Abstention:

Commissioners: Bublak, Chiesa, Lopez and Withrow
Commissioners: None
Commissioners: Berryhill and Hawn
Commissioners: Grewal
Commissioners: O’Brien

Motion by Commissioner Withrow, seconded by Commissioner Lopez, and approved
with a 4-0 vote to appoint Ken Lane as Public Member, by the following vote:
Ayes:
Noes:
Ineligible:

Commissioners: Bublak, Chiesa, Lopez and Withrow
Commissioners: None
Commissioners: Berryhill and Hawn
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Absent:
Abstention:

Commissioners: Grewal
Commissioners: O’Brien

6:23 p.m. Commissioner Berryhill, Commissioner Hawn and Commissioner O’Brien returned to the
dais.
8.

PUBLIC HEARINGS
A.

LAFCO APPLICATION NO. 2021-01 – NORTHWEST NEWMAN PHASE I
REORGANIZATION TO THE CITY OF NEWMAN: The City of Newman has
requested annexation of approximately 53.47 acres to the City of Newman and
simultaneously detach the area from the West Stanislaus Fire Protection District and
Central California Irrigation District. The City of Newman previously applied for a
larger annexation area in 2018 that was terminated by election. The current
proposal represents a smaller portion of Phase One of the Northwest Newman
Master Plan. The project area is located northwest of the Newman City Limits, west
of Highway 33 and south of Stuhr Road. The City assumed the role of Lead Agency,
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), for the project and
prepared an Environmental Impact Report for the project. LAFCO, as a Responsible
Agency, will consider the environmental documentation and adopt the same findings
if approved. (Staff Recommendation: Adopt Resolution No. 2021-04, approving the
application.)
Javier Camarena, Assistant Executive Officer, presented the item with a
recommendation of approval.
Chair Bublak opened the item up for Public Comment at 6:39 p.m.
Michael Holland, City Manager of Newman; and Dave Romano, representing
Sandpoint Ranch, spoke in Favor of the proposal and answered questions of the
Commission.
Sherri Marsigli, property owner; Ronald Clark, property owner/resident; Rosalind
Clark property owner/resident; Dennis Hatfield, property owner/resident; Jan Devers,
property owner/resident; and Francisco Gonzalez, property owner/resident spoke in
opposition of the proposal.
Frederic Clark, Deputy Director of Stanislaus County Public Works Department,
requested that all of Jensen Road be included in the proposal.
Chair Bublak closed the Public Hearing at 7:34 p.m.
Motion by Commissioner O’Brien, seconded by Commissioner Berryhill and carried
with a 4-1 vote to adopt Resolution No. 2021-04, approving the application, by the
following vote:
Ayes:
Noes:
Ineligible:
Absent:
Abstention:

Commissioners: Berryhill, Bublak, O’Brien and Withrow
Commissioners: Chiesa
Commissioners: Hawn and Lopez
Commissioners: Grewal
Commissioners: None
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B.

LAFCO PROPOSED BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR (FY) 2021-2022. The
Commission will consider the adoption of the proposed LAFCO budget consistent
with Government Code Sections 56380 and 56381. (Staff Recommendation:
Approve the proposed budget and adopt Resolution No. 2021-05.)
Sara Lytle-Pinhey, Executive Officer, presented the item with a recommendation of
approval.

7:47 p.m. Commissioner Berryhill left the dais.
7:50 p.m. Commissioner Berryhill returned to the dais.
Chair Bublak opened the item up for Public Comment at 7:55 p.m.
No one spoke.
Chair Bublak closed the Public Hearing at 7:55 p.m.
Motion by Commissioner Chiesa, seconded by Commissioner Withrow and carried
with a 5-0 vote to adopt Resolution No. 2021-05, by the following vote:
Ayes:
Noes:
Ineligible:
Absent:
Abstention:
9.

Commissioners: Berryhill, Bublak, O’Brien and Withrow
Commissioners: Chiesa
Commissioners: Hawn and Lopez
Commissioners: Grewal
Commissioners: None

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS
Commissioner O’Brien and Commissioner Berryhill thanked Commissioner Hawn for his
service as a LAFCO Commissioner. Commissioner Hawn thanked everyone for his time on
the Commission.

10.

ADDITIONAL MATTERS AT THE DISCRETION OF THE CHAIRPERSON
Commissioner Bublak presented Commissioner Hawn with a plaque and thanked him for his
years of service as a LAFCO Commissioner.

11.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT
A.

On the Horizon. The Executive Officer informed the Commission of the following:
•

12.

For the May 26th meeting, the Commission will hear the final LAFCO budget and
the Lodi-Whitmore annexation to the City of Modesto.

ADJOURNMENT
A.

Chair Bublak adjourned the meeting at 7:59 p.m.

______________________________
Sara Lytle-Pinhey, Executive Officer

News from the Board of Directors

CALAFCO QUARTERLY
A
message
from the
Executive
Director

Greetings from your
CALAFCO Board of Directors
and Executive Director. Spring
is in the air and things seem to
be shifting. Spring is a time of
renewal and re-awakening and that
is exactly what it feels like this year in so many ways.

This Second Quarterly Report of 2021 will begin by
highlighting the good news in our CALAFCO family first,
followed by Association updates. Happy reading!

LAFCos in the News

Alameda LAFCo Awarded Sustainable Agricultural Lands
Conservation (SALC) Grant
In our last Quarterly Report we announced SALC grants for
San Bernardino and San Diego LAFCos. CALAFCO
inadvertently omitted Alameda LAFCos grant award and
apologize for the oversight. We are pleased to announce their
grant award.

Alameda LAFCo, in partnership with the Alameda County
Resource Conservation District, was awarded a SALC
planning grant for $250,000. The planning grant project is
aimed at collaborative stakeholder planning in Alameda
County to ensure the identification and preservation of
agricultural and working lands, an infill development focus on
healthy and resilient communities for disadvantaged and lowincome populations, and a reduction in greenhouse gas
emissions.
The Strategic Growth Council (SGC) added LAFCos to the list
of eligible entities to apply for SALC grants in January 2019
after many years of CALAFCO trying to get LAFCos eligible for
state-level grant funding. We are pleased that to date, three
of our member LAFCos have received these grants.
Los Angeles LAFCo Executive Officer Receives State
Appointment
On January 4, 2021, Assembly Speaker Anthony Rendon
appointed Los Angeles LAFCo Executive Officer Paul Novak to
the Board for Professional Engineers, Land Surveyors, and
Geologists. The Board regulates the practices of engineering
(civil, electrical, structural, geotechnical/soils), land surveying,
geology, and geophysics in the State of California to
safeguard the life, health, property and welfare of the public.
The Board licenses qualified individuals, based on experience
and successfully passing examinations; establishes
regulations and promotes professional conduct; enforces
laws and regulations; and provides information to the public
on using professional engineering and land surveying
services. Paul’s term runs to June 30, 2023.
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Marin LAFCo Holds Shared Services Workshop For
Agencies
Marin LAFCo held a Shared Services Workshop on April 29,
2021. Partners for the workshop included Marin County
Council of Mayors and Councilmembers, Marin County
Special Districts Association, and Marin County Office of
Education. The workshop had 2 panels, one on successful
shared services in Marin, and another exploring how to
successfully implement shared services. Marin LAFCo
reports the workshop was a success with 78 people
attending, including elected officials and staff throughout
the County, as well as staff from 2 other LAFCos. If you are
curious about this event, a recording is posted on their
website at www.marinlafco.org. Marin LAFCo thanks
CALAFCO for offering their Zoom account, noting the
webinar function played a large role in the success of this
workshop.
Orange LAFCo Welcomes New Assistant EO
Orange LAFCo is pleased to welcome a new member to the
Orange LAFCo team. Raymond Barragan will serve as
Orange LAFCo’s Assistant Executive Officer and brings
extensive experience in local government to his new role.
Before joining Orange LAFCo, he served as the Acting
Director of Community Development with the City of
Gardena where he was employed since 2012. Raymond
holds a bachelor’s degree in urban and regional planning
and is a master’s candidate in Community and Economic
Development at Penn State.
San Luis Obispo Announces New Hire and Promotion
San Luis Obispo LAFCo is excited to announce Robert
“Rob” Fitzroy as its new Executive Officer. Most recently he
was the Director of the Community Development
Department for the City of Arroyo Grande. Prior to that, Rob
was the Asst. Director for the County Planning & Building
Department. Rob graduated from Cal Poly San Luis Obispo
with a bachelor’s degree and has a master’s of Natural
Resource Management, Environmental Planning & Public
Policy. He begins his new role on May 24, 2021.

Imelda Marquez, San Luis Obispo LAFCo Clerk, was
promoted to Analyst late last year. Imelda has been with
SLO LAFCo for about 19 months. Her broad range of skills
and analytical abilities are numerous. She is a proud
Fresno St. Bulldog with a Geography degree and according
to Interim EO David Church, “is an absolute delight to work
with”.
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Welcome to Our Newest Associate Members

CALAFCO is pleased to welcome two new Silver Associate
Members.
We welcome the return of SWALE, Inc. SWALE’s consulting
services focus on LAFCos critical issues including MSRs, SOIs,
CEQA compliance, strategic planning, workshops and
mapping with GIS. Their northern California office is
expanding to bring you the best of consulting services. To
learn more about the services provided by SWALE, contact
Kateri Harrison at harrison@swaleinc.com, or visit their
website at www.swaleinc.com.
We also welcome DTA . DTA is a national public finance and
urban economics consulting firm specializing in infrastructure
and public service finance. Their financing programs have
utilized a variety of public financing mechanisms such as Ads,
CFDs, LLDs and various types of fee programs. To learn more
about DTA, contact Nathan Perez at Nate@FinanceDTA.com,
or visit their website at www.FinanceDTA.com.

CALAFCO Educational Events

MARK YOUR CALENDARS FOR THESE UPCOMING CALAFCO
EDUCATIONAL EVENTS!
CALAFCO 2021 ANNUAL CONFERENCE
Join us October 6-8 at the Hyatt Regency Newport Beach John
Wayne Airport for the 2021 Annual Conference. It’s been so
long since we’ve gathered in person and the time is finally
here! The program planning committee is forming and
CALAFCO staff is working with the facility on details to keep all
of our attendees safe. Watch for Conference registration and
hotel reservations to be open soon. Conference registration
rates will be at the 2019 rates. We look forward to seeing you
in Newport Beach later this year.
CALAFCO UNIVERSITY
We are pleased to continue
offering webinars at no cost to our
membership and are preparing several great sessions for you.
Registration is now open for our June 7 session: Financial
Health Indicators for Cities and Districts. Registration is open
until June 2. You will find all the details on the CALAFCO
website at www.calafco.org.
We are also working on a very unique 4-part series on Fire &
EMS services and a session on Forming a CSD. Watch for
details and registration for these offerings coming soon.
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CALAFCO Board of Directors
CALAFCO BOARD ACTIONS
The Board met virtually on April 30 with
a full agenda. Under the leadership of
Chair Mike Kelley, the Board took a
number of important actions.
 The FY 2021-22 budget was adopted. For the first
time, the Board considered a rolling 2-year budget. The
FY 21-22 budget reflects a decrease of 2.1% over the
current FY operating budget. The adopted budget can
be found on the CALAFCO website.
 The 2021-22 Strategic Plan was adopted. The three
primary strategies for the Association are: (1) Serve as
an educational resource to member LAFCo
Commissioners, LAFCo staff, Associate Members, and
stakeholders; (2) Focus efforts on Association member
relations,
development,
recognition
and
communication. Continue development of a strong and
sustainable Association; and (3) Serve as an
information resource to all Association members, work
as a legislative and policy advocate for LAFCo issues
and provide information to the Legislature and other
stakeholders. The adopted Strategic Plan can be found
on the CALAFCO website.
 Updated Policies for Sections I and II of the current
CALAFCO Policies were adopted. One of the goals for
2021 is to conduct a comprehensive review of
CALAFCO Policies, considering two sections per
quarter. This is the first of a three-phase update
process. The updated policies can be found on the
CALAFCO website.
 The new Annual Achievement Awards program was
approved. As the membership is aware, last year the
Board approved consideration of an update to the
Achievement Awards program. CALAFCO staff and
Regional Officers worked for many months in crafting
two options for the Achievement Awards Committee to
consider. The Committee unanimously approved one of
the options and recommended adoption of that option
to the Board, which was unanimously approved. Watch
for an announcement on the new program and the
opening of the nomination period coming soon!

 The Board ratified approval of filing an amicus letter in

support of San Luis Obispo (SLO) LAFCo’s appeal to the
State Supreme Court. As a follow up to the Superior
Court decision in favor of the City of Pismo Beach, and
at the request of SLO LAFCo, CALAFCO filed an amicus
letter requesting the court review the case. The Court
of Appeal opinion in San Luis Obispo Local Agency
Formation Commission v. City of Pismo Beach

News from the Board of Directors

CALAFCO QUARTERLY
threatens to change operations across of LAFCos
throughout the state.
By limiting the ability of LAFCos to require
indemnification
agreements
from
annexation
applicants, the opinion conflicts with a number of
decisions on which LAFCos reasonably relied to require
indemnification as part of their implied powers. We
thank BBK for their work on this amicus letter (which
was preceded by an amicus brief). CALAFCO will keep
our members posted on the appeal process.


The Board received the 3rd quarter financial reports
and the projected FY 20-21 year-end fiscal report.



The Board received several verbal updates from staff.

All Board meeting documents are on the CALAFCO website.
CALAFCO Administrative Update
The 2021-22 CALAFCO Membership
Directory is out! Each LAFCo received their
requested number of hard copy directories
and each Associate Member also received
a copy. There is an electronic version of
the Membership Directory on the CALAFCO
website.

CALAFCO Legislative Update
What an interesting and busy legislative
year this is turning out to be! CALAFCO is
sponsoring the 2021 Assembly Local
Government Committee (ALGC) Omnibus
bill, AB 1581. This year’s Omnibus contains
a record number of items, totaling 13. Six
of the items came from member LAFCos
and seven from the protest provisions
rewrite working group (deleting obsolete
provisions). CALAFCO is currently tracking 32 bills, has a
formal position on 9, and has been actively engaged on
amendment negotiations for 10 bills.
This year there seems to be a number of bills addressing the
same issue by several different authors, who, at the
beginning of the year, did not appear to be talking with each
other. The primary topics include COVID relief, wildfire
prevention, climate resilience, homelessness and affordable
housing, bridging the equity divide and transparency and
public participation.
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To complicate matters, the Legislature is still meeting under
COVID restrictions with the majority of their staff working
remotely. There are only a handful of meeting rooms in the
Capitol that allow for social distancing, so the number of
committee meetings have been reduced and the timeframe
condensed.
Here are a few of the bills of importance we are tracking or
working on:
 AB 339 (Lee) CALAFCO Watch - Open meetings.
Requirements recently drastically amended and
narrowed the scope to now apply only to cities and
counties with a population over 250,000 with a sunset
of 12-31-23 (requirements no longer applies to LAFCo).
 AB 1195 (C. Garcia) CALAFCO Watch With Concerns –
Drinking water. Creates the So LA County Human
Rights to Water Collaboration Act and gives the Water
Board authority to appoint a Commissioner to oversee
the Central Basin Municipal Water District.
 SB 403 (Gonzalez) CALAFCO Oppose Unless Amended
– Drinking water consolidation. Authorizes the Water
Board to order consolidation where a water system
serving a disadvantaged community is an at-risk water
system, as defined, or where a disadvantaged
community is substantially reliant on at-risk domestic
wells, as defined. Two of our three requested
amendments have been taken (define “at risk” and put
a cap on the number of users to be added to the
subsuming system). The third request to add GSAs to
the list of entities the Board must consult with has not
yet been taken.
The last day for all policy committees to pass bills originating
in their house was May 14. With one additional week for
fiscal committees to pass bills to the respective floors, the
Legislature will spend the last several weeks of May focusing
on passing bills to the other house and the first part of June
negotiating last minute budget deals for the June 15 budget
passage deadline.
All bills being tracked by CALAFCO can be found on the
CALAFCO website inside the Legislation section of the site
(log in with your member id first to access this section).
CALAFCO’s position on all bills is reflected there, and any
letters issued by CALAFCO are posted. The CALAFCO
Legislative Committee meets regularly and all meeting
materials are located in the Legislation section of the
CALAFCO website.
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CALAFCO Associate Members’ Corner

This section is dedicated to highlighting our Associate Members.
The information below is provided to CALAFCO by the Associate
member upon joining the Association. All Associate member
information can be found in the CALAFCO Member Directory.

Cucamonga Valley Water District

The Cucamonga Valley Water District has been a Silver
Associate Member since 2014.
Formed in 1995, the district
provides
water
and
wastewater service to 200,000
customers in a 47 square mile
area. The district has a mission of providing high quality,
reliable water and wastewater service while practicing good
stewardship of natural and financial resources. CVWD’s
water supply is comprised of two main sources:
groundwater and imported water. Supplemented by surface
water, recycled water and water conservation, the district’s
average daily demand is 43 million gallons. For more
information on the district, contact Cindy Cisneros at
cindyc@cvwdwater.com or visit their website at
www.cvwdwater.com.

P. Scott Browne

Scott Browne has been a Silver Associate member since

2007. Scott provides legal services and staff support to
various LAFCos throughout the state. He has served as a
member of the CALAFCO Legislative Committee for a
number of years. To learn more about the services he
provides or to contact him, email him at
scott@scottbrowne.com or visit his website at
www.scottbrowne.com.

E Mulberg & Associates

E Mulberg & Associates has been a Silver Associate Member
since 2011. Services offered include Municipal Service
Reviews, Sphere of Influence updates, changes in
organization, staff reports, CEQA analysis, and assistance
with applications to LAFCo. For more information, contact
Elliot Mulberg at elliot@emulberg.com or visit their website at
www.emulberg.com.
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Policy Consulting Associates

A Silver Associate member since 2010, Policy Consulting
Associates (PCA) prepares interdisciplinary research studies
for LAFCos, councils of government, counties, cities, states,
elected representatives and candidates, with an emphasis
on MSRs and fiscal studies. The PCA team’s combined
experience covers the spectrum of governance
configurations and alternatives, and runs the gamut of
services under LAFCo jurisdiction. For more information on
PCA, contact Jennifer Stephenson or Oxana Wolfson at
info@pcateam.com,
or
visit
their
website
at
www.pcateam.com.

CALAFCO wishes to thank all of our Associate
Members for your ongoing support and partnership We
look forward to continuing to highlighting you in future
Quarterly Reports.

Did You Know??

Meeting Documents Online
Did you know that all CALAFCO Board of
Directors and Legislative Committee meeting
documents are online? Visit the Boards &

Committees pages in the Members Section
of the site. Board documents cover 2008 to present and
Legislative Committee documents span 2007 to present.

CALAFCO Webinars & Courses Archived
Did you know that all CALAFCO Webinar recordings on
archived on the CALAFCO website and available at no cost
for on-demand viewing? Visit the CALAFCO website in the
CALAFCO Webinars section (log in as a member first).

Certificate of Recognition Program

Did you know that CALAFCO has a

Certificate of Recognition Program

and offers it at no cost to our
members
(both
LAFCo
and
Associate members)? The program
has been in place several years
and while a few of you utilize this
service, most of you do not. For details, visit the CALAFCO
website in the Member Services Section and upload the
program packet or contact the CALAFCO Executive Director.
Mark Your Calendars For
Upcoming CALAFCO Events

These

 CALAFCO Legislative Committee virtual
meeting – 6/18
 CALAFCO Legislative Committee virtual
meeting – 7/23
 CALAFCO Board of Directors virtual meeting – 7/30
The CALAFCO 2021 Calendar of Events can be found on the
CALAFCO website.
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LAFCO APPLICATION NO. 2021-03 & SPHERE OF INFLUENCE
AMENDMENT NO. 2021-02 –
NORMA WAY CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION TO COUNTY SERVICE AREA 26 (KEYES)
PROPOSAL
The project is a request to annex approximately 9.77 acres into County Service Area (CSA) 26,
located between Norma Way and Nunes Road, west of Washington Road in the Keyes area.
The annexation is intended to fund services such as maintenance of storm drain infrastructure,
masonry walls, sidewalks, parks and streetscape. The annexation to CSA 26 will also include a
sphere of influence amendment (See Exhibit “A” – Map and Legal Description).
1. Applicant: Stanislaus County
Public Works
2. Location:
The proposal is
located in the Keyes area north
of Nunes Road and south of
Norma Way near the Nunes
Road and Washington Road
intersection. (See Exhibit “A” –
Map and Legal Description.)
3. Parcels Involved and Acreage:
The project includes Assessor’s
Parcel Number (APN) 045-071006
which
contains
approximately 9.77 acres. (See
Exhibit “A” Map and Legal
Description.)
4. Reason for Request: The annexation to CSA 26 will provide the funding mechanism for
extended County services including maintenance of storm drain infrastructure, masonry
walls, sidewalks, parks and streetscape for a residential subdivision and commercial lot.
BACKGROUND
In November of 2018, the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors approved Vesting Tentative
Subdivision Map Application No. 2017-0013, Gold Star Investments, LLC. The map includes 28
single family residential lots and a 4.02-acre commercial remainder. As part of the County’s
approval, a condition was included that requires that the area annex into County Service Area
26 – Keyes (CSA 26).
FACTORS
The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 requires several
factors to be considered by a LAFCO when evaluating a proposal. The following discussion
pertains to the factors, as set forth in Government Code Section 56668 and 56668.3:
a. Population and population density; land area and land use; per capita assessed
valuation; topography, natural boundaries, and drainage basins; proximity to other
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populated areas; the likelihood of significant growth in the area, and in adjacent
incorporated and unincorporated areas, during the next 10 years.
The proposed change of organization will serve the Norma Way subdivision. The
subdivision was approved in November 2018 by the Stanislaus County Board of
Supervisors. The proposed annexation will include 28 single family residential parcels and
4.02-acre commercial remainder. Annexation into CSA 26 is a condition of approval
required by Stanislaus County.
The subdivision is considered an infill project and is surrounded by similar low-density
residential uses that are already within CSA 26. The project site is zoned R1-US (SingleFamily Residential Urban Service District). Annexation to the District will not change or lead
to change in the zoning. The subject parcel is located in Tax Code Area 072-014. The
current total assessed value for the parcel within the proposed annexation area is
$1,005,000.00.
b. The need for organized community services; the present cost and adequacy of
governmental services and controls in the area; probable future needs for those
services and controls; probable effect of the proposed incorporation, formation,
annexation, or exclusion and of alternative courses of action on the cost and
adequacy of services and controls in the area and adjacent areas.
CSA 26 will provide extended county services including maintenance of storm drain
infrastructure, masonry walls, sidewalks, parks and streetscape to the annexed territory.
Upon annexation, the territory will be subject to the approved formula for calculation and
levy of annual assessments to pay for services provided by CSA 26.
c. The effect of the proposed action and of alternative actions, on adjacent areas, on
mutual social and economic interests, and on the local governmental structure of the
county.
There are no social or economic communities of interest as defined by the Commission in
the area. The proposal is consistent with adopted Commission policies to encourage
efficient and effective delivery of governmental services.
d. The conformity of both the proposal and its anticipated effects with both the adopted
commission policies on providing planned, orderly, efficient patterns of urban
development, and the policies and priorities set forth in Section 56377.
The territory is located within an area that is zoned R1-US (low-density residential) by
Stanislaus County. The 4.02-acre remainder is currently zoned R1-US but is designated as
Commercial in the Keyes Community Plan for future commercial development. The
proposed annexation will provide services to approved subdivisions.
e. The effect of the proposal on maintaining the physical and economic integrity of
agricultural lands, as defined by Section 56016.
The proposal will not result in the loss of agricultural land and will not affect the physical and
economic integrity of agricultural land. The land is currently zoned for low-density residential
uses by Stanislaus County, is designated as low density residential and commercial in the
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Keyes Community Plan, and is considered in-fill development.
f.

The definiteness and certainty of the boundaries of the territory, the nonconformance
of proposed boundaries with lines of assessment or ownership, the creation of
islands or corridors of unincorporated territory, and other similar matters affecting
proposed boundaries.
The proposed boundary includes one existing parcel to be subdivided into 28 low-density
residential parcels and a 4.02-acre remainder. The proposed annexation also includes a
sphere of influence (SOI) amendment to the CSA 26 SOI. The amendment will result in a
coterminous SOI and CSA boundary.

g. A regional transportation plan adopted pursuant to Section 65080
The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is prepared and adopted by the Stanislaus
Association of Governments (StanCOG) and is intended to determine the transportation
needs of the region as well as strategies for investing in the region’s transportation system.
According to the CEQA documentation, the developer of the subdivision will be required to
pay Keyes Community Plan Mitigation Funding Program fees per the Keyes Community
Plan adopted on April 18, 2000. The fees will be applied per dwelling and will be applied
towards the future signal improvement at the SR-99 and Keyes Road ramp intersections.
h. The proposal’s consistency with city or county general and specific plans
The proposal is consistent with the Stanislaus County General Plan and Keyes Community
Plan, which designates the territory as Low Density Residential and Commercial.
i.

The sphere of influence of any local agency, which may be applicable to the proposal
being reviewed.
The proposed change of organization includes a sphere of influence (SOI) amendment to
the CSA 26 SOI. The amendment will result in a coterminous SOI and CSA boundary. The
proposed territory is also within the Spheres of Influence of the Keyes Fire Protection
District, Turlock Mosquito Abatement District, Turlock Irrigation District, and Keyes
Community Services District.

j.

The comments of any affected local agency or other public agency.
All affected agencies and jurisdictions have been notified pursuant to State law
requirements and the Commission adopted policies. A response letter was received from
both the Stanislaus County Environmental Review Committee and Department of
Environmental Resources. Both letters provided “no comments” on the proposed
annexation. No comments have been received from any other local or public agencies.

k. The ability of the receiving entity to provide services which are the subject of the
application to the area, including the sufficiency of revenues for those services
following the proposed boundary change.
The services provided by the proposed CSA annexation will be funded by existing and
future landowners of the parcels within the territory. The CSA is a dependent district, with
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the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors serving as the district’s governing body.
Operations and maintenance of the CSA will be provided by the County Public Works
Department.
l.

Timely availability of water supplies adequate for projected needs as specified in
Government Code Section 65352.5.
Keyes Community Services District (CSD) has indicated that it is able to provide water
service to the subdivision. The territory will be required to annex into the Keyes CSD which
will require a future LAFCO application. Currently, the District has 4 groundwater wells that
provide drinking water to District customers. The District has some excess water capacity
for growth; although, the District is in the process of establishing a treatment process to
remediate arsenic levels that are present in the area that currently exceed the State’s
maximum contaminant levels.

m. The extent to which the proposal will affect a city or cities and the county in achieving
their respective fair shares of the regional housing needs as determined by the
appropriate council of governments consistent with Article 10.6 (commencing with
Section 65580) of Chapter 3 of Division 1 of Title 7.
The proposed annexation will serve 28 new single family residential lots and a 4.02-acre
remainder. The lots will contribute towards regional housing needs.
n. Any information or comments from the landowner or owners, voters, or residents of
the affected territory.
All of the landowners within the area have consented to the proposed annexation. No
information or comments, other than what was provided in the application, have been
received as of the drafting of this report.
o. Any information relating to existing land use designations.
All territories within the proposal are zoned R-1 US (Single-Family Residential Urban
Service District) within the Stanislaus County Zoning Ordinance and are designated as “Low
Density Residential” in the General Plan. The 28 proposed lots are designated as low
density residential and the 4.02-acre remainder is designated as commercial in the Keyes
Community Plan. There are currently no plans to change the land uses.
p. The extent to which the proposal will promote environmental justice.
As defined by Government Code §56668, “environmental justice” means the fair treatment
of people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the location of public facilities
and the provision of public services. Staff has determined that approval of the proposal
would not result in the unfair treatment of any person based on race, culture or income with
respect to the provision of services within the proposal area.
q. Information contained in a local mitigation plan, information contained in a safety
element of a general plan, and any maps that identify land as a very high fire hazard
zone pursuant to Section 51178 or maps that identify land determined to be in a state
responsibility area pursuant to Section 4102 of the Public Resources Code, if it is
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determined that such information is relevant to the area that is the subject of the
proposal.
According to the project’s Initial Study, the project site has not been identified as being
within a very high fire hazard severity zone.
SPHERE OF INFLUENCE MODIFICATION
Spheres of influence that are established for a County Service Area (CSA) are typically
coterminous with their boundaries. Expansion of an existing CSA and its sphere of influence is
preferred rather than the formation of a new CSA. Pursuant to LAFCO Policies, a minor
amendment to the sphere of influence of an agency may be processed and acted upon by the
Commission without triggering a new or revised Municipal Service Review (MSR) where a
previous MSR has been conducted and the amendment is less than 100 acres or three percent
of the acreage within the District’s existing SOI. The proposed annexation meets these criteria.
Therefore, consistent with Commission policies, the proposal is being processed as a minor
sphere amendment with no new Municipal Service Review required.
Sphere of Influence Determinations
Government Code Section 56425 gives purpose to the determination of a sphere of influence by
charging the Commission with the responsibility of “planning and shaping the logical and orderly
development of local governmental agencies.” In approving a sphere of influence amendment,
the Commission is required to make written determinations regarding the following factors:
1. The present and planned land uses in the area, including agriculture and open-space lands.
The County retains the responsibility for land use decisions within the CSA boundaries and
sphere of influence. The present land use in the area includes residential uses which are
consistent with the planned land uses contemplated under the County General Plan and
Zoning Ordinance. The 4.02-acre remainder is designated as commercial in the Keyes
Communtiy Plan.
2. The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area.
When the County approves development within an unincorporated area, it may require
annexation to or formation of a County Service Area in order to provide extended services
necessary to serve the land uses within the development boundaries. The present and
probable need for public facilities and services in the area has been considered, as reflected
in County-approved Engineer’s Report for CSA 26 (included in Exhibit “C”). The extended
services to be provided by CSA 26 are maintenance of storm drain infrastructure, masonry
walls, sidewalks, parks and streetscape.
3. The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that the agency
provides or is authorized to provide.
The project developers will be required to install the necessary improvements to serve the
development. Stanislaus County will maintain and operate these facilities with the funding
provided through the CSA.
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Only those property owners who benefit from the extended services provided by the CSA
pay for them, which are funded through an assessment levied on parcels within the CSA
boundaries. Based on the information provided by the County, it can be determined that,
CSA 26 will have adequate controls and funding streams to provide the appropriate level of
extended County services in order to serve the existing and future properties within the
boundaries of the CSA.
4. The existence of any social or economic community of interest in the area if the commission
determines that they are relevant to the agency.
There are no known social or economic communities of interest within the proposed Sphere
of Influence.
5. The present and probable need for sewer, municipal and industrial water, or structural fire
protection of any disadvantaged unincorporated communities within the existing sphere of
influence.
The project site is located in Keyes, which qualifies as a disadvantaged unincorporated
community. The property is considered infill development and will be served by the Keyes
Fire Protection District for fire protection services, Keyes CSD for sewer and water services
and CSA 26 for maintenance of storm drain infrastructure, masonry walls, sidewalks, parks
and streetscape services.
DISCUSSION
Based on the information provided by Stanislaus County in its application, annexation of the
project site can be considered a logical extension of the District’s boundaries. Staff has
determined that the proposed annexation is consistent with Government Code and LAFCO
policies.
Waiver of Protest Proceedings
Pursuant to Government Code Section 56662(d), the Commission may waive protest
proceedings for the proposal when the following conditions apply:
1. The territory is uninhabited.
2. All of the owners of land within the affected territory have given their written consent to
the change of organization.
3. No subject agency has submitted written opposition to a waiver of protest proceedings.
As all of the above conditions have been met, the Commission may waive the protest
proceedings in their entirety.
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
Stanislaus County, as “Lead Agency” under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
prepared an initial study for the approved subdivision. In November of 2018, the Stanislaus
County Board of Supervisors approved and adopted a Mitigated Negative Declaration for
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General Plan Amendment and Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map Application, PLN2017-0013 –
Gold Star Investments, LLC. LAFCO as a Responsible Agency, must consider the
environmental documentation prepared by the County. The proposed annexation will not result
in a change of land use under the current zoning, which is under Stanislaus County jurisdiction.
The Notice of Determination and Initial Study prepared by the County are attached to this report
as Exhibit “B”.
ALTERNATIVES FOR COMMISSION ACTION
Following consideration of this report and any testimony or additional materials that are
submitted at the public hearing for this proposal, the Commission may take one of the following
actions:
Option 1

APPROVE the proposal, as submitted by the applicant.

Option 2

DENY the proposal.

Option 3

CONTINUE this proposal to a future meeting for additional information.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Approve Option 1. Based on the information and discussion contained in this staff report, and
the evidence presented, it is recommended that the Commission adopt attached Resolution No.
2021-08, which:
a. Certifies, as a Responsible Agency under CEQA, that the Commission has considered
the environmental documentation prepared by Stanislaus County as Lead Agency;
b. Finds the proposal to be consistent with State law and the Commission’s adopted
Policies and Procedures;
c. Waives protest proceedings pursuant to Government Code Section 56662(d); and,
d. Approves LAFCO Application 2021-03 & Sphere of Influence Amendment 2021-02:
Norma Way Change of Organization to County Service Area 26 (Keyes) as outlined in
the resolution.
Respectfully submitted,

Javier Camarena

Javier Camarena
Assistant Executive Officer
Attachments - Exhibit A: Map and Legal Description
Exhibit B: Stanislaus County Initial Study, Mitigation Monitoring Plan and Notice of
Determination
Exhibit C: CSA 26 Engineer’s Report
Exhibit D: LAFCO Resolution No. 2021-08
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EXHIBIT A
Map & Legal Description
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EXHIBIT B
CEQA Initial Study
Mitigation Monitoring Plan &
Notice of Determination
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
TH
1010 10 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, December 30, 2009

1.

Project title:

General Plan Amendment Rezone, Vesting
Tentative Subdivision Map Application No.
PLN2017-0013 – Gold Star Investment, LLC

2.

Lead agency name and address:

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

3.

Contact person and phone number:

Denzel Henderson, Assistant Planner

4.

Project location:

4827 Nunes Road, south of Norma Way and
west of Washington Road, in the Community of
Keyes. (APN:045-071-006)

5.

Project sponsor’s name and address:

Gold Star Investments, LLC
528 E. Main Street
Turlock, CA 95380

6.

General Plan designation:

LDR (Low Density Residential)

7.

Zoning:

R-1 US (Single-Family Residential Urban
Services)

8.

Community Plan

Low Density Residential
(Northern section)
Commercial
(Southern section)

8.

Description of project:

This is a request to create 28-residential lots ranging in size from 5,100± square feet to 8,500± square feet and a 4±
acre remainder lot from a 9.54± acre site in the R-1 US (Single Family Residential – Urban Services) zoning district.
The request also includes an amendment to portions of the Keyes Community Plan from Commercial to Low-Density
Residential. The subdivision proposes to connect to the neighboring residential subdivision “Keyes 19 South” drainage
basin; however, if the neighboring subdivision improvements fail to be constructed prior to this project, an independent
stormwater retention basin has been designed replacing two of the proposed lots, resulting in a 26-residential lot
creation. The project will be serviced with water and sewer services from the Keyes Community Services District.
The site has a General Plan designation of Low Density Residential, a zoning designation of Single-Family Residential
with Urban Services, and a Community Plan Designation of LDR (Low Density Residential) and Commercial. The site
is developed with two single-family dwellings and accessory structures on the south side of the parcel which is
proposed to become a remainder parcel.

STRIVING TOGETHER TO BE THE BEST!
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9.

Surrounding land uses and setting:

10.

Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g.,
permits, financing approval, or participation agreement.):
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The site is surrounded by residential lots to the
west and north, and ranchettes to the east. To
the south are vacant agriculture and plan
development properties, scattered single-family
dwellings lots leading to highway 99.
Immediately adjacent east is a vacant lot that
was recently approved for residential
subdivision Keyes 19 South.
Department of Public Works
Stanislaus
Local
Agency
Formation
Commission
California Department of Transportation
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution District
Turlock Irrigation District
Keyes Community Service District
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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 “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

☐Aesthetics

☐ Agriculture & Forestry Resources ☐ Air Quality

☐Biological Resources

☐ Cultural Resources

☐ Geology / Soils

☐Greenhouse Gas Emissions

☐ Hazards & Hazardous Materials

☐ Hydrology / Water Quality

☐ Land Use / Planning

☐ Mineral Resources

☐ Noise

☐ Population / Housing

☐ Public Services

☐ Recreation

☒ Transportation / Traffic

☐ Utilities / Service Systems

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

July 2, 2018
Date

Signature
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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, than 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 crossreferenced).
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). 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
should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects
in whatever format is selected.
9) The explanation of each issue should identify:
a) the significant criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant.
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ISSUES
Potentially
Significant
Impact

I. AESTHETICS -- Would the project:

Less Than
Significant
With Mitigation
Included

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway?
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X
X
X

The site is not considered to be a scenic resource or a unique scenic vista. Community standards do not
Discussion:
dictate the need or desire for an architectural review of agricultural or residential subdivisions. The project site is currently
improved with a single-family dwelling and an accessory structure. The structures will remain on the newly created 4-acre
remainder parcel. The northern portion of the lot is proposed to be developed into 28-residential lots along with necessary
improvements (street improvements, landscaping, and drainage basin). The project is not expected to degrade any
existing visual character of the site or surrounding area. Any lighting installed with the subdivision shall be designed to
reduce any potential impacts of glare per the County’s Public Works adopted Standards and Specifications.
Mitigation:

None

References:

Application; Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation .

1

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 Protection
regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, 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:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland
of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency,
to non-agricultural use?
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?
c) 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))?

21
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X

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

X

Discussion:
The project site is 9.54± acres in size and is improved with a single-family dwelling, accessory structure,
and predominately undeveloped land. The project site has soils classified by The California Department of Conservation
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program as “Urban and Built-Up Land”. The United States Department of Agriculture
(USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service’s Eastern Stanislaus County Soil Survey, shows that the dominant soil
present is Dinuba sandy loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes and is grade one with a storie index of 81. A storie Index rating from
80-100 and Grade I and II are considered to be prime farmland; however, this site is zoned R-1 (US) and is designated as
Urban and Built-Up Land.
The project site is surrounded by residential parcels to the west, north, and east. The parcel located to the east has been
approved for a residential subdivision titled “Keyes 19 South”; and to the south are a mix of scattered single-family
dwellings and vacant parcel before highway 99. The location is between the city of Ceres and Turlock. The closest
agriculturally zoned property is adjacent to the southern border across Nunes Road; however, the proposed development
is located more than 300-feet from the closets Agriculture property which exceeds the Agriculture Buffer requirement.
A referral response received from the Turlock Irrigation District (TID) described a 30-inch irrigation pipeline and control
structure on the project site belonging to Improvement District 770. The irrigation facilities are to remain unless the
downstream parcels abandon the services. TID also commented that the existing dirt ditch that serves the parcel shall be
removed and the opening in the control structure be sealed. TID also requires that all grading be finished to elevations
that are at least six inches higher than any adjacent irrigated ground with a protective berm to prevent irrigation water from
reaching non-irrigated properties. Conditions of approval will be placed on the project to comply with these requirements.
The project site is considered to be in-fill development and will not contribute to the loss of farmland or forest land. The
project is not anticipated to create any adverse impacts to any adjacent agriculture.
Mitigation:

None

References:
California State Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitor Program- Stanislaus County
Farmland Finder 2018; United States Department of Agriculture; Referral response received from Turlock Irrigation District
1
dated December 13, 2017; Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation .

III. 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 nonattainment 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?

30
22

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
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Less Than
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Discussion:
The project site is within the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin, which has been classified as “severe nonattainment” 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 project was referred to SJVAPCD who responded, that the project specific annual emissions of criteria pollutants are
not expected to exceed any of the following District’s significance thresholds: 100 tons per year of carbon monoxide (CO),
10 tons per year of oxides of nitrogen (NOx), 10 tons per year of reactive organic gases (ROG), 27 tons per year of oxides
of sulfur (SOx), 15 tons per year of particulate matter of 10 microns or less in size (PM10), or 15 tons per year of
particulate matter of 2.5 microns or less in size (PM2.5). Therefore, the District concluded that the Project would have a
less than significant impact on air quality when compared to the above-listed annual criteria pollutant emissions
significance thresholds. The district also included conditions of approval with ways to further reduce project impacts to air
quality to less than significant thresholds.
The project will not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, any applicable air quality plan. The construction phase of
this project will be required to meet SJVAPCD’s standards and to obtain all applicable permits.
Mitigation:

None

References:
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District’s letter dated December 5, 2017; San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District’s Small Project Analysis Level (SPAL) guidance; Stanislaus County General Plan and Support
1
Documentation

Potentially
Significant
Impact

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as
a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat
or other sensitive natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal,
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors,
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan,
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

Less Than
Significant
With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X

X

X

X

X

Discussion:
The project site is currently developed with single-family dwellings and detached accessory structures.
The proposed project will subdivide the 9.54± acre parcel into 28 residential lots ranging in size from 5,100 square feet to
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8,500 square feet; with a General Plan of LDR (Low Density Residential) , zoning designation of R-1 US (Single Family
Residential with Urban Services) and a Keyes Community Plan designation of Low Density Residential. The 4± acre
remainder parcel will continue to have a General Plan LDR a zoning designation of R-1 US and Community Plan of
Commercial.
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) website identifies the
Ceres quadrant as having four species listed as candidates for endangered or threatened species. The Swainson’s
Hawk, Tricolored blackbird, Steelhead – Central Valley DPS, and the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle are all identified
as candidates for endangered or threatened species for the Ceres quadrant. There is no evidence to suggest that this
project would result in impacts to sensitive and endangered species or habitats, locally designated species, wildlife
dispersal or mitigation corridors.
The project was referred to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) but no comments have been received
as a part of the Early Consultation referral. The project site does not appear to contain streams or ponds that could be
considered Waters of the United States. 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, wildlife dispersal or mitigation corridors are considered to be less than significant.
Mitigation:

None

References:
Application Material; California Department of Fish and Wildlife California Natural Diversity Database;
1
Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation

Potentially
Significant
Impact

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a historical resource as defined in § 15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of an archaeological resource pursuant to § 15064.5?
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?

Less Than
Significant
With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X
X
X
X

Discussion:
The Keyes Community Plan Update identified that a potential exists for discovery of previously identified
buried archaeological resources. A records search, prepared by the Central California Information Center (CCIC),
indicated that no prehistoric or historic archaeological resources or historic properties known to have value to local cultural
groups were formally reported to the CCIC and, as such, the project site has a low-sensitivity for the possible discovery of
historical resources. Conditions of approval will be placed on the project to protect any pre-historic or historic resources
found during construction activities. Based on the aforementioned record searches, Staff has determined that additional
consultation is not warranted; however, a condition of approval will be placed on the project requiring that if any
archaeological or cultural resources are found during construction, activities shall halt until an on-site archaeological
mitigation program has been approved by a qualified archaeologist.
Mitigation:

None

References:
Keyes Community Plan adopted April 18, 2000; Application; Record Search from Central California
1
Information Center dated December 12, 2016; Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the
area or based on other substantial evidence of a known
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?
iv) Landslides?
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil creating substantial risks
to life or property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use
of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
waste water?

Less Than
Significant
With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X

X
X
X
X

X

X

X

According to the United States Department of Agriculture NRCS web soil survey, the site is listed as
Discussion:
containing Dinuba Sandy Loam soil, 0 to 1 percent slopes. As contained in Chapter Five 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 as part of the building permit process. The
applicant provided a preliminary soils report to the Department of Public Works for review. After reviewing the soils report,
the Public Works Department provided comments and a condition of approval to address stormwater management to be
consistent with the department standards.
Any earth moving must be approved by Public Works as complying with adopted Standards and Specifications, which
consider the potential for erosion and run-off prior to permit approval. The Building Division may utilize the results from
the soils test, or require additional soils tests, to determine if unstable or expansive soils are present. If such soils are
present, special engineering of any structures 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. Per the County’s Safety Element of the General Plan, the site is not located in the
most hazardous areas for earthquakes, or flooding areas.
Mitigation:

None

References:
Application material; Referral response received from Stanislaus County Department of Public Works
1
dated on April 16, 2018; Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation
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VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS -- Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With Mitigation
Included

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?

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

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. GHGs emissions resulting
from residential projects include emissions from temporary construction activities, energy consumption, and additional
vehicle trips.
Minimal greenhouse gas emissions will occur during construction. Construction activities are considered to be less than
significant as they are temporary in nature and are subject to meeting SJVAPCD standards for air quality control.
The proposed structures are subject to the mandatory planning and design, energy efficiency, water efficiency and
conservation, material conservation and resources efficiency, and environmental quality measures of the California Green
Building Standards (CALGreen) Code (California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 11). The California Energy
Commission (CEC) has published reports estimating the percentage deductions in energy use resulting from these new
standards. Based on CEC’s discussion on average savings for Title 24 improvements, these CEC savings percentages
by end use can be used to account for a 22.7% reduction in electricity and a 10% reduction in natural gas use for singlefamily residential units.
As mentioned in the Air Quality section, the project was referred to SJVAPCD and the project specific annual emissions of
criteria pollutants are not expected to exceed any of the Air District significance thresholds. The analysis of mobile source
pollution within the Air Quality section based on SPAL would apply in regards to Greenhouse Gas Emissions as well.
Therefore, the proposed project would pose less than significant impacts air emissions.
Mitigation:

None

References:
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District’s letter dated December 5, 2017; San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District’s Small Project Analysis Level (SPAL) guidance, California Air Pollution Control Officers
Association Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures (August 2010); Stanislaus County General Plan and
1
Support Documentation

VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -- Would
the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?
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Less Than
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Less Than
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Impact

X

X

No Impact
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c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would
it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles
of a public airport or public use airport, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

X

X

X

X

X

X

Discussion:
The Envirostor Database was accessed to determine if the property was listed as potential hazardous
waste or superfund site. The project site located at 4827 Nunes Road was not identified as a hazardous site. No known
hazardous materials are on-site. Pesticide exposure is a risk in areas located in the vicinity of agricultural uses. Sources
of exposure include contaminated groundwater, which is consumed and drift from spray applications. Applications of
sprays are strictly controlled by the Agricultural Commissioner and can only be applied after first obtaining permits. The
groundwater is not known to be contaminated in this area. The Department of Environmental Resources (DER) is
responsible for overseeing hazardous materials in this area. To date, there has not been any comment letters received
from DER or the Stanislaus Consolidated Fire District in regards to hazardous material management. The project is
located outside any land designated a fire hazard severity zone by Cal Fire per the County’s Safety Element of the
General Plan. The property is served by the Keyes Fire Protection District and will pay fire impact fees for all new
construction. The project site is not located near an airport and is therefore not included in any airport land use
compatibility plan.
Mitigation:

None

References:
Application material; Department of Toxic Substances Control (http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov); Airport
1
1
Land Use Commission Plan ; Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- Would the
project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate
of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)?
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c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the course
of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the course
of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result
in flooding on- or off-site?
e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?
h) Place within a 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 failure of a levee or dam?
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

Discussion:
On-site areas subject to flooding have not been identified by the Federal Emergency Management
Agency and/or County designated flood areas. Development of the project sites will include paving for the roadway,
houses pads, driveways, curb, gutter and sidewalks. This type of development will alter the existing drainage pattern of
the sites. Stormwater is being proposed to be managed for the development through a storm drain retention basin;
however, it is the preference to connect to the adjoining residential subdivision “Keyes 19 South” drainage basin. If the
neighboring subdivision “Keyes 19 South” improvements fail to be constructed prior to this project, an independent
stormwater retention basin has been designed replacing two of the proposed lots resulting in a 26-residential lot creation.
The stormwater is proposed to be conveyed for the development through gravity by gutter to each basin. Preliminary
drainage plans were reviewed and have been conditioned to conform to the Public Works Department Standards. A
condition of approval will be added to require the project site to annex into the existing County Service Area (CSA) to
provide funding for maintenance of the system in perpetuity.
The proposed project will be served with domestic water from Keyes Community Service District (CSD). The applicant
has received a will serve letter from Keyes CSD for each lot. Water quality and supply is monitored by Keyes CSD.
A referral response received from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control District provided a list of the Board’s
permits and programs that may be applicable to the proposed project. The developer will be required to contact Regional
Water to determine which permits/standards must be met prior to construction as a condition of approval.
Mitigation:

None

References:
Application material; Keyes Community Service District Will Serve Letter dated November 28, 2016;
Referral response from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control District dated December 11, 2017; Referral
response received from Stanislaus County Department of Public Works dated on April 16, 2018; Stanislaus County
1
General Plan and Support Documentation
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING -- Would the project:

Less Than
Significant
With Mitigation
Included

a) Physically divide an established community?
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, 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
natural community conservation plan?

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X

X

Discussion:
The land use designations for the project site include a General Plan designation of Low Density
Residential (LDR), a Zoning Designation of R-1 US (Single-Family Residential with Urban Services), and a Keyes
Community Plan designation of Low Density Residential (LDR) & Commercial. The LDR General Plan designation intent
is to provide locations and adequate areas for single-family detached homes in either conventional or clustered
configurations. The zoning designation Single-Family Residential – Urban Services zoning district allows for a minimum
parcel size of 5,000 square feet when serviced by public water and sewer.
The project site is currently developed with single-family dwelling and detached accessory structure. The proposed
project will subdivide the 9.54± acre parcel into 28-residential lots ranging in size from 5,100 square feet to 8,500 square
feet, and the Community Plan Designation will be changed from Commercial to LDR. The 4± acre remainder parcel will
continue to have a General Plan Designation of LDR, a Zoning Designation of R-1 US and Community Plan Designation
of Commercial. The proposed project will not physically divide an established community. The project is a residential infill development located within the Community of Keyes.
As described earlier, each lot will be served with domestic water and sewer from the Keyes Community Services District.
The proposed project was presented to the Stanislaus County Subdivision Committee and all of the committee's
comments have been incorporated into the project.
The proposed project will not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation
plan, as there are none in the area.
Mitigation:

None

References:
Application; Referral response from Stanislaus County Subdivision Committee dated February 14, 2018;
1
Zoning Ordinance; Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation

Potentially
Significant
Impact

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:

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

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X

The location of all commercially viable mineral resources in Stanislaus County has been mapped by the
Discussion:
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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Potentially
Significant
Impact

XII. NOISE -- Would the project result in:

Less Than
Significant
With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant
Impact

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

No Impact

X

X

X

X

X

X

Discussion:
New construction would result in a temporary increase in noise and, as such, a standard condition of
approval will be added to the project to address the temporary increase in noise by limiting hours of construction. The
project is not included in any airport land use compatibility plan, nor is it located near any private airports.
Mitigation:

None

References:

Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation

XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

1

Less Than
Significant
With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant
Impact

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

No Impact

X

X

X

Discussion:
The proposed project will not create significant service extensions or new infrastructure which could be
considered as growth inducing, as services are available to neighboring properties. At full build-out the proposed parcels
could only create a total of 28 residential units per the R-1 US zoning district. The extension of Keyes Community
Services District (CSD) water and sewer services will not induce any further growth as the development is an in-fill project.
The site is surrounded by similar low density residential development.
Mitigation:

None

References:

Application Materials; Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES --

Less Than
Significant
With Mitigation
Included

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

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X
X
X
X
X

Discussion:
The County has adopted Public Facilities Fees, school and Fire Facility Fees on behalf of the appropriate
district, to address impacts to public services. All new dwellings will be required to pay the applicable Public Facility Fees
through the building permit process. The Sheriff’s Department also uses a standardized fee for new dwellings that will be
incorporated into the Conditions of Approval. The Stanislaus County Department of Parks and Recreation has calculated
an in-lieu fee which will be paid by the developer to accommodate increased recreation needs occurring as a result of the
residential development. A referral was sent to the Keyes Union School District but no response has been received to
date. However, schools fees will be collected prior to issuance of any new dwelling.
A referral response was received from Turlock Irrigation District (TID) regarding impacts to irrigation and electric facilities.
The Districts comments will be incorporated as conditions of approval to protect the existing infrastructure and allow for
safe placement of new infrastructure for irrigation and electrical facilities.
Lastly, a referral response was received by the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) regarding the water and
sewer service being provided to the project site. LAFCO stated that the project site is currently outside the boundaries of
the Keyes Community Service District service area. Prior to the commencement of services LAFCO has requested that
the project site be annexed into the Keyes Community Service District. A condition of approval will be added to address
these concerns.
Mitigation:

None

References:
Application material; Referral response from LAFCO, dated December 7, 2017; Referral response from
1
Turlock Irrigation District, dated December 13, 2017; Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation

Potentially
Significant
Impact

XV. RECREATION --

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?
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?

Less Than
Significant
With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X

Discussion:
The General Plan requires at least three net acres of developed neighborhood parks, or the maximum
number allowed by law, to be provided for every 1,000 residents. Based on the number of lots being created, conditions
of approval will be added to the project to require in-lieu park fees of $2,050. These fees will be required prior to issuance
of a building permit for each lot.
39
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Mitigation:

None

References:

Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation

Potentially
Significant
Impact

XVI. TRANSPORATION/TRAFFIC -- Would the project:

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing
measures
of
effectiveness
for
the
performance of the circulation system, taking into account
all modes of transportation including mass transit and
non-motorized travel and relevant components of the
circulation system, including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian
and bicycle paths, and mass transit?
b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management
program, including, but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or highways?
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that
results in substantial safety risks?
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
e) Result in inadequate emergency access?
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or
otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such
facilities?

1

Less Than
Significant
With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X

X

X
X

X

Discussion:
According to the Federal Highway Administration the average daily vehicle trips per household is 9.6,
which would equal 537.6 additional trips per day as a result of project approval (28 proposed Parcels, 56 new units x 9.6 =
537.6). The project proposes to create two new cul-de-sac (Street B & Tanya Way) and a hammerhead design on Street
C until the neighboring parcels develop. The main roads for the Community of Keyes include Faith Home Road, Keyes
th
Road, Golden State Boulevard, and Rohde Road, 7 Street, Nunes Road, and Washington Road which are all classified
as collectors. No direct access is proposed from Nunes Road, which is located along the southern boundary of the
project site. The proposed project also includes curb, gutter, and sidewalks. It is not anticipated that the proposed project
will have any significant impacts on transportation or traffic. All development related to the project must be completed to
the satisfaction of the Stanislaus County Department of Public Works.
The increased number of vehicle trips per day is not considered to be significant, as the 28 parcels will be in-fill and have
been anticipated as residential development within the Keyes Community Plan.
This project was referred to the Department of Public Works and the State of California Department of Transportation
(CalTrans). CalTrans responded with conditions of approval to include the fair share improvements to the ramps at State
Route 99/Keyes Road; and to be notified when the proposed remainder parcel develops.
The Keyes Community Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR) anticipated traffic impacts to the Keyes Road and State
Route 99 ramp intersections, and adopted mitigation measures to address those impacts. A fair share amount shall be
paid prior to the issuance of a building permit for any new dwelling. The County’s Environmental Review Committee,
submitted a referral response with the applicant’s fair share amount, as determined by the Keyes Community Plan. The
fair share amount has been updated to account for inflation. These fees have been added as a mitigation measure.
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Mitigation:
1. Prior to issuance of any building permit for a single-family dwelling, the applicant shall pay the Keyes Community
Plan Mitigation Funding Program fees for Low Density Residential (R-1) per the Keyes Community Plan Adopted
on April 18, 2000. The fees were calculated in 2003 at $178.92 per dwelling. With the fees adjusted for inflation
using the Engineering News-Record index, the April 2017 fees are $293.43 per dwelling.
References:
Application; Referral response from Department of Transportation, dated December 18, 2017; Referral
response from Environmental Review Committee, dated February 14, 2018; Keyes Community Plan EIR adopted April 18,
1
2000; Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -- Would the
project:
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
b) Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction
of
which
could
cause
significant
environmental effects?
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are
new or expanded entitlements needed?
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity
to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

Discussion: The project will be served by the Keyes Community Service District (CSD) with public water and sewer
services. A will serve letter received from the Keyes CSD indicates that the developer will be responsible for installing all
necessary infrastructure improvements required for the public water and sewer connections. The developer also must
submit improvement plans to the District for review and approval. These requirements will be required as conditions of
approval for the project.
The project site is currently not located within the Keyes CSD service area and therefore a referral response was received
from the Local Agency Formation Commission Organization (LAFCO) that the project site will need to be annexed into the
Keyes CSD prior to service. As part of the LAFCO referral response, information regarding the proposed utilities service
regarding quantity and quality of the water being served was requested.
The subdivision proposes to connect to the neighboring residential subdivision “Keyes 19 South” drainage basin;
however, if the neighboring subdivision improvements fail to be constructed prior to this project, an independent
stormwater retention basin has been designed replacing two of the proposed lots resulting in a 26-residential lot creation.
County Public Works has reviewed this request and preliminary approved the connection and has attached conditions of
approval to ensure compliance with County regulations.
Mitigation:

None
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References:
Application material; Keyes Community Service District Will Serve Letter, dated November 28, 2016;
Referral response from LAFCO, dated December 7, 2017; Referral response received from Stanislaus County
1
Department of Public Works dated on April 16, 2018; Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation

Potentially
Significant
Impact

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE --

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat
of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below 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 effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects.)
c) Does the project have environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?

Less Than
Significant
With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

X

X

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

1

Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation adopted in August 23, 2016, as amended.
Housing Element adopted on April 5, 2016.
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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

Stanislaus County
Planning and Community Development

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Adapted from CEQA Guidelines sec. 15097 Final Text, October 26, 1998

May 17, 2018
1. Project title and location:

General Plan Amendment & Vesting Tentative
Subdivision Map Application No. PLN2017-0013 –
Gold Star Investments, LLC
4827 Nunes Road, in the Community of Keyes,
south of Norma Way and west of Washington
Road, between the City of Ceres and Turlock.
APN: 045-071-006

2. Project Applicant name and address:

Gold Star Investments, LLC
528 E. Main Street
Turlock, CA 95380

3. Person Responsible for Implementing
Mitigation Program (Applicant Representative):

Stanislaus County Department of Public Works
Denzel Henderson, Assistant Planner
(209) 525-6330

4. Contact person at County:

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.
XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
No.1. Prior to issuance of any building permit for a single-family dwelling, the applicant shall pay the Keyes
Community Plan Mitigation Funding Program fees for Low Density Residential (R-1) per the Keyes Community
Plan Adopted on April 18, 2000. The fees were calculated in 2003 at $178.92 per dwelling. With the fees
adjusted for inflation using the Engineering News-Record index, the April 2017 fees are $293.43 per dwelling.
Who Implements the Measure:

Applicant

When should the measure be implemented:

At time of permit issuance

When should it be completed:

At time of permit issuance

Who verifies compliance:

Stanislaus County Planning and Community
Development Department

Other Responsible Agencies:

Stanislaus County Public Works Department

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

Signature on file.

May 21, 2018

Person Responsible for Implementing
Mitigation Program

Date
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EXHIBIT E

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
NAME OF PROJECT:

General Plan Amendment & Vesting Tentative Subdivision
Map Application No. PLN2017-0013 – Gold Star Investments,
LLC

LOCATION OF PROJECT:

4827 Nunes Road, south of Norma Way and west of
Washington Road, in the Community of Keyes. APN: 045071-006

PROJECT DEVELOPER:

Gold Star Investments, LLC
528 E. Main Street
Turlock, CA 95380

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT:
This is a Request to create 28-residential lots, ranging in size
from 5,100± square feet to 8,500± square feet, and a 4± acre remainder parcel from a 9.54± acre lot
zoned R-1 US (single-family residential Urban Services) zoning district. The request includes an
amendment to a portion of the site’s Keyes Community Plan Designation from Commercial to Low
Density Residential.
Based upon the Initial Study, dated July 2, 2018, 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 aforementioned findings are contingent upon the following mitigation measures (if indicated)
which shall be incorporated into this project:
XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
No.1 Mitigation Measure: Prior to issuance of any building permit for a single-family dwelling, the
applicant shall pay the Keyes Community Plan Mitigation Funding Program fees for Low Density
Residential (R-1) per the Keyes Community Plan Adopted on April 18, 2000. The fees were
calculated in 2003 at $178.92 per dwelling. With the fees adjusted for inflation using the
Engineering News-Record index, the April 2017 fees are $293.43 per dwelling.
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:

Denzel Henderson, Assistant Planner

Submit comments to:

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

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FOR ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW REFERRALS
PROJECT: GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT & VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP PLN2017-0013 GOLD STAR INVESTMENTS, LLC

CA DEPT OF FISH & WILDLIFE

X

X

X

CA DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION DIST 10

X

X

X

X

CA OPR STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

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

COMMUNIUTY SERVICES DISTRICT KEYES

X

X

X

X

COOPERATIVE EXTENSION

X

X

X

X

FIRE PROTECTION DIST: KEYES

X

X

X

IRRIGATION DISTRICT: TID

X

X

X

X

X

X

MOSQUITO DISTRICT: TURLOCK
MT VALLEY EMERGENCY MEDICAL

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL: KEYES

X

X

X

X

PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC

X

X

X

X

POSTMASTER:

X

X

X

X

RAILROAD: UNION PACIFIC

X

X

X

SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY APCD

X

X

X

X

X

X

SCHOOL DISTRICT 1:KEYES UNION
SCHOOL DISTRICT 2: TURLOCK JOINT
UNIFIED

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

STAN CO AG COMMISSIONER

X

X

X

X

STAN CO BUILDING PERMITS DIVISION

X

X

X

X

STAN CO CEO

X

X

X

X

STAN CO DER

X

X

X

STAN CO ERC

X

X

X

STAN CO FARM BUREAU

X

X

X

STAN CO HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

X

X

X

STAN CO PARKS & RECREATION
STAN CO PUBLIC WORKS

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

STANCOG

X

X

X

STANISLAUS FIRE PREVENTION BUREAU

X

X

X

STANISLAUS LAFCO
SURROUNDING LAND OWNERS

X

X

X
X

X

TELEPHONE COMPANY: ATT
TRIBAL CONTACTS

X

X

X

X

(CA Government Code §65352.3)

X

X

X

X

NO

MAY HAVE
NO COMMENT
SIGNIFICANT
NON CEQA
IMPACT

CONDITIONS

YES

WILL NOT
HAVE
SIGNIFICANT
IMPACT

NO

MITIGATION
MEASURES

RESPONSE

YES

NO

30 DAY

2 WK

PUBLIC
HEARING
NOTICE

YES

RESPONDED

REFERRED TO:

X
X

X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

US MILITARY AGENCIES
(SB 1462) (5 agencies)

USDA NRCS

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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EXHIBIT G
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EXHIBIT C
Engineer’s Report
CSA 26
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EXHIBIT D
Draft LAFCO Resolution No. 2021-08
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STANISLAUS COUNTY LOCAL AGENCY
FORMATION COMMISSION
RESOLUTION
DATE: May 26, 2021

NO. 2021-08

SUBJECT: LAFCO APPLICATION NO. 2021-03 & SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AMENDMENT
NO. 2021-02 – NORMA WAY CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION TO COUNTY
SERVICE AREA 26 (KEYES) (SOI)
On the motion of Commissioner __________, seconded by Commissioner __________, and
approved by the following vote:
Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Ineligible:

Commissioners:
Commissioners:
Commissioners:
Commissioners:

THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTION WAS ADOPTED:
WHEREAS, Stanislaus County has requested to annex approximately 9.77 acres located between
Norma Way and Nunes Road into County Service Area 26 (Keyes);
WHEREAS, the Commission has conducted a public hearing to consider the proposal on May 26,
2021, and notice of said hearing was given at the time and in the form and manner provided by
law;
WHEREAS, the territory is considered uninhabited as it contains less than 12 registered voters;
WHEREAS, the purpose of the proposal is to allow the subject territory to receive extended county
services offered by County Service Area No. 26, including maintenance of storm drain
infrastructure, masonry walls, sidewalks, parks and streetscape;
WHEREAS, Stanislaus County, as Lead Agency, prepared and subsequently approved a Mitigated
Negative Declaration for the proposal in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA);
WHEREAS, the proposal would not result in the loss of agricultural land, as the development is
considered infill;
WHEREAS, the proposal includes a simultaneous sphere of influence amendment, coterminous
with the annexation, in order to maintain consistency with the sphere of influence of CSA 26;
WHEREAS, proceedings for adoption and amendment of a sphere of influence are governed by
the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg local Government Reorganization Act, Section 56000 et seq. of the
Government Code;
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WHEREAS, Commission policies allow a minor amendment to a sphere of influence of any agency
without triggering a new or revised Municipal Service Review (MSR) when a previous MSR has
been conducted;
WHEREAS, on March 2, 2021, the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution
No. 2018-0540 requesting the annexation to County Service Area No. 26;
WHEREAS, Stanislaus County has prepared an Engineer’s Study identifying the assessment
formula to be applied to the territory and its compliance with Proposition 218;
WHEREAS, in the form and manner provided by law pursuant to Government Code Sections
56153 and 56157, the Executive Officer has given notice of the public hearing by the Commission
on this matter; and
WHEREAS, the Commission has, in evaluating the proposal, considered the report submitted by
the Executive Officer, which included determinations and factors set forth in Government Code
Sections 56425 and 56668, and any testimony and evidence presented at the meeting held on
May 26, 2021.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission:
1. Certifies, in accordance with CEQA, as a Responsible Agency, that it has considered the
Mitigated Negative Declarations prepared by Stanislaus County.
2. Determines that: (a) the subject territory will be within the County Service Area 26 Sphere
of Influence with approval of the modification; (b) approval of the proposal is consistent with
all applicable spheres of influence, overall Commission policies and local general plans; (c)
there are less than twelve (12) registered voters within the territory and it is considered
uninhabited; (d) all the owners of land within the subject territory have given their written
consent to the annexation; (e) no subject agencies have submitted written protest to a
waiver of protest proceedings; and (f) the proposal is in the interest of the landowners within
the territory.
3. Approves the proposal subject to the following terms and conditions:
a. The applicant shall pay State Board of Equalization fees, pursuant to Government
Code Section 54902.5.
b. The applicant agrees to defend, hold harmless and indemnify LAFCO and/or its
agents, officers and employees from any claim, action or proceeding brought
against any of them, the purpose of which is to attack, set aside, void or annul
LAFCO’s action on a proposal or any action relating to or arising out of such
approval, and provide for the reimbursement or assumption of all legal costs in
connection with that approval.
c. In accordance with Government Code Sections 56886(t) and 57330, the subject
territory shall be subject to the levying and collection of all previously authorized
charges, fees, assessments or taxes of County Service Area 26.
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d. The effective date of the change of organization shall be the date of recordation of
the Certificate of Completion.
e. The application submitted has been processed as a change of organization
consisting of annexation to County Service Area 26.
4. Designates the proposal as the “Norma Way Change of Organization to County Service
Area 26”.
5. Waives the protest proceedings pursuant to Government Code Section 56662(d) and
orders the change of organization subject to the requirements of Government Code Section
57200 et. seq.
6. Authorizes and directs the Executive Officer to prepare and execute a Certificate of
Completion in accordance with Government Code Section 57203, upon receipt of a map
and legal description prepared pursuant to the requirements of the State Board of
Equalization and accepted to form by the Executive Officer, subject to the specified terms
and conditions.
ATTEST:

__________________________
Sara Lytle-Pinhey
Executive Officer
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Item 7A
EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S AGENDA REPORT
MAY 26, 2021

LAFCO APPLICATION NO. 2021-02
LODI-WHITMORE CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION
TO THE CITY OF MODESTO
PROPOSAL
The proposal is a request to annex approximately 33 acres located on the northeast corner of
the Lodi Avenue and East Whitmore Avenue intersection, east of Crows Landing Road to the
City of Modesto. The annexation is within the City’s Sphere of Influence and is meant to
accommodate industrial development.
1. Applicant: City of Modesto
2. Location: The project site is located within an
unincorporated island, northeast of Crows
Landing Rd and East Whitmore Avenue,
adjacent to the City of Modesto and City of
Ceres.
(See Exhibit A – Map & Legal
Description.)
3. Parcels Involved and Acreage:
The project includes approximately 33 acres
and includes two Assessor’s parcels (APNs:
086-013-017 & 018).
4. Reason for Request: The City of Modesto
adopted a resolution of application (attached
as Exhibit B) requesting annexation of the site to accommodate new industrial development
within the City. The northerly parcel is currently owned by Dot Foods, who also owns the
property just east of the site, already within the Modesto City Limits. The southerly parcel is
currently owned by G3 Enterprises, who has facilities just south of the site in the City of
Ceres.
BACKGROUND
The proposed annexation represents the undeveloped portion of the unincorporated island. The
territory is zoned M-Industrial in the Stanislaus County Zoning Ordinance and designated
Industrial in the General Plan. The territory is also prezoned (P)M-2 Heavy Industrial and is
designated Industrial in the City of Modesto General Plan. The project site is surrounded by
industrial uses and is adjacent to the current City of Modesto boundary to the north and east,
and City of Ceres boundary to the south.
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The City of Modesto, as Lead Agency, prepared an initial study for the project which determined
that the project is within the scope of the City’s General Plan Master Environmental Impact
Report (MEIR) and will have no additional significant environmental effect, as defined in the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 21158, that was not identified in the MEIR.
LAFCO, as a Responsible Agency, must certify that it has considered the environmental
documentation prepared by the City of Modesto (attached as Exhibit C).

1

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S AGENDA REPORT
MAY 26, 2021
PAGE 2

FACTORS
The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 requires several
factors to be considered by a LAFCO when evaluating a proposal. The following discussion
pertains to the factors, as set forth in Government Code Section 56668:
a. Population and population density; land area and land use; assessed valuation;
topography, natural boundaries, and drainage basins; proximity to other populated
areas; the likelihood of significant growth in the area, and in adjacent incorporated
and unincorporated areas, during the next 10 years.
The project area is considered uninhabited territory as there are less than 12 registered
voters. The site currently consists of vacant land and is designated for industrial uses by
both the County and City’s respective general plans and zoning or prezoning. The
remainder of the unincorporated island is already developed with industrial uses.
The City currently has a Master Property Tax Agreement with the County. The subject
territory is located in Tax Rate Area 054-023. The current total assessed land value of the
territory is $1,302,691.
b. The need for organized community services; the present cost and adequacy of
governmental services and controls in the area; probable future needs for those
services and controls; probable effect of the proposed incorporation, formation,
annexation, or exclusion and of alternative courses of action on the cost and
adequacy of services and controls in the area and adjacent areas.
Essential governmental services that are currently provided to the subject area and those
services that will be provided after the reorganization is finalized are summarized in the
following chart:
Type
Law Enforcement
Fire Protection

Current Service Provider
Stanislaus County Sheriff
Industrial Fire Protection District

Future Service Provider
(Following Annexation)
City of Modesto Police Dept.

(operated by the City of Modesto as
part of a JPA with the City of Ceres)

Same

Stanislaus County

City of Modesto

School District

Modesto City Schools

Same

Water (Potable)

None

City of Modesto

Sewer

None

City of Modesto

Roads

Stanislaus County

City of Modesto

Mosquito Abatement

Eastside Mosquito Abatement

Same

Planning & Building
Inspection

Commission polices state that it will consider the ability of the City to deliver adequate,
reliable and sustainable services and will not approve a proposal that has the potential to
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significantly diminish the level of service(s) within the City’s current boundaries. According to
the City’s Plan for Services (Exhibit D), the City can provide the necessary services to the
subject territory without impacting existing service levels.
c. The effect of the proposed action and of alternative actions, on adjacent areas, on
mutual social and economic interests, and on the local governmental structure of the
county.
The City and County have a master property tax agreement approved in 1983, updated in
1996 and amended in 2006. According to the tax sharing agreement, after annexation, the
City shall receive a 30 percent share of the County’s property tax attributable to an increase
in assessed valuation above the base amount. While the tax sharing agreement offers an
increase in tax share allocation as an incentive for annexation of entire unincorporated
islands areas, the current proposal would receive the standard amount as it does not
capture the entire unincorporated island.
d. The conformity of both the proposal and its anticipated effects with both the adopted
commission policies on providing planned, orderly, efficient patterns of urban
development, and the policies and priorities set forth in Section 56377.
LAFCO policies and priorities are intended to guide development away from existing prime
agricultural lands and encourage development of existing vacant or nonprime agricultural
land for urban uses within the existing jurisdiction of a local agency or within the sphere of
influence of a local agency. Although the site has been used for row crops in the past, it has
been designated industrial and surrounded by other industrial uses for decades. Based on
its located and designation, the annexation is considered infill development, which is
encouraged by LAFCO policies.
e. The effect of the proposal on maintaining the physical and economic integrity of
agricultural lands, as defined by Section 56016.
The property is vacant and is surrounded by industrial lots and uses to the north, east, south
and west. The City determined that due to its location, industrial designation, and
surrounding urban development, there is no impact to agricultural land. As the proposal
would not impact agricultural lands, it is considered exempt from the requirement to prepare
a Plan for Agricultural Preservation, consistent with Commission Policy 22.
f.

The definiteness and certainty of the boundaries of the territory, the nonconformance
of proposed boundaries with lines of assessment or ownership, the creation of
islands or corridors of unincorporated territory, and other similar matters affecting
proposed boundaries.
The proposed annexation includes two Assessor’s Parcel Numbers totaling approximately
33 acres. The adjacent road right-of-way along Lodi Avenue and Whitmore Avenue are also
included in the proposed annexation, as shown on the map and legal description (Exhibit A).
The territory is a portion of an existing, larger 91-acre unincorporated island. State law and
adopted Commission policies encourage elimination of county islands in order to improve
the agency’s boundaries and eliminate duplication of services within those islands.
Although the current annexation would reduce the size of the unincorporated island, LAFCO
policies prefer the annexation of the entire 91-acre unincorporated island in order to
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eliminate alternating City/County jurisdiction in the area.
g. A regional transportation plan adopted pursuant to Section 65080
The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is prepared and adopted by the Stanislaus
Association of Governments (StanCOG) and is intended to determine the transportation
needs of the region as well as the strategies for investing in the region’s transportation
system. The RTP was considered as part of the City’s environmental review and it was
concluded that the project does not appear to conflict with StanCOG’s currently adopted
Regional Transportation Plan or any specific plans.
h. The proposal’s consistency with city or county general and specific plans
The proposed annexation is consistent with the County and City General Plans. The area is
currently zoned by Stanislaus County as M (Industrial) and is designated Industrial in the
General Plan. The City of Modesto has pre-zoned the territory to (P)M-2 Heavy Industrial
and has designated the territory as Industrial in the City’s General Plan.
i.

The sphere of influence of any local agency, which may be applicable to the proposal
being reviewed.
The territory is located within the City of Modesto’s Sphere of Influence and Primary Area.
In addition, it is within the Sphere of Influence of the following agencies: Industrial Fire
Protection District, Turlock Mosquito Abatement District, and the Turlock Irrigation District.
No changes to City or Districts’ spheres of influence would occur as a result of this
annexation.

j.

The comments of any affected local agency or other public agency.
All affected agencies and jurisdictions have been notified pursuant to State law
requirements and the Commission adopted policies.
Staff received a comment letter from Stanislaus County dated April 8, 2021 (attached as
Exhibit E) requesting that the annexation proposal either be amended to include the entire
island area or be continued to allow additional time for the City and County to develop a plan
for the annexation of the entire island. The letter acknowledges the shared goal of the City,
County, and LAFCO to eliminate islands and the larger effort that will need to occur for all
the unincorporated pockets and islands in and around Modesto. The County also states that
because the current proposal represents the last two vacant lots in the unincorporated
island, annexation of the remaining island area remains uncertain.

k. The ability of the receiving entity to provide services which are the subject of the
application to the area, including the sufficiency of revenues for those services
following the proposed boundary change.
City of Modesto will provide municipal services to the area, such as: domestic water,
sanitary sewer, storm drainage, street construction/maintenance, police protection and
street lighting. Services will be financed through applicable utility, services and permit fees,
as well as property tax revenues and general fund resources. The City provided a Plan for
Services (attached as Exhibit D) that identifies that many services provided by the City are
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already at or in close proximity to the site, including sewer, water, and fire service (provided
by the City via JPA with the Industrial Fire Protection District). No service-related issues
were identified.
l.

Timely availability of water supplies adequate for projected needs as specified in
Government Code Section 65352.5.
Water connections are present on Flamingo Avenue and Whitmore Avenue adjacent to the
proposed territory. The City’s Plan for Services states it has adequate water supply to serve
the proposed annexation. Connection will be at the expense of the developer.

m. The extent to which the proposal will affect a city or cities and the county in achieving
their respective fair shares of the regional housing needs as determined by the
appropriate council of governments consistent with Article 10.6 (commencing with
Section 65580) of Chapter 3 of Division 1 of Title 7.
The proposed annexation is surrounded by and will include industrial type uses. No housing
is proposed as part of the annexation nor will the annexation contribute to any jurisdiction’s
fair shares of regional housing.
n. Any information or comments from the landowner or owners, voters, or residents of
the affected territory.
There are no registered voters within the affected territory and the two property owners
within the proposed annexation have consented to the proposal. Should the Commission
approve the annexation in its current form, Staff has included the appropriate language to
waive the protest proceedings based on the two property owners having consented to the
proposal.
LAFCO Staff sent a notice of public hearing regarding the annexation proposal to the
property owners of affected annexation area, surrounding properties, and those property
owners within the remainder of the unincorporated island. As of the drafting of this report,
one property owner in the unincorporated island contacted LAFCO Staff with questions
regarding the annexation. While the property owner did not indicate whether they were for
or against the proposal, they were interested in the potential benefits or impacts of
annexation on their property.
o. Any information relating to existing land use designations.
As previously mentioned, the area is currently zoned by Stanislaus County as M (Industrial)
and is designated Industrial in the General Plan. The City of Modesto has prezoned the
territory to (P)M-2 Heavy Industrial and has designated the territory as Industrial in the City’s
General Plan.
p. The extent to which the proposal will promote environmental justice.
As defined by Government Code §56668, “environmental justice” means the fair treatment
of people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the location of public facilities
and the provision of public services. There is no documentation or evidence suggesting the
proposal will have a measurable effect for or against promoting environmental justice.
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q. Information contained in a local mitigation plan, information contained in a safety
element of a general plan, and any maps that identify land as a very high fire hazard
zone pursuant to Section 51178 or maps that identify land determined to be in a state
responsibility area pursuant to Section 4102 of the Public Resources Code, if it is
determined that such information is relevant to the area that is the subject of the
proposal.
According to the Initial Study, the project site has not been identified as being within a very
high fire hazard severity zone.
DISCUSSION
During the City’s initial referral for the annexation, LAFCO Staff provided a comment letter dated
October 30, 2020 requesting that the proposal be amended to include the entire island area in
order to be more consistent with City/County goals, plans, agreements, State law and LAFCO
policies that all encourage the elimination of unincorporated islands. (The letter is attached as
Exhibit F.)
Specifically, Policy 20 of Stanislaus LAFCO’s Policies and Procedures states that the
Commission shall consider the following factors favorable when determining logical boundaries
for a proposal:
A. The Commission encourages the creation of logical boundaries and proposals which
do not create islands and would eliminate existing islands, corridors, or other
distortion of existing boundaries.
B. Proposals which are orderly and will either improve or maintain the agency’s logical
boundary are encouraged.
A key component in the process to eliminate unincorporated islands is the willingness of the City
to submit an annexation application for the entire area. Annexation applications are typically
triggered by new development and/or a request for City services. The current request involves
the last properties with development potential in the unincorporated island. Most of the area
has curb, gutter, and sidewalk and is already being served with City sewer and water. The
proposed annexation would leave the remainder of the island area, although served by
Modesto, within County jurisdiction. Based on existing City services and development in the
unincorporated island, the possibility of a development-initiated annexation application that may
eliminate the island in the future is virtually eliminated. Additional uncertainty exists with regards
to when or if the City would initiate its own application for the remainder of the unincorporated
island.
The City of Modesto’s policies require that all public infrastructure within a developed
unincorporated area be improved to City standards prior to annexation. For the two vacant lots
involved in the current annexation area, the City will be requiring the developer to dedicate and
construct roadway improvements along the project frontages of both Whitmore and Lodi
Avenues and the extension of Flamingo Drive/Jayann Way to City standards. However, when
considering inclusion of the entire unincorporated island, the City is concerned about
unimproved areas, including a roadway section along Whitmore Avenue, that have not yet been
improved to City standards. Stanislaus County has indicated that cost estimates to improve the
remaining portion of the island to City standards range from $2 million to $5 million, depending
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on what improvements may be acceptable to the City.
Pursuant to Government Code Section 56375(a)(5), the Commission can require that an entire
unincorporated island be included in an annexation proposal. This can be accomplished in a
few ways, including adding a condition requiring an additional annexation application be
submitted (prior to recordation of the current proposal) or denying the proposal in its current
form (with the expectation that the City return with an application for the whole area).
City and County staff have met and discussed the proposal, the potential costs, and concerns
regarding the unincorporated island. As of the drafting of this report, no formal plan or
agreement has been made regarding inclusion of the remaining parcels.
ALTERNATIVES FOR COMMISSION ACTION
Following consideration of this report and any testimony or additional materials submitted at the
public hearing for this proposal, the Commission may take one of the following actions:
Option 1(a): APPROVE the proposal as submitted.
Approval of the project as proposed would allow the annexation of 33 acres of the 91-acre
unincorporated island.
Option 1(b): APPROVE the proposal conditioned upon an application for the remainder
of the unincorporated island.
Consistent with Government Code Section 56885.5(a)(2) and 56886(o), the Commission may
include a condition of approval that requires the City of Modesto apply for annexation of the
remaining unincorporated area prior to recordation of the current proposal. This option would
provide assurance that the City would return to the Commission in a timely manner with another
application for the remainder of the island; however, it could also delay the recordation of the
current proposal and make it dependent upon whether the City and County are able to reach an
agreement regarding improvements. The additional application would provide the property
owners within the remaining unincorporated area an opportunity to annex into the City or protest
against being included.
Option 2:

DENY the proposal (with or without prejudice).

Denial of the project will terminate proceedings on the current proposal. According to
Government Code §56884, the City of Modesto will be required to wait one year after the
adopted resolution to re-apply for a similar annexation. Should the Commission decide to deny
the proposal without prejudice, the City of Modesto could return with a revised application
including the entire unincorporated territory as soon as the City is willing to do so. All required
noticing, processing and review would still apply.
Option 3:

CONTINUE this proposal to a future meeting for additional information.

The Commission may continue to the proposal in order gather more information or provide the
City or County additional time to draft an agreement addressing the unincorporated island. If
the City and County are unable to reach an agreement in a reasonable timeframe, the
Commission will be asked to act on the proposal in its current form.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Based on the discussion in this staff report, including the factors set forth in Government Code
Section 56668, and following any testimony or evidence presented at the meeting, Staff is
recommending Option 1(b): that the Commission conditionally approve the proposal and require
that the City submit a completed application for the remainder of the island prior to recordation
of the two subject parcels.
Staff has prepared Resolution 2021-09 - Option 1b (attached at the end of this report as Exhibit
G) for the Commission’s adoption which:
1. Finds the proposal to be consistent with State law and the Commission’s adopted
Policies and Procedures;
2. Certifies, as a Responsible Agency under CEQA, that the Commission has considered
the environmental documentation prepared by the City of Modesto as Lead Agency;
3. Waives protest proceedings pursuant to Government Code Section 56663;
4. Approves LAFCO Application No. 2021-09 – Lodi-Whitmore Change of Organization to
the City of Modesto subject to the standard conditions as outlined in the resolution, and
an additional condition that states:
Prior to recordation of the annexation of the two subject parcels, the City of
Modesto shall submit a completed application and appropriate fees to LAFCO in
order to initiate annexation proceedings for the remainder of the unincorporated
island.
Should the Commission approve the proposal as requested by the City, Staff has also prepared
Resolution 2021-09 – Option 1a, included in Exhibit G, approving the annexation with standard
findings and conditions.
Respectfully submitted,

Javier Camarena

Javier Camarena
Assistant Executive Officer
Attachments –
Exhibit A:
Exhibit B:
Exhibit C:
Exhibit D:
Exhibit E:
Exhibit F:
Exhibit G:

Map and Legal Description (pg. 9)
City of Modesto Resolution of Application 2021-019 (pg. 15)
Environmental Documentation (Initial Study and City Resolution 2021-20) (pg. 21)
Plan for Services (pg. 81)
Letter from Stanislaus County dated April 8, 2021 (pg. 85)
Letter from LAFCO Staff to City of Modesto dated October 30, 2020 (pg. 89)
Draft LAFCO Resolution No. 2021-09 Option 1a (Approval) & Option 1b (Conditional
Approval) (pg. 93)
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EXHIBIT “A”
LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE
LODI - WHITMORE CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION TO THE CITY OF MODEST
O
All of the Real Property as described in the Grant Deed recorded as DOC-2020-0068632-00,
Stanislaus County Records, shown as PARCEL NO. 2 on Sheet 2 of 2 of EXHIBIT “C” of the
Certificate of Lot Line Adjustment recorded as DOC-2017-0090151-00, Stanislaus County Records,
together with a portion of the Real Property designated “1” in the Grant Deed (Correcting) recorded
as DOC-2019-0036251-00, Stanislaus County Records and shown as PARCEL NO. 1 on said
Sheet 2 of 2 of EXHIBIT “C”, lying in the West half of Section 9, Township 4 South, Range 9 East,
Mount Diablo Meridian, County of Stanislaus, State of California,
more particularly described as follows:

BEGINNINGat the Southwest corner of the Whitmore No. 1 Addition to the City of Modesto by
Instrument No. 73-55823, Stanislaus County Records, being the intersection of the Southerly
extension of the West line of the Map of Whitmore Industrial Park No.1 filed in Volume 27 of Maps
at Page 49, Stanislaus County Records, with the South line of said Section 9, said South line being
the centerline of Whitmore Avenue as shown on said Map and also being the North line of the
West Landing Specific Plan Reorganization to the City of Ceres recorded as DOC-2012-0048746-00,
Stanislaus County Records; thence the following six courses:
, along said South line to the intersection of said
South line with the Southerly extension of the West line of Lodi Avenue as shown on the Parcel Map
filed in Book 42 of Parcel Maps at Page 24, Stanislaus County Records; thence,
, along said West line of said Lodi Avenue to the
Northwest corner of said Lodi Avenue; thence,
, along the North line of said Lodi Avenue to the
Northeast corner of said Lodi Avenue being the Southeastern most corner of PARCEL B as
shown on said Parcel Map; thence,
, along the East line of said PARCEL B also being
the West line of said PARCEL NO. 1, to the Northeast corner of said PARCEL B also being the
Northwest corner of said PARCEL NO. 1, said corner lying on a South line of the Glenn Avenue
Industrial Park Reorganization to the City of Modesto recorded as DOC-2005-0042056,
Stanislaus County Records; thence,
, along last said South line being the North line of said
PARCEL NO. 1 to the Northwest corner of said Whitmore No.1 Addition to the City of Modesto; thence,
, along the West line of said
Whitmore No.1 Addition to the City of Modesto to the point of beginning.
Containing: 32.879 acres, more or less.
Assessor's Parcel Numbers: 086-013-017 and 086-013-018
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EXHIBIT B
City of Modesto
Resolution of Application
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EXHIBIT C
Environmental Documentation
(Initial Study and City Resolution 2021-20)
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EXHIBIT D
Plan for Services
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EXHIBIT E
Letter from Stanislaus County
dated April 8, 2021
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CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICE
Jody L. Hayes
Chief Executive Officer
Patrice M. Dietrich
Assistant Executive Officer
Raul L. Mendez
Assistant Executive Officer

April 8, 2021
Sent Via Email to: lafco@stancounty.com
Javier Camarena, Assistant Executive Officer
Stanislaus Local Agency Formation Commission
1010 10th Street, 3rd Floor
Modesto, CA 95354
SUBJECT: LAFCO Application No. 2021-02 – Lodi-Whitmore Change of
Organization to the City of Modesto
Mr. Camarena:
This letter is in reference to the above subject and to provide Stanislaus County’s formal
response for consideration by the Stanislaus Local Agency Formation Commission
(LAFCO).
Stanislaus County is generally very supportive of its incorporated cities efforts to annex
urban pockets near and within its limits as sound public policy. The City of Modesto
specifically has over 30 unincorporated islands which Modesto and Stanislaus County
serve by mutual agreement. These islands have significant infrastructure needs, which
include substandard sidewalks, storm drainage, streetlights, sanitary systems, roads, etc.
The proposed Lodi-Whitmore Change of Organization to the City of Modesto appears to
fall short of LAFCO’s policies and standards in that it carves out a section of this existing
urban pocket located in South Modesto instead of encompassing the entire
unincorporated area in the annexation proposal. Government Code §56668 sets forth
factors that must be considered in evaluating a proposed boundary change and include
conformity of the proposal and its anticipated effects with the adopted policies on a
planned, orderly and efficient pattern of urban development.
Further, and as stated in the October 30, 2020 LAFCO letter to the City of Modesto on
the proposal, elimination of unincorporated islands has long been a goal of the County
and the City and is reflected in the General Plan policies, the Master Property Tax-Sharing
Agreement, State law and local LAFCO Policies.

STRIVING TOGETHER TO BE THE BEST!

1010 10th Street, Ste. 6800, Modesto, CA 95354 Post Office Box 3404
Modesto, California 95353 Phone: 209.525.6333 Fax: 209.544.6226
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Most of the area in question is developed with industrial uses and has curb, gutter, and
sidewalk and utility services provided by the City of Modesto. The proposed annexation
includes two vacant lots within the unincorporated island and would leave the remainder
within the County jurisdiction. The Lodi-Whitmore Change of Organization to the City of
Modesto provides a unique opportunity to address the entire area now and proceeding
with the annexation as proposed would make the future of the remainder uncertain.
Stanislaus County is interested in working with the City of Modesto to develop a plan for
the inclusion of the entire urban pocket (including associated right of way along Whitmore
Avenue and Crows Landing Road) examined under this annexation proposal.
As such, Stanislaus County would recommend that the current proposal either be
amended to include the entire area as recommended by LAFCO staff or be placed on
hold to allow a reasonable amount of time for the County, City and LAFCO to work
together to develop a plan for its entire inclusion. This approach would be consistent with
State law and LAFCO Policies that encourage local boundaries and the elimination of
existing islands.
Stanislaus County has commenced the development of a strategy to begin addressing
the infrastructure needs of all urban pockets (of which over 40 exist in and around
Modesto, Ceres, Turlock and Riverbank) over time, understanding that it will involve a
significant investment of funding. Success will be dependent on collaboration with the
appropriate city/cities either strategically or when an opportunity presents itself. In recent
weeks, Stanislaus County and the City of Modesto have partnered to submit federal
appropriation requests through Congressmen Harder’s Office specifically for County
island infrastructure to commence this work. Stanislaus County’s request is consistent
with this commitment to collaborate on addressing urban pockets when there is an
opportunity.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Regards,
Raul L. Mendez
Assistant Executive Officer
cc:

Jody Hayes, Chief Executive Officer
Thomas Boze, County Counsel
Joe Lopez, Modesto City Manager
Jaylen French, Modesto Community and Economic Development Director
Stanslaus County Environmental Review Committee
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Letter from LAFCO Staff to City of Modesto
dated October 30, 2020
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EXHIBIT G
Draft LAFCO Resolution No. 2021-09
Option 1a (Approval) &
Option 1b (Conditional Approval)
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STANISLAUS COUNTY LOCAL AGENCY
FORMATION COMMISSION
RESOLUTION

DATE: May 26, 2021
SUBJECT:

NO. 2021-09 (Option 1a - Approval)

LAFCO APPLICATION NO. 2021-02 LODI-WHITMORE
ORGANIZATION TO THE CITY OF MODESTO

CHANGE

OF

On the motion of Commissioner __________, seconded by Commissioner __________, and
approved by the following:
Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Disqualified:
Ineligible:

Commissioners:
Commissioners:
Commissioners:
Commissioners:
Commissioners:

THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTION WAS ADOPTED:
WHEREAS, the Commission received the subject proposal to annex approximately 33 acres,
located at the northeast corner of Lodi Avenue and Whitmore Avenue intersection, to the City of
Modesto;
WHEREAS, the proposed annexation includes two parcels, otherwise identified as assessor’s
parcel numbers 086-013-017 & 018, and is a portion of a larger unincorporated island totaling
approximately 91 acres;
WHEREAS, the City of Modesto has adopted a Resolution of Application to LAFCO for the subject
proposal;
WHEREAS, the City of Modesto has pre-zoned the proposed annexation area, located within the
City’s Sphere of Influence and Primary Area;
WHEREAS, the territory is considered uninhabited as there are more less 12 registered voters;
WHEREAS, there are no Williamson Act Contracts within the boundaries of the change of
organization;
WHEREAS, the City of Modesto, as Lead Agency, has prepared an initial study for the project,
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA guidelines and
found that the project is within the scope of the Master Environmental Impact Report (MEIR) for the
Modesto Urban Area General Plan and will have no additional significant environmental effect as
defined in Section 21158 of the Public Resources Code that was not identified in the MEIR;
WHEREAS, the Commission, as a Responsible Agency, has reviewed the environmental
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documents prepared by the City of Modesto, including the Initial Study, Notice of Determination and
findings of conformance with the existing MEIR;
WHEREAS, the Commission is not aware of any legal challenge filed against the City’s
environmental documentation;
WHEREAS, at the time and in the form and manner provided by law, the Executive Officer provided
notice of the May 26, 2021 public hearing by this Commission;
WHEREAS, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing on May 26, 2021 to consider
the proposal at which time the Commission heard and received all oral or written testimony,
objections, and evidence that were presented and all interested persons were given an opportunity
to hear and be heard with respect to the proposal and the report provided by LAFCO Staff; and,
WHEREAS, the Commission has heard all interested parties desiring to be heard and has
considered the proposal and report by the Executive Officer and all other relevant evidence and
information presented or filed at the hearing.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that this Commission:
1. Certifies that, acting as a Responsible Agency pursuant to CEQA, it has considered the
environmental documentation prepared by the City of Modesto as Lead Agency, including
the Initial Study, Notice of Determination and findings of conformance with the existing
MEIR.
2. Determines that: (a) the subject territory is within the Modesto Sphere of Influence and
Primary Area; (b) the approval of the proposal is consistent with all applicable spheres of
influence, overall Commission policies and local general plans; (c) the territory is considered
uninhabited; (d) the City has provided sufficient evidence to show that the required services
are available and will be provided upon development of the area; and (g) approval of the
proposal will result in planned, orderly and efficient development of the area.
3. Approves the proposal subject to the following terms and conditions:
a. The applicant is responsible for payment of the required State Board of Equalization fees
and any remaining fees owed to LAFCO.
b. The applicant agrees to defend, hold harmless and indemnify LAFCO and/or its agents,
officers and employees from any claim, action or proceeding brought against any of
them, the purpose of which is to attack, set aside, void or annul LAFCO’s action on a
proposal or any action relating to or arising out of such approval, and provide for the
reimbursement or assumption of all legal costs in connection with that approval.
c. The effective date shall be the date of recordation of the Certificate of Completion.
d. The application shall be processed as a change of organization consisting of the
annexation of the subject territory.
e. Upon the effective date of the annexation, all rights, title, and interest of the County,
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including the underlying fee where owned by the County in any and all public
improvements, including, but not limited to the following: sidewalks, trails, landscaped
areas, open space, streetlights, signals, bridges, storm drains, and pipes shall vest in the
City; except for those properties to be retained by the County.
f.

The applicant shall submit a revised map and legal description in a form acceptable to
the Executive Officer prior to recording.

4. Designates the proposal as the “Lodi-Whitmore Change of Organization to the City of
Modesto”.
5. Waives the protest proceedings and orders the change of organization pursuant to
Government Code Section 56663, subject to the terms and conditions of this resolution.
6. Authorizes and directs the Executive Officer to prepare and execute a Certificate of
Completion in accordance with Government Code Section 57203, subject to the specified
terms and conditions of this resolution.
ATTEST: __________________________
Sara Lytle-Pinhey
Executive Officer
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STANISLAUS COUNTY LOCAL AGENCY
FORMATION COMMISSION
RESOLUTION

DATE: May 26, 2021
SUBJECT:

NO. 2021-09 (Option 1b – Conditional Approval)

LAFCO APPLICATION NO. 2021-02 LODI-WHITMORE
ORGANIZATION TO THE CITY OF MODESTO

CHANGE

OF

On the motion of Commissioner __________, seconded by Commissioner __________, and
approved by the following:
Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Disqualified:
Ineligible:

Commissioners:
Commissioners:
Commissioners:
Commissioners:
Commissioners:

THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTION WAS ADOPTED:
WHEREAS, the Commission received the subject proposal to annex approximately 33 acres,
located at the northeast corner of Lodi Avenue and Whitmore Avenue intersection, to the City of
Modesto;
WHEREAS, the proposed annexation includes two parcels, otherwise identified as assessor’s
parcel numbers 086-013-017 & 018, and is a portion of a larger unincorporated island totaling
approximately 91 acres;
WHEREAS, the City of Modesto has adopted a Resolution of Application to LAFCO for the subject
proposal;
WHEREAS, the City of Modesto has pre-zoned the proposed annexation area, located within the
City’s Sphere of Influence and Primary Area;
WHEREAS, the territory is considered uninhabited as there are more less 12 registered voters;
WHEREAS, there are no Williamson Act Contracts within the boundaries of the change of
organization;
WHEREAS, the City of Modesto, as Lead Agency, has prepared an initial study for the project,
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA guidelines and
found that the project is within the scope of the Master Environmental Impact Report (MEIR) for the
Modesto Urban Area General Plan and will have no additional significant environmental effect as
defined in Section 21158 of the Public Resources Code that was not identified in the MEIR;
WHEREAS, the Commission, as a Responsible Agency, has reviewed the environmental
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documents prepared by the City of Modesto, including the Initial Study, Notice of Determination and
findings of conformance with the existing MEIR;
WHEREAS, the Commission is not aware of any legal challenge filed against the City’s
environmental documentation;
WHEREAS, at the time and in the form and manner provided by law, the Executive Officer provided
notice of the May 26, 2021 public hearing by this Commission;
WHEREAS, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing on May 26, 2021 to consider
the proposal at which time the Commission heard and received all oral or written testimony,
objections, and evidence that were presented and all interested persons were given an opportunity
to hear and be heard with respect to the proposal and the report provided by LAFCO Staff; and,
WHEREAS, the Commission has heard all interested parties desiring to be heard and has
considered the proposal and report by the Executive Officer and all other relevant evidence and
information presented or filed at the hearing.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that this Commission:
1. Certifies that, acting as a Responsible Agency pursuant to CEQA, it has considered the
environmental documentation prepared by the City of Modesto as Lead Agency, including
the Initial Study, Notice of Determination and findings of conformance with the existing
MEIR.
2. Determines that: (a) the subject territory is within the Modesto Sphere of Influence and
Primary Area; (b) the approval of the proposal is consistent with all applicable spheres of
influence, overall Commission policies and local general plans; (c) the territory is considered
uninhabited; (d) the City has provided sufficient evidence to show that the required services
are available and will be provided upon development of the area; and (g) approval of the
proposal will result in planned, orderly and efficient development of the area.
3. Approves the proposal subject to the following terms and conditions:
a. The applicant is responsible for payment of the required State Board of Equalization fees
and any remaining fees owed to LAFCO.
b. The applicant agrees to defend, hold harmless and indemnify LAFCO and/or its agents,
officers and employees from any claim, action or proceeding brought against any of
them, the purpose of which is to attack, set aside, void or annul LAFCO’s action on a
proposal or any action relating to or arising out of such approval, and provide for the
reimbursement or assumption of all legal costs in connection with that approval.
c. The effective date shall be the date of recordation of the Certificate of Completion.
d. The application shall be processed as a change of organization consisting of the
annexation of the subject territory.
e. Upon the effective date of the annexation, all rights, title, and interest of the County,
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including the underlying fee where owned by the County in any and all public
improvements, including, but not limited to the following: sidewalks, trails, landscaped
areas, open space, streetlights, signals, bridges, storm drains, and pipes shall vest in the
City; except for those properties to be retained by the County.
f.

The applicant shall submit a revised map and legal description in a form acceptable to
the Executive Officer prior to recording.

g. Prior to recordation of the annexation of the two subject parcels, the City of
Modesto shall submit a completed application and appropriate fees to LAFCO in
order to initiate annexation proceedings for the remainder of the unincorporated
island.
4. Designates the proposal as the “Lodi-Whitmore Change of Organization to the City of
Modesto”.
5. Waives the protest proceedings and orders the change of organization pursuant to
Government Code Section 56663, subject to the terms and conditions of this resolution.
6. Authorizes and directs the Executive Officer to prepare and execute a Certificate of
Completion in accordance with Government Code Section 57203, subject to the specified
terms and conditions of this resolution.
ATTEST: __________________________
Sara Lytle-Pinhey
Executive Officer
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Item 7B
EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S AGENDA REPORT
MAY 26, 2021

TO:

LAFCO Commissioners

FROM:

Sara Lytle-Pinhey, Executive Officer

SUBJECT:

FINAL LAFCO BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2021-2022

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that following the Executive Officer’s report and public testimony regarding
the Final LAFCO Budget that the Commission:
1.

Adopt Resolution No. 2021-10, approving the Final Budget for Fiscal Year 2021-2022 as
presented.

2.

Direct Staff to transmit the adopted Final Budget to the Board of Supervisors, each City,
each Independent Special District, and the County Auditor, in accordance with State law.

3.

Request that the County Auditor apportion and collect the net operating expenses of the
Final Budget from the County and nine cities in accordance with Government Code
Sections 56381(b)(2) and 56381(c).

DISCUSSION
At the April 28, 2021 meeting, the Commission reviewed and approved the Proposed Budget for
Fiscal Year (FY) 2021-2022. The Final Budget, as summarized in the table below, reflects this
approval. No changes are needed to the accounts as they were originally proposed. The Final
Budget includes operating expenses totaling $555,560 and reflects a 4% increase as compared
to the current year’s budget. Table 1, below, summarizes the Final Budget categories.
Table 1: LAFCO Final Budget Summary

Expenses
Salaries & Benefits
Services & Supplies
Other Charges
Total Expenses
Revenues
Undesignated Fund Balance
Application & Other Revenues
Agency Contributions

Current
Budget
FY 20202021
$456,320
74,970
1,200
$532,490

Proposed &
Final Budget
FY 2021-22
$467,380
86,980
1,200
$555,560

($59,315)
(20,000)
$453,175

($42,402)
(20,000)
$493,158

% Change

(Proposed v.
Current)

2%
16%
0%
4%

-29%
0%
9%

A detailed Final Budget chart is attached to this report, along with a copy of the staff report for
the Proposed Budget that includes a discussion highlighting individual accounts.
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While no changes are recommended to the accounts as originally presented in the Proposed
Budget, the following additional discussion is provided for the Commission’s information:
Liability Insurance – SDRMA (Account #61000)
LAFCO uses the Special District Risk Management Authority (SDRMA) for its general liability
insurance. While there was an increase in rates for the current fiscal year, SDRMA has issued
information to each of its members projecting a slight decrease in Fiscal Year 2021-2022. Since
adoption of the Proposed Budget, Staff received a letter from SDRMA confirming the decrease
and no adjustment is needed to Staff’s original estimate.
Special Department Expense – Audit (Account #65660)
As noted in the Proposed Budget discussion, the Fiscal Year 2021-2022 budget includes
funding for a three-year audit. Following the Commission’s approval, Staff will initiate a request
for quotes at the beginning of the fiscal year and return to the Commission with an item for the
selection of an independent auditor to conduct the audit.
Application Revenues
Application revenues in the current fiscal year continue to exceed original estimates, with
additional fees expected to be received near the end of the fiscal year. Should revenues
exceed the current year-end estimate, these will be factored in as available fund balance during
the next budget year.
CONCLUSION
The Commission is required to adopt a Final Budget by June 15th annually. Following adoption
of the Final Budget, a copy will be transmitted to the Board of Supervisors, each City, each
Independent Special District, and to the County Auditor. The County Auditor will then allocate
and charge LAFCO’s net budget to all participating local agencies as outlined under
Government Code Section 56381(b) and (c).
Approval of the Final Budget will enable the Commission to perform its core responsibilities
effectively, and continue its work on MSR/SOI updates, policy development, and current
projects.

Attachments:

Draft LAFCO Resolution No. 2021-10
Final Budget Detail Fiscal Year 2021-2022
Copy of the Proposed Budget Staff Report, Dated April 28, 2021 (For Reference)

STANISLAUS COUNTY LOCAL AGENCY
FORMATION COMMISSION
RESOLUTION
DATE:

May 26, 2021

SUBJECT:

NO. 2021-10

Adoption of the Final LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2021-2022

On the motion of Commissioner _______, seconded by Commissioner _______, and approved
by the following vote:
Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Ineligible:

Commissioners:
Commissioners:
Commissioners:
Commissioners:

THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTION WAS ADOPTED:
WHEREAS, Government Code Section 56381(a) requires the Commission to adopt annually,
following noticed public hearings, a proposed budget by May 1 and a final budget by June 15;
WHEREAS, the Stanislaus Local Agency Formation Commission wishes to provide for a budget
to fulfill its purposes and functions as set forth by State law;
WHEREAS, pursuant to Government Code Section 56381(a), the proposed budget must be, at
a minimum, equal to the previous budget, unless a finding is made that the reduced costs will
nevertheless allow the Commission to fulfill the purposes and programs of the Stanislaus Local
Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO);
WHEREAS, the Commission conducted a public hearing on April 28, 2021 and approved a
Proposed Budget for Fiscal Year 2021-2022, as submitted by the Executive Officer;
WHEREAS, the Commission considered the Final Budget for Fiscal Year 2021-2022 at a duly
noticed public hearing on May 26, 2021;
WHEREAS, approval of the Final Budget will enable the Commission to perform its core
responsibilities effectively, and to continue its work on State-mandated Municipal Service
Reviews and Sphere of Influence Updates;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission:
1.

Finds that the Final Budget for Fiscal Year 2021-2022 will allow the Stanislaus Local
Agency Formation Commission to fulfill the purposes and programs of the CorteseKnox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act.

2.

Adopts the Final Budget for Fiscal Year 2021-2022, with total operating expenses of
$555,560, as outlined in the attachment.
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3.

Directs Staff to transmit the adopted Final Budget for Fiscal Year 2021-2022 to the
Board of Supervisors, each City, each Independent Special District, and the County
Auditor, pursuant to Government Code Section 56381(a).

4.

Requests that the County Auditor apportion and collect the net operating expenses of
the Commission’s Final Budget for Fiscal Year 2021-2022 in the amount of $493,158
from the County and each of the nine cities no later than July 1, 2021 for the amount
each entity owes in accordance with Government Code Sections 56381(b)(2) and
56381(c).

5.

Authorizes the Executive Officer and the County Auditor to determine the method of
collection if a city or the County does not remit its required payment within 60 days, as
outlined in 56381(c).

ATTEST:

__________________________
Sara Lytle-Pinhey
Executive Officer

Attachment:

Final Budget for Fiscal Year 2020-2021

Stanislaus LAFCO

FINAL FISCAL YEAR 2021-2022 BUDGET

Account
Salaries and Benefits
50000+ Salaries and wages
52000 Retirement
52010 FICA
53000 Group health insurance
53020 Unemployment insurance
53051 Benefits admin fee
53081 Long term disability
54000 Workers compensation insurance
55000 Auto allowance
55080 Professional development
55130 Deferred comp mgmt/conf
Total Salaries and Benefits
Services and Supplies
60400 Communications (ITC - Telecom)
61000 Insurance (SDRMA)
61030 Fiduciary liability insurance
62200 Memberships (CSDA, CALAFCO)
62400 Miscellaneous expense
62450 Indirect costs (A87 roll forward)
62600 Office supplies
62730 Postage
62750 Other mail room expense
63000 Professional & special serv

63090
63400
63640
63990

65000
65780
65660
65810
65890
67040
67201
Total

FY 20-21
Adopted
Budget
$

$

279,800
83,100
22,100
60,800
360
190
425
995
2,400
2,200
3,950
456,320

FY 20-21
Estimated
Year-End
$

$

279,500
83,600
20,800
60,800
360
160
385
995
2,400
2,200
3,950
455,150

FY 21-22
FINAL
BUDGET
$

$

285,000
89,990
22,500
59,300
360
190
425
1,035
2,400
2,200
3,980
467,380

Increase or
(Decrease)
$

$

1,145 $
5,230
40
10,800
3,000
(460)
1,500
1,200
445
12,360

1,177 $
5,092
60
10,377
3,000
(460)
1,200
500
445
11,891

1,290 $
4,800
70
10,560
3,000
(460)
1,500
1,200
470
12,515

Building maint & supplies

3,430

3,200

3,540

Office lease

4,100

3,861

4,000

Utilities

1,515

1,515

1,560

Janitorial

830

830

855

Purchasing

285

285

295

2,200

2,200

2,265

$

HR/Risk Mgt overhead

Auditing & accounting
Engineering services
Legal services
Outside data proc services (IT & GIS Lic)

$

500
500

$
$

1,200
1,200

$
$

-

0%
0%

$

515,107

$

555,560

$

23,070

4%

$

491,895
453,175
32,700
6,020

$

555,560
493,158
20,000
42,402

$

23,070
39,983
(16,913)

4%
9%
0%

2,505
2,000
12,000
12,950

8,500

8,475

9,250

1,000

1,000

1,000

Mtg Recording (Final Cut Media)

1,500

1,200

1,500

GIS License (ITC)

1,200

1,200

1,200

Other Charges
73024 Planning dept services
Total Other Charges

$
$

TOTAL EXPENSES
TOTAL REVENUES
40680+ Agency Contributions
36414 Application & Other Revenues
17000+ Interest Earnings & Refunds
Use of Undesig. Fund Balance

$

900
150
240
2,400
50
130
59,457

1,200
1,200

$
$

$

532,490

$

532,490
453,175
20,000
59,315

$

13%
-8%
75%
-2%
0%
0%
0%
0%
6%
1%
3%
-2%
3%
3%
4%
3%
3%
0%
0%
6%
9%
0%
0%
0%
0%
-17%
new
0%
0%
0%
0%
16%

$

2,430
2,000
6,000
11,875

IT Services (ITC)

$

2%
8%
2%
-2%
0%
0%
0%
4%
0%
0%
1%
2%

1,000
2,500
12,000
350
6,100
500
130
86,980

2,430
2,000
12,000
12,200

1,000
3,000
350
6,100
500
130
74,970

5,200
6,890
400
(1,500)
40
30
11,060

145
(430)
30
(240)
25
155
110
(100)
45
25
10
65
75
750
750
(500)
12,000
12,010

Video Streaming (ITC)

Publications & legal notices
Education & training
Special dept. expense (3yr audit)
Other supportive services (messenger)
Commission expense (stipends, training)
Other travel expenses (mileage)
Salvage disposal
Services and Supplies

%
Change

$

$

-29%

Stanislaus LAFCO

FINAL FISCAL YEAR 2021-2022 BUDGET
Reserve Funds & Undesignated Fund Balance

Estimated Fund Balance June 30, 2021
General Fund Reserve (15%)
Accrued Leave Fund (Cash-Out Liability)
Long-Term Liability Reserve
Undesignated Fund Balance (Est.)

$

$

318,752
(83,350)
(93,000)
(100,000)
42,402

Item 8B
EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S AGENDA REPORT
APRIL 28, 2021

TO:

LAFCO Commissioners

FROM:

Sara Lytle-Pinhey, Executive Officer

SUBJECT:

PROPOSED LAFCO BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2021-2022

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Commission:
1.

Receive the Executive Officer’s report and accept public testimony regarding the
Proposed LAFCO Budget.

2.

Adopt Resolution No. 2021-05, approving the Proposed LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year
2021-2022.

3.

Schedule a public hearing for May 26, 2021, to consider adoption of the Final LAFCO
Budget for Fiscal Year 2021-2022.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Proposed Fiscal Year (FY) 2021-2022 Budget includes operating expenses totaling
$555,560 and reflects a 4% increase as compared to the 2020-2021 budget. The increase is
attributable to increases to retirement costs and the costs for the biennial audit (delayed during
adoption of the current year’s budget). Table 1, below, summarizes the Proposed Budget and
includes a comparison to the current year’s budget.
Table 1: LAFCO Proposed Budget Summary

Expenses
Salaries & Benefits
Services & Supplies
Other Charges
Total Expenses
Revenues
Undesignated Fund Balance
Application & Other Revenues
Agency Contributions

Current
Budget
FY 2020-2021
$456,320
74,970
1,200
$532,490

Proposed
Budget
FY 2021-22
$467,380
86,980
1,200
$555,560

($59,315)
(20,000)
$453,175

($42,402)
(20,000)
$493,158

% Change

(Proposed v.
Current)

2%
16%
0%
4%

-29%
0%
9%

An analysis of the Commission’s estimated year-end fund balance is also included in this report.
Following allocations of reserve funds, Staff recommends the use of $42,402 in undesignated
fund balance to offset the FY 2021-2022 budget. A chart depicting individual accounts for the
Proposed Fiscal Year 2021-2022 Budget is attached to this report.
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BACKGROUND
LAFCO is an independent commission established in each county by the State legislature. The
Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act establishes the specific funding
methods and process for the annual LAFCO budget.
The Commission is funded by the County and its nine cities. Adopting the LAFCO budget is the
responsibility of the Commission. The statutes governing LAFCO and directing its operations
do not require separate approval of the financial program by the County, the nine cities, the
independent special districts, nor any other local governmental agency. Section 56381(a) of the
Government Code provides that:
 The Commission shall adopt annually, following noticed public hearings, a proposed budget
by May 1, and final budget by June 15. At a minimum, the proposed and final budget shall
be equal to the budget adopted for the previous fiscal year unless the Commission finds that
reduced staffing or program costs will nevertheless allow the Commission to fulfill the
purposes and programs of this chapter.
 The Commission shall transmit its proposed and final budgets to the board of supervisors, to
each city, and to each independent special district.
Following adoption of a final budget, the County Auditor will allocate and charge LAFCO’s final
net budget to all participating local agencies as outlined under Government Code Section
56381(b).
EXPENSES
The expense portion of the Proposed Budget is divided into three main categories: Salaries and
Benefits, Services and Supplies, and Other Charges.
SALARIES AND BENEFITS (Accounts 50000+)
Expenses in the salaries and benefits category are projected to increase by 2% overall during
Fiscal Year 2021-2022. LAFCO’s employee benefits mirror the County’s benefits, including
health insurance and retirement (through StanCERA), pursuant to a Memorandum of
Understanding between the County and the Commission. Estimates for these accounts are
typically provided by the County during each budget cycle and are incorporated into the LAFCO
Budget. Health insurance costs are anticipated to have a slight decrease.
SERVICES AND SUPPLIES (Accounts 60000+)
The proposed expenditures in the Services and Supplies category have increased by 16% as
compared to the FY 2020-2021 budget. This is primarily due to the inclusion of the Special
Department Expense item (Account #65660) for the Commission’s biennial audit which was
delayed during approval of the current year’s budget. This category also includes items
associated with the County’s Cost Allocation Plan (CAP) charges for various services provided
to LAFCO, including County payroll, information technology, accounts payable/receivable,
mailroom services, building services, legal services and overhead charges. The following are
highlights for various line items in the Services and Supplies category.
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Insurance – SDRMA (Account #61000)
Like many other LAFCOs, the Commission uses the Special District Risk Management Authority
(SDRMA) for its general liability insurance. SDRMA’s rates had remained relatively stable over
the last decade, with the exception of an increase in the current year based on overall rate
increases in the insurance market. The overall increase was less than anticipated and combined
with longevity credits, Staff expects a slight decrease in the rate for Fiscal Year 2021-2022.
CALAFCO Membership (Account #62200)
The California Association of Local Agency Formation Commissions (CALAFCO) serves as an
organization that assists LAFCOs with educational, technical, and legislative resources that
would otherwise not be available. In 2019, CALAFCO approved a restructuring of its
membership dues. An additional adjustment this year based on population in each County
resulted in a slight reduction in membership rate for Stanislaus LAFCO.
Professional & Special Services (Account #63000)
This account includes costs for office space, utilities, as well as overhead charges from the
County for human resources, risk management, and purchasing. Estimates from most of these
charges typically come from the County’s CAP charges issued annually in March. As the
County is now using a 2-year budget cycle, accurate estimates for these charges will not be
received until after LAFCO’s budget is adopted. The current estimate is that most of these
charges will have an approximately 3% increase. Staff will continue to monitor these throughout
the year.
Special Department Expense - Audit (Account #65660)
Preparation of the current year’s budget occurred during the onset of the pandemic with many
unknowns regarding the ability for in-person office work. Due to this concern as well as the
Commission’s desire to reduce agency allocations, in FY 20-21 the Commission chose to defer
the biennial audit. The audit line item, which will now cover three years, has been returned to
the budget and is estimated at $12,000.
Education and Training (Account #65780)
The Education and Training account is typically budgeted at $5,500, allowing for at least two
Staff to participate in the CALAFCO Annual Conference and Staff Workshop held during the
year. The item was reduced during the current year, in anticipation of cancellations of in-person
events, and is currently proposed at $2,500, which would allow for one Staffperson’s
attendance. It is anticipated that this item will be restored during the following Fiscal Year’s
budget (FY 2022-2023) with minimal impact to the overall budget.
OTHER CHARGES (Accounts #70000+)
This category includes one account (#73024) for copy costs and a shared portion of the copier
lease with the County Planning Department. While copy costs trended lower in the current
fiscal year, it is recommended to maintain the item at $1,200.
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REVENUES
The primary revenue source for LAFCO is contributions from the County and nine cities.
Government Code Section 56381(b)(2) requires that the county and its cities shall each provide
a one-half share of the commission’s operational costs. By statute, the cities share is
apportioned by the County Auditor relative to each city’s total revenues, as reported in the most
recent edition of the Cities Annual Report published by the State Controller.
Application revenues, although charged at actual cost, represent a small percentage of LAFCO
revenues (typically 4-6%). The majority of Staff’s duties are considered unfunded State
mandates, including preparation of municipal service review updates, informational reports,
responses to inquiries, and coordination with local and state agencies. For FY 2021-22, Staff
proposes budgeting fee revenues at an estimate of $20,000. Application fees that are received
in any given year can vary widely, so this item is estimated conservatively. Any additional
revenue received above this amount will be factored in during the Commission’s next budget
cycle.
FUND BALANCE & RESERVES
Government Code Section 56381(c) provides that “if at the end of the fiscal year, the
Commission has funds in excess of what it needs, the Commission may retain those funds and
calculate them into the following fiscal year’s budget.”
Table 2 outlines the changes to the fund balance based on projected operating revenues and
expenses in the current fiscal year. The actual amount of fund balance will be calculated at
year’s end (typically by September). However, based on the beginning year fund balance and
projected revenues and expenses, Staff has estimated a year-end fund balance of $318,752.
Table 2: LAFCO Fund Balance
Fund Balance July 1, 2020

$

341,964

Revenues
City/County Contribution
Application Revenue
Interest
Total Revenues

Estimated
Year-End
$
453,175
32,700
6,020
$
491,895

Budgeted
FY 20-21
$ 453,175
20,000
$ 473,175

Expenses
Salaries and Benefits
Services and Supplies
Other Charges (Copier)
Total Expenses

Estimated
Year-End
$
455,150
59,457
500
$
515,107

Budgeted
FY 20-21
$ 456,320
74,970
1,200
$ 532,490

$

(23,212)

$

$

318,752

Net Gain (Loss)
Estimated Fund Balance June 30, 2021

(59,315)

Variance with
Budget
Over / (Under)

$

$

12,700
6,020
18,720

Difference
$ (1,170)
(15,513)
(700)
$ (17,383)
$ 36,103
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Reserve Funds & Long-Term Pension Liability
The Commission’s Reserve Fund Policy identifies two reserve categories to be calculated
annually and allocated during the annual budget process: an Accrued Leave Fund (based on
accumulated cash-out liability) and a General Fund Reserve (15% of operating expenses). The
Commission also requested reverse fund be included to represent long-term liabilities.
Proposed reserve funds are shown below:
Table 3: Proposed Reserve Funds
General Fund Reserve (15%)

$

Accrued Leave Fund (Cash-Out Liability)

93,000

Long-Term Liability Reserve
Total Reserves

83,350
100,000

$

276,350

The Commission’s addition of a Long-Term Liability Reserve was in response to an accounting
requirement known as GASB 68. GASB 68 requires employers to report long-term unfunded
pension liabilities on their balance sheets. The estimated unfunded portion of the pension can
vary significantly each year based on investment returns and contribution rates. It can be
viewed as an indicator of the overall health of the StanCERA retirement system from year to
year. Accounting and budgeting for retirement costs are based on retirement contribution rates
that are updated annually using actuarial analysis and adopted by the StanCERA Board. The
rates are subsequently approved by the County Board of Supervisors.
Long-term pension liability was previously reported on the Commission’s balance sheet in the
amount of $503,091, a reduction from a prior reported amount of $554,866. It is important to
also note that the estimate of unfunded pension liability is based on LAFCO’s proportion of the
StanCERA system’s overall unfunded pension liability and not actual amounts for LAFCO
employees based on their years of service, retirement date, etc. Staff from the County Auditor’s
office identified that there are many uncertainties with regards to the exact amount and timing of
the long-term pension liability.
Fund Balance Status – Use of Undesignated Funds
As the Commission has been depleting the remainder of its undesignated fund balance, agency
contributions will continue to see a corresponding increase in their allocation amounts. For the
current year’s budget, the Commission directed Staff to keep agency contributions the same as
the prior year. For the Proposed Budget, an estimated $42,402 in undesignated fund balance is
available to offset agency contributions. This amount, in addition to $20,000 in estimated
application revenues will help to offset contributions; however, as anticipated, agency
contributions are now gradually rising to meet the Commission’s actual operating expenses. A
forecast of the following year’s budget shows that agency contributions will soon be closer to
matching the Commission’s operating expenses (see Table 4 and Figure 1 on the next page).
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Table 4: Total Budget & Agency Contributions
FY 20-21
$ 532,490

Proposed
FY 21-22
$ 555,560

Forecasted
FY 22-23
$ 562,572

453,175

493,158

542,572

341,964

318,752

276,350

(Projected Use of Fund Balance to Reduce
Agency Contributions)

(23,212)

(42,402)

(0)

Fund Balance End (Est.)

318,752

276,350

276,350

Designated Reserves: 15% Reserve

77,928

83,350

84,386

Accrued Leave (Cash-Out Liability)

87,000

93,000

93,000

Long-Term Liability Reserve

100,000

100,000

100,000

Total Reserves
Estimated Undesignated Fund
Balance for Use in Following Year

264,928

276,350

$ 277,386

$ 53,824

$ 0

$ (1,036)

Total Budget
Agency Contributions
Fund Balance Beg.
Drawdown

Figure 1: Forecast of Agency Contributions
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Agency Contributions
LAFCO is funded by contributions from the County and nine cities. By statute, the County is
apportioned a half-share of the Commission’s operational costs. The cities’ share is calculated
annually by the County Auditor and is relative to each city’s total revenues, as published in the
most recent State Controller reports.
Combined, the County and City of Modesto contribute about 79% of the Commission’s budget,
with the remainder split amongst the smaller cities (see Chart 1 below). Contribution amounts
fluctuate from year to year amongst the cities, as their revenues increase or decrease relative to
each other. Cities with larger increases in reported revenues may see their LAFCO contribution
increase higher than other cities. Likewise, if a city has very low reported revenues, they may
see their contribution amount decrease, even with an increase in LAFCO’s budget. Table 5 on
the next page outlines the County and Cities’ contributions to the LAFCO budget for the current
year and an estimate of the contributions for FY 2021-2022 based on the proposed budget.
Chart 1: City/County Allocations (Estimated FY 2020-2021)*

* City allocations are based proportionally on total revenues, as reported by the
most recent State Controller Annual Cities Revenue Report.
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Table 5: Estimated Agency Contributions FY 2021-2022*
State
Controller
Reported
Revenues
(FY 18-19)

% of
LAFCO
Budget

Current
Estimated
FY 21-22
FY 20-21
Contribution Contribution

Total
Change

%
Increase
(Decrease)

Ceres

68,168,892

4.44%

18,355

21,874

3,519

18.97%

Hughson

10,140,639

0.66%

3,410

3,254

(156)

(4.58%)

Modesto

451,188,274

29.36%

135,010

144,774

9,764

7.23%

Newman

13,038,899

0.85%

3,882

4,184

302

7.77%

Oakdale

36,142,038

2.35%

10,598

11,597

999

9.43%

Patterson

41,060,009

2.67%

12,733

13,175

442

3.47%

Riverbank

20,470,620

1.33%

5,759

6,568

809

14.05%

119,783,598

7.79%

34,457

38,435

3,978

11.54%

8,471,420

0.55%

2,383

2,718

335

14.06%

768,464,389

50%

226,588

246,579

19,992

8.82%

County Contribution
Total Agency
Contributions

50%

226,588

246,579

19,992

8.82%

100%

$ 453,175

$ 493,158

$ 39,983

8.82%

Turlock
Waterford
All Cities

* Estimates are based on the most recent State Controller’s Reports. Final amounts will be
determined by the County Auditor following adoption by the Commission.

WORK PROGRAM & APPLICATION ACTIVITY
Despite the unique challenges of the current fiscal year, LAFCO Staff was able to complete the
Commission’s 2020 work program and has begun work on updates scheduled for 2021. During
this time, Staff has continued to process applications, including the large-scale Salida proposal,
district and city annexations, and out-of-boundary service extensions. City and district
application activity has remained steady, and we continue to receive inquiries regarding
upcoming applications and potential annexations.
CONCLUSION
The Commission and LAFCO Staff continue to exercise fiscal prudence, recognizing the
financial constraints faced by our funding agencies. Approval of the Proposed Budget will
enable the Commission to perform its core responsibilities effectively, and continue its work on
municipal service review updates, policy development, and current projects.
Attachments:

LAFCO Resolution No. 2021-05
Proposed Fiscal Year 2021-2022 Budget Detail

STANISLAUS COUNTY LOCAL AGENCY
FORMATION COMMISSION
RESOLUTION
DATE:

April 28, 2021

SUBJECT:

NO. 2021-05

Adoption of the Proposed LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2021-2022

On the motion of Commissioner _____, seconded by Commissioner ____, and approved by the
following vote:
Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Ineligible:

Commissioners:
Commissioners:
Commissioners:
Commissioners:

THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTION WAS ADOPTED:
WHEREAS, Government Code Section 56381(a) requires the Commission to adopt annually,
following noticed public hearings, a proposed budget by May 1 and a final budget by June 15;
WHEREAS, the Stanislaus Local Agency Formation Commission wishes to provide for a budget
to fulfill its purposes and functions as set forth by State law;
WHEREAS, pursuant to Government Code Section 56381(a), the proposed budget must be, at
a minimum, equal to the previous budget, unless a finding is made that the reduced costs will
nevertheless allow the Commission to fulfill the purposes and programs of the Stanislaus Local
Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO);
WHEREAS, approval of the Proposed Budget will enable the Commission to perform its core
responsibilities effectively, and to continue its work on State mandated Municipal Service
Reviews and Sphere of Influence Updates;
WHEREAS, the Commission mailed notices of the Proposed Budget to the County Board of
Supervisors, the nine cities and the independent special districts; published a notice in Modesto
Bee, and posted said notice on its website; and
WHEREAS, the Commission has conducted a public hearing on April 28, 2021, to consider the
Proposed Budget for Fiscal Year 2021-2022, as submitted by the Executive Officer.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission:
1.

Finds that the Proposed Budget for Fiscal Year 2021-2022 will allow the Stanislaus
Local Agency Formation Commission to fulfill the purposes and programs of the
Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act.

2.

Adopts the Proposed Budget for Fiscal Year 2021-2022 as outlined in Exhibit 1, in
accordance with Government Code Section 56381(a).

LAFCO Resolution No. 2021-05
Adoption of Proposed Fiscal Year 2020-2021 Budget
Page 2

3.

Hereby schedules the public hearing to consider the adoption of the Final Budget for
Fiscal Year 2021-2022, for the Commission’s May 26, 2021 meeting.

ATTEST:

__________________________
Sara Lytle-Pinhey
Executive Officer

Attachment: Proposed Fiscal Year 2021-2022 Budget

Stanislaus LAFCO

PROPOSED FISCAL YEAR 2021-2022 BUDGET

Account
Salaries and Benefits
50000+ Salaries and wages
52000 Retirement
52010 FICA
53000 Group health insurance
53020 Unemployment insurance
53051 Benefits admin fee
53081 Long term disability
54000 Workers compensation insurance
55000 Auto allowance
55080 Professional development
55130 Deferred comp mgmt/conf
Total Salaries and Benefits
Services and Supplies
60400 Communications (ITC - Telecom)
61000 Insurance (SDRMA)
61030 Fiduciary liability insurance
62200 Memberships (CSDA, CALAFCO)
62400 Miscellaneous expense
62450 Indirect costs (A87 roll forward)
62600 Office supplies
62730 Postage
62750 Other mail room expense
63000 Professional & special serv

63090
63400
63640
63990

65000
65780
65660
65810
65890
67040
67201
Total

FY 20-21
Adopted
Budget
$

$

279,800
83,100
22,100
60,800
360
190
425
995
2,400
2,200
3,950
456,320

FY 20-21
Estimated
Year-End
$

$

279,500
83,600
20,800
60,800
360
160
385
995
2,400
2,200
3,950
455,150

FY 21-22
PROPOSED
BUDGET

Increase or
(Decrease)

$

$

$

285,000
89,990
22,500
59,300
360
190
425
1,035
2,400
2,200
3,980
467,380

$

1,145 $
5,230
40
10,800
3,000
(460)
1,500
1,200
445
12,360

1,177 $
5,092
60
10,377
3,000
(460)
1,200
500
445
11,891

1,290 $
4,800
70
10,560
3,000
(460)
1,500
1,200
470
12,515

Building maint & supplies

3,430

3,200

3,540

Office lease

4,100

3,861

4,000

Utilities

1,515

1,515

1,560

Janitorial

830

830

855

Purchasing

285

285

295

2,200

2,200

2,265

$

HR/Risk Mgt overhead

Auditing & accounting
Engineering services
Legal services
Outside data proc services (IT & GIS Lic)

$

500
500

$
$

1,200
1,200

$
$

-

0%
0%

$

515,107

$

555,560

$

23,070

4%

$

491,895
453,175
32,700
6,020

$

555,560
493,158
20,000
42,402

$

23,070
39,983
(16,913)

4%
9%
0%

2,505
2,000
12,000
12,950

8,500

8,475

9,250

1,000

1,000

1,000

Mtg Recording (Final Cut Media)

1,500

1,200

1,500

GIS License (ITC)

1,200

1,200

1,200

Other Charges
73024 Planning dept services
Total Other Charges

$
$

TOTAL EXPENSES
TOTAL REVENUES
40680+ Agency Contributions
36414 Application & Other Revenues
17000+ Interest Earnings & Refunds
Use of Undesig. Fund Balance

$

900
150
240
2,400
50
130
59,457

1,200
1,200

$
$

$

532,490

$

532,490
453,175
20,000
59,315

$

13%
-8%
75%
-2%
0%
0%
0%
0%
6%
1%
3%
-2%
3%
3%
4%
3%
3%
0%
0%
6%
9%
0%
0%
0%
0%
-17%
new
0%
0%
0%
0%
16%

$

2,430
2,000
6,000
11,875

IT Services (ITC)

$

2%
8%
2%
-2%
0%
0%
0%
4%
0%
0%
1%
2%

1,000
2,500
12,000
350
6,100
500
130
86,980

2,430
2,000
12,000
12,200

1,000
3,000
350
6,100
500
130
74,970

5,200
6,890
400
(1,500)
40
30
11,060

145
(430)
30
(240)
25
155
110
(100)
45
25
10
65
75
750
(500)
12,000
12,010

Video Streaming (ITC)

Publications & legal notices
Education & training
Special dept. expense (3yr audit)
Other supportive services (messenger)
Commission expense (stipends, training)
Other travel expenses (mileage)
Salvage disposal
Services and Supplies

%
Change

$

$

-29%

Stanislaus LAFCO

PROPOSED FISCAL YEAR 2021-2022 BUDGET
Reserve Funds & Undesignated Fund Balance

Estimated Fund Balance June 30, 2021
General Fund Reserve (15%)
Accrued Leave Fund (Cash-Out Liability)
Long-Term Liability Reserve
Undesignated Fund Balance (Est.)

$

$

318,752
(83,350)
(93,000)
(100,000)
42,402

