















































Figure 3 — Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map
VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP
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Figure 4 — Proposed Lot Line Adjustment
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13. 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.

. Agriculture and Forestry . .
Aesthetics Air Quality

Resources

Biological Resources Cultural Resources Energy

. Greenhouse Gas
Geology and Soils o . Hazards and Hazardous
Emissions Materials

Hydrology and Water ) )
. Land Use and Planning Mineral Resources
Quality
Noise Population and Housing Public Services
i ) i Utilities and Service
Recreation Transportation/Traffic
Systems
Mandatory Findings of
Wildfire y Finding

Significance
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14. LeEAD AGENCY DETERMINATION:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

| 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 wili
X 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.

| 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 réquired, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

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

Wechadd Arnsys 12/17/2025
/4

Mr. Michael Arroyo, City Planner Date
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SECTION 2.0 EVALUATION INSTRUCTIONS:

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).

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.

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

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

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:

e Initial Study/Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration Minor Variation to Planned
Development No. 98-02 (2021). Document is available for review at the City of
Oakdale’s Public Services Department located at 455 South Fifth Avenue, Oakdale, CA
95361.

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.
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8)

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.

For the purposes of this Initial Study, the environmental analysis contained herein is tiered from
the City’s 2030 General Plan and Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Copies of the General Plan
and EIR can be reviewed at the City’s Public Services Department, 455 S. Fifth Avenue, Oakdale,
CA 95361, or via the City’s website at www.oakdale.gov.

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

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

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.

The explanation of each issue should identify:

a) The significance 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 significance.
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

This section of the Initial Study incorporates the most current Appendix "G" Environmental Checklist Form,
contained in the CEQA Guidelines.

1. AESTHETICS -- WOULD THE PROJECT:

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

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

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

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

IMPACT ANALYSIS
a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

According to the City’s 2030 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR), visual landscapes within
the City of Oakdale consist of the historic downtown commercial core, the City’s historic residential
neighborhoods, the Stanislaus River Corridor, farmland and the City’s western agricultural greenbelt,
and scenic roadways. The Proposed Project is not located within an area the City’s General Plan and
EIR considers to be scenic vista. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant
Impact.

b. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings along a state scenic highway?
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According to the City’s 2030 General Plan EIR, Interstate 5, located in the western portion of Stanislaus
County is the only officially designated state scenic highway. The Proposed Project is not located in
the proximity of Interstate 5. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have No Impact.

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

The 2030 General Plan land use designation for the Project site is Medium Density Residential (MDR)
and the zoning designation is PD 98-02, both of which allow for medium density residential land uses.
The Project site is surrounded by urban uses and is located in an area of the City of Oakdale that is
heavily urban. The visual character of the Project site and surrounding area is urban, the Proposed
Project consists of urban uses (i.e., MDR land uses). Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less
Than Significant Impact.

d.  Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day
or nighttime views in the area?

Exterior street lighting and illumination from the adjacent commercial self-storage and residential
areas already exist in the vicinity of the Project site. The Proposed Project would introduce new
lighting typical of a single-family residential neighborhood, including interior and exterior residential
lighting, entrance and accent lighting, and streetlights. Policy NR-6.4 of the 2030 General Plan
addresses new sources of light and glare. This Policy states, “Require that new lighting be designed
and configured to minimize light pollution, glare, and spillage.” Consequently, all proposed lighting
would be designed, oriented, and shielded to minimize spillover onto neighboring properties.
Currently, the Project site is largely vacant and receives little on-site illumination. Once developed,
the new lighting sources would be consistent with those of surrounding land uses and would not
substantially affect daytime or nighttime views in the area. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have
a Less Than Significant Impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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2. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES: WOULD THE PROJECT:
Than

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, as updated)
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 X
the California Resources Agency, to non-

agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural X

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)), timberiand
(as defined by Public Resources Code section X
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104 (g))?

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 resultin conversion of Farmland, to X
non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use?

IMPACT ANALYSIS

The following discussion is an analysis for criteria (a), (b), (c), (d) and (e):

a. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 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.  Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?
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c.  Would the project 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 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g))?
Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

e. Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use?

The Project site is surrounded by urban uses. According to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program and Figure 4.1-1 of the 2030 General Plan EIR, the Proposed Project is located on land
considered to be “Urban and Built-Up Land.” Thus, the Proposed Project would not result in the
conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. Additionally,
the Project site also does not contain a current Williamson Act Contract.

The Project site is zoned PD 98-02 and the Proposed Project would not result in the conversion of
forest land to a non-forest use. Finally, the Proposed Project will not result in the conversion of

Farmland as the Project site is not considered to be farmland by the City’s 2030 General Plan and
EIR.

Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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3. AIR QUALITY -- WoULD THE PROJECT:

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

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

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

¢} Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

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

REGULATORY SETTING

The Proposed Project is located in Stanislaus County which is a portion of the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin
(SIVAB). Air quality management under the Federal and State Clean Air Acts is the responsibility of the
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SIVAPCD).

The Federal and State governments have adopted ambient air quality standards (AAQS) for the primary
air pollutants of concern, known as “criteria” air pollutants. Air quality is managed by the SIVAPCD to
attain these standards. Primary standards are established to protect the public health; secondary
standards are established to protect the public welfare. The attainment statuses of the SIVAB for
Stanislaus County with respect to the applicable AAQS are shown in the table below.

The SIVAB is considered non-attainment for ozone and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), because
the AAQS for the pollutants are sometimes exceeded. The SIVAB is Attainment/Unclassified for carbon
monoxide, but select areas, not including the City of Oakdale, are required to abide by adopted carbon
monoxide maintenance plans.

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) through the Air Toxics Program is responsible for the
identification and control of exposure to air toxics, and notification of people that are subject to significant
air toxic exposure. A principal air toxic is diesel particulate matter, which is a component of diesel engine
exhaust.
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The SIVAPCD has adopted regulations establishing control over air pollutant emissions associated with
land development and related activities. These regulations include:

Regulation Vil (Fugitive Dust Rules)
Rule 4101 (Visible Emissions)

SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY FEDERAL AND STATE
AAQS ATTAINMENT STATUS

Pollutant Designation / Classification

Federal Standards?®

State Standards®

Ozone, 1-hour
Ozone, 8-hour
PM10

PM2.5

Carbon Monoxide

No Federal standard'
Nonattainment / Extreme®
Attainment®
Nonattainment®
Attainment / Unclassified

Nonattainment / Severe
Nonattainment
Nonattainment
Nonattainment
Attainment / Unclassified

Nitrogen Dioxide Attainment / Unclassified Attainment
Sulfur Dioxide Attainment / Unclassified Attainment
Lead (particulate) No designation/Classification ~ Attainment
Hydrogen Sulfide No Federal standard Unclassified
Sulfates No Federal standard Attainment
Visibility-Reducing Particles No Federal standard Unclassified
Viny! Chloride No Federal standard Attainment

*See 40 CFR Part 81

See CCR Title 17 Sections 60200-60210

‘On September 25, 2008, EPA redesignated the San Joaquin Valley to Attainment for the PM10 National AAQS and approved the PM10
Maintenance Plan

4The Valley is designated nonattainment for the 1997 PM2.5 NAAQS. EPA designated the Valley as nonattainment for the 2006 PM2.5 on
November 13, 2009 {effective December 14, 2009).

*Though the Valley was initially classified as serious nonattainment for the 1997 8-hour ozone standard, EPA approved reclassification of
the Valley to extreme nonattainment in the Federal Register on May 2010 (effective June 4, 2010).

‘Effective June 15, 2005, the EPA revoked the Federal 1-hour ozone standard, including associated designations and classifications. EPA
has previously classified the SIV as extreme nonattainment for this standard. EPA approved the 2004 Extreme Ozone Attainment
Demonstration Plan on March 8, 2010 (effective April 7, 2010). Many applicable requirements for extreme 1-hour ozone nonattainment
areas continue to apply to the SIVAB.

The SIVAPCD has adopted a CEQA impact analysis guideline titled Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air
Quality Impacts (GAMAQI). The GAMAAQI is utilized in the following air quality impact analysis where
applicable. The GAMAQI establishes impact significance thresholds for the non-attainment pollutant
PM10 and precursors to the non-attainment pollutant ozone: reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of
nitrogen (NOx).
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Table 6 — SIVAPCD Air Quality Significance Thresholds for Construction and Operational Emissions

Pollutant/Precursor

Construction Emissions

Operational Emissions

Permitted Equipment
and Activities

Non-Permitted
Equipment and

Activities
Emissions (tpy) Emissions (tpy) Emissions (tpy)
CcO 100 100 100
NOy 10 10 10
ROG 10 10 10
SOy 27 27 27
PM1o 15 15 15
PMys 15 15 15

Projects that do not generate emissions in excess of these thresholds are considered to have less than
significant air quality impacts. Furthermore, within the GAMAQI, the SIVAPCD has established and
outlined a three-tiered approach to determining significance related to a project’s quantified ozone

precursor emissions. Each tier or level requires a different degree of complexity of emissions calculation

and modeling to determine air quality significance. The three-tiers established to date (from least

significant to most significant) are: Small Project Analysis Level (SPAL), Cursory Analysis Level (CAL), and

Full Analysis Level (FAL). In each of the tiers, the SIVAPCD has pre-calculated the emissions on a large

number and types of projects to identify the level at which they have no possibility of exceeding the
emissions thresholds. Table 1 of the GAMAQI, dated November 13, 2020 includes the threshold for single-
family residential projects as resulting in less than 155 dwelling units and less than 800 Average Daily One-
Way Trips for all fleet types (except Heavy-Heavy Duty Trucks (HHDT)).

Table 7 — SIVAPCD Significance Thresholds and Proposed Project Emissions

ROG NO, co 50, PMio PM,.s
SIVAPCD
Significance
A 10 100 27 15 15
Construction 0.54 1.18 1.72 <0.005 0.14 0.08
Emissions
Above NO NO NO NO NO NO
Threshold?
Operational 1.49 0.86 6.31 0.02 1.37 0.45
Emissions
Above NO NO NO NO NO NO
Threshold?
IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

SIVAPCD has attainment plans for ozone and particulate matter, while the State has a CO attainment

plan. As indicated in the table above, construction and operational emissions will not exceed the
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applicable SIVAPCD significance threshold for any criteria pollutant. The Proposed Project will be
subject to SIVAPCD Rule 9510, which requires NOxand PMjo reductions from construction exhaust and
operational emissions for projects required to comply with the rule. With the application of Rule 9510,
project NOyxand PMjo construction and operational emissions would be further reduced. Since the
Proposed Project emissions are estimated to be well below the respective SIVAPCD significance
thresholds, the Proposed Project will be consistent with the adopted reduction plans for ozone,
particulate matter, and CO. Thus, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

b. Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is non-attainment under an applicable Federal or State ambient air quality
standard?

The Proposed Project would not generate operational emissions above SJVAPCD established
significance threshold. The application of SIVAPCD Rule 9510 would further reduce NOx and PMjo
operational emissions. The significance thresholds are applied to evaluate regional impacts of project-
specific emissions of air pollutants. Regional impacts of a project can be characterized in terms of total
annual emissions of criteria pollutants and their impact on SIVAPCD’s ability to reach attainment of
criteria pollutant standards. As such, the Proposed Project will not result in a considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative air quality impact in the Air Basin. Consequently, the Proposed
Project impacts related to cumulative emissions will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

c. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

The Proposed Project may result in short-term air quality impacts from construction activities but
does not involve the long-term operation of any stationary diesel engine or other major on-site source
of Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs). Construction activities could generate emissions from the typical
off-road heavy-duty diesel equipment used for site grading, paving, and related tasks. However, these
emissions are temporary and occur over a relatively short duration compared to the operational
lifetime of the Proposed Project. Health risks associated with TAC exposure are generally linked to
high concentrations over extended periods, such as a 70-year lifetime. Because construction-related
TAC emissions are intermittent and limited in duration, they are not expected to pose health risks to
nearby sensitive receptors. Overall, the Proposed Project would not generate significant TAC
emissions or expose nearby sensitive receptors to TACs. Furthermore, compliance with SJIVAPCD
Regulation VIII would further reduce construction emissions. Therefore, the Proposed Project will
have a Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.

d. Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people?

The Proposed Project includes a Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map to allow for the subdivision of
approximately 11.6-acres into ninety-four (94) single-family residential lots. Residential development,
as opposed to heavier or more intense land uses, typically does not generate substantial odors that
would affect nearby land uses or a substantial number of people, nor would the Proposed Project
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generate substantial amounts of any other emissions such as TACs. The Proposed Project will have a
Less Than Significant Impact related to odors or other emissions.

MITIGATION IMEASURES:
AIR-1: Dust Control Plan
Prior to the commencement of construction activities for each phase of construction, the Project

Proponent shall prepare and submit a Dust Control Plan that meets all of the applicable requirements of
APCD Rule 8021, Section 6.3.
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4. 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, X
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 X
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 X
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?

IMPACT ANALYSIS

The following discussion is an analysis for criteria (a) and (b):

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications,
on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
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b. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Figure NR-1 of the City’s 2030 General Plan identifies the Project site as “Urban” habitat. According to
the 2030 General Plan EIR, urbanized areas do not provide suitable habitat for candidate, sensitive,
or special-status species due to prior disturbance, lack of native vegetation, and absence of required
foraging or breeding conditions. As such, no special-status species are expected to occur on the site,
and the Proposed Project would not result in substantial adverse effects on these species or their
habitat.

Riparian habitats are vegetative communities associated with rivers, streams, and their floodplains.
No riparian habitat occurs on or adjacent to the Project site, nor are there any sensitive natural
communities identified in local or regional plans or by CDFW or USFWS in the vicinity. Therefore, the
Proposed Project would not adversely affect riparian habitats or other sensitive natural communities.
Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

¢. Would the project 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?

Based on a review of Section 4.11 of the 2030 General Plan EIR, federally protected wetlands within
the City of Oakdale primarily occur along the Stanislaus River corridor, which is located north and
outside of the Project site. The Project site itself does not contain any identified wetlands that would
be considered to be federally protected. Therefore, consistent with the 2030 General Plan EIR, the
Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

d. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish
or wildlife species or with established native residents or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the
use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Section 4.11 of the 2030 General Plan EIR determined that primary migratory corridors available to
wildlife are limited to the Stanislaus River and its associated riparian zone. The Proposed Project is
not located near the Stanislaus River or within its associated riparian zone. Therefore, the Proposed
Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

e. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such
as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

The City of Oakdale has established and adopted an Oak and Significant Tree Preservation Ordinance
to preserve and encourage the regeneration of a healthy urban forest. In accordance with this
ordinance, the removal of any tree meeting the defined criteria requires the issuance of a Tree
Removal Permit from the City. Specifically, a Tree Removal Permit is required for the following:
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* Any non-oak tree with a trunk diameter of 24 inches or greater, measured at three (3) feet
above ground level; and

e Any oak tree with a trunk diameter of 3 inches or greater, measured at three (3) feet above
ground level.

The Proposed Project involves the removal of thirty-eight (38) trees in total, of which seven (7) meet
the criteria for classification as significant trees under the City’s ordinance. Based on an evaluation of
tree health, structure, and site constraints, City staff has determined that one (1) significant tree will
be preserved in place.

To offset the tree removals, the Proposed Project includes the planting of more than ninety-four (94)
new street trees, which will enhance the long-term canopy cover and contribute to the City’s urban
forestry goals.

Pursuant to Section 36-28.12 of the City’s Municipal Code, “if a request for tree removal is received
as part of a new subdivision or property development proposal...the Director may grant permission
for tree removal.” Following review and analysis, staff has determined that the Proposed Project
complies with the provisions of the Oak and Significant Tree Preservation Ordinance and that the
proposed tree removals are consistent with City policy and development standards. Therefore, the
Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

f- Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

There are no Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural Community Conservation Plans, or other local,

regional, or State Habitat Conservation Plan within the City of Oakdale. Therefore, the Proposed
Project will have No Impact.

MITIGATION IMEASURES:
Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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5. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:

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

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

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

IMPACT ANALYSIS
The following discussion is an analysis for criteria (a) and {b):

a.

Would the project cause a substantial cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in §15064.5?

Would the project cause a substantial adverse chance in the significance of an archaeological resource
as defined in §15064.57?

According to the 2030 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the Central California
Information Center (CCIC) conducted a detailed search for prehistoric and historic resources within
the Oakdale city limits, Sphere of Influence {SOI) and immediate vicinity in 2009. In addition to the
CCIC survey in 1986, the City of Oakdale, with some funding provided by the California Office of
Historic Preservation, commissioned a survey to identify historic resources in the City. A total of 257
buildings dated from 1870 to 1940 were recorded. Of the 257 resources surveyed, 200 were
determined to be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and 49 were determined
as potentially eligible under various conditions. The City’s historic commercial core is focused on F
Street/Yosemite Avenue intersection with the First National Bank Building, built in 1909 and the only
NRHP-listed building in town.

According to the 2030 General Plan EIR, there is no presence of Native American resources in the
Oakdale planning area, including the Proposed Project site. However, per 2030 General Plan
Implementation Measure NR-IP10, if during construction any subsurface cuitural resources,
paleontological resources, or human remains are encountered, all work within 100 feet of the
discovery be stopped and the area protected from further disturbance until the discovery is evaluated
by a qualified professional. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact
with Mitigation Incorporated.
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¢. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated
cemeteries?

it is not anticipated that the Proposed Project will disturb any human remains. However, through
development and construction of the Proposed Project, human remains may be identified,
particularly during activities requiring ground disturbance (i.e., grading, trench digging, etc.). As such,
the Proposed Project shall comply with Section 15064.5(e) of the CEQA Guidelines and
implementation Program NR-IP10 of the City’s 2030 General Plan. Therefore, the Proposed Project
will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES:

CULTURAL RESOURCES-1: If during construction any subsurface cultural resources, paleontological
resources, or human remains are encountered, all work within 100 feet of the discovery shall be stopped
and the area protected from further disturbance until the discovery is evaluated by a qualified
professional.
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6. ENERGY -- Would the project:

a) Result in potentially significant environmental
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or

. X
unnecessary consumption of energy resources,
during project construction or operation?
b} Conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan X

for renewable energy or energy efficiency?

IMPACT ANALYSIS
The following discussion is an analysis for criteria (a) and (b):

a.

Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient,
or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation?

Would the project conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?

In part, the Proposed Project consists of a Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map to allow for the
subdivision of approximately 11.6-acres into ninety-four (94) single-family residential lots and a
Design Review of proposed architecture. Therefore, it can be assumed that physical development
and build out of the residential sites will occur. Thus, the Proposed Project and development would
consume energy primarily in one (1) of two (2) ways: first, construction activities would consume
energy via various heavy equipment, machines, trucks, and worker traffic; and, secondly, future
residential uses would cause long-term energy consumption from electricity and gas consumption,
energy used for water conveyance, and motor vehicle operations to and from the project site, etc.

To combat potentially significant environmental impacts due to inefficient and wasteful use of
energy resources, California has implemented numerous energy efficiency and conservation
programs that result in substantial energy savings. The State has adopted comprehensive energy
efficiency standards as part of its Building Standards Code, California Codes of Regulations, Title 24.

The Proposed Project would be required to comply with the building energy efficiency standards of
California Code of Regulations Title 24, Part 6, also known as the California Energy Code. Compliance
with these standards would reduce energy consumption associated with the Project operations,
although reductions from compliance cannot be readily quantified at this time. Overall, project
construction and operations would not consume energy resources in a manner considered wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary; the project would also not conflict or obstruct any state or local plans for
renewable energy efficiency. Thus, the Proposed Project would have a Less Than Significant Impact
related to energy consumption.
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MITIGATION MEASURES:
Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- WOULD THE PROJECT:

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:

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

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? X

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including

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

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 X
or offsite landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code

(1994), creating substantial risks to life or X
property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting

the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water X

disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of waste water?

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique X
geologic feature?
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IMPACT ANALYSIS
The following discussion is an analysis for criteria (a) and (b):

a.l.

a.2.

a.3.

a4.

Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake, 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?

Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking?

Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death involving landslides?

Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

According to the City of Oakdale 2030 General Plan EIR, the nearest active fault is the Ortigalita Fault,
located in the southernmost corner of Stanislaus County approximately forty-five (45) miles
southwest of Oakdale. This is the only fault within the Central Valley that is sufficiently active to be
mapped and zoned by the California Geological Survey (CGS). Sporadic seismic activity in the broader
Central Valley may be associated with the Tracy-Stockton, Vernalis, or San Joaquin faults — located
approximately 25 miles northwest, west, and southwest of Oakdale, respectively — but the General
Plan EIR concludes that none of these faults are expected to produce ground surface rupture within
the City. Therefore, the potential for surface faulting at the Project site is considered low.

Although certain areas of Stanislaus County are susceptible to liquefaction depending on soil type and
groundwater conditions, the City’s General Plan EIR notes that liquefaction potential within the
Planning Area is primarily confined to sandy soils adjacent to the Stanislaus River. Landslides,
mudslides, and rockfalls are similarly unlikely except along the steep riverbanks. The Proposed Project
is located approximately 0.38 miles south of the river, on relatively flat terrain, and is not situated
within an area identified as having elevated liquefaction or landslide risk. As such, the potential for
seismically induced ground failure at the project site is low.

To address potential erosion and sedimentation during construction, the Project Proponent will be
required to obtain coverage under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
General Construction Permit by submitting a Notice of Intent and a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) to the Regional Water Quality Control Board. The SWPPP will incorporate appropriate
Best Management Practices (BMPs) to control on-site erosion, manage sediment, and prevent water
quality degradation. Given the flat topography of the site and implementation of required BMPs,
erosion and soil instability impacts will be minimized.

Based on the above analysis and the conclusions of the City’s 2030 General Plan EIR, the Proposed
Project will not result in significant environmental impacts related to seismic hazards, liquefaction,
landslides, or soil erosion. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.
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c. Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

Refer to the analysis above for a (i through iv) and b. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less
Than Significant Impact.

d. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 1-B of the Uniform Building Code,
creating substantial risks to life or property?

The Proposed Project is not located in an area known to contain expansive soil, as defined in Table
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994). Therefore, the Proposed Project will have No Impact.

e. Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?

The Proposed Project will connect to City services related to sewer. Therefore, the Proposed Project
will have No Impact.

f. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

Based on a review of the 2030 General Plan EIR, the Project site is not known to contain any unique

paleontological or geologic features. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant
Impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS -- WouULD THE PROJECT:

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

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

REGULATORY SETTING:

California Air Resources Board (CARB) is responsible for the coordination and oversight of state and local
air pollution control programs in California. California has numerous regulations aimed at reducing the
State’s GHG emissions. These initiatives are summarized below:

Assembly Bill 1943

Assembly Bill (AB} 1943 (2002}, California’s Advanced Clean Cars program (referred to as “Pavley”),
requires CARB to develop and adopt regulations to achieve “the maximum feasible and cost-effective
reduction of GHG emissions from motor vehicles.” OnJune 30, 2009, U.S. EPA granted the waiver of Clean
Air Act preemption to California for its greenhouse gas emission standards for motor vehicles beginning
with the 2009 model year. Pavley | took effect for model years starting in 2009 to 2016 and Pavley II,
which is now referred to as “LEV (Low Emission Vehicle) lll GHG” will cover 2017 to 2025. Fleet average
emission standards would reach 22 percent reduction from 2009 levels by 2012 and 30 percent by 2016.
The Advanced Clean Cars program coordinates the goals of the Low Emission Vehicles (LEV), Zero
Emissions Vehicles {ZEV), and Clean Fuels Outlet programs and would provide major reductions in GHG
emissions. By 2025, when rules will be fully implemented, new automobiles will emit 34 percent fewer
GHGs and 75 percent fewer smog-forming emissions from their model year 2016 levels.

Executive Order S-3-05

In 2005, the governor issued Executive Order (EO) S-3-05, establishing statewide GHG emissions reduction
targets. EO S-3-05 provides that by 2010, emissions shall be reduced to 2000 levels; by 2020, emissions
shall be reduced to 1990 levels; and by 2050, emissions shall be reduced to 80 percent below 1990 levels
{California Environmental Protection Agency [CalEPA]). In response to EO S-3-05, CalEPA created the
Climate Action Team (CAT), which in March 2006 published the Climate Action Team Report (the “2006
CAT Report”) {(CalEPA 2006). The 2006 CAT Report identified a recommended list of strategies that the
state could pursue to reduce GHG emissions. These are strategies that could be implemented by various
state agencies to ensure that the emission reduction targets in EO S-3-05 are met and can be met with
existing authority of the state agencies. The strategies include the reduction of passenger and light duty
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truck emissions, the reduction of idling times for diesel trucks, an overhaul of shipping
technology/infrastructure, increased use of alternative fuels, increased recycling, and landfill methane
capture, etc. In April 2015 the governor issued EO B-30-15, calling for a new target of 40 percent below
1990 levels by 2030.

Assembly Bill 32

California’s major initiative for reducing GHG emissions is outlined in Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the
“California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006,” signed into law in 2006. AB 32 codifies the statewide
goal of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 (essentially a 15 percent reduction below 2005
emission levels; the same requirement as under 5-3-05), and requires CARB to prepare a Scoping Plan that
outlines the main State strategies for reducing GHGs to meet the 2020 deadline. In addition, AB 32
requires CARB to adopt regulations to require reporting and verification of statewide GHG emissions.
California is on track to meet or exceed the current target of reducing GHG emission to 1990 levels by
2020, as established by AB 32.

Senate Bill 97

Senate Bill (SB) 97, signed in August 2007, acknowledges that climate change is an environmental issue
that requires analysis in California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents. In March 2010, the
California Resources Agency (Resources Agency) adopted amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines for
the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions. The adopted guidelines give
lead agencies the discretion to set quantitative or qualitative thresholds for the assessment and mitigation
of GHGs and climate change impacts.

CARB Resolution 07-54

CARB Resolution 07-54 establishes 25,000 MT of GHG emissions as the threshold for identifying the largest
stationary emission sources in California for purposes of requiring the annual reporting of emissions. This
threshold is just over 0.005 percent of California’s total inventory of GHG emissions for 2004.

Senate Bill 375

Senate Bill (SB) 375, signed into law in September 2008, builds on AB 32 by requiring CARB to develop
regional GHG reduction targets to be achieved from the automobile and light truck sectors for 2020 and
2035; these regional targets will help achieve the goals of AB 32 and the Scoping Plan through changed
land use patterns and improved transportation systems. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission
(MTC) and the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) adopted a Sustainable Community Strategies
(SCS) in July 2013 that meets greenhouse gas reduction targets. The Plan Bay Area is the SCS document
for the Bay Area, which is an integrated long-range plan that discusses climate protection, housing,
healthy and safe communities, open space and agricultural preservation, equitable access, economic
vitality, and transportation system effectiveness within the San Francisco Bay Area. The document is
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updated every four years and most recently, the update, Plan Bay Area 2040 was adopted on July 26,
2017.

Executive Order 5-13-08

Executive Order S-13-08 indicates that “climate change in California during the next century is expected
to shift precipitation patterns, accelerate sea level rise and increase temperatures, thereby posing a
serious threat to California’s economy, to the health and welfare of its population and to its natural
resources.” Pursuant to the requirements in the order, the 2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy
(California Natural Resources Agency 2009) was adopted, which is the “..first statewide, multi-sector,
region-specific, and information-based climate change adaption strategy in the United States.” Objectives
include analyzing risks of climate change in California, identifying and exploring strategies to adapt to
climate change, and specifying a direction for future research.

Senate Bill 2X

In April 2011, the governor signed SB2X requiring California to generate 33 percent of its electricity from
renewable energy by 2020.

Senate Bill 32

On September 8, 2016, the governor signed Senate Bill 32 (SB 32) into law, which requires the State to
further reduce GHGs to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. SB 32 is an extension of AB 32. The other
provisions of AB 32 remain unchanged. CARB adopted the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update on
December 14, 2017 for achieving California’s 2030 greenhouse gas target.

City of Oakdale Climate Action Plan

In 2013, per Resolution No. 2013-83, the Oakdale City Council adopted a Climate Action Plan. The City’s
Climate Action Plan (CAP) serves to outline the strategies, goals, and actions for reducing municipal and
community-wide greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. According to the 2005 Community-Wide Greenhouse
Gas Inventory, the City emitted 210,949 metric tons (MT) of carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e), including
residential, commercial, industrial, and municipal operations emissions. Chapter 5 of the CAP provides
the GHG reduction goals and strategies. The City’s CAP is available for review at the City’s Public Services
Department located at 455 S. Fifth Avenue, Oakdale, CA 95361 or on the City’s website:
www.oakdalegov.com

IMPACT ANALYSIS

The following discussion is an analysis for criteria (a) and {(b):

a. Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?
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b. Would the project conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

The Proposed Project consists of the subdivision of approximately ninety-four (94) single-family
residential lots. Implementation of the Proposed Project would result in the generation of both short-
term and long-term greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.

Short-Term (Construction) Emissions: Construction activities associated with the Proposed Project
would generate temporary GHG emissions primarily from site preparation, grading, operation of
heavy-duty off-road equipment, on-site vehicle use, material delivery, and worker commute trips. The
magnitude of construction-related emissions would vary on a day-to-day basis depending on the
intensity and type of construction activity occurring. These emissions would cease upon completion
of construction activities.

Long-Term (Operational) Emissions: Operational GHG emissions would result from energy
consumption (electricity and natural gas), water usage, wastewater generation, solid waste disposal,
and vehicle trips associated with future residents and visitors. These emissions would occur on an
ongoing basis over the life of the Project.

The City of Oakdale’s 2030 General Plan includes goals, policies, and implementation programs that
promote the reduction of GHG emissions from both construction and operational sources. Consistent
with these policies, the Proposed Project would implement feasible best management practices and
design features to reduce GHG emissions to the extent practicable.

The Proposed Project is consistent with the City of Oakdale General Plan and the City’s Climate Action
Plan (CAP), both of which align with the statewide GHG reduction framework established under
Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act. As such, the Proposed Project would not
conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG
emissions and would support City-wide efforts to achieve long-term emission reduction targets
consistent with State objectives. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant
Impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -- WoULD THE PROJECT:

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

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

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

IMPACT ANALYSIS

The following discussion is an analysis for criteria (a) and (b):

a. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
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b. Would the project 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?
The Proposed Project consists of a ninety-four (94) lot residential subdivision. The residential
development itself would not pose a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Standard construction materials would be
employed during development. While construction activities may involve the limited use of hazardous
materials — such as fuels, oils, and other potentially flammable substances associated with heavy
equipment —the level of risk is considered low due to the small quantities and minimal concentrations
involved. The Project Proponent would be required to implement standard construction safety
measures and best management practices to avoid or minimize the potential for accidental release of
such substances.

In the event that hazardous materials are used, transported, or disposed of, the Project Proponent
must comply with al applicable Federal, State, and local regulations and policies governing hazardous
materials. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

c. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school?

The nearest schools to the Project site are Cloverland Elementary School and Sierra View Elementary
School, located approximately 0.23 miles (Cloverland Elementary School) and 0.39 miles (Sierra View
Elementary School) from the Project site. The development of a residential subdivision does not
typically include the emissions or handling of hazardous materials or waste. However, should the
Proposed Project emit hazardous emissions, such use would be required to comply with Federal,
State, and local policies and regulations related to hazardous materials, including General Plan
Policies. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

d. Would the project be located on a site 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?

Table 4.8-1 of the City’s 2030 General Plan EIR provides a list of sites within the City of Oakdale that
are considered to be a hazardous materials site in accordance with Section 65962.5 of the
Government Code. The Project site is not identified as a site known as a “hazardous materials site.”
Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

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?

The nearest airport to the Proposed Project site is the Oakdale Municipal Airport, located south of
Sierra Road, southeast of the Oakdale City limits.
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Based on a review of Map OAK-1 Stanislaus County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, dated
October 2016, the Project site is not located within the Oakdale Municipal Airport’s Airport Influence
Area. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

f. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Based on a review of Section 4.8 of the 2030 General Plan, and according to the Stanislaus County
Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan, State Route 120/108 is identified as an emergency
evacuation route in the City and County. The Proposed Project is not located on or near State Route
120/108 and thereby will not physically interfere with implementation of the County’s emergency
response or evacuation plan. In the case that an emergency evacuation is required, the Proposed
Project can access State Route 120/108 via East G Street and Yosemite Avenue or Maag Avenue.,

Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

g. Would the project 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?

The Proposed Project is not located within an area considered to be wildland. As noted previously,

the Proposed Project is located within an urban area of the City of Oakdale and is surrounded by urban
uses. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- Would the project:

a} Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise

substantially degrade surface or groundwater X
quality?

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies

or interfere substantially with groundwater

recharge such that the project may impede X
sustainable groundwater management of the

basin?

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

i) Result in substantial on- or offsite erosion
or siltation;

ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount
of surface runoff in a manner which would X
result in flooding on- or offsite;

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

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? X

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk
release of pollutants due to project inundation?

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

IMPACT ANALYSIS
a. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality ?
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Construction activities associated with the Proposed Project would cause disturbance of soil during
excavation work, which could adversely affect water quality. Contaminants from construction
vehicles and equipment and sediment from soil erosion could increase the pollutant load in runoff
being transported to receiving waters during development. Any construction activities, including
grading, that would result in the disturbance of one (1) acre or more would require compliance with
the Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Water Board) General Permit for Storm Water
Discharge Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activity (Construction General
Permit). The Proposed Project will be subject to the provision of the Construction General Permit,
which requires the preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) designed to reduce potential adverse impacts on surface water quality through the project
construction period.

Operation of the Proposed Project could be a source of various storm water pollutants. Pollutants
associated with the proposed residential development may include those associated with vehicle
parking and landscaping, including oil and grease; organic compounds such as pesticides; and trash
and debris. Such pollutants may also be present in non-storm water discharges, such as runoff from
landscape irrigation. Operation of the project would be subject to the Regional Water Board’s
Municipal Regional Permit {MRP), implemented in October 2009 by Order R2-2009-0074. Provision
C3 of the MRP addresses new development and redevelopment projects. The entire Project site,
consisting of all new impervious surfaces, must be included in the treatment system design (i.e.,
storm water treatment systems must be designed and sized to treat storm water from the entire
project). A Stormwater Control Plan (SCP) must be prepared and submitted for the Project site and
must detail design elements and implementation measures to meet MRP requirements. The
Proposed Project will be required to include Low Impact Development (LID) design measures and a
Stormwater Facility Operation and Maintenance Plan must be prepared to ensure that storm water
control measures are inspected, maintained, and funded for the life of the Project.

The Proposed Project shall comply with the City’s 2030 General Plan Policies, including PF-3.3, 3.4
and 3.5. Therefore, any potential impacts as a result of this Proposed Project are regulated through
the General Plan Policies and Regional Water Board requirements and the Proposed Project would
have a Less Than Significant Impact.

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

The Proposed Project would develop a ninety-four (94) unit residential subdivision consistent with the
City of Oakdale’s 2030 General Plan land use designation and therefore does not exceed density
assumptions analyzed in the 2030 General Plan EIR. Domestic water service would be provided by the
City of Oakdale, which sources water from groundwater aquifers. According to the most recent Urban
Water Management Plan (UWMP) prepared by the City of Oakdale, sufficient supplies are projected
to be available to meet the demand from future development, including the Proposed Project.
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Coordination with the City of Oakdale’s Public Works Superintendent confirms that adequate
infrastructure and capacity exist to serve the Proposed Project.

The Proposed Project is expected to generate a net increase in water demand. However, this demand
would be served through existing municipal infrastructure and sources already evaluated in long-
range planning documents. While the General Plan EIR identified cumulative groundwater impacts as
significant and unavoidable, the Proposed Project’s incremental contribution would not constitute a
cumulatively considerable contribution when viewed in the context of existing mitigation programs,
sustainable water supply planning, and compliance with state law.

Given that the Proposed Project’s water demand will be served by an existing municipal provider
operating in compliance with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA)*, it is not
anticipated that the Proposed Project will substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere
with groundwater recharge, as the water demand is insignificant. Therefore, the Proposed Project
will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

c. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces,
in @ manner which would:

i.  Result in substantial on- or offsite erosion or siltation;
ii.  Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result
in flooding on- or offsite;

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

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows?

The Proposed Project will not alter the course of a stream or river, as it is not located near a stream
orriver. The Project site is located south of the Stanislaus River Corridor and is located on a site that
is fallow and undeveloped. Compliance with construction- and operation-phase storm water
requirements would ensure that development of the Proposed Project would not result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant
Impact.

d. Would the project be located in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, or risk release of pollutants
due to project inundation?

According to the City’s 2030 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the Planning Area,
including the Project site, is located within the dam failure of both the New Melones and Tulloch
dams. Inthe event of dam failure, the entire City would be inundated if the New Melones Dam failed.

* Modesto Subbasin GSP, 2024,
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A large corridor along Stanisiaus River (including the Project site) would be inundated if the Tulloch
Dam failed. To minimize the risk of dam failure, the United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBR)
ensures safety through required annual inspections for safety deficiencies, and if needed, provides
corrective actions based on current engineering practices. The Tulloch Reservoir Dam is under the
jurisdiction of the State of California of Safety of Dams (DOSD). As part of DOSD normal routine
maintenance program, the DOSD generally inspects all jurisdictional dams at least once per year.

No enclosed surface water bodies, which might be subject to potential impacts from seiches, are
located in the Proposed Project vicinity. Based on its location, inland from coastal areas, the Project
site would not be subject to tsunami effects. The Project site is not located in an area susceptible to
mudflows. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

e. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan?

The Project site receives domestic water service from the City of Oakdale. The City is located within
the Modesto Subbasin of the San Joaquin River Hydrologic Region, which is managed by the Stanislaus
and Tuolumne Rivers Groundwater Sustainability Agency (STRGSA). The Modesto Subbasin is
designated as a high-priority basin under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act, requiring
the STRGSA to develop and implement a Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP).

On February 27, 2025, the California Department of Water Resources approved the STRGSA’s 2024
Groundwater Sustainability Plan. The City of Oakdale will be required to comply with the GSP in its
management and use of groundwater resources.

Additionally, the City of Oakdale has an adopted Urban Water Management Plan that the Proposed

Project must comply with. The Plan demonstrates that sufficient water supply is available to support
the Proposed Project. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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11. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community? X

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due
to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding
or mitigating an environmental effect?

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a.

Would the project physically divide an established community?

The Project site is located within the City of Oakdale and is surrounded by urban uses. The Proposed
Project will not physically divide the established City of Oakdale as it continues the extension of
residential uses from the west to the east. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than
Significant Impact.

Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

As previously noted, the City’s 2030 General Plan designates the Project site for Medium Density
Residential (MDR) land uses. The site is zoned PD 98-02, a Planned Development Zone District
approved by the City Council in 1999. At the time of approval in 1999, the City adopted the PD 98-02
Land Use Development Standards, which identify Medium Density Residential uses as a permitted use
within the PD 98-02 zone.

The Proposed Project includes modifications to the PD 98-02 Development Standards. These changes
include reducing the minimum lot size and lot width, increasing the rear yard setback, increasing
allowable lot coverage, and reducing the maximum building height. Although the Development
Standards are being updated, none of the proposed modifications would conflict with the 2030
General Plan or the Project site’s existing zoning designation. Therefore, the Proposed Project will
have a Less Than Significant Impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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12. MINERAL RESOURCES -- WoULD THE PROJECT RESULT IN:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the X
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?

IMPACT ANALYSIS

The following discussion is an analysis for criteria {(a) and (b}:

a. Would the project 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. Would the project 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?

According to the City’s 2030 General Plan EIR, the California Geological survey has defined areas along
the Stanislaus River within the City and surrounding area as Mineral Resource Zone 2 (MRZ-2). This
designation indicates a high likelihood for occurrence of significant mineral deposits. The Project site
is not located within or near the Stanislaus River corridor. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have
a Less Than Significant Impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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13. NOISE -- WoULD THE PROJECT RESULT IN:

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the vicinity of the project in excess of standards

vibration or groundborne noise levels?

established in the local general plan or noise X
ordinance, or other applicable standards of other

agencies?

b) Generation of excessive groundborne X

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

IMPACT ANALYSIS

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

The 2030 General Plan Noise Element sets forth the following noise level standards for stationary

sources:

Table 8 — Noise Level Standards for Stationary Sources

Noise Level Descriptor Daytime Nighttime
{7:00AM to 10:00PM) (10:00PM to 7:00AM)
Hourly Leq, dB 55 45
Maximum Level, dB 70 65

Temporary noise increases will occur during Project construction. However, the Project Proponent
will be required to comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance and follow the permissible hours of
construction. Once developed, it is not anticipated that the Proposed Project will exceed the City’s
General Plan Noise Level Standards for stationary sources. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have

a Less Than Significant Impact.

b. Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise

levels?
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The Proposed Project will result in groundborne vibration and noise levels during Project construction,
which will be temporary in nature until build-out. Based on a review of the General Plan EIR,
groundborne vibration and noise levels are typically caused by heavy equipment used during
construction. Notable 2030 General Plan Policies include Policy N-1.11, which limits construction
activities during specific hours, and Policy N-1.12, which requires construction activities to be in
compliance with Federal Transit Administration criteria, which is provided below:

Table 9 — Groundborne Vibration Impact Criteria for General Assessment

- = = Impact Levels (VdB)

Land Use Frequent Occasional Infrequent

, Events Events Events
Category 1: Buildings where vibration 65 65 65
would interfere with interior operations
Category 2: Residences and Buildings 72 75 80
where people normally sleep
Category 3: Institutional land uses with 75 78 83
primarily daytime uses

During Proposed Project construction, which can be considered an “Occasional Event,” vibration
levels must comply with levels defined as Category 2. This is due to the immediate proximity of
existing residential uses to the west of the Project site. The Project Proponent shall be required to
utilize construction equipment that do not exceed the category vibration level of 75.

In addition, the City’s Noise Ordinance (Article XVI of the Municipal Code) mandates that construction
activities shall occur between 7:00AM and 6:00PM on weekdays, and 8:00AM and 5:00PM on
Saturday. The Proposed Project shall comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance.

The Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant impact.

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

The nearest airport to the Proposed Project is the Oakdale Municipal Airport, which is located
approximately two (2) miles from the Proposed Project. Based on a review of the Stanislaus County
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, dated October 6, 2016, the Project site is not located within the
airport’s “Airport Influence Area.” Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant
Impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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14. POPULATION AND HOUSING --

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)?

Would the project:

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

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a.

Would the project induce substantial population in one areaq, either directly (for example, by proposing
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

The Proposed Project would allow for the development of ninety-four {94) single-family dwellings.
According to the United States Census Bureau, the average household size in the City of Oakdale
(2020} is 2.82 persons per household. Based on this statistic, the Proposed Project would introduce
approximately 265 new residents. This addition represents a marginal increase in the City’s overall
population. The Proposed Project is consistent with the Medium-Density Residential land use
designation established in the General Plan, and its implementation would not result in a substantial
or unplanned increase in population within the City of Oakdale. Therefore, the Proposed Project will
have a Less Than Significant Impact.

Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

The Proposed Project is located on a vacant and undeveloped parcel that contains no existing
residential structures. Therefore, implementation of the Project would not result in the displacement
of any existing residents or housing, as none currently exist on the site. As such, the Proposed Project
will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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15. PUBLIC SERVICES

a) Would the project resultin substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities,
or the 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:

a) Fire protection? X
b) Police protection? X
c) Schools? X

d) Parks? X
e) Other public facilities? X

IMPACT ANALYSIS
The following discussion is an analysis for criteria (a), (b), (c), (d}, and (e):

a.

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, or the 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 fire protection?

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, or the 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 police protection?
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, or the 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 schools?

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, or the 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 parks?
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e.

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, or the 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 other public facilities?

The City of Oakdale is provided fire protection services by the City of Modesto. The City of Modesto
provides personnel to existing fire stations in the City. The City of Oakdale is served by two (2) fire
stations; Station Twenty-Seven (27} located at 450 South Willowood Drive and Station Twenty-Eight
(28) located at 325 East G Street. A total of eighteen (18) sworn staff members and three (3) Battalion
Chiefs are assigned to serve the City of Oakdale. The Proposed Project will likely be served by Station
Twenty-Eight (28), which is located approximately 0.42-acres west of the Project site. The Proposed
Project shall adhere to General Plan Policies CS-2.1 through CS-2.13, including the requirement to pay
the City’s Fire Capital Facilities Fees to fund the construction of fire protection facilities required to
service new growth areas.

The Oakdale Police Department (OPD) provides protection services within the City of Oakdale. The
City is served by one (1) police station located at 250 North Third Avenue. According to
correspondence with the City of Oakdale Human Resources, the Oakdale Police Department is staffed
by twenty-one (21) sworn officers, twenty-five (25) professional support staff, and twenty-six (26)
volunteers. General Plan Policy CS-1.3 states that the City wil
officers, support staff, volunteers, equipment, technology, and training to provide effective and highly

III

maintain adequate levels of sworn

visible police protection services within the City.” Using the Department of Finance popuiation
estimate of 23,231, the City's current staffing level equates to approximately 0.90 sworn officers per
1,000 residents. The Proposed Project will add demand to the OPD operations.

However, to offset any impacts to capital infrastructure, the Proposed Project will be required to pay
the applicable Capital Facilities Fees. In addition, the Proposed Project will be required to annex into
the City’s existing Public Safety Community Facilities District (CFD).

It is anticipated that the Proposed Project will increase student enroliment and place additional
demand on already constrained school facilities, including limited classroom and site capacity, the
need to replace aging portables with permanent structures, and growing requirements for student
support, health, and nutritional services.

In a Letter dated May 29, 2025, Oakdale Joint Unified School District (OJUSD) has stated that existing
impact fees alone are insufficient to address these needs. Because accommodating the Proposed
Project’s students may require new or expanded school facilities that could result in potentially
significant environmental impacts, mitigation is warranted to reduce this impact to a level of less than
significant.

Consistent with General Plan Policy CS-4.7 (New School Facilities), new residential development is
encouraged, to the extent permissible under State law, to mitigate its impacts on school facilities
through the payment of applicable fees or other negotiated methods. Accordingly, the Proposed

57|Page



Project would be subject to applicable School Impact Fees to support public services infrastructure,
including educational facilities. Should additional mitigation be determined necessary by OJUSD, a
funding or mitigation agreement between the OJUSD, and the Project Proponent may be required
prior to issuance of building permits to ensure that facility, modernization, and service needs
attributable to the Proposed Project are adequately addressed and that school service standards are
maintained.

With implementation of applicable fees and any additional measures identified through coordination
with OJUSD, the Proposed Project’s impacts on school facilities will be Less Than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
PUBLIC SERVICES-1: School Facilities Mitigation Agreement

Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project Proponent shall enter into a Mitigation Agreement
with the Oakdale Joint Unified School District (OJUSD), or shall otherwise demonstrate compliance with
applicable school impact requirements. Pursuant to Government Code section 65995 and such other
statutory provisions as may be applicable, payment of applicable school impact fees to OJUSD in
accordance with state law shall be considered to demonstrate full compliance with this mitigation

measure.

k58|Page ‘



16. RECREATION

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

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

IMPACT ANALYSIS

The following discussion is an analysis for criteria (a) and (b):

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 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?

The Proposed Project consists of the development of ninety-four (94} single-family residential
dwelling units. Development of the Project would result in a minor increase in the City’s population,
which could incrementally increase the demand for parks and recreational facilities in the area.

The nearest public neighborhood parks to the Project site are Florabelle Brennan Park and Cottles
Wood Park. Florabelle Brennan Park, approximately 2.79 acres in size, is located directly west of the
Project site on Pedersen Road, while Cottles Wood Park, approximately 9.54 acres in size, is located
east of the Project site on East J Street.

Although future residents may utilize nearby parks, the incremental increase in park usage
attributable to the Project would not be substantial enough to result in physical deterioration of
existing facilities or accelerate wear beyond normal use. Additionally, the Project Proponent will be
required to pay applicable park and recreation impact fees in accordance with the City's adopted fee
programs. These fees are intended to offset the incremental demand for park and recreation services
generated by new residential development.

The Proposed Project does not include the construction of new recreational facilities, nor would it

require the expansion of existing recreational facilities that could result in an adverse physical effect
on the environment. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have Less Than Significant Impact.
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MITIGATION MEASURES:
Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or
policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and
pedestrian facilities?

b} Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

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

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? X

IMPACT ANALYSIS
The following discussion is an analysis for criteria (a) and (b):

a.

Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?
Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

The Proposed Project is consistent with the 2030 General Plan Mobility Element. The General Plan
designates East G Street as a two-lane collector roadway intended to support medium travel speeds,
moderate traffic volumes, and intra-city circulation, facilitating access within and between established
neighborhoods.

The Proposed Project also aligns with General Plan Policy M-1.1, Multimodal Options. Specifically, the
Proposed Project will enhance the East G Street frontage by widening the existing sidewalk to ten (10)
feet to improve pedestrian mobility, while retaining the existing Class 1l bicycle lane to support
continued bicycle travel. In addition, the Proposed Project incorporates new internal streets designed
in accordance with new City standards, including a fifty (50) foot-wide local residential roadway
section.

Frontage improvements along East G Street will be required as part of the Proposed Project and will
be constructed consistent with the applicable policies and roadway standards identified in the 2030
General Plan.
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Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)

Under current CEQA Statutes and Guidelines, the transportation impacts of a “Project” must be
evaluated within the context of alternative transportation modes,' safety, and daily VMT. VMT is
generally the product of a Project’s estimated daily trips and the distance of those trips. Acting as the
tead Agency, the City requested a VMT analysis as part of an SB 743 CEQA environmental review.
Kittelson & Associates was retained to assess the Proposed Project’s impact on VMT; the Technical
Memorandum is found in Appendix C. The analysis was prepared using the Stanislaus Council of
Government’s (StanCOG) Countywide travel demand model for existing 2024 baseline conditions. The
Proposed Project’s ninety-four (94) residential units were added to Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) 811,
which already contains existing land uses and includes the Project site as the remaining vacant parcel.
Model runs were conducted consistent with StanCOG and Merced County Association of
Government’s (MCAG) VMT Guidelines, and VMT results were extracted at the TAZ, City, and County
levels.

Because the TAZ already includes surrounding development, the net change in VMT is directly
attributable to the Proposed Project. While total VMT increases with the addition of new households,
the analysis shows a net decrease in VMT per capita, reflecting the characteristics of infill
development, including shorter trip lengths and proximity to existing services and employment.

The Proposed Project’s VMT per capita of seven (7) is less than the threshold of fourteen (14) percent
below the County regional average 8.38, meeting the applicable significance threshold. Therefore, the
Proposed Project would result in a Less Than Significant Impact.

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

The Proposed Project wouid not substantially increase hazards due to roadway design features or
incompatible land uses. The proposed subdivision has been designed in accordance with the City’s
current engineering and roadway design standards, which ensure appropriate street widths, turning
radii, sight distance, and intersection spacing. The internal street network consists of standard local
residential streets with no sharp curves, unusual alignments, or non-standard intersections that could
create unsafe conditions for vehicles, pedestrians, or cyclists.

Access to the subdivision is provided via East G Street and Hallman Drive, both of which are existing
public roadways designed to safely accommodate residential traffic. These access points meet the
City’s requirements for emergency response, ingress/egress, and safe vehicle maneuvering. No new
intersections or roadway features are proposed that would introduce hazardous conditions.

Additionally, the Proposed Project proposes a residential use in an area surrounded by similar

residential and urbanized land uses. No incompatible uses exist adjacent to or within the Project site
that could create conflicts or safety hazards for future residents or roadway users.
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For these reasons, the Project would not create or exacerbate hazards related to geometric design
features or incompatible uses. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant
Impact.

d. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

The Proposed Project was referred to the City of Oakdale Police Department and the Modesto Fire
Department — both responsible for providing law enforcement, fire, and emergency medical response
within the Project area — for review and comment. As part of the referral process, each department
evaluated the Project’s site layout, access configuration, and surrounding roadway network to
determine whether the development would present any constraints to emergency response or
evacuation.

Neither department identified concerns regarding emergency access or response capability. The
Project site is served by two existing public roadways, East G Street and Hallman Drive, which provide
direct, unobstructed access to and from the site and allow for multiple points of ingress and egress.
These connections meet City standards for emergency vehicle access and support adequate
circulation for police, fire, and medical personnel. Emergency access to the Proposed Project is
considered adequate. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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18. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES -- WOoULD THE PROJECT:

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

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

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

Effective July 1, 2015, Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) amended CEQA to mandate consultation with California
Native American tribes during the CEQA process to determine whether or not the Proposed Project may
have a significant impact on a Tribal Cultural Resource. Section 21073 of the Public Resources Code defines
California Native American tribes as “a Native American tribe located in California that is on the contact
list maintained by the Native American Heritage Commission for the purposes of Chapter 905 of the
Statutes of 2004.” This includes both federally and non-federally recognized tribes. Section 21074(a) of
the Public Resource Code defines Tribal Cultural Resources for the purpose of CEQA as:

1) Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes (geographically defined in terms of the size and scope),
sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe that are either of the
following:

a. included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical
Resources; and/or

b. included in a local register of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of Section 5020.1;
and/or
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c. aresource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence,
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1. In applying the
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1 for the purposes of this paragraph, the lead
agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.

Because criteria A and B also meet the definition of a Historical Resource under CEQA (see Section 5 of
this document), a Tribal Cultural Resource may also require additional (and separate) consideration as a
Historical Resource. Tribal Cultural Resources may or may not exhibit archaeological, cultural, or physical
indicators.

Recognizing that California tribes are experts in their Tribal Cultural Resources and heritage, AB 52
requires that CEQA lead agencies carry out consultation with tribes at the commencement of the CEQA
process to identify Tribal Cultural Resources. Furthermore, because a significant effect on a Tribal Cultural
Resource is considered a significant impact on the environment under CEQA, consultation is required to
develop appropriate avoidance, impact minimization, and mitigation measures. Consuftation is concluded
when either the lead agency and tribes agree to appropriate mitigation measures to mitigate or avoid a
significant effect, if a significant effect exists, or when a party, acting in good faith and after reasonable
effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot be reached, whereby the lead agency uses its best
judgement in requiring mitigation measures that avoid or minimize impact to the greatest extent feasible.

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Would the project cause a significant adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource,
defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that
is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:

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

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

According to the City’s 2030 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the historic commercial
core is focused on the F Street/Yosemite Avenue intersection and sites surveyed as part of the General
Plan EIR do not include the Project site. In addition, the Project site is not listed or eligible for listing
in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k).
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According to the City’s 2030 General Plan EIR, a request to the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) during the General Plan update (2009} to conduct a search of their sacred lands database to
determine if any Native American cultural resources are present in or in the vicinity of the Planning
Area was provided. The NAHC response letter stated that the sacred lands database did not indicate
the presence of Native American resources in the Planning Area. The Planning Area includes the
Proposed Project site. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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a) Require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment or stormwater
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunication facilities, the
construction or relocation of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

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

c) Result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider that 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?

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

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

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a.

Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunication
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?

The Project site is currently vacant and undeveloped. As part of site development, the Project
Proponent will be required to improve the property in accordance with current City standards and
connect to existing municipal utility systems, including domestic water, sanitary sewer, storm

67 |Page




drainage, and dry utilities such as gas, electricity, and telecommunications. Utility connections will be
made to existing lines located within East G Street and Hallman Drive.

In addition, the Proposed Project includes engineering modifications to the existing City-owned storm
drain basin located adjacent to the Project site, as well as expansion of the basin onto the Project
property. To accommodate increased stormwater capacity, the basin will be deepened by
approximately one (1) foot and expanded from 0.74-acres to 1.35-acres.

During construction, the Project Proponent will be required to file a Notice of intent (NOI) with the
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) in compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General
Construction Permit. The SWPPP will identify and implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) to
minimize erosion, control sedimentation, and prevent degradation of water quality during
construction activities.

With implementation of these standard regulatory requirements, the Proposed Project would not
result in substantial degradation of water quality or stormwater system impacts. Therefore, the
Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact

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

The City of Oakdale currently relies exclusively on groundwater to meet its water demands. Its water
supply is drawn from the Modesto Subbasin, which spans approximately 245,253 acres (or 383 square
miles) and forms part of the larger San Joaquin Valley Groundwater Basin. This subbasin is
hydraulically connected to neighboring subbasins through shared river boundaries. Based on available
data on groundwater conditions in the Modesto Subbasin—and given that the City’s wells are
relatively deep, at more than 100 feet below the average groundwater elevation—Oakdale’s wells are
considered less susceptible to impacts from declining groundwater levels.

The City provides water to its residents and businesses through a well-developed infrastructure
system, constructed and expanded over time. The City’s water distribution network includes over 75
miles of pipelines, with diameters ranging from two (2) to sixteen (16) inches. Due to changes in
elevation within the service area, the system is divided into two pressure zones, with pressure-
reducing valves used where necessary. The system also includes two booster pump stations, which
allow water to be transferred from the lower pressure zone to the upper zone.

In 2014, the City constructed and commissioned a 1.0-million-gallon (MG) pre-stressed concrete
storage tank. This facility supports the system by providing storage above maximum day demand,
contributing to fire and emergency reserves, maintaining pressure in the lower zone, supplying the
upper zone, and providing a positive suction head for the Burchell Hill Booster Pump Station.
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According to the City’s 2022 Water Master Plan, the projected average day demand (ADD) for 2040 is
6.80 million gallons per day (MGD), based on expected population growth and conservation targets.
To meet this demand, the City must maintain a net well production capacity of 6,500 gallons per
minute {gpm), which assumes the largest well or booster station is out of service. The City has the
capacity to meet the supply requirements during normal and dry years.

As outlined above, the City’s existing infrastructure is adequate to meet these future demands.
Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in a Less Than Significant impact on the City's water
supply system.

¢. Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that 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?

The Proposed Project will connect to the City of Oakdale’s domestic wastewater system via an existing
wastewater line located in East G Street. Wastewater collected from the City is conveyed to the City’s
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP), which is situated north of the Stanislaus River.

The WWTP provides wastewater treatment services for both residential and commercial users within
the City. It is regulated by the Regional Water Quality Control Board under applicable Waste Discharge
Requirements (WDRs). These WDRs establish specific standards and limitations, including discharge
prohibitions, flow and effluent limitations, solids disposal and groundwater protection requirements,
ultraviolet disinfection system specifications, and other operational provisions for the WWTP.

The City’s wastewater collection system comprises approximately 70 miles of gravity sewer pipelines,
ranging from four (4) inches to twenty-seven (27) inches in diameter, supported by eleven (11) pump
stations and eleven (11) low-pressure force mains. Based on discussions with the City of Oakdale’s
Public Works Superintendent, the City’s WWTP has adequate capacity to accommodate the additional
wastewater flows generated by the Proposed Project. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less
Than Significant Impact on the City’s wastewater infrastructure or treatment capacity.

The following discussion is an analysis for criteria (d) and (e):

d. Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity
of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

e. Would the project comply with Federal, State, and local management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

Based on a review of Section 4.4 of the 2030 General Plan EIR, the City continues to divert solid waste
from local landfills through a variety of conservation, recycling, and composting programs
implemented in compliance with Assembly Bill (AB) 939, the Integrated Waste Management Act. The
Proposed Project would participate in the City’s solid waste diversion and recycling programs
consistent with AB 939 requirements.
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Solid waste collection and disposal services for the Proposed Project would be provided by Gilton Solid
Waste Management. The Project was referred to Gilton Solid Waste for review and comment, and no
comments or concerns were received regarding the Project’s potential to affect solid waste service
capacity or compliance.

The Proposed Project would comply with all applicable federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste management and would not result in the generation of waste that
exceeds the capacity of existing facilities or cause service providers to be out of compliance with
applicable standards. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant related to solid
waste generation and disposal.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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20. WILDFIRE -- Would the project:

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

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

factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other

expose project occupants to pollutant X
concentrations from a wildfire or the
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

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

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

IMPACT ANALYSIS
The following discussion is an analysis for criteria (a), (b), (c), and {d):

a.

Would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

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

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

Would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?

Based on a review of Section 4.8 of the 2030 General Plan, and according to the Stanislaus County
Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan, State Route 120/108 is identified as an emergency
evacuation route in the City and County. The Proposed Project is not located on or near State Route
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120/108 and thereby will not physically interfere with implementation of the County’s emergency
response or evacuation plan. In the case that an emergency evacuation is required, the Proposed
Project can access State Route 120/108 via East G Street and Yosemite Avenue or Maag Avenue.

In addition, the Proposed Project is not located in or near lands that are classified as very high fire
hazard severity zones. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

MITIGATION MIEASURES:
Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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21. 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 X
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 X

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 X
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Does the project have the potential to substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 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?

The analysis detailed in this Initial Study covers a broad spectrum of topics relative to the potential
for the Proposed Project to have environmental impacts; this includes the potential for the Proposed
Project to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten
to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict of a rare or endangered plant
or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory.
Through this analysis, it was found that the Proposed Project would have either no impact, a less than
significant impact, or a less than significant impact with the implementation of mitigation measures.
For the reasons presented throughout this Initial Study, the Proposed Project would not substantially
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degrade the quality of the environment. With the implementation of mitigation measures presented
in this Initial Study, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

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 the connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects)?

As described in this Initial Study, the potential environmental effects of the Proposed Project will
either be less than significant or will have no impact at all.

As described in this Initial Study, the potential environmental effects of the Proposed Project will
either be less than significant or will have no impact at all when compared to baseline conditions.
Where the Proposed Project involves potentially significant effects, these effects would be reduced
to a less than significant level with proposed mitigation measures and compliance with required
permits and applicable regulations.

The City of Oakdale 2030 General Plan and EIR comprehensively account for ongoing and foreseeable
urban development within the City’s “Planning Area” and the cumulative environmental impacts of
planned development. Future urban development in Oakdale includes the provision of roads, utilities,
schoois, and recreational facilities needed to serve City residents and visitors as their demands for
urban services increase over time.

The Proposed Project will contribute to planned urban development in the City of Oakdale. The
potential environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Project represent a portion of the
environmental consequences of the planned growth and development permitted by the 2030 General
Plan. The Proposed Project will involve a minor addition to the potential environmental impacts
identified in the 2030 General Plan EIR, but the Proposed Project will not result in any substantial
contribution to any of the significant cumulative impacts identified in the 2030 General Plan EIR.

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

This initial Study has considered the potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project in the
discrete issue areas outlined in the CEQA Environmental Checklist. During the environmental analysis,
the potential for the Proposed Project to result in substantial impacts on human beings in these issue
areas, as well as the potential for substantial impacts on human beings to occur outside of these issue
areas, was considered, and were identified but they were identified to be Less Than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated.
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City Council Resolution 99-37
“G"” Street Mini-Storage Complex

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF OAKDALE CITY COUNCIL
APPROVING:
(1) CERTIFICATION OF MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION,
(2) GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 99-01,
(3) REZONING 98-02,
4) ADOPTION OF PLANNED DEVELOPMENT DISTRIGT 98-02,
AND
(5) VESTING TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP 98-05

THE CITY OF OAKDALE CITY COUNCIL DOES HEREBY RESOLVE
THAT:

WHEREAS, A request has been received from Mid-Valley Engineering,
900 H Street, Suite G, Modesto, CA 95354 [Applicant]) and Lance Ellis, 4912
Coffee Road, Modesto, CA 95355 [Property Owner 64-55-02 and 64-55-03] to
consider PD 98-02 which will regulate the future development of an 11.6 acre
Duplex Residential District, and the construction of a 49,400 square foot mini-
storage complex, a £1,250 square foot mini-storage office building, an 11-space
parking lot, and a £33,200 square foot landscaped drainage basin on a £3.5 acre
site, requiring approval of: (1) General Plan Text Amendment 99-01, conditionally
permitting residential mini-storage uses in the Medium-Density Residential (MDR:
8-14 du's/ac) land use designation, (2) Rezoning 98-02 of an existing £3.9 acres
of R-1 (Single Family Residential District) and £11.1 acres of R-2 (Duplex
Residential District) to 3.5 acres zoned PD 98-02 and +11.6 acres zoned PD/
R-2 (Duplex Residential District: 14 du's/ac net max), (3) adoption of a
development plan and schedule for PD 98-02, (4) approval of Vesting Tentative
Parcel Map 98-05 creating 3 lots of £11.6 acres, 2.6 acres and 0.8 acres; and,

WHEREAS, the land uses are proposed in the Medium-Density Residential
(MDR: 8-14 du's/ac) Land Use designation of the City's General Plan Land Use
Map; and, ' ’

WHEREAS, the proposed project is located within both the R-2 (Duplex
Residential District: 14 du’s/ac net max) and R-1 (Single Family Residential
District: 10 du’s/ac net max); and,

WHEREAS, an Initial Study and Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration
was duly prepared, noticed and circulated for the project, and the proposed
mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project as conditions of
approval; and,
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CITY OF OAKDALE
City Council Resolution 99-37

Adopted-by the City Council April 19, 1999

WHEREAS, the above described project was considered by the Planning
Commission in a duly noticed Public Hearing on February 17, 1999; and,

WHEREAS, the above described project was considered by the City
Council in a duly noticed public hearing on March 1, 1999 and referred back to
the Planning Commission which held a subsequent duly noticed public hearing
on April 7, 1999; and,

WHEREAS, the above described project was considered by the City
Council in a duly noticed Public hearing on April 19, 1999,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE CITY OF OAKDALE
CITY COUNCIL FINDS: '

1. CERTIFICATION OF THE MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION/ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION:
The environmental determination and certification of the
proposed mitigated negative declaration is:

a) Consistent with the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and,

b) An Initial Study was prepared evaluating the environmental
consequences of the above referenced planning and
implementation programs; and,

c) Based upon the Initial Study, a Mitigated Negative
Declaration was prepared, with mitigation measures .
necessary to reduce any potential significant environmental
consequences to a non-significant level; and,

d) The City received public testimony and communications on
the adequacy of the Mitigated Negative Declaration. Based
on that review and comments, it is determined that the Draft
Mitigated Negative Declaration findings and conclusions
remain valid and are appropriate for supporting proposed
planning actions.

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Oakdale City Council that the findings stated
above are adopted and the certification of the Mitigated Negative Declaration
(Exhibit N) is approved.

Print Dale; 07/21/99 Page R-2
File: PD 98-02. CC-Reso. G sl Ministarage.4-15-99.eb .kt



i

CITY OF OAKDALE
City Council Resolution 99-37

Adopted by the City Council April 19, 1999

AND NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT THE
CITY OF OAKDALE CITY COUNCIL FINDS:

2. GENERAL PLAN TEXT AMENDMENT #99-01
Amendment to the General Plan Land Use Definitions allowing
residential mini-storage uses within the Medium-Density
Residential (MDR: 8-14 du’s/ac) is:

a) Appropriate and consistent with the intent of the General
Plan, and other City policies intended to protect the healith,
safety and general welfare of the City; and,

b) The amendment is compatible with existing and future
planned land uses within the MDR district, and includes
specific findings and requirements that ensure storage uses
will not have an adverse effect on surrounding properties or
land uses; and,

c) The text amendment requires adoptions of Planned
Developments to regulate all future storage use including
policies, standards and regulations consistent with the intent
of the General Plan and for the protection of surrounding
land uses.

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Oakdale City Council that the findings stated
above and the General Plan Land Use Text Amendment (Exhibit A) is approved.

:AND NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT THE
CITY OF OAKDALE CITY COUNCIL FINDS:

3. ZONING MAP DISTRICT AMENDMENT (RZ 98-02)
Amendment of the Oakdale Zoning Map to designate
approximately £15.1 acres as PD 98-02 consistent with Exhibit
Cis:

a) Consistent with General Plan Amendment 99-01 requiring
the adoption of a planned development to allow mini-storage
uses in the MDR district; and,

b) The rezoning will not result in a net loss of acreage zoned R-
2 (Duplex Residential District: 14 du’s/ac net max); and,
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CITY OF OAKDALE
City Council Resolution 99-37

Adopted by the City Council April 19, 1999

c) The rezoning will not be detrimental to the health, safety or
general welfare of the surrounding area.

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Oakdale City Council that the findings stated
above and the proposed Ordinance Amendment to the Oakdale Zoning Map
(Exhibit C) is adopted.

AND NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT THE
CITY OF OAKDALE CITY COUNCIL FINDS:

4. ADOPTION OF THE PD 98-02 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS is:

a) Consistent with the City's General Plan as amended to allow
Residential mini-storage in the MDR District, and are
adequate to regulate future Duplex Residential
Development; and,

b) The 15.1-acre site is physically suitable for the proposed
type and intensity of development in that the Planned
Development approval process provides sufficient
opportunity to review the proposal and ensure minimal
impacts on surrounding properties; and,

C) The granting of a Planned Development permit will not be
detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort and general
welfare of persons residing in the neighborhood in that the
proposed use is compatible with the neighboring uses in the
area. <

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Oakdale City Council that the findings stated
above and the adoption of the Development Standards for Planned Development
98-02 (Exhibit D, Exhibit E, Exhibit F, Exhibit G, Exhibit H, Exhibit I, Exhibit J, and
Exhibit K) is approved.

AND NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT THE
CITY OF OAKDALE CITY COUNCILS FINDS:

5. APPROVAL OF VESTING TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP 98-08, is:

a) Consistent with the above mentioned actions and
implements Planned Development 98-02; and,
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CITY OF OAKDALE
City Council Resolution 99-37

Adopted by the City Council April 19, 1999

b) The proposed map is physically suitable for the proposed
type and intensity of development described in the Planned
Development; and,

c) Approval of the map will not be detrimental to the public
health, safety, or welfare, or materially injurious to, or
inharmonious with, properties or improvements in the
vicinity.

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Oakdale City Council that the findings stated
above and the approval of Vesting Tentative Parcel Map 98-05 (Exhibit L) as
conditioned by Exhibit M are approved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED BY THE CITY
COUNCIL THAT THE ABOVE REFERENCED ACTIONS ARE ALL
APPROVED SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS AND EXHIBITS:

Exhibit A: General Plan Text Amendment 99-01
Exhibit B: Existing Zoning
Exhibit C: Rezoning 98-02
Exhibit D: Planned Development Standards
Exhibit E: PD 98-02 Site Plan
Exhibit F: PD 98-02 Office Elevations (Colors)
Exhibit G: PD 98-02 Office Floor Plan
Exhibit H: PD 98-02 Storage Unit Elevation and Floor Plan
Exhibit I: PD 98-02 Conceptual Landscape Plan
10.  Exhibit J: PD 98-02 Project Signage
11.  Exhibit K: Decorative Masonry Wall Standard
12.  Exhibit L: Parcel Map 98-05
13.  Exhibit M: Parcel Map 98-05
Conditions of Approval
14.  Exhibit N: Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration
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CITY OF OAKDALE
City Council Resolution 99-37

Adopted by the City Council April 19, 1989

THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION IS HEREBY ADOPTED THIS 7th DAY
OF APRIL 1999.

Members of the City Council:

AYES: Garcia, Jackson, Peabody and Skavdahl | (4)
NOES: Kuhn | 1
ABSENT: None (0)
ABSTAIN: None (0)

(4 # A

Pat Kuhn, Mayor |
City Council

Attest:

Difseca A Fibuad”

Rebecca A. Peluso, CMC
City Clerk
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CITY OF OAKDALE
City Council Resolution 99-37

Adopted by the City Council April 19, 1999

Exhibit A: General Plan Text Amendment 99-01

The following text would be added to Section 1.2.4 (Medium-Density
Residential (MDR):

Residential mini-storage units are a conditional use in the MDR,
subject to approval of a Planned Development rezone and adoption
of a Precise Plan by the Planning Commission and City Council
subject to the following findings:

1. There shall be no net loss of either R-2 (Duplex Residential
District: 14 du’s/ac net max) or R-3 (Multiple Family
Residential District: 28 du’s/ac net max) acreage to
accommodate this land use. (Therefore, rezoning of
surrounding lower density land to either R-2 or R-3 may be
required to meet this criteria.)

2. The use will be limited to residential and office storage only.

3. Planned Developments shall be attractively designed,
residential in appearance and compatible with adjacent
residential land uses.

4, Mini-storage uses shall not be located on parcels fronting “F”
Street or Yosemite Avenue.
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CITY OF OAKDALE
City Council Resolution 99-37

Adopted by the City Council April 19, 1999

Exhibit B: Existing Zoning
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CITY OF OAKDALE
City Council Resolution 99-37

Adopted by the City Council April 19, 1998

Exhibit C: Rezoning 98-02
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CITY OF OAKDALE
City Council Resolution 99-37

Adopted by the City Council April 19, 1999

Exhibit D: Planned Development Standards

Planned Development 98-02

Land Use and Development Standards for a
Residential Mini-Storage and Manager's Office and
Future Development of the Adjacent 11.6 Acre Duplex Residential District
East “G” Street near Hallman Lane
APN: 64-55-02 & 03
Prepared March 31, 1999

PURPOSE: The purpose of establishing this Planned Development District is to
regulate the use and development of an approximately 3.5 acre residential mini-
storage and stormwater basin/park, and future development of an adjacent 11.6
acre Duplex Residential District, located on East “G” Street near Hallman Lane.
The intent of this Planned Development District is to accomplish the following:

1. To provide a planned development for convenient residential mini-storage
and a stormwater/park basin that is conducive to the protection of existing
and future surrounding residential development.

2. To provide for future planned development of the adjacent Duplex
Residential District, to be compatible with surrounding residential land uses.

3. To provide for aesthetically attractive development in a residential
environment.

4. To provide flexibility in development standards to encourage high quality
design and limited potential environmental impacts.

5. To provide a joint stormwater/park basin facility to contain stormwater runoff
on site, and serve as a facility to which contiguous acreage can be added to
accommodate future development/service area requirements for stormwater
runoff containment and open space/park land use.

Development shall be in conformance with the requirements of the Zoning
Ordinance and other applicable City policies and standards as they exist now or
may be amended in the future except as modified by the following regulations.
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CITY OF OAKDALE
City Council Resolution 99-37

Adopted by the City Council April 19, 1999

A. USES PERMITTED: The following are the allowed land uses:

1.

2.

3.

4.

Duplex residential development in the R-2 District.

Residential mini-storage not to exceed approximately 50,000 sq. ft. in
area, to be utilized for residential and office storage only.

An ancillary 1250 +/- sg. ft. manager's office.

An approximately .08 acre storm drain/basin park.

B. ACCESSORY USES: The following are the permitted accessory land uses:

1.

2.

Signage (monument sign) consistent with attached exhibit, and
directional signage subject to conformance with the Zoning
Ordinance.

Off-street parking related to the permitted use.

C. PROHIBITED USES: Retail Commercial, Industrial Uses, storage of
commercial or industrial equipment, commodities, chemicals or materials
(excepting light office/administrative storage items).

D. SITE REQUIREMENTS

1.

Mini-storage (Parcel C), approximately 2.6 acres, four 70 by 175 ft.
one-story storage units, one-story 25 by 50 ft. manager's office.

Park and Mini-Storage Drainage Basin (Parcel A), approximately .08
acres.

Duplex Residential Development (Parcel B), approximately 11.6
acres.

E. LOT DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS:

1.

Print Dale: 07/21/9%

Mini-Storage
a. Conformance to the following attached exhibits:

Exhibit E: PD 98-02 Site Plan
Exhibit F: PD 98-02 Office Elevations
Exhibit G: PD 98-02 Office Floor Plan
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Print Date: 07/21/99
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Adopted by the City Council April 19, 1999

Exhibit H: PD 98-02 Storage Unit Elevation and Floor Plan
Exhibit I: PD 98-02 Conceptual Landscape Plan
Exhibit J: PD 98-02 Project Signage

The Community Development Director can approve minor

, variations.

. Significant revisions will require an amendment to the Planned

Development District 98-01.
Maximum Coverage: 45 percent (Parcel C).

Maximum Building Height: 12 ft. (Storage Buildings), 18 ft.
(Manager's Office) (Parcel C).

Off-street Parking: A minimum of 11 off-street parking stalls (2
handicap) (Parcel C).

Street Frontage Setback Office: 53 ft. (Parcel C).

Side Yard Storage Units: Westerly side yards 27-33 ft. taper,
Easterly sideyard: 28 ft. (Parcel C).

Rear Yard: 30 ft. (Parcel C).

Distance Between Storage Buildings: 25 ft. (Parcel C).

Duplex Residential District (PD/R-2)

a.

Development of a conceptual Precise Plan for future residential
development to be reviewed and approved by the Planning
Commission, including: land use, circulation, open space
features, prototype residential elevations, and landscaping,
subsequent development to be consistent with the Precise Plan.

To promote compatibility with surrounding land uses, allow only
one-story residential development within 100 feet of the
southerly and easterly boundaries of the 11.6-acre (PD/R-2)
site.

Development of the site will be subject to subsequent
environmental review.

Page R12
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Adopted by the City Council April 19, 1999

G. OTHER REQUIRED CONDITIONS:

1.

Print Date: 07/21/99

if the mini-storage project is not constructed within 5 years of the
approval of this Planned Development District 98-02, the City shall
initiate a zone change to PD/R-2 (Planned Development Duplex
Residential District) to be consistent with surrounding zoning and land

uses.

The development of this project, including all subdivision
improvements, landscaping and architectural designs, floor plans and
elevations, shall be subject to conformance with the conceptual
exhibits attached and submitted for'this permit, and to the conditions
of approval for the subdivision Parcel Map.

The hours of operation for the mini-storage project shall be from 7

a.m. to 7 p.m., seven days a week. (Added by Planning Commission
During Previous Commission Hearing held February 17, 1999.)
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Exhibit E: PD 98-02 Site Plan
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Exhibit F: PD 98-02 Office Elevations (Colors)

Architectural
Grade Metal Roof
(Dark Green)

T_

P ", ") mﬂ'}

d ; r ()

. X 5 s

3 i B Bk

\ 571 ey

@ -

f o taiissy e o iy e

AT FLEVATION

Revise Column Detail
5 column supports required each consisting of
two 4x4 post on a river rock base.

River rock base
(required on side
elevations)

Architectural
grade lap siding
(required on side
elevations)
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PD 98-02 Office Floor Plan
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Storage Unit Elevati

PD 98-02
Light Stone

Building colors shall be Metallic Building Company Color or comparable

i Building:

Exhibit H
Floor Plan
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CITY OF OAKDALE
Draft Planning Commission Resolution 99-06

Considered by the Planning Commission April 7, 1999

Exhibit 1: PD 98-02 Conceptual Landscape Plan
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CITY OF OAKDALE
Draft Planning Commission Resolution 99-06

Cons_idered by the Planning Commission April 7, 1999

Exhibit J: PD 98-02 Project Signage

e amsrsone] | L]

| \"-";1:1.1 1 “G” STREET

g

: A N S
FARETIES SIS SGR Nk PR B S LR
—leteRS Cldiad Fooaf T L

B

FiRAL EE%LJ 5F bt@u ‘d—{AL-L. e
‘*'ﬁJaMHTED T0- OJTY OF ChRDALE
Co L POR: APPRONAL By adi] COMPALLY
D LARSTAALL " SMILAR:TO
;moa; USED AN BULDINGS, DEE
LHT STOE  AdD DeserT twv

Print Date: 04/01/99 Page R-19
Flle: PD 98-02, PC-SR G st Ministorage.4-7-99,eb.kt



Split Face Block
with scored split face Pilaster & Ribbon

FSAD DUR,
g 53 et T

g AN
Page R-20 \\'ﬂ .
BN
] Q:a‘.“'{
EPSREN S

o
Iy Xy



g

CITY OF OAKDALE
City Council Resolution 99-37

Adopted by the City Councit April 19, 1999

Exhibit L: Parcel

Map 98-05
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CITY OF OAKDALE
City Council Resolution 99-37

Adopted by the City Council April 19, 1899

Exhibit M: Parcel Map 98-05
Conditions of Approval

Public Works Department

1. Full frontage improvements will be required along “G" Street and Pedersen
Road. The Pedersen Road improvements will include a radius corner
installed to Public Works standards.

2. All utilities shall be installed underground.

3. All storm water drainage must be retained on-site. A grading and drainage
plan prepared and stamped by a licensed engineer shall be submitted in
conjunction with improvement plans, for review and approval of the City
Engineer for the entire site prior to the issuance of building permits. The
grading plans must include storm water drainage calculations. A deposit of
$600 will be required for plan check.

4, The OID District's Bentley Pipeline is located across the southerly portion of
Parcels A and B approximately 5 ft. from the property boundary. OID
requires a 20-ft. easement for the Bentley Pipeling, 15 ft. from the centerline
of the pipe, with a metes and bounds legal description for said easement.

5. All irrigation lines (if any) serving the site shall be abandoned and
connections capped off.

B. All City water connections shall include back-flow devices.

7. All parking lot curbs will be concrete with a minimum 12-inch depth.

Extruded curbs are not permitted. The entire parking lot, circulation aisles
and landscaped areas will be curbed.

8. All mechanical equipment shall be mounted on the ground and screened
from view.

9. A 10-t. P.U.E. shall be required along “G” Street and Pedersen Road
frontage, and/or as directed by the Public Works Director.

10.  The Tentative Parcel Map approval shall be subject to the prior City Council
approval of a General Plan Amendment to allow Mini-Storage land uses in
the MDR (Medium Density Residential) General Plan land use designation,
and approval of a PD District to regulate this use. No parcel map shall be

Print Date: 07/22/99 Page R-22
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CITY OF OAKDALE
City Council Resolution 99-37

11.

12.

13.

Adopted by the City Council April 19, 1999

recorded prior to these approvals and the meeting of the conditions for this
parcel map.

Installation of any required street lines shall be installed as required under
LS 2(b), in accordance with PG&E LS#1 schedule at developer expense.

Parcel A will be dedicated to the City for use and maintenance as a
combined stormwater/basin park. The basin/park will be fully improved and
landscaped by the developer. A formal landscape plan for the project
including irrigation, for the mini-storage facility and basin/park, will be
submitted to the Community Development Department, Parks and
Recreation Director, and Public Works for coordinated review and approval,
prior to issuance of a building permit. All landscaping will be installed
prior to final inspection. Basin design will be less than 5-ft. depth,
slopes no greater than 5:1, with naturally shaped contours.

All parking areas, driveways and storage areas shall provide adequate
nighttime illumination. An exterior site lighting plan shall be submitted
with building plans that indicates the location and type of lighting fixtures.
The entire lighting system shall incorporate full cut-off (shoebox type) lighting
fixtures mounted on individual poles and/or wall mounted. Lighting systems
shall avoid glare and off-site spillage. The lighting plan shall be approved by
the Public Works and Planning Division prior to issuance of permits.

Building Division

14.

All buildings and storage units shall be fire sprinklered.

Fire Department

15.

16.

17.

18.

Print Date: 07122/99

Fire hydrants shall be provided through out the storage unit facility at
intervals of no more than 300-feet on center. All fire hydrant locations shall

be reviewed and approved by the Fire Marshal.

All driveways and building corners shall be accessible to City fire trucks.
Turning radius calculations will be required within the storage area to the
satisfaction of the Fire Marshal.

Fire Lanes and no parking areas will be provided as required by the Fire
Marshal.

The building will have a street address prominently displayed on the
building's frontage. The address will consist of minimum 8-inch tall numerals
with a color that contrasts to the background.

Page R-23
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19.

Adopted by the City Council April 19, 1899

An emergency key will be provided in a "Knox Box" key locker, and will be
mounted near the main entry gate and the secondary emergency access
gate, to be coordinated with the Fire Marshal.

Planning Division

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

The Planning Division will approve a final landscape and irrigation plan prior
to the issuance of a building permit (Section 36-24.3A.3n) Landscape plans
and specifications will be prepared by a registered landscaped architect and
indicate the size and location, size and quantity of all plant materials. The
Landscape Plan will incorporate all the landscaping features specified in the
Site Plan Review Committee letter of November 5, 1998. These include but
are not limited to the use of large canopy London Plane Street Trees in
sidewalk tree wells, one shade tree for every 5 parking stalls, use of a
combination of trees, shrubs and groundcover, landscape screening for
parking lot, use of climbing vines for walls, use of Aptos Blue Coastal
Redwood Trees in the interior of the storage complex, and the use of four
native variety oak trees.

Construction of a spilt face masonry wall consistent with the precise plan
and City “G" Street standards. A sample/specifications of the proposed wall
panel system will be reviewed and approved by the Community
Development Director prior to issuance of a building permit.

Staff will coordinate with the Developer/Designer to add 2-3 additional porch
columns/architectural detail to the office building fronting “G” Street.

Future development of the 11.6 acre PD/R-2 (Planned Development Duplex
Residential District) site will be subject to the regulations of PD 98-02,
including the preparation of a precise plan for review and approval by the
Planning Commission and City Council.

On Parcel C (PD/R-2 site), only one-story residential development will be
allowed within 100 feet of the southerly and easterly boundaries of the
approximately 11.6 acre site, to promote land use compatibility with
surrounding land uses.

Print Dale: 07/22/99 Page R-24
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Exhib:¢ N: Proposed Mitigated Negative
Declaration

PROPQOSED MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Planned Development 98-02: +/-50,000 S.F. Mini-Storage Facility

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project (PD 98-02) involves the construction of a 49,400
square foot mini-storage complex, a 1,250 square foot mini-storage
office building, an 11-space parking lot, and a +33,200 square foot
landscaped drainage basin on a £3.37 acre site. Approval of the project
will require the following actions (1) General Plan Text Amendment 99-01,
conditionally permitting residential mini-storage uses in the Medium-
Density Residential (MDR: 8-14 du's/ac) land use designation, (2)
Rezoning 98-02 of an existing £3.9 acres of R-1 (Single Family
Residential District) and £11.1 acres of R-2 (Duplex Residential District) to
+3.5 acres zoned PD 98-02 and +11.6 acres zoned R-2 (Duplex
Residential District: 14 du's/ac net max), (3) adoption a development plan
and schedule for PD 98-02, (4) approval of tentative parcel map 98-05
creating 3 lots of £11.6 acres, £2.6 acres and +0.8 acres.

2. PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed project is located on East G Street southwest of the
intersection of Hallman Lane and East G Street. The existing General
Plan Designation is Medium-Density Residential (MDR: 8-14 du’s/ac), the
existing zoning is R-2 (Duplex Residential District; 14 du’s/ac net max)
APN 64-55-02 and R-1 (Single Family Residential District: 10 du's/ac net

max) APN 84-55-03,

3. APPLICANT

Roy Galli, Mid-Valley Engineering, 900 H St., Modesta, CA 95354

4, FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Based on the information contained in the Initial Study, there is no substantial
evidence that the project will have a significant adverse effect on the environment

with mitigation measures.

5. INITIAL STUDY.

A complete description of the project and an Initial Study which identifies the
potential effects of the project by subject, may be reviewed at, or obtained from
the City- of Oakdale Community Development Department, 455 South Fifth
Avenue, Oakdale, CA 95361; (209) 847-4245. Comments concerning this
proposed determination may be filed with the above Department through February

17, 1999,

Prnt Oate: 01/27/99 Fila; PD 98-02,CEQA 1S-MNO, 1+ 20+38.wenf
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. City of Oakdale
lnmal Study and Environmental Checklist

PROJECT
Title/#: Planned Development 98-02: +/-50,000 S.F. Mini- Storage
Facility
Location: 1100 Block East G st. (APN 64-55-02 & 03), Oakdale, CA
Description: (PD 98-02) involves the construction of a £49,400 square foot
mini-storage complex, a £1,250 square foot mini-storage office
building, an 11-space parking lot, and a 33,200 square foot
landscaped drainage basin on a £3.37 acre site, with a 3-lot
‘, parcel map,
Applicant: Roy Galli, Mid-Valley Engmeermg 900 H St., Modesto, CA
95354 - ,
City's Contact: Warren Frace, Planner,
~ Oakdale Community Development Department, 455 South
Fifth Avenue, Oakdale, CA 95361
Telephone: (209) 847-4245

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Expanded Project Description
Project Description: The proposed project (PD 98-02) involves the construction of a -

*49,400 square foot mini-storage complex, a £1,250 square foot mini-storage office
building, an 11-space parking lot, and a £33,200 square foot landscaped drainage basin
on a +3.37 acre site. Approval of the project will require the following actions (1)
General Plan Text Amendment 99-01, conditionally permitting residential mini-storage
uses in the Medium-Density Residential (MDR: 8-14 du's/ac) land use designation, (2)
Rezoning 98-02 of an existing £3.9 acres of R-1 (Singlé Family Residential District) and
+11.1 acres of R-2 (Duplex Residential District) to +3.5 acres zoned PD 98-02 and =11.6
acres zoned R-2 (Duplex Residential District: 14 du’s/ac net max), (3) adoption a
development plan and schedule for PD 98-02, (4) approval of tentative parcel map 98-
05 creating 3 lots of £11.6 acres, 2.6 acres and 0.8 acres.

Location: The proposed project is located on East G Street southwest of the
intersection of Hallman Lane and East G Street. The existing General Plan Designation
is Medium-Density Residential (MDR: 8-14 du's/ac), the existing zoning is R-2 (Duplex
Residential District: 14 du's/ac net max) APN 64-55-02 and R-1 (Single Family
Residential District: 10 du's/ac net max) APN 64-55-03.

Neighborhood Description

Naorth: Mobile Home Park, Single-Family Residential, Outdoor Storage Yard
East; Townhouse Residential
South: Large Lot Residential (in transition)
West: Nobile Home Park, Detention Basin
Fila; PO 98.02.CE0A 1S-MND, 1.20-99.wm
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City of Qakdale
Initial Study and Environmental Checklist
Planned Development 98-02: +/-50,000 S.F, Mini-Storage Facility

Site Description -
The existing site is a flat field with no structures, natural features or significant vegetation. The

north side of the site is fronted by G Street and has been widened and improved with a continuous
curb and gutter without driveways. The field appears to be mowed annually,

GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING

General Plan Designations:
Medium-Density Residential (MDR: 8-14 du’s/ac) use not consistent
: General Plan Amendment Proposed

Zoning Districts:
R-2 (Duplex Residential District: 14 du's/ac net max) use not consistent
Planned Development Rezone Proposed

Figure 1 Location Map
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City of Oakdale

i

tnitial Study and Enviranmental Checklist

Planned Development 98-02; +/-50,000 S.F. Mini-Storage Facility

Figure 2

Site Plan
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@ City of Oakdale
Initial Study and Environmental Checklist

Planned Development 38-02: +/-50,000 S.F. Mini-Storage Facility

ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

Pf:tapﬁa{)y Potantially Less Than Na Impact

l;npact Unless Imgact
Miligation
incorporated
1. EARTH. Will the proposal result in:
a. unstable earth conditions or in changes
in geologic substructures? O d d “
b. disruptions, displacements, compaction

or overcovering of the soil?

The development of the project site will result in soil
compaction and displacement primarily in areas that will be
covered by impervious material where no plants will be

grown.

c. change in topography or ground
surface relief features? -

d. the destruction, covering or modifications
of any unique geologic or physical features? D a a

e. any increase in wind or water erosion
of soils, either on or off the site?

f. changes in deposits or erosicn of beach
sands, or changes in siltation, depasition
of erasion which may modify the channel
of a river or stream or the bed of the ocean

or any bay, inlet or lake?

g. exposure of people or property to geological
hazards such as earthquakes, landslides,

mudslides, ground failure, or similar hazards?

2 AlIR. Will the proposal resuit in:
a. substantial air emissions or deterioration of
ambient air quality?

A residential mini-storage warehouse use is not expected to
generata regular trips. Staff anticipates the project will
generate an averaga of less than 1 trip/1000 square feet of
storage area daily (>50 trips/day). The air quality impact
from the trips generated will be less than significant.

Prnt Oala; January 27, 1998 Page 4 Fila: PO 98-02,CEQA 1S-MND, 1-20-99.wmi
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b. the creation of objectionable odors? O O O |
C. alteration of air movement, moisture or
temperature, or any change in climate,
either locally or regionally? O O O %
3. WATER. Will the proposal result in: .
a. changes in currents, or the course of
direction of water movements, in
either marine or fresh waters? O O d %
b. changes in absorption rates, drainage
patterns, or the rate and amount of
surface runoff? a | O

The covering of the ground with impervious material will
result in a reduction in the absorption of water and an
increase in the amount of surface water runoff. The project
will include a grass lined storm drainage basin that has been
designed to handle the runoff anticipated from the subject
parcel reducing the potential impacts to an insignificant
level,

c. alterations to the course or flow of
flood waters?

d. changes in the amount of surface water in
any water body?

e. discharge into surface waters or in any
alteration of surface water quality, including
but not limited to temperature, dissolved

oxygen or turbidity? d

f. alteration of the direction or rate of flow
of ground waters?

g. change in the quantity of ground waters,
gither through direct additions or withdrawais,

or through interception of an aquifer by cuts
or excavations?

h. substantial reduction in the amount of
water otherwise available for public

water supplies?

i. exposure of people or property to water
related hazards such as flooding

or tidal waves?

Fila: PD 98-02,CEQA IS-MND. | 20-89.wmf
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. The site is identified as Zone C, areas of minimal flooding.
FIRM community panel number 060384 0165 A, effective
August 1, 1980.
4, PLANT LIFE. Will the proposal result in:
a. change in the diversity of species, or
number of any species of plants including
trees, shrubs, grass, crops,
and aquatic plants? O | ] %}
b. reduction of the numbers of any unique,
rare or endangered species of plants? | | O ~
c. introduction of new species of plants into
an area, or in a barrier to the normal
replenishment of existing species? O d |
d. reduction in acreage of any agricultural crop? C - 0.

The impact of the loss of these sails is not considered
significant because the project is located within an existing

urbanized area.

5. ANIMAL LIFE. Will the proposal result in:
a. change in the diversity of species, or

numbers of any species of animals
(birds, land animals including reptiles,
fish and shellfish, benthic organisms

or insects)?

b. reduction of the numbers of any unique,
rare or endangered species of animals?

c. introduction of new species of animals into
an area, or result in a barrier to the migration

or movement of animals?

d. deterioration to existing fish ar
wildlife habitat? '

8. NOISE. Will the propesal result in:

a. increases in existing naise levels?

Exterior noise will be primarily associated with infrequent
vehicular traffic generated by this project. The increase of
noisa generated by this project should not have a significant
impact on the noise levels in the area because no exterior
activity other than vehicular traffic has been proposed.

a O ad

b, axposura of people to severe noise levels?

Fila: PO 98-02,CEQA 15-MND, 1-20-99.wm!
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7. LIGHT AND GLARE.
Will the proposal praoduce new light or glare?

The project proposes will have 24-hour outdoor security
lighting within a residential district. Light and glare from
these lights could potentially impact existing and future
residents living adjacent to the project. The following
mitigation measure will reduce this impact to a less than
significant level.

Mitigation Measures

7.1.a,  All exterior lighting fixtures within the fenced warehouse area
will be mounted no higher that 80" to prevent light spillage
over the enclosure wall.

7.1.b.  All parking fot lights will be pole mounted with full cut off lighting
fixtures.

8. LAND USE.

Will the proposal result in a substantial
alteration of the present or planned
land use of an area?

The project will be a significant departure from the land use
designation proposed by the General Plan. Since this mini-
storage project will alter the site to a use that is compatible
with adjacent residential development this impact can be
mitigated through a text amendment to the General Plan and
the adoption of a Planned Development District.

Mitigation Measures ‘

8.1.a.  Amend the General Plan {o allow limited residential and office
mini-warehousing within the Medium-Oensity Residential
{(MDR: 8-14 du's/ac) land use designation.

9. NATURAL RESOURCES.

Will the preposal result in an increase in
the rate of use of any natural resources?

10. RISK OF UPSET. Will the proposal involve:

a. a risk of an explosion or the release of
hazardous substances (including, but nat
limited to, oil, pesticides, chemicals
or radiation) in the event of an accident

or upset conditions?

b. possible interference with an emergency
response plan or an emergency

evacuation plan?

Prnt Date: 01/28/99 Page 7
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1. POPULATION.
Will the proposal alter the location, distribution,
density, or growth rate of the human
population of an area? O O v |
The existing site is zoned for duplex and single-family
residential uses. The rezoning of the site for a PD mini-
storage will result in the loss of approximately 3.37 acres of
residential land. This loss of potential housing will be

compensated by rezoning the remaining R-1 parcel to R-2
(Duplex Residential Oistrict: 14 du’s/ac net max),

12. HQUSING.

Will the proposal affect existing housing, or
create a demand for additional housing? ‘ d O I

Refer to discussion under #11.

13. TRANSPORTAT]ON/CIRCULAT!ON Will the proposal result in:

a.. generation of substantial additional
vehicular movement?

A residential mini-storage warehouse use is not expected to
generate regular trips. Staff anticipates the project will
generate an average of less than 1 trip/1000 square feet of
storage area daily (>50 trips/day). The circulation impact
from the trips generated will be less than significant since G
Street is designated and improved as a major collectar

street.
b. effects on existing parking facilities,
or demand for new parking? a O

The Zoning Ordinance requires that this need will be
satisfied by the construction of off-street parking lots. No
significant impact is anticipated.

c. substantial impact upon existing
transportation systems?

Refer to #13.a.

d. alterations to present patterns of circulation

or movement of people and/or goods? a ad %]
e. alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic? | | O
f. increase in traffic hazardous to motor

vehicles, bicyclists or pedestrians?

Fila: PO 98-02,CEQA IS-MND, 1-20-99.wmf
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14. PUBLIC SERVICES. Wil the proposal have an effect upon, or resuit
in a need for new or aitered government
services in any of the following areas?
The City of Oakdale collects a public facility fee at the time
of building permit for all development project. The fee is
scaled for different levels of impacts resulting from a use.
The 'collection of the fee mitigates the projects impact on
government services to a level of less than significant.
a. Fire protection: a a %} O
b. Police protection: ‘ ] O # |
c. Schools: O (N %} |
d. Parks or other recreational facilities: . | d | O
e. Maintenance of public facilities,
including roads: O E . O
f. Other governmental services: O | “
18. ENERGY. Will the proposal result in:
a. use of substantial amount of fuel or energy? O O i
b. substantial increase in demand upon
existing sources of energy, or require the
development of new sources of energy? O I O
16. UTILITIES. Will the proposal result in a need for new systems or substantial alterations to the
following utilities?
a. Power or natural gas: a O |
b. Communications systems: O 1
c. Water: O D O
d. Sewer or septic tanks: O O |
e. Storm water drainage: a O g - d
The project will construct a grass lined storm water retention
basin to maintain all stormwater drainage.
f, Solid waste and disposal: d a O

Print Qale: 01/27/98
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17.  HUMAN HEALTH. Will the proposal result in:
a. creation of any health hazard or potential
health hazard (excluding mental health)? U O a
b. exposure of people to potential
health hazards? O ) a
18. AESTHETICS.
Will the proposal result in the obstruction of any
scenic vista or view open to the public, or will the
proposal result in the creation of an aesthetically
offensive site open to public view? O O 0

The project will include the construction of a 720 linear foot
masonry wall facing east toward G Street, The wall will
include a landscape buffer and a decorative split face
material to minimize the stark appearance of the wall and

discourage graffiti.

18. RECREATION.
Will the proposal result in an impact
upon the quality or quantity of existing
recreational opportunities?

20. CULTURAL RESQURCES.

a. Will the proposal result in the alteration
of ar the destruction of a prehistoric
or historic archaeological site?

b. Will the proposal result in adverse physical
or aesthetic effects to a prehistoric or ,
historic building, structure, or object? ’ a W d

c. Does the proposal have the potential to
cause a physical change which would
affect unique ethnic cultural values? a O

d. Will the proposal restrict existing
religious or sacred uses within the

potential impact area?

21, MANDATGRY 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

Fila: PO 98-02,CEQA [S-MND. 1-20-39.win!
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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? | O O

b. Does the project have the potential to
achieve short-term, to the disadvantage
of long-term, environmental goals?

(A short-term impact on the environment
is one which occurs in a relatively brief
definitive periad of time while long-term

impacts will endure well into the future.)

c. Does the project have impacts which are
individually limited, but cumulatively
cansiderable? (A project may impact
on two or maore separate resources
where the impact on each resource’is
relatively small, but where the effect
of the total of those impacts on the

environment is significant.)

d. Does the project have environmental
effects which will cause substantial
adverse effect on human beings,

either directly or indirectly?

Fila: PO 98-02,CEQA 1S-MNO. 1-20-99.wmd
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ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS:

On the basis of the information contained in this Initial Study,

a. | find that the proposed project could not have a
significant effect on the environment, and

A Negative Declaration will be prepared.
b. | 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 the
mitigation measures described have been added to

the project.
A-Mitigated Negative Declaration will be prepared.

c. | find that the proposed project may have a significant
effect on the environment, and

An Environmental impact report will be prepared.

Signature: fm ZArL

Name & Title: Warren M. Frace, Planner
Date: January 27, 1999
Fila: PO 98-02,CEQA 1S-MND. 1-20-99,wm!

Pnnt Date; 01/27/98 Page 12



Appendix B
Proposed Amended Planned Development 98-02 Standards

77 |Page



PROPOSED AMENDED PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 98-02 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

Land Use and Development Standards for a Single-Family Detached Residential
Development Project on an 8.9 Acre Duplex Residential District
East "G" Street near Hallman Lane

APN: 064-055-005 and 006

PURPOSE: The purpose of establishing this Planned Development District is to regulate the
use and development of an approximately 11.41-acre residential project and expansion of
the existing park/stormwater basin, located on East "G" Street near Hallman Lane. The
intent of this Planned Development District is to accomplish the following:

1. To provide a planned development for residential development to be compatible with
surrounding residential land uses.

2. To provide for aesthetically attractive development in a residential environment.

3. To provide flexibility in development standards to encourage high quality design and
limited potential environmental impacts.

4, To provide a joint stormwater/park basin facility to contain stormwater runoff on and
meet open space/park land use requirements.

Development shall be in conformance with the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance and other
applicable City policies and standards as they exist now and as amended by the following
regulations:

A. USES PERMITTED: The following are the allowed land uses:
1. Detached single-family residential development compatible with the R-2
District 'and as consistent with the Medium Density Residential land use

designation of the 2030 General Plan.

2. An approximately 0.3-acre storm drain/basin park.

3. Indoor storage facility, known as Ellis Self Storage.
B. ACCESSORY USES: The following are the permitted accessory land uses:
1. Signage (monument sign) consistent with attached exhibit, and directional
signage subject to conformance with the Zoning Ordinance. (keep in for potential

monument sign for the neighborhood)

2. Allowable accessory uses per the Oakdale Municipal Code and State law. Off-
street parking related to the permitted use.



PROHIBITED USES: Retail Commercial, Industrial Uses
SITE REQUIREMENTS

1. Park and Drainage Basin, approximately 0.3 acres.
2. Detached Single-Family Residential Development, approximately 11.41acres.

LOT DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS:
1. Detached Single-Family Residential District (PD/R-2)

a. Development of a Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map or Tentative
Subdivision Map for future residential development to be reviewed and
approved by the Planning Commission, including: land use, circulation,
open space features, prototype residential elevations, and landscaping,
subsequent development to be consistent with the Precise Plan.

b. To promote compatibility with surrounding land uses.

c. Development of the site shall conform to the following development

standards:
Minimum Lot 3,400 square feet
Size
Width 40 feet
Density 8.1 gross du/acre
Setbacks
Front Garage: 20 feet
Dwelling: 15 feet
Porch: 10 feet*
Side Interior: 5 feet
Exterior: 10 feet
Rear 10 feet**
Site Coverage 54.5% maximum
Height 24 feet
*Most porches have a 20-foot setback; only impacts cul-de-sac
lots
**Most homes adhere to a 15-foot setback; only impacts cul-de-
sac lots
G. OTHER REQUIRED CONDITIONS:
1. The development of this project, including all subdivision improvements,

landscaping and architectural designs, floor plans andelevations, shall be
subject to conformance with the conceptual exhibits attached and submitted for



this permit, and to the conditions of approval for the Vesting Tentative
Subdivision Map.

The existing Park Basin is being expanded to accommodate development of the
detached single-family residential project.
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155 Grand Avenue, Suite 505
Ogkland, CA 94612

;& ASS@&!ATES‘ P510839.I742
Technlcol Memorandum

: NovemberM 2025 , Project# 32154
To: Avery Espenmiller Jones
D.R. Horton

6101 Bollinger Canyn Road, Suite 175
San Ramon, CA 94583
Via email <AEJones@drhorton.com> >
From: Damian Stefanakis, Kittelson & Associates, Inc.

CC: Jorden Tappin, D.R. Horton

RE: Oakdale ~ D.R. Horton Lariat Project - Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Memorandum

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. (Kittelson) has prepared this vehicle miles traveled (VMT) assessment for D.R.
Horton and the City of Oakdale as part of the proposed Lariat development at G Street.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The applicant, D.R Horton has proposed to develop a vacant parcel in the City of Oakdale, CA. The
applicant is proposing to develop up to 94 single family residential units at East G Street.

The project site is located at 1001 E G Street (APN: 064-055-009) in the City of Oakdale. The site is bordered
by E G Street to the north, existing single family residential to the east and south, and mini storage and a park
basin to the west. Figure 1 shows the project location, and Figure 2 shows the most current site plan {subject
to change).

Currently, the project site has a General Plan Land Use Designation of Medium Density Residential {7 to 14
gross du/acre) and a Zoning District Designation of Planned Development (PD) 98-02. PD 98-02 was approved
in 1999 and covered a total of 14.13 acres. The 14.2-acre PD proposed 2.72 acres of mini storage use and
11.41 acres of Medium Density Residential use. The mini storage project was completed and exists today,
and the remaining 11.41 acres were never developed and are currently vacant. The 11.41 acres represent
the site of the proposed Lariat project.

We understand that the City is currently preparing the éth Cycle RINA Housing Element estimates, but the
Lariat project will noft fier off that effort.

CITY REQUIREMENTS

The City has requested a VMT analysis as part of an SB 743 CEQA environmental review. Specifically the City
provided the following response to the submission.

"The Proposed Project is considered a “Project" as defined by CEQA and therefore subject to environmental
review. Based on our initial review of the Proposed Project, staff will be recommending the preparation of

Kittelson & Associates, inc.
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an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. A Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Memorandum will be
required.”

This memorandum addresses the VMT request can be used by the City to prepare the IS/MND. We
understand the City or County do not have established VMT Guidelines, but they have directed Kittelson to
use the StanCOG Countywide Travel Model in conjunction with the Merced County Council of Governments
(MCAG) VMT Guidelines. These VMT guidelines are mostly based on direction from the final VMT
recommendations from the Cadlifornia Office of Planning and Research (OPR), dated December 2018.
Kittelson recently applied the StanCOG model and MCAG guidelines for similar work as part of the City of
Patterson Housing Element EIR.

Figure 1: Lariat Project Location

Source: Google Maps, 2025

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
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Figure 2: Lariat Project Site Plan
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VMT thresholds are defined using recommendations from the California Office of Planning and Research
(OPR) based on their final report, dated December 2018. Cities and counties could opt to develop their own
methods, but the Cadlifornia Environmental Quality Act [CEQA) impact criteria are generally consistent with
OPR recommendations. The City Oakdale and Stanislaus County do not have established VMT Guidelines,
but they have directed Kittelson to apply the Merced County Council of Governments (MCAG) VMT
Guidelines for this project. These VMT guidelines are mostly based on direction from the final VMT
recommendations of OPR, dafed December 2018.

The Merced County Council of Governments (MCAG) VMT Guidelines and Thresholds were developed and
published on November 2022.' While the guidelines are from the adjacent County, the VMT results used for
this assessment are from Stanislaus County, and only the thresholds are borrowed from MCAG.

MCAG (and by default Stanislaus and StanCOG) have defined the region for VMT comparison as the County
of Stanislaus. Based on MCAG guidelines, any development that does not immediately screen out for a VMT

' MCAG VMT Thresholds and Implementation Guidelines, November 2022

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
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per capita assessment should produce a VMT per capita of 14% less than the baseline County regionwide
average.

In Stanislaus {or Merced County), the screening criteria used to evaluate whether a housing project could
qualify for an Exemption under CEQA related to VMT impacts include the following:

1. Within 1/2 mile of high-quality transit comridor, which has 15-minute frequency fixed-route bus
service,

2. Contains 100% affordable housing,

3. Al projects {housing related) expected to generate less than 1,000 daily trips if consistent with the
jurisdictions General Plan. Additionally projects that are not consistent with the jurisdictions General
Plan but generate fewer than 500 daily trips may also screen out.

4. Al projects located in TAZs with household VMT per capita of 14% below the baseline regional
average.

Based on these criteria, it is unclear exactly how many frips the Lariat project will generate (based on ITE
Trip Generation, it is estimated in the order of 900 — 1,000 daily trips) or whether the project is consistent with
the jurisdiction’s housing element or general plan. Therefore, in order to provide the applicant more
flexibility in the event the density or number of units increase, or if it is not consistent with current zoning from
the City housing element or general plan, this assessment concludes that the Lariat residential project does
not automatically screen from a detailed VMT. Therefore, the following section describes the detailed VMT
assessment.

Travel forecasts were prepared by Kittelson for the existing baseline 2024 model year conditions using the
StanCOG Countywide model. As shown in Appendix A, the project in the model is within fraffic analysis zone
{TAZ) 811. This TAZ already includes existing land uses with one vacant parcel that represents the project.
Kittelson added the residential units consistent with the project description (94 units) and the anficipated
population by income and household size (derived from existing proportions within TAZ 811 and consistent
with the anficipated household population within the development} into the model TAZ 811, Kittelson ran the
StanCOG 2024 model per the model user documentation methodology.

VMT results were extracted at the project TAZ, City, and County level. The VMT included total household VMT
and VMT per Capita. Per SB 743 and MCAG County VMT guidelines, the results are compared to the county
regional average to determine if the proposed project would contribute fo higher VMT than the county
average. Table 1 shows the existing 2024 baseline VMT, the existing plus project VMT and the net project VMT.

Note, the existing 2024 baseline Citywide population estimate from the model may not exactly match actual
existing population demographics {2024 model estimate is 8,063 vs 2025 actual estimate of 8,293). In addition
model TAZs may potentially have some overlap with County areas. But the two estimates are relatively close
and the small difference is not expected to affect the VMT results.

Given TAZ 811 dlready includes existing land uses, the net change in VMT results when added in the model is
directly attributed to the proposed project. As expected, the model results do indicate an increase in total
VMT, but they also indicate a resulting decrease in VMT/capita for that TAZ (VMT divided by project
population). The net overall effect on VMT by the proposed project is likely representative of benefits
associated with infill development since it does contribute fo shorten average frip lengths, reduce auto trips
by promoting shorter trips to nearby employment opportunities and contributes to a reduction in VMT per
capita that is lower than the threshold of 14% below the County average. At the Project level, Table 1

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
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indicates that the Lariat residential project net VMT per capita of 7.00 is less than 14% below the regionwide
county baseline average of 8.38. Therefore, the VMT resulis suggest that the project effect on VMT would
result in a less than significant finding under CEQA. No mitigations for VMT are therefore recommended at
the project level.

Table 1: 2024 Baseline and Project VMT per Capita

2024 Existing Baseline ; : - . = .

Existing TAZ 811 496 1,543 16,010 10.40

City 8,063 25,017 292,752 11.70

County 189,269 585,764 5,710,725 9.75 8.38
Plus Projectonly

Lariat Project TAZ 811

2024 Plus Project

Ekisfihg plus Pfojécf TAZ81] k - 590 k ]‘;845‘ k 18,111 - k k9,8]

City 81 5'7 - 25,320 297,847 11.80

County 189,363 586067 5722234 976

SOURCE: STANCOG COUNTYWIDE MODEL, KITTELSON & ASSOCIATES, INC., 2025

NOTE: 2024 BASELINE COUNTY 1S SELECTED AS THE VMT REGION FOR COMPARISON.

NET CHANGE IN METRICS IS ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROJECT.

2024 PROJECT VMT/CAPITA OF 7.00 1S LOWER THAN 14% BELOW BASELINE COUNTY AVERAGE OF 8.38

THE EXISTING 2024 BASEUINE CITYWIDE POPULATION ESTIMATE FROM THE MODEL MAY NOT EXACTLY MATCH ACTUAL EXISTING POPULATION
DEMOGRAPHICS {2024 MODEL ESTIMATE IS 8,063 VS 2025 ACTUAL ESTIMATE OF 8,293). IN ADDITION MODEL TAZS MAY POTENTIALLY HAVE SOME
OVERLAP WITH COUNTY AREAS. BUT THE TWO ESTIMATES ARE RELATIVELY CLOSE AND THE SMALL DIFFERENCE IS NOT EXPECTED TO AFFECT THE VMT
RESULTS.

Kittelson assessed the Oakdale Lariat project consisting of 94 single family residential units, The project inputs
consisting of residential units and household population were added to the project TAZ 811 in the StanCOG
model. VMT analysis was conducted using the StanCOG Countywide model by extracting TAZ, City and
County level VMT results. The VMT methodology followed the guidelines from was obtained from the MCAG
VMT Guidelines.

Given the project TAZ 811 already includes existing land uses, the net change in VMT results when added in
the model are directly attributed to the proposed project. The results do indicate an increase in VMT, but a
resulting net decrease in VMT/capita. The net overall effect on VMT by the proposed project is representative
of infill development since it does contribute to shorten average trip lengths, reduce auto trips by promoting
shorter trips to employment opportunities and contributes to a reduction in VMT per capita that is lower than
the threshold of 14% below the County average.

At the Project level, the results indicate that the Lariat residential project net VMT per capita of 7.00 is less
than 14% below the regionwide county baseline average of 8.38. Therefore, the VMT results suggest that the
project effect on VMT would result in a less than significant finding under CEQA. No mitigations for VMT are
therefore recommended at the project level.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
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Source: StanCOG Countywide Model, 2024
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