
 
 

  

 
Public Review Draft Initial Study/ Mitigated Negative Declaration  

 
General Plan Amendment, Rezone and Vesting 

Tentative Subdivision Map No. 2026-04 Belmare II 
 

 
 

 
prepared by 

City of Oakdale 
Public Services Department 

455 S. Fifth Avenue 
Oakdale, CA 95361 

 
prepared with the assistance of 

J.B. Anderson Land Use Planning 
139 S. Stockton Avenue 
Ripon, California 95366 

 
 
 
 

July 2026 
 
 
 

.......... ----~ ■ J.B. ANDERSON ■ - -L AN D USE PL ANN I NG 



 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 
                                        Page 

 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION        3 
 
INITIAL STUDY           6 

 
1. Project Title                     6 
2. Lead Agency Name and Address                   6 
3. Contact Person and Phone Number                  6 
4. Project Location                   6 
5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address        6 
6. Existing Setting                   7 
7. Existing General Plan Designation        10 
8. Existing Zoning                  10 
9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting        10 
10. Description of the Project         11 
11. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required      12 
12. California Native American Tribes Consultation      12 
13. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected          19 
14. Lead Agency Determination                                      20 
 

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST                    23 
 

1. Aesthetics                      23 
2. Agriculture and Forestry Resources                   25 
3. Air Quality                     27 
4. Biological Resources                  32 
5. Cultural Resources                      35 
6. Energy           37 
7. Geology and Soils                     39 
8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions                     42 
9. Hazards and Hazardous Materials                   47 
10. Hydrology and Water Quality                    50 
11. Land Use and Planning                     55 
12. Mineral Resources                    57 
13. Noise                      58 
14. Population and Housing                     60 
15. Public Services                      61 
16. Recreation                     64 
17. Transportation/Traffic                     66 
18. Tribal Cultural Resources         69 
19. Utilities and Service Systems                    72 
20. Wildfire           76 
21. Mandatory Findings of Significance                    78 

 

REFERENCES           81 

 

 

 

 



 
 

FIGURES             

 

1. Project Site          7 
2. Project Location Map         13 
3. Existing General Plan Land Use Designation       14 
4. Proposed General Plan Land Use Designation      15 
5. Existing Zoning          16 
6. Proposed Zoning          17 
7. Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map        18 

 

TABLES 

 

1. Proposed Planned Development Standards       4 

2. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting        11 

3. Proposed Planned Development Standards       11 

4. SJVAPCD Air Quality Significance Thresholds for Construction and Operational Emissions  29 

5. SJVAPCD Significance Thresholds and Proposed Project Emissions    29  

6. Noise Level Standards for Stationary Sources      58 

7. Groundborne Vibration Impact Criteria for General Assessment    59  

           

APPENDICES           82 

 

Appendix A –  Proposed Planned Development Standards. 

Appendix B – CalEEMod Analysis 

 

 



3 | P a g e  
 

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Lead Agency: 

City of Oakdale 

455 S. Fifth Avenue 

Oakdale, CA 95361 

 

PROJECT NAME: 
 

General Plan Amendment, Rezone and Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map No. 2026-04 - Belmare II 
 

PROJECT PROPONENT AND LEAD AGENCY: 
 

Project Proponent: Mr. Jacob Harvey, P.E.  

   Western Engineering and Development 

   11660 Sawyer Avenue 

   Oakdale, CA 95361 

 

Lead Agency:  City of Oakdale 

Public Services Department 

455 S. Fifth Avenue 

Oakdale, CA 95361 

 

PROJECT LOCATION: 
 

The Project site is located at 33 North Lee Avenue, Oakdale, CA 95361 and has an Assessor Parcel Number 

(APN) of 063-035-015.  The Project site is approximately 2.69-acres in size and is bounded by existing 

residential development to the north and east, North Lee Avenue and residential uses to the west, and 

the Belmare Senior Living Facility to the south.  

 

The Project site contains an existing church facility (Church of Christ), including a church building, parking 

area, landscaping, and associated site improvements. The remainder of the site consists of vacant, 

undeveloped land. Historically, the property has been utilized for religious assembly purposes. 

 

Figure 2, Location Map, provides an illustration of the Project site’s location. 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
 
The Applicant is proposing the demolition of the existing Church of Christ Church and associated 

improvements to allow for the development of the Belmare II subdivision on a 2.69-acre site located at 

33 North Lee Avenue. 
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The Proposed Project includes a request for a General Plan Amendment (GPA) to amend the Subject 

Property’s General Plan Land Use designation from Low Density Residential (LDR) to Medium Density 

Residential (MDR). The allowable density range within the MDR land use designation is seven (7) to 

fourteen (14) dwelling units per acre.  The Proposed Project’s density is eleven (11) dwelling units per 

acre. 

 

The Proposed Project also includes a request to rezone the Subject Property from its current Single-Family 

Residential (R-1) Zoning District to Planned Development (PD) Zoning District. The development standards 

under the proposed PD zone are listed in the table below:  

 

Table 1 – Proposed Planned Development Standards 

Development Standard Proposed Project 

Minimum Lot Size 2,450 sq. ft. 

Minimum Width 35 feet 

Density 10.8 gross du/acre 

Setbacks 

Front 

Side – Interior 

Side – Exterior 

Rear 

 

15 feet 

3 feet 

10 feet 

10 feet 

Maximum Site Coverage 54% 

Maximum Height 24 feet 

 

The Proposed Project also includes a Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map (Figure 7) to facilitate the 

development of a gated, twenty-nine (29) unit single-family residential subdivision with access from North 

Lee Avenue. As part of the Proposed Project, frontage improvements along North Lee Avenue include the 

construction of new curb, gutter, and sidewalk; installation of a five (5) foot wide landscape strip behind 

the sidewalk; and construction of a six (6) foot tall decorative CMU block wall adjacent to the public 

frontage. 

 

Utilities provided to the Proposed Project, including water and sewer, will be provided by the City of 

Oakdale via connection to existing lines located in North Lee Avenue. Stormwater will be accommodated 

on-site via the installation of a French drain system.   

 

The Proposed Project is intended to function as an extension of the existing Belmare Senior Living facility 

located adjacent to the Subject Property and is proposed to be age-restricted (55+ and/or independent 

living). The Proposed Project includes pedestrian access to the existing Belmare site via a pedestrian 

walkway. All on-site improvements, including private streets, landscaping, common areas, and the 

pedestrian connection, will be privately owned and maintained.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: 
 

The Lead Agency has prepared an Initial Study that evaluates the potential environmental effects of the 

Proposed Project. Based on this analysis, the Lead Agency has determined that preparation of a Mitigated 

Negative Declaration is necessary. The Initial Study further concludes that, in light of the whole record 

before the Lead Agency, there is no substantial evidence that the Proposed Project, as mitigated, may 

have a potentially significant effect on the environment. 

 

MITIGATION MEASURES: 

 

The following Mitigation Measures shall be incorporated into the Proposed Project: 

 

AIR QUALITY-1: 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 SJVAPCD Rule 8021, Section 6.3.  

 

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.   

 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 
____________________________________________________   ____________________ 

Mr. Michael Arroyo, City Planner                                          Date     
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INITIAL STUDY 

1. PROJECT TITLE 
 
General Plan Amendment, Rezone and Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map No. 2026-04 Belmare 
II 

 

2. LEAD AGENCY NAME AND ADDRESS 
 
City Oakdale 

Public Services Department 

455 S. Fifth Ave. 

Oakdale, CA 95361 

 

3. CONTACT PERSON AND PHONE NUMBER 
 
Mr. Michael Arroyo, City Planner  

Email: Michael@jbandersonplanning.com 

Phone: (209) 599-8377 

 

4. PROJECT LOCATION 
 

The Project site is located at 33 N Lee Avenue, Oakdale, CA 95361 and has an Assessor Parcel 

Number (APN) of 063-035-015.  The Project site is approximately 2.69-acres in size and is bounded 

by existing residential development to the north and east, N. Lee Avenue and residential uses to 

the west, and the Belmare Senior Living Facility to the south.  

 

The Project consists primarily of raw undeveloped land.  However, the historical use of the Project 

site is a religious facility (Church of Christ), and the church building and associated parking area 

exists on site.  

 

Figure 2, Location Map, provides an illustration of the Project site’s location. 

 

5. PROJECT SPONSOR’S NAME AND ADDRESS 
 

 Mr. Jacob Harvey, P.E. 

 Western Engineering and Development 

 11660 Sawyer Avenue 

 Oakdale, CA 95361 

 

 

mailto:Michael@jbandersonplanning.com
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6. EXISTING SETTING 
 

The Project consists primarily of raw undeveloped land.  However, the historical use of the Project 

site is a religious facility (Church of Christ), and the church building and associated parking area 

exists on site.  Site photos provided provide representation of the Project site’s existing setting. 

 

Figure 1 – Project Site 
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Figure 1 Continued 
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Figure 1 Continued 
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Figure 1 Continued 

 
 

7. EXISTING GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION 
 

The Project site is designated for Low Density Residential (LDR) land uses per the City’s 2030 

General Plan.  The LDR land use designation allows for a density range of four (4) to eight (8) 

dwelling units per gross acre. 

 

8. EXISTING ZONING 

 R-1, Single Family Residential 

 

9. SURROUNDING LAND USES AND SETTING 
 

The table below depicts the Proposed Project’s surrounding land uses and setting. 
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Table 2 – Surrounding Land Uses and Setting 

 Existing Use General Plan Land Use 
Designation 

Zoning Classification 

North Residential Low Density Residential 
(LDR) 

Single Family 
Residential (R-1) 

South Senior Living Facility General Commercial 
(GC) 

Neighborhood 
Commercial (C-1) 

East Residential LDR Single Family 
Residential (R-1) 

West Residential Medium Density 
Residential (MDR) 

Multi-Family 
Residential (R-3) 

 
10. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT 
 

The Applicant is proposing demolition of the existing Church of Christ Church and associated 

improvements to allow for the development of the proposed Belmare II subdivision on a 2.69-

acre site located at 33 North Lee Avenue (hereinafter referred to as the “Proposed Project”). 

  

The Proposed Project includes a request for a General Plan Amendment (GPA) to amend the 

Subject Property’s General Plan Land Use designation from Low Density Residential (LDR) to 

Medium Density Residential (MDR). The Allowable Density Range within the MDR land use 

designation is seven (7) to fourteen (14) dwelling units per acre.  The Proposed Project’s density 

is eleven (11) dwelling units per acre. 

 

The Proposed Project also includes a request to rezone the Subject Property from its current 

Single-Family Residential (R-1) Zoning District to Planned Development (PD) Zoning District. The 

development standards under the proposed PD zone are listed in the table below:  

 

 

Table 3 – Proposed Planned Development Standards 

Development Standard Proposed PD Standard 

Minimum Lot Size 2,450 sq. ft. 

Minimum Width 35 feet 

Density 10.8 gross du/acre 

Setbacks 

Front 

Side – Interior 

Side – Exterior 

Rear 

 

15 feet 

3 feet 

10 feet 

10 feet 

Maximum Site Coverage 54% 

Maximum Height 24 feet 
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The Proposed Project also includes a Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map (Figure 7) to facilitate the 

development of a gated, twenty-nine (29) unit single-family residential subdivision with access 

from North Lee Avenue. As part of the Proposed Project, frontage improvements along North Lee 

Avenue include the construction of new curb, gutter, and sidewalk; installation of a five (5) foot 

wide landscape strip behind the sidewalk; and construction of a six (6) foot tall decorative CMU 

block wall adjacent to the public frontage. 

 

Utilities provided to the Proposed Project, including water and sewer, will be provided by the City 

of Oakdale via connection to existing lines located in North Lee Avenue. Stormwater will be 

accommodated on-site via the installation of a french drain system.   

 

The Proposed Project is intended to function as an extension of the existing Belmare Senior Living 

facility located adjacent to the Subject Property and is proposed to be age-restricted (55+ and/or 

independent living). The Proposed Project includes pedestrian access to the existing Belmare site 

via a pedestrian walkway. All on-site improvements, including private streets, landscaping, 

common areas, and the pedestrian connection, will be privately owned and maintained.  

 

11. OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES WHOSE APPROVAL IS REQUIRED 
 

There are no other public agencies whose approval is required for the Proposed Project. 

 

12. HAVE CALIFORNIA NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES TRADITIONALLY AND CULTURALLY AFFILIATED   
THE PROJECT AREA REQUESTED CONSULTATION PURSUANT TO PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE 

SECTION 21080.3.1? 
 

None have requested consultation.   
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Figure 2 – Location Map 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Project Site  
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Figure 3 – Existing General Plan Land Use Designation 
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Figure 4 – Proposed General Plan Land Use Designation 
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Figure 5 – Existing Zoning  
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Figure 6 – Proposed Zoning  
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Figure 7 - Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map 
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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. 

Aesthetics Agriculture and Forestry 

Resources 

Air Quality 

Biological Resources Cultural Resources Energy 

Geology and Soils Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions Materials 

Hazards and Hazardous 

Hydrology and Water 

Quality 

Land Use and Planning Mineral Resources 

Noise Population and Housing Public Services 

Recreation Transportation/Traffic Utilities and Service 

Systems  

Wildfire Mandatory Findings of 

Significance 
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14.  LEAD AGENCY DETERMINATION:  

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

 
I find that the Proposed Project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

X 

I find that although the Proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will 

not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to 

by the Project Proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
I find that the Proposed Project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 

I find that the Proposed Project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant 

unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in 

an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation 

measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 

I find that although the Proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all 

potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 

DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that 

earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon 

the Proposed Project, nothing further is required. 

 

 

________________________________________________________ 

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). 

 

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, 

cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as 

operational impacts. 

 

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the 

checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant 

with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is 

substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially 

Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required. 

 

4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the 

incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" 

to a "Less Than Significant Impact."  The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures and 

briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures 

from Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be cross-referenced). 

 

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, 

an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.  Section 

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

 

a) Earlier Analysis Used. 

 

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were 

within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to 

applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation 

measures based on the earlier analysis. 

 

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 

Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures, which were incorporated or refined 

from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions 

for the project. 
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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. 

 

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources 

for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared 

or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where 

the statement is substantiated. 

 

7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or 

individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

 

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

agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's 

environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 

 

9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 

 

a) The 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. 

 

 

 

  

http://www.oakdale.gov/
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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: 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

  X  

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

   X 

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

  X  

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

  X  

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 consider 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 Low Density Residential (LDR) and 

the zoning designation is R-1, both of which allow for low density residential land uses.  While the 

Proposed Project consists of a General Plan Amendment and Rezone, the Project site is surrounded 

by urban uses and is in an area of the City of Oakdale that is heavily urban.  The visual character of 

the Project site and surrounding area is urban and low-density and commercial land uses, and the 

Proposed Project consists of urban uses (i.e., LDR 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 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: 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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 
the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use? 

  X  

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

  X  

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

  X  

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

  X  

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

  X  

 

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? 



26 | P a g e  
 

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))? 

d. 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 Proposed Project will 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: 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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? 

  X  

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

  X  

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

 X   

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

  X  

REGULATORY SETTING 
 

The Proposed Project is located in Stanislaus County which is a portion of the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin 

(SJVAB).  Air quality management under the Federal and State Clean Air Acts is the responsibility of the 

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). 

 

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 SJVAPCD 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 SJVAB for 

Stanislaus County with respect to the applicable AAQS are shown in the table below. 

 

The SJVAB is considered non-attainment for ozone and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), because 

the AAQS for the pollutants are sometimes exceeded. The SJVAB 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.  



28 | P a g e  
 

The SJVAPCD has adopted regulations establishing control over air pollutant emissions associated with 

land development and related activities. These regulations include: 

 

Regulation VIII (Fugitive Dust Rules) 

Rule 4101 (Visible Emissions) 

 

SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY FEDERAL AND STATE  

AAQS ATTAINMENT STATUS 

 

Pollutant Designation / Classification  

 Federal Standardsa State Standardsb 

Ozone, 1-hour No Federal standardf Nonattainment / Severe 

Ozone, 8-hour Nonattainment / Extremee Nonattainment 

PM10 Attainmentc Nonattainment 

PM2.5 Nonattainmentd Nonattainment 

Carbon Monoxide Attainment / Unclassified 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 

Vinyl Chloride No Federal standard Attainment 

 
aSee 40 CFR Part 81 
bSee CCR Title 17 Sections 60200-60210 
cOn September 25, 2008, EPA redesignated the San Joaquin Valley to Attainment for the PM10 National AAQS and approved the PM10 

Maintenance Plan 
dThe 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). 
eThough 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). 
fEffective June 15, 2005, the EPA revoked the Federal 1-hour ozone standard, including associated designations and classifications. EPA 

has previously classified the SJV 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 SJVAB. 

 

The SJVAPCD has adopted a CEQA impact analysis guideline titled Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air 

Quality Impacts (GAMAQI). The GAMAQI 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 (Ox).   
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Table 4 – SJVAPCD 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) 

CO 100 100 100 

NOx 10 10 10 

ROG 10 10 10 

SOx 27 27 27 

PM10 15 15 15 

PM2.5 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 SJVAPCD 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 SJVAPCD 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 5 – SJVAPCD Significance Thresholds and Proposed Project Emissions 

  
ROG 

 
NOx 

 
CO 

 
SOx 

 
PM10 

 
PM2.5 

SJVAPCD 
Significance 
Threshold 

 
10 

 
10 

 
100 

 
27 

 
15 

 
15 

Construction 
Emissions 

0.24 1.12 1.41 0.0025 0.12 0.07 

Above 
Threshold? 

NO NO NO NO NO NO 

Operational 
Emissions 

0.47 0.27 1.97 0.0053 0.42 0.14 

Above 
Threshold? 

NO NO NO NO NO NO 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 
a. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

 

The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) is the agency with jurisdiction over air 

quality planning and regulation in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin. The Proposed Project consists of a 

29-unit residential subdivision intended to function as an extension of the existing Belmare Senior 

Living Facility. The Proposed Project will be located within and adjacent to an urbanized area of the 

City and will not introduce a new industrial, manufacturing, or other emissions-intensive land use. 

 

Construction and operational emissions were estimated using the most recent version of CalEEMod. 

As shown in Table 5, construction and operational emissions will not exceed applicable SJVAPCD 

significance thresholds for ROG, NOx, CO, SOx, PM10, or PM2.5. Because the Proposed Project will 

not exceed applicable SJVAPCD thresholds and will be subject to applicable SJVAPCD rules and 

regulations, including fugitive dust control and construction-related requirements, the Proposed 

Project will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 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 San Joaquin Valley Air Basin is designated nonattainment for certain criteria pollutants, including 

ozone and particulate matter. Therefore, projects that generate substantial emissions of ozone 

precursors or particulate matter may contribute to cumulative air quality impacts. However, 

SJVAPCD’s project-level significance thresholds are intended to determine whether a project’s 

emissions would be cumulatively considerable. 

 

As shown in Table 5, the Proposed Project’s construction and operational emissions will not exceed 

SJVAPCD thresholds for ROG, NOx, CO, SOx, PM10, or PM2.5. Construction emissions will be 

temporary and limited in duration, and operational emissions associated with the Proposed Project 

will be relatively limited. Additionally, the Proposed Project will be required to comply with applicable 

SJVAPCD rules, including dust control and other standard construction measures. Therefore, the 

Proposed Project will not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant 

for which the region is in nonattainment. Thus, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant 

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

 

Sensitive receptors include residences, schools, daycare facilities, hospitals, senior housing, and 

similar uses where occupants may be more susceptible to air pollutant exposure. The Project site is 

located adjacent to existing residential uses and will itself include residential uses. Construction 

activities could temporarily generate localized dust, diesel exhaust, and other emissions; however, 

these emissions will be temporary, will occur only during construction, and will be required to comply 

with applicable SJVAPCD rules and best management practices. 

 

The Proposed Project does not include land uses typically associated with substantial toxic air 

contaminant emissions, such as heavy industrial operations, manufacturing, warehousing with 

substantial diesel truck activity, or stationary sources requiring major air permits. Operational 

emissions from the proposed Project will primarily consist of vehicle trips and energy use and will not 

exceed applicable SJVAPCD thresholds. Therefore, due to potential temporary impacts during 

construction, 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 

2.69-acres into twenty-nine (29) compact lots.  In contrast, land uses typically associated with odors 

include wastewater treatment plants, landfills, composting facilities, dairies, heavy industrial uses, 

and certain agricultural or manufacturing operations. The Proposed Project consists of a residential 

subdivision with compact lots and will not include any odor-generating industrial or agricultural 

activities. 

 

Temporary odors from construction equipment exhaust, paving, architectural coatings, or similar 

construction activities may occur but will be short-term, intermittent, and typical of residential 

construction activities. Once operational, the Proposed Project will not generate substantial odors or 

other emissions beyond those typically associated with residential development. Therefore, the 

Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact 

 

MITIGATION MEASURES: 
 

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 

SJVAPCD Rule 8021, Section 6.3.  
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- WOULD THE PROJECT: 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

  X  

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

  X  

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on 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? 

  X  

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

  X  

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

  X  

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

   X 

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. 

 

c. 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 

 

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

ground level. 

 

The Proposed Project will result in the removal of approximately seven (7) trees, one (1) of which 

qualifies as a significant tree pursuant to the City’s ordinance. At this time, it has not been definitively 

determined whether the significant tree will ultimately be preserved and incorporated into the final 

site design or removed as part of future development activities. However, prior to review and 

consideration of the Proposed Project’s discretionary entitlements, City staff will ensure the Proposed 

Project complies with all applicable provisions of the City’s Oak and Significant Tree Preservation 

Ordinance, including the Tree Removal Permit process and any applicable mitigation or replacement 

requirements. 

 

Pursuant to Section 36-28.12 of the Oakdale Municipal Code, the City may authorize removal of 

protected trees in conjunction with approval of a subdivision or development proposal, subject to 

appropriate findings and conditions of approval. Thus, compliance with the Oak and Significant Tree 

Preservation Ordinance will be verified as part of the City’s discretionary review process and 

incorporated into the Proposed Project’s conditions of approval. 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 MEASURES: 
Mitigation is not required for this topic. 
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5. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

 X   

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

 X   

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

  X  

 

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? 

b. Would the project cause a substantial adverse chance in the significance of an archaeological resource 

as defined in §15064.5? 

 

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. The Project site is undeveloped and is not located in an area with 

existing historical resources, and therefore the Proposed Project has no potential for an adverse 

change to an historical resource. 

 

According to the 2030 General Plan EIR, there is no presence of Native American resources in the 

Oakdale planning area, including the Project site.  However, per 2030 General Plan Implementation 

Measure NR-IP10, 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.  Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact with 

Mitigation Incorporated. 
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c. 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: 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

  X  

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

  X  

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? 

b. Would the project conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy or energy 

efficiency? 

 

The Proposed Project consists of a General Plan Amendment, Rezone, and Vesting Tentative 

Subdivision Map to allow for the subdivision of approximately 2.69-acres into twenty-nine (29) 

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 will have a Less Than Significant Impact.  
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MITIGATION MEASURES: 
Mitigation is not required for this topic. 
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7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- WOULD THE PROJECT: 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

  X  

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?   X  

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

  X  

iv) Landslides?   X  

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

  X  

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

  X  

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

   X 

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

   X 

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

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

a.1. 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? 

a.2. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk 

of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking? 

a.3. 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? 

a.4. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk 

of loss, injury, or death involving landslides? 

b. 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 Stanislaus 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 (1 through 4) 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 -- WOULD THE PROJECT: 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

  X  

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

  X  

 

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.”  On June 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 I took effect for model years starting in 2009 to 2016 and Pavley II, 

which is now referred to as “LEV (Low Emission Vehicle) III 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. 
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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 

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 S-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. 
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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 

updated every four years and most recently, the update, Plan Bay Area 2040 was adopted on July 26, 

2017. 

 

Executive Order S-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. 
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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? 

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 2.66-acres into twenty-nine (29) 

compact single-family residential lots. Implementation of the Proposed Project will 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. General 

Plan Goals NR-3.1, NR-3.2, NR-3.3, NR-3.4 and NR-3.5 require new development projects to 

incorporate measures to reduce emissions, require consultation, coordination and compliance with 

the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District’s (SJVAPCD) adopted rules and regulations. 

Consistent with these policies, the Proposed Project would implement feasible best management 

practices and design features to reduce GHG emissions to the extent practicable. 

 

http://www.oakdalegov.com/
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The Proposed Project is consistent with the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) which aligns with the 

statewide GHG reduction framework established under Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the Global Warming 

Solutions Act. As such, the Proposed Project will not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 

regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions and will 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. 

 

  



47 | P a g e  
 

9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -- WOULD THE PROJECT: 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

  X  

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

  X  

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

  X  

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

  X  

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

  X  

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

  X  

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

  X  

 

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 involves a development of 29 residential units and does not involve the routine 

transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. The Proposed Project further does not anticipate 

any foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of 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 Project site is not located on or immediately adjacent to an existing or proposed school. The 

nearest existing schools located near the Project site include the following: 

 

 Oakdale High School – 0.8 miles. 

 Fair Oaks Elementary School – 0.2 miles. 

 Magnolia Elementary School – 1 mile. 

 

As noted above, the Proposed Project is located within 0.2-miles of Fair Oaks Elementary School.  

However, the Proposed Project consists of the development of a residential subdivision, including 

grading and trenching activities.  Any hazardous emissions or handling of hazardous materials during 

development will be done in accordance with all applicable Federal, State, and local policies and 

regulations related to hazardous materials.  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.  The Project site is located approximately 4.6-miles 

from the Oakdale Municipal Airport.  
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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 located on or near State Route 

120/108 but 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: 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

  X  

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

  X  

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

  X  

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

  X  

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

  X  

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

  X  

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?   X  

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

  X  

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

  X  

 

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 Proposed Project would be subject to the City’s 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 will be required to 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. 
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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? 

 

Domestic water service will be provided by the City of Oakdale, which obtains municipal water 

supplies from groundwater wells. The City's groundwater resources are managed in accordance with 

the Stanislaus and Tuolumne Rivers Groundwater Basin Association (STRGBA) Groundwater 

Sustainability Plan (GSP) prepared pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 

(SGMA). The GSP establishes management objectives, sustainable yield, and implementation 

measures intended to achieve long-term groundwater sustainability within the basin. The Proposed 

Project would receive water through the City's existing municipal water system and would not require 

the construction of new groundwater wells or the extraction of groundwater independent of the 

municipal system. 

 

Section 6.1.10.1, Description of Supplies, of the City's Urban Water Management Plan (June 2026) 

concludes that sufficient water supplies are available to meet projected demands through the 

planning horizon, including anticipated future development within the City's service area. 

Coordination with the City of Oakdale Public Works Department confirms that adequate water supply, 

treatment, storage, and distribution capacity exists to serve the Proposed Project. 

 

Because the Proposed Project's incremental water demand has been accounted for within the City's 

long-range water supply planning and would be served by a municipal water provider operating under 

SGMA and the STRGBA GSP, the Proposed Project will not substantially decrease groundwater 

supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge such that it would impede sustainable groundwater 

management of the basin. 

 

Although the Proposed Project will result in a small increase in municipal water demand, the demand 

will be accommodated by the City's existing municipal water system and groundwater supplies that 

are managed under the STRGBA GSP and evaluated in the City's Urban Water Management Plan. The 

Proposed Project will not require new groundwater extraction beyond that contemplated in these 

planning documents, nor will it interfere with groundwater recharge. Accordingly, the Proposed 

Project will not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or impede sustainable groundwater 

management of the basin. 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 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 result 

in flooding on- or off-site; 
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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 

or river.  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.  In the event of dam failure, the entire City would be inundated if the New Melones Dam failed.  

A large corridor along Stanislaus 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 City of Oakdale is located within the Modesto Subbasin of the San Joaquin River Hydrologic 

Region, which is managed by the STRGBA. The Modesto Subbasin is designated as a high-priority basin 

under the SGMA, requiring the STRGSA to develop and implement a GSP. On February 27, 2025, the 

California Department of Water Resources approved the STRGSA’s 2024 GSP. 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.  
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The City of Oakdale participates in implementation of the GSP, which establishes the framework for 

achieving long-term groundwater sustainability under the SGMA. The GSP's projected water budget 

evaluates future basin conditions using projected urban growth and municipal water demands 

derived from the participating agencies' Urban Water Management Plans, including projected growth 

within the City of Oakdale, and demonstrates a path toward achieving sustainable groundwater 

management through implementation of the GSP's projects and management actions.  

 

The Proposed Project's incremental increase in municipal water demand is consistent with the growth 

assumptions evaluated in the GSP and would be managed within the City's existing water supply 

planning framework, including the City's Urban Water Management Plan and ongoing SGMA 

implementation. As such, the Proposed Project will not conflict with implementation of the GSP, 

impede achievement of the basin's sustainability goals, or substantially decrease groundwater 

supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge such that sustainable groundwater management of 

the basin would be compromised. 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: 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Physically divide an established community?   X  

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

  X  

 

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 and residential.  The 

Proposed Project will not physically divide the established City of Oakdale; in contrast, it contributes 

to an orderly expansion of residential development within the City and serves as an extension of the 

existing Belmare Senior Living Facility.  Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than 

Significant Impact. 

 

b. 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? 

 

The Proposed Project includes a General Plan Amendment from Low-Density Residential (LDR) to 

Medium-Density Residential (MDR), rezoning from R-1 (Single-Family Residential) to Planned 

Development (PD), and approval of a Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map to facilitate development of 

a 29-lot residential subdivision. As designed, the Proposed Project will exceed the density currently 

permitted under the existing LDR General Plan land use designation and R-1 zoning classification. 

However, the requested General Plan Amendment and rezone entitlements are actions specifically 

intended to establish consistency between the Proposed Project and the City’s adopted 2030 General 

Plan. Upon approval of the requested entitlements, the Proposed Project will be consistent with the 

applicable General Plan land use designation, zoning regulations, and new development standards for 

the PD zone. 

 

Further, the Project site is located within an existing developed area of the city surrounded by 

residential and urban uses served by existing infrastructure and city services. The Proposed Project 

will not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 

avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Rather, the Proposed Project represents an orderly 

residential development and an extension of the existing Belmare Senior Living Facility. Therefore, 

the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES:  
Mitigation is not required for this topic. 
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12. MINERAL RESOURCES -- WOULD THE PROJECT RESULT IN: 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

  X  

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

  X  

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: 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

  X  

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

  X  

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

   X 

 

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 as depicted below in Table 6: 

 

Table 6 – Noise Level Standards for Stationary Sources 

Noise Level Descriptor Daytime 
(7:00AM to 10:00PM) 

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

levels? 

 

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 in Table 7: 

 

Table 7 – Groundborne Vibration Impact Criteria for General Assessment 

 Impact Levels (VdB) 

Land Use Frequent 
Events 

Occasional 
Events 

Infrequent 
Events 

Category 1: Buildings where vibration 
would interfere with interior operations 

65 65 65 

Category 2: Residences and Buildings 
where people normally sleep 

72 75 80 

Category 3: Institutional land uses with 
primarily daytime uses 

75 78 83 

 

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 adjacent to the Project site.  The Project Proponent shall utilize construction 

equipment that does not exceed a 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. 

 

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? 

 

The nearest airport to the Proposed Project is the Oakdale Municipal Airport, which is not located 

within two (2) miles of the Project site.  In addition, 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 -- Would the project: 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

  X  

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

  X  

 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

a. Would the project induce substantial population in one area, either directly (for example, by proposing 

new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other 

infrastructure)? 

 

The Proposed Project will allow for the development of twenty-nine (29) age restricted 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 could 

introduce approximately 82 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 will 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. 

 

b.  Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the 

construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

 

The Proposed Project is located on an underdeveloped parcel that contains no existing residential 

structures. Therefore, implementation of the Project will 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 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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 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? 

b. 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? 

c. 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? 

d. 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 will “maintain adequate levels of sworn 

officers, support staff, volunteers, equipment, technology, and training to provide effective and highly 

visible police protection services within the City.” Using the Department of Finance population 

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.   

 

To offset any impacts to capital infrastructure, the Proposed Project will be required to pay the 

applicable Capital Facilities Fees for police facilities required to service additional growth.  In addition, 

the Proposed Project will be required to annex into the City’s existing Public Safety Community 

Facilities District (CFD 2007-01). 

 

In an email, dated April 28, 2026, the Oakdale Joint Unified School District (OJUSD) has stated that the 

Proposed Project shall pay the applicable school impact fees prior to building permit issuance.  This is 

a standard requirement and will be included as part of the Proposed Project’s Conditions of Approval. 

 

While the Proposed Project is specifically designed for independent senior residents and will not 

generate recreational demand comparable to a traditional single-family residential subdivision, the 

Proposed Project will incrementally increase demand for public parks and recreational facilities. 

Pursuant to Section 31-57(b) and (f) of the City’s Subdivision Ordinance, where parkland dedication is 

not required or feasible, the subdivider shall pay park in-lieu fees equal to the value of the required 

land dedication, plus twenty (20) percent toward the cost of off-site improvements. These fees are 

used by the City to acquire, develop, and improve local parks and recreational facilities that serve 

both existing and future residents. As a condition of approval, the Applicant shall pay all applicable 

park in-lieu fees prior to recordation of the final subdivision map or as otherwise required by the City. 
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Payment of these fees ensures that the Proposed Project contributes its fair share toward maintaining 

the City's park and recreational facilities and accommodates the incremental demand generated by 

the Proposed Project.  

 

The marginal population increase generated by the Proposed Project would result in an incremental 

increase in use of public facilities; this impact would be negligible. Expansion of public facilities. Based 

on the analysis above, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact. 

 

MITIGATION MEASURES: 
Mitigation is not required for this topic. 
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16. RECREATION 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

  X  

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

  X  

 

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 will not substantially increase the use of existing neighborhood or regional parks 

or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of such facilities would 

occur or be accelerated, nor does the Proposed Project include the construction or expansion of 

recreational facilities that could result in an adverse physical effect on the environment. The Proposed 

Project consists of a twenty-nine (29) lot residential subdivision intended to function as an extension 

of the existing Belmare Senior Living Facility offering pedestrian connectivity to the existing Belmare 

campus. As an extension of the existing Belmare facility, future residents of the Proposed Project will 

have access to the recreational amenities, common facilities, services, and activity opportunities 

already provided as part of the existing Belmare operation. As such, the Proposed Project will not 

create a substantial increase in demand for public parks or recreational facilities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



65 | P a g e  
 

Further, the Proposed Project is specifically designed for independent senior residents and, therefore, 

will not generate recreational demand comparable to a traditional single-family residential 

subdivision. The Proposed Project does not propose active recreational facilities such as sports courts, 

playgrounds, athletic facilities, or other intensive recreational improvements. Additionally, the Project 

site is located within an existing urbanized area of the City already served by public infrastructure and 

recreational facilities. Any future improvements associated with the Proposed Project will occur on a 

previously disturbed site. Given the relatively small size of the Proposed Project, the demographic 

characteristics of the intended residents, and the availability of existing recreational opportunities via 

the Belmare Senior Living Facility, any incremental increase in recreational demand will be minor and 

will not result in substantial physical deterioration of existing recreational facilities or require the 

construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less 

Than Significant Impact. 

 

MITIGATION MEASURES: 
Mitigation is not required for this topic. 
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17. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -- WOULD THE PROJECT: 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

  X  

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

  X  

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

  X  

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?   X  

 

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? 

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

 

The Proposed Project will not conflict with any program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 

circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. The Proposed Project is 

consistent with the Mobility Element of the City of Oakdale’s 2030 General Plan and will be required 

to comply with applicable City development standards and frontage improvement requirements. 

Additionally, pursuant to General Plan Policy M-2.12, the Proposed Project will mitigate its 

proportional impact to the circulation system through payment of applicable Capital Facilities Fees 

(CFF) and participation in applicable Community Facilities Districts (CFD), thereby contributing its fair 

share toward existing and future transportation improvements. 

 

Under Senate Bill 743 (SB 743), transportation impacts under CEQA are evaluated using Vehicle Miles 

Traveled (VMT) rather than Level of Service (LOS). Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, VMT 

measures the amount and distance of automobile travel attributable to a proposed project and is the 

applicable metric used to evaluate transportation-related environmental impacts. Accordingly, LOS 

impacts on traffic operations are no longer considered a significant impact under CEQA, except in 

limited circumstances not applicable to the Proposed Project.  
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Neither the City of Oakdale nor the Stanislaus Council of Governments (StanCOG) have adopted 

specific VMT thresholds or screening criteria. Therefore, this analysis relies upon the Governor’s Office 

of Planning and Research (OPR) Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, 

which recommends a threshold of 15 percent below existing regional VMT per capita for residential 

projects.  

 

Fehr & Peers’ VMT+ tool was utilized to evaluate existing VMT conditions associated with the 

Proposed Projectᶧ. The VMT+ tool provides screening-level VMT data by census block group. According 

to the VMT+ tool, the Project site is located within a block group (Block Group: 060990002014) that 

exhibits existing home-based VMT per capita rates below both the applicable City of Oakdale and 

Stanislaus County averages, indicating the Project site is located within a lower-VMT area consistent 

with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 and the OPR Technical Advisory recommendations for 

residential projects. Additionally, the Proposed Project consists of a 29-unit independent senior living 

residential subdivision intended to function as an extension of the existing Belmare Senior Living 

Facility. Due to the age-restricted nature of the Proposed Project, the availability of onsite services 

and amenities, and pedestrian connectivity to the existing Belmare campus, the Proposed Project is 

anticipated to generate fewer daily vehicle trips and lower VMT than a conventional residential 

subdivision. Further, the Project site is located within an existing urbanized area served by existing 

infrastructure, services, and roadway networks. Therefore, the Proposed Project will not result in a 

significant transportation impact related to VMT and will not conflict with CEQA Guidelines Section 

15064.3(b).  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 will not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or 

incompatible use. The Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map includes a private internal roadway, 

identified as Lot “A,” designed to serve the proposed 29-unit independent senior residential 

subdivision. Although the internal roadway section is narrower than a conventional public residential 

street, the roadway and site circulation layout were specifically designed to accommodate low-

volume residential traffic associated with the age-restricted senior housing use while maintaining 

adequate maneuverability for passenger vehicles, service vehicles, and emergency response 

apparatus. The internal circulation design, including roadway widths, turning radii, and access 

configuration, was reviewed by Modesto Fire Department and determined to satisfy applicable fire 

and emergency access requirements. 

 

 

 

                                                           
 Office of Planning and Research. (2018). Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA. Accessed 

May 21, 2026, https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20180416-743_Technical_Advisory_4.16.18.pdf 

ᶧ Fehr & Peers. Find Your VMT With VMT+. Accessed May 21, 2026, https://www.fehrandpeers.com/project/find-myvmt 

https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20180416-743_Technical_Advisory_4.16.18.pdf
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Additionally, the Proposed Project will not introduce incompatible uses, such as agricultural or 

industrial operations involving heavy equipment, oversized vehicles, or substantial truck traffic, that 

would create circulation hazards within the surrounding residential neighborhood. Rather, the 

Proposed Project is intended to function as an extension of the existing Belmare Senior Living Facility 

and would generate vehicle trips typical of a low-intensity residential senior housing use. Accordingly, 

the Proposed Project will not create hazardous roadway conditions or incompatible circulation 

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

 

d. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?  
 

The Proposed Project will not result in inadequate emergency access. As shown on the Vesting 

Tentative Subdivision Map, access to the Project site will be provided from North Lee Avenue through 

the proposed private street, Lot “A,” which will provide internal circulation to the twenty-nine (29) 

residential lots. The site layout and internal circulation design were reviewed by Modesto Fire 

Department, which determined the Proposed Project satisfies applicable fire and emergency access 

requirements. Additionally, the Oakdale Police Department reviewed the Proposed Project and did 

not identify any concerns related to site access, circulation, or emergency response capabilities. 

Compliance with applicable Fire Department and Police Department requirements will be 

incorporated into the Project’s conditions of approval and verified during subsequent improvement 

plan review. The Proposed Project will provide adequate emergency access. Thus, 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 -- WOULD THE PROJECT: 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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 
historical resources as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 5020.1 (k)? 

  X  

ii) 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? 

  X  

 

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. 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 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. Consultation 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 

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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19. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -- WOULD THE PROJECT: 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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? 

  X  

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

  X  

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

  X  

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

  X  

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

  X  

 

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? 
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The Project site consists primarily of raw undeveloped land.  However, the historical use of the Project 

site is a religious facility (Church of Christ), and the church building and associated parking area exists 

on site. 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 drainage, and dry utilities such as gas, electricity, and 

telecommunications. Utilities provided for the Project site, including water and sewer, will be 

provided by the City of Oakdale via connecting to existing lines located in N. Lee Avenue. Stormwater 

will be accommodated on-site via the installation of a French drain system.   

 

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 will not result 

in substantial degradation of water quality or stormwater system impacts. Therefore, the Proposed 

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 for 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. 

 

c. 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 North Lee Avenue. 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. 

 

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 will 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 will 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 Proposed Project’s potential to affect solid waste 

service capacity or compliance. 

 

The Proposed Project will comply with all applicable federal, state, and local statutes and regulations 

related to solid waste management and will 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 Impact.  

 

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

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

  X  

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

  X  

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

  X  

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

  X  

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? 

b. 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? 

c. 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? 

d. 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? 
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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.   

 

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 MEASURES: 
Mitigation is not required for this topic. 
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21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE  

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

  X  

b) Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremental effects of a project 
are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of 
other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects)? 

  X  

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

 X   

 

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? 
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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 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 will 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 will not substantially 

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 will 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, 

schools, 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? 
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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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14. United States Census Bureau (U.S. Census); accessed October 9, 2025. 

15. Phone call discussion with City of Modesto Fire Department Public Safety Business Services and 

Operations; October 10th, 2025. 

16. Modesto Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP), July 2024. 
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Appendix A 

Proposed Planned Development Standards 



PLANNED DEVELOPMENT xx-xx DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

Land Use and Development Standards for a Single-Family 
Detached Residential Development Pro jec t on a 2.69 
Acre Residential District  Lee Avenue near Hwy 108 · 

APN: 063-035-015 

Prepared: April 16, 2026 

PURPOSE: The purpose of establishing this Planned Development District is to  regulate the 
use and development of an approximately 2.69 acre residential project, located on Lee 
Avenue near Hwy 108. 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.

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 in the R-1 District.

2. Community to be age restricted to 55 and over and/or independent living.

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.

C. PROHIBITED USES: Retail Commercial, Industrial Uses



 
 

D. SITE REQUIREMENTS 
 

1. Detached Single-Family Residential Development, approximately 2.69  acres. 
 

 
E. LOT DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS: 

 
 

1. Detached Single-Family Residential District (PD/R-1) 
 

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 

Size 
2,450 square feet 

Width 35 feet 
Density 10.8 gross du/acre 

Setbacks  
Front 15 feet 
Side Interior: 3 feet 

Exterior: 10 feet 
Rear 10 feet 

Site Coverage 54% maximum 
Height 24 feet 

  
 

F.        OTHER REQUIRED CONDITIONS: 
 

1. 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 Vesting Tentative 
Subdivision Map. 
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Data Field Value

Project Name Belmare II

Construction Start Date 4/15/2027

Operational Year 2028

Lead Agency City of Oakdale

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 3.10000

Precipitation (days) 16.4000

Location 37.76092909656795, -120.86487095398269

County Stanislaus

City Oakdale

Air District San Joaquin Valley APCD

Air Basin San Joaquin Valley

TAZ 2230

EDFZ 4

Electric Utility Modesto Irrigation District

Gas Utility Pacific Gas & Electric

App Version 2022.1.1.43

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype Size Unit Lot Acreage Building Area (sq ft) Landscape Area (sq
ft)

Special Landscape
Area (sq ft)

Population Description

Single Family
Housing

29.0000 Dwelling Unit 9.41558 56,550.0 339,673 0.00000 92.0000 —
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1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

Sector # Measure Title

Construction C-2* Limit Heavy-Duty Diesel Vehicle Idling

Construction C-4* Use Local and Sustainable Building Materials

Construction C-6 Use Diesel Particulate Filters

Construction C-9 Use Dust Suppressants

Transportation T-1 Increase Residential Density

Energy E-2 Require Energy Efficient Appliances

Energy E-7* Require Higher Efficacy Public Street and Area Lighting

Energy E-12-A Install Alternative Type of Water Heater in Place of Gas
Storage Tank Heater in Residences

Water W-4 Require Low-Flow Water Fixtures

Water W-5 Design Water-Efficient Landscapes

Water W-6 Reduce Turf in Landscapes and Lawns

Waste S-4* Recycle Demolished Construction Material

* Qualitative or supporting measure. Emission reductions not included in the mitigated emissions results.

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Un/Mit. TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 17.8356 17.8129 28.0135 29.0698 0.04891 1.17173 7.79965 8.97138 1.07799 3.97123 5.04922 — 5,435.13 5,435.13 0.21760 0.04830 0.47445 5,455.44

Mit. 17.8356 17.8129 28.0135 29.0698 0.04891 1.17173 7.79965 8.97138 1.07799 3.97123 5.04922 — 5,435.13 5,435.13 0.21760 0.04830 0.47445 5,455.44

%
Reduced

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

-------------------
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Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 1.27419 1.07063 9.51521 13.3326 0.02389 0.33755 0.09823 0.43579 0.31063 0.02381 0.33444 — 2,537.71 2,537.71 0.10101 0.03271 0.01128 2,549.99

Mit. 1.27419 1.07063 9.51521 13.3326 0.02389 0.33755 0.09823 0.43579 0.31063 0.02381 0.33444 — 2,537.71 2,537.71 0.10101 0.03271 0.01128 2,549.99

%
Reduced

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 1.34895 1.28800 6.14092 7.72829 0.01341 0.23265 0.41318 0.64583 0.21407 0.19355 0.40762 — 1,444.89 1,444.89 0.05758 0.01674 0.09385 1,451.41

Mit. 1.34895 1.28800 6.14092 7.72829 0.01341 0.23265 0.41318 0.64583 0.21407 0.19355 0.40762 — 1,444.89 1,444.89 0.05758 0.01674 0.09385 1,451.41

%
Reduced

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.24618 0.23506 1.12072 1.41041 0.00245 0.04246 0.07540 0.11786 0.03907 0.03532 0.07439 — 239.217 239.217 0.00953 0.00277 0.01554 240.297

Mit. 0.24618 0.23506 1.12072 1.41041 0.00245 0.04246 0.07540 0.11786 0.03907 0.03532 0.07439 — 239.217 239.217 0.00953 0.00277 0.01554 240.297

%
Reduced

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year

2.2.1. Total Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

Includes both onsite and offsite emissions.

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Year TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily -
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2027 3.70869 3.12291 28.0135 29.0698 0.04891 1.17173 7.79965 8.97138 1.07799 3.97123 5.04922 — 5,435.13 5,435.13 0.21760 0.04830 0.47445 5,455.44

2028 17.8356 17.8129 9.03089 13.4048 0.02389 0.30122 0.11435 0.39945 0.27720 0.02680 0.30101 — 2,543.55 2,543.55 0.10032 0.03248 0.38954 2,556.12

-------------------
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Daily -
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2027 1.27419 1.07063 9.51521 13.3326 0.02389 0.33755 0.09823 0.43579 0.31063 0.02381 0.33444 — 2,537.71 2,537.71 0.10100 0.03271 0.01128 2,549.99

2028 1.22614 1.02826 9.04245 13.3035 0.02389 0.30122 0.09823 0.39945 0.27720 0.02381 0.30101 — 2,535.03 2,535.03 0.10101 0.03271 0.01012 2,547.31

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2027 0.82453 0.69387 6.14092 7.72829 0.01341 0.23265 0.41318 0.64583 0.21407 0.19355 0.40762 — 1,444.89 1,444.89 0.05758 0.01674 0.09385 1,451.41

2028 1.34895 1.28800 2.79721 4.15336 0.00717 0.09442 0.03275 0.12717 0.08689 0.00788 0.09477 — 767.030 767.030 0.03038 0.00960 0.05438 770.704

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

2027 0.15048 0.12663 1.12072 1.41041 0.00245 0.04246 0.07540 0.11786 0.03907 0.03532 0.07439 — 239.217 239.217 0.00953 0.00277 0.01554 240.297

2028 0.24618 0.23506 0.51049 0.75799 0.00131 0.01723 0.00598 0.02321 0.01586 0.00144 0.01729 — 126.991 126.991 0.00503 0.00159 0.00900 127.599

2.2.2. Onsite Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Year TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily -
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2027 3.63178 3.05170 27.9724 28.2794 0.04891 1.17173 7.66623 8.83797 1.07799 3.93995 5.01795 — 5,297.82 5,297.82 0.21490 0.04298 0.00000 5,316.00

2028 17.8273 17.8048 8.92495 12.9352 0.02340 0.30024 0.00000 0.30024 0.27622 0.00000 0.27622 — 2,397.46 2,397.46 0.09725 0.01945 0.00000 2,405.68

Daily -
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2027 1.23076 1.02988 9.39093 12.9379 0.02340 0.33657 0.00000 0.33657 0.30965 0.00000 0.30965 — 2,397.08 2,397.08 0.09724 0.01945 0.00000 2,405.30

2028 1.18481 0.99143 8.92495 12.9352 0.02340 0.30024 0.00000 0.30024 0.27622 0.00000 0.27622 — 2,397.46 2,397.46 0.09725 0.01945 0.00000 2,405.68

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2027 0.80036 0.67079 6.09163 7.50213 0.01323 0.23229 0.36139 0.59368 0.21371 0.18113 0.39484 — 1,377.02 1,377.02 0.05586 0.01117 0.00000 1,381.74

2028 1.33454 1.27508 2.76530 4.02162 0.00704 0.09416 0.00000 0.09416 0.08663 0.00000 0.08663 — 723.491 723.491 0.02935 0.00587 0.00000 725.974

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

-------------------
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2027 0.14607 0.12242 1.11172 1.36914 0.00241 0.04239 0.06595 0.10835 0.03900 0.03306 0.07206 — 227.981 227.981 0.00925 0.00185 0.00000 228.763

2028 0.24355 0.23270 0.50467 0.73395 0.00129 0.01718 0.00000 0.01718 0.01581 0.00000 0.01581 — 119.782 119.782 0.00486 0.00097 0.00000 120.193

2.2.3. Offsite Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Year TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily -
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2027 0.07692 0.07121 0.11237 0.79045 0.00049 0.00098 0.13341 0.13341 0.00098 0.03127 0.03127 — 149.336 149.336 0.00307 0.01303 0.47445 153.731

2028 0.05972 0.05872 0.10594 0.63101 0.00049 0.00098 0.11435 0.11435 0.00098 0.02680 0.02680 — 146.088 146.088 0.00307 0.01303 0.38954 150.438

Daily -
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2027 0.04343 0.04076 0.12428 0.39461 0.00049 0.00098 0.09823 0.09921 0.00098 0.02381 0.02479 — 140.630 140.630 0.00376 0.01326 0.01128 144.687

2028 0.04133 0.03682 0.11749 0.36828 0.00049 0.00098 0.09823 0.09921 0.00098 0.02381 0.02479 — 137.572 137.572 0.00376 0.01326 0.01012 141.628

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2027 0.02417 0.02308 0.04929 0.22617 0.00018 0.00036 0.05179 0.05215 0.00036 0.01242 0.01278 — 67.8704 67.8704 0.00172 0.00557 0.09385 69.6675

2028 0.01442 0.01292 0.03191 0.13173 0.00013 0.00026 0.03275 0.03301 0.00026 0.00788 0.00814 — 43.5385 43.5385 0.00104 0.00373 0.05438 44.7295

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

2027 0.00441 0.00421 0.00900 0.04128 0.00003 0.00007 0.00945 0.00952 0.00007 0.00227 0.00233 — 11.2367 11.2367 0.00028 0.00092 0.01554 11.5343

2028 0.00263 0.00236 0.00582 0.02404 0.00002 0.00005 0.00598 0.00602 0.00005 0.00144 0.00148 — 7.20829 7.20829 0.00017 0.00062 0.00900 7.40549

2.2.4. Total Construction Emissions by Year, Mitigated

Includes both onsite and offsite emissions.

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Year TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily -
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

-------------------

-------------------
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2027 3.70869 3.12291 28.0135 29.0698 0.04891 1.17173 7.79965 8.97138 1.07799 3.97123 5.04922 — 5,435.13 5,435.13 0.21760 0.04830 0.47445 5,455.44

2028 17.8356 17.8129 9.03089 13.4048 0.02389 0.30122 0.11435 0.39945 0.27720 0.02680 0.30101 — 2,543.55 2,543.55 0.10032 0.03248 0.38954 2,556.12

Daily -
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2027 1.27419 1.07063 9.51521 13.3326 0.02389 0.33755 0.09823 0.43579 0.31063 0.02381 0.33444 — 2,537.71 2,537.71 0.10100 0.03271 0.01128 2,549.99

2028 1.22614 1.02826 9.04245 13.3035 0.02389 0.30122 0.09823 0.39945 0.27720 0.02381 0.30101 — 2,535.03 2,535.03 0.10101 0.03271 0.01012 2,547.31

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2027 0.82453 0.69387 6.14092 7.72829 0.01341 0.23265 0.41318 0.64583 0.21407 0.19355 0.40762 — 1,444.89 1,444.89 0.05758 0.01674 0.09385 1,451.41

2028 1.34895 1.28800 2.79721 4.15336 0.00717 0.09442 0.03275 0.12717 0.08689 0.00788 0.09477 — 767.030 767.030 0.03038 0.00960 0.05438 770.704

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

2027 0.15048 0.12663 1.12072 1.41041 0.00245 0.04246 0.07540 0.11786 0.03907 0.03532 0.07439 — 239.217 239.217 0.00953 0.00277 0.01554 240.297

2028 0.24618 0.23506 0.51049 0.75799 0.00131 0.01723 0.00598 0.02321 0.01586 0.00144 0.01729 — 126.991 126.991 0.00503 0.00159 0.00900 127.599

2.2.5. Onsite Construction Emissions by Year, Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Year TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily -
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2027 3.63178 3.05170 27.9724 28.2794 0.04891 1.17173 7.66623 8.83797 1.07799 3.93995 5.01795 — 5,297.82 5,297.82 0.21490 0.04298 0.00000 5,316.00

2028 17.8273 17.8048 8.92495 12.9352 0.02340 0.30024 0.00000 0.30024 0.27622 0.00000 0.27622 — 2,397.46 2,397.46 0.09725 0.01945 0.00000 2,405.68

Daily -
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2027 1.23076 1.02988 9.39093 12.9379 0.02340 0.33657 0.00000 0.33657 0.30965 0.00000 0.30965 — 2,397.08 2,397.08 0.09724 0.01945 0.00000 2,405.30

2028 1.18481 0.99143 8.92495 12.9352 0.02340 0.30024 0.00000 0.30024 0.27622 0.00000 0.27622 — 2,397.46 2,397.46 0.09725 0.01945 0.00000 2,405.68

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2027 0.80036 0.67079 6.09163 7.50213 0.01323 0.23229 0.36139 0.59368 0.21371 0.18113 0.39484 — 1,377.02 1,377.02 0.05586 0.01117 0.00000 1,381.74

-------------------
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2028 1.33454 1.27508 2.76530 4.02162 0.00704 0.09416 0.00000 0.09416 0.08663 0.00000 0.08663 — 723.491 723.491 0.02935 0.00587 0.00000 725.974

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

2027 0.14607 0.12242 1.11172 1.36914 0.00241 0.04239 0.06595 0.10835 0.03900 0.03306 0.07206 — 227.981 227.981 0.00925 0.00185 0.00000 228.763

2028 0.24355 0.23270 0.50467 0.73395 0.00129 0.01718 0.00000 0.01718 0.01581 0.00000 0.01581 — 119.782 119.782 0.00486 0.00097 0.00000 120.193

2.2.6. Offsite Construction Emissions by Year, Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Year TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily -
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2027 0.07692 0.07121 0.11237 0.79045 0.00049 0.00098 0.13341 0.13341 0.00098 0.03127 0.03127 — 149.336 149.336 0.00307 0.01303 0.47445 153.731

2028 0.05972 0.05872 0.10594 0.63101 0.00049 0.00098 0.11435 0.11435 0.00098 0.02680 0.02680 — 146.088 146.088 0.00307 0.01303 0.38954 150.438

Daily -
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2027 0.04343 0.04076 0.12428 0.39461 0.00049 0.00098 0.09823 0.09921 0.00098 0.02381 0.02479 — 140.630 140.630 0.00376 0.01326 0.01128 144.687

2028 0.04133 0.03682 0.11749 0.36828 0.00049 0.00098 0.09823 0.09921 0.00098 0.02381 0.02479 — 137.572 137.572 0.00376 0.01326 0.01012 141.628

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2027 0.02417 0.02308 0.04929 0.22617 0.00018 0.00036 0.05179 0.05215 0.00036 0.01242 0.01278 — 67.8704 67.8704 0.00172 0.00557 0.09385 69.6675

2028 0.01442 0.01292 0.03191 0.13173 0.00013 0.00026 0.03275 0.03301 0.00026 0.00788 0.00814 — 43.5385 43.5385 0.00104 0.00373 0.05438 44.7295

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

2027 0.00441 0.00421 0.00900 0.04128 0.00003 0.00007 0.00945 0.00952 0.00007 0.00227 0.00233 — 11.2367 11.2367 0.00028 0.00092 0.01554 11.5343

2028 0.00263 0.00236 0.00582 0.02404 0.00002 0.00005 0.00598 0.00602 0.00005 0.00144 0.00148 — 7.20829 7.20829 0.00017 0.00062 0.00900 7.40549

2.3. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Un/Mit. TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

-------------------

-------------------
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——————————————————Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Unmit. 4.19743 3.33682 1.68771 18.5203 0.04838 0.99134 2.14499 3.13634 0.95533 0.54574 1.50107 173.388 3,377.28 3,550.67 2.45966 0.11950 8.14003 3,655.91

Mit. 4.14058 3.28428 1.63297 18.0533 0.04725 0.99015 2.04646 3.03661 0.95418 0.52067 1.47485 — — — — — 7.78473 —

%
Reduced

1% 2% 3% 3% 2% < 0.5% 5% 3% < 0.5% 5% 2% — — — — — 4% —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 3.94140 3.08482 1.83304 15.2062 0.04640 0.99058 2.14499 3.13558 0.95476 0.54574 1.50050 173.388 3,179.62 3,353.01 2.47015 0.12777 0.60558 3,453.44

Mit. 3.88935 3.03727 1.77090 14.8157 0.04536 0.98939 2.04646 3.03585 0.95361 0.52067 1.47428 — — — — — 0.59636 —

%
Reduced

1% 2% 3% 3% 2% < 0.5% 5% 3% < 0.5% 5% 2% — — — — — 2% —

Average
Daily
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 2.84649 2.57263 1.47532 10.7952 0.02867 0.25104 2.07524 2.32628 0.24205 0.52809 0.77015 51.1926 2,942.55 2,993.75 1.88696 0.12083 3.67042 3,080.60

Mit. 2.79526 2.52569 1.41760 10.4079 0.02763 0.24987 1.97992 2.22978 0.24093 0.50384 0.74476 — — — — — 3.52042 —

%
Reduced

2% 2% 4% 4% 4% < 0.5% 5% 4% < 0.5% 5% 3% — — — — — 4% —

Annual
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.51948 0.46950 0.26925 1.97013 0.00523 0.04582 0.37873 0.42455 0.04417 0.09638 0.14055 8.47552 487.173 495.649 0.31241 0.02000 0.60768 510.028

Mit. 0.51013 0.46094 0.25871 1.89944 0.00504 0.04560 0.36133 0.40694 0.04397 0.09195 0.13592 — — — — — 0.58285 —

%
Reduced

2% 2% 4% 4% 4% < 0.5% 5% 4% < 0.5% 5% 3% — — — — — 4% —

2.4. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Sector TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e-------------------
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——————————————————Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Mobile 1.22828 1.13900 1.11183 10.1338 0.02406 0.01961 2.14499 2.16460 0.01848 0.54574 0.56423 — 2,455.50 2,455.50 0.08594 0.11012 7.73502 2,498.20

Area 2.94422 2.18535 0.36289 8.29592 0.02296 0.95451 — 0.95451 0.91962 — 0.91962 157.602 309.709 467.311 0.74269 0.00061 — 486.061

Energy 0.02493 0.01246 0.21300 0.09064 0.00136 0.01722 — 0.01722 0.01722 — 0.01722 — 594.066 594.066 0.04628 0.00322 — 596.182

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 2.21829 18.0085 20.2268 0.22870 0.00556 — 27.5998

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 13.5678 0.00000 13.5678 1.35605 0.00000 — 47.4690

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.40501 0.40501

Total 4.19743 3.33682 1.68771 18.5203 0.04838 0.99134 2.14499 3.13634 0.95533 0.54574 1.50107 173.388 3,377.28 3,550.67 2.45966 0.11950 8.14003 3,655.91

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 1.12368 1.03040 1.27274 8.46783 0.02215 0.01962 2.14499 2.16461 0.01849 0.54574 0.56424 — 2,262.23 2,262.23 0.09660 0.11842 0.20057 2,300.14

Area 2.79279 2.04196 0.34731 6.64776 0.02289 0.95374 — 0.95374 0.91904 — 0.91904 157.602 305.310 462.913 0.74251 0.00057 — 481.647

Energy 0.02493 0.01246 0.21300 0.09064 0.00136 0.01722 — 0.01722 0.01722 — 0.01722 — 594.066 594.066 0.04628 0.00322 — 596.182

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 2.21829 18.0085 20.2268 0.22870 0.00556 — 27.5998

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 13.5678 0.00000 13.5678 1.35605 0.00000 — 47.4690

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.40501 0.40501

Total 3.94140 3.08482 1.83304 15.2062 0.04640 0.99058 2.14499 3.13558 0.95476 0.54574 1.50050 173.388 3,179.62 3,353.01 2.47015 0.12777 0.60558 3,453.44

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 1.10598 1.01723 1.17661 8.39835 0.02213 0.01918 2.07524 2.09442 0.01808 0.52809 0.54617 — 2,259.72 2,259.72 0.08903 0.11191 3.26540 2,298.56

Area 1.71558 1.54294 0.08571 2.30626 0.00518 0.21465 — 0.21465 0.20676 — 0.20676 35.4065 70.7596 106.166 0.16690 0.00015 — 110.382

Energy 0.02493 0.01246 0.21300 0.09064 0.00136 0.01722 — 0.01722 0.01722 — 0.01722 — 594.066 594.066 0.04628 0.00322 — 596.182

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 2.21829 18.0085 20.2268 0.22870 0.00556 — 27.5998

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 13.5678 0.00000 13.5678 1.35605 0.00000 — 47.4690

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.40501 0.40501

Total 2.84649 2.57263 1.47532 10.7952 0.02867 0.25104 2.07524 2.32628 0.24205 0.52809 0.77015 51.1926 2,942.55 2,993.75 1.88696 0.12083 3.67042 3,080.60

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Mobile 0.20184 0.18564 0.21473 1.53270 0.00404 0.00350 0.37873 0.38223 0.00330 0.09638 0.09968 — 374.123 374.123 0.01474 0.01853 0.54062 380.553

Area 0.31309 0.28159 0.01564 0.42089 0.00094 0.03917 — 0.03917 0.03773 — 0.03773 5.86196 11.7151 17.5770 0.02763 0.00002 — 18.2751

Energy 0.00455 0.00227 0.03887 0.01654 0.00025 0.00314 — 0.00314 0.00314 — 0.00314 — 98.3543 98.3543 0.00766 0.00053 — 98.7047

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.36726 2.98151 3.34878 0.03786 0.00092 — 4.56947

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 2.24630 0.00000 2.24630 0.22451 0.00000 — 7.85904

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.06705 0.06705

Total 0.51948 0.46950 0.26925 1.97013 0.00523 0.04582 0.37873 0.42455 0.04417 0.09638 0.14055 8.47552 487.173 495.649 0.31241 0.02000 0.60768 510.028

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Sector TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 1.17186 1.08668 1.06076 9.66829 0.02296 0.01871 2.04646 2.06517 0.01764 0.52067 0.53831 — 2,342.71 2,342.71 0.08199 0.10506 7.37972 2,383.44

Area 2.94422 2.18535 0.36289 8.29592 0.02296 0.95451 — 0.95451 0.91962 — 0.91962 157.602 309.709 467.311 0.74269 0.00061 — 486.061

Energy 0.02450 0.01225 0.20933 0.08907 0.00134 0.01692 — 0.01692 0.01692 — 0.01692 — 592.320 592.320 0.04607 0.00323 — 594.436

Water — — — — — — — — — — — NaN NaN NaN NaN NaN — NaN

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 13.5678 0.00000 13.5678 1.35605 0.00000 — 47.4690

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.40501 0.40501

Total 4.14058 3.28428 1.63297 18.0533 0.04725 0.99015 2.04646 3.03661 0.95418 0.52067 1.47485 NaN NaN NaN NaN NaN 7.78473 NaN

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 1.07207 0.98307 1.21427 8.07887 0.02113 0.01872 2.04646 2.06518 0.01765 0.52067 0.53832 — 2,158.32 2,158.32 0.09217 0.11298 0.19135 2,194.48

Area 2.79279 2.04196 0.34731 6.64776 0.02289 0.95374 — 0.95374 0.91904 — 0.91904 157.602 305.310 462.913 0.74251 0.00057 — 481.647

Energy 0.02450 0.01225 0.20933 0.08907 0.00134 0.01692 — 0.01692 0.01692 — 0.01692 — 592.320 592.320 0.04607 0.00323 — 594.436

Water — — — — — — — — — — — NaN NaN NaN NaN NaN — NaN

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 13.5678 0.00000 13.5678 1.35605 0.00000 — 47.4690

-------------------
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Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.40501 0.40501

Total 3.88935 3.03727 1.77090 14.8157 0.04536 0.98939 2.04646 3.03585 0.95361 0.52067 1.47428 NaN NaN NaN NaN NaN 0.59636 NaN

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 1.05518 0.97050 1.12256 8.01258 0.02111 0.01830 1.97992 1.99821 0.01725 0.50384 0.52108 — 2,155.92 2,155.92 0.08494 0.10677 3.11541 2,192.98

Area 1.71558 1.54294 0.08571 2.30626 0.00518 0.21465 — 0.21465 0.20676 — 0.20676 35.4065 70.7596 106.166 0.16690 0.00015 — 110.382

Energy 0.02450 0.01225 0.20933 0.08907 0.00134 0.01692 — 0.01692 0.01692 — 0.01692 — 592.320 592.320 0.04607 0.00323 — 594.436

Water — — — — — — — — — — — NaN NaN NaN NaN NaN — NaN

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 13.5678 0.00000 13.5678 1.35605 0.00000 — 47.4690

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.40501 0.40501

Total 2.79526 2.52569 1.41760 10.4079 0.02763 0.24987 1.97992 2.22978 0.24093 0.50384 0.74476 NaN NaN NaN NaN NaN 3.52042 NaN

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

Mobile 0.19257 0.17712 0.20487 1.46230 0.00385 0.00334 0.36133 0.36467 0.00315 0.09195 0.09510 — 356.938 356.938 0.01406 0.01768 0.51579 363.072

Area 0.31309 0.28159 0.01564 0.42089 0.00094 0.03917 — 0.03917 0.03773 — 0.03773 5.86196 11.7151 17.5770 0.02763 0.00002 — 18.2751

Energy 0.00447 0.00224 0.03820 0.01626 0.00024 0.00309 — 0.00309 0.00309 — 0.00309 — 98.0653 98.0653 0.00763 0.00054 — 98.4156

Water — — — — — — — — — — — NaN NaN NaN NaN NaN — NaN

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 2.24630 0.00000 2.24630 0.22451 0.00000 — 7.85904

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.06705 0.06705

Total 0.51013 0.46094 0.25871 1.89944 0.00504 0.04560 0.36133 0.40694 0.04397 0.09195 0.13592 NaN NaN NaN NaN NaN 0.58285 NaN

3. Construction Emissions Details

3.1. Demolition (2027)

3.1.1. Onsite - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e-------------------
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——————————————————Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

2.63907 2.21478 19.9005 18.6307 0.03253 0.79594 — 0.79594 0.73226 — 0.73226 — 3,426.90 3,426.90 0.13901 0.02780 — 3,438.66

Demoliti
on

— — — — — — 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.14461 0.12136 1.09044 1.02086 0.00178 0.04361 — 0.04361 0.04012 — 0.04012 — 187.775 187.775 0.00762 0.00152 — 188.420

Demoliti
on

— — — — — — 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

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

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.02639 0.02215 0.19901 0.18631 0.00033 0.00796 — 0.00796 0.00732 — 0.00732 — 31.0883 31.0883 0.00126 0.00025 — 31.1950

Demoliti
on

— — — — — — 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

3.1.2. Offsite - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.06593 0.06104 0.03523 0.67753 0.00000 0.00000 0.11435 0.11435 0.00000 0.02680 0.02680 — 117.696 117.696 0.00231 0.00456 0.40667 119.520

Vendor 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Hauling 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.00313 0.00305 0.00218 0.02954 0.00000 0.00000 0.00620 0.00620 0.00000 0.00145 0.00145 — 5.93333 5.93333 0.00016 0.00027 0.00962 6.02689

Vendor 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Hauling 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

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

Worker 0.00057 0.00056 0.00040 0.00539 0.00000 0.00000 0.00113 0.00113 0.00000 0.00027 0.00027 — 0.98233 0.98233 0.00003 0.00004 0.00159 0.99782

Vendor 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Hauling 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

3.1.3. Onsite - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

2.63907 2.21478 19.9005 18.6307 0.03253 0.79594 — 0.79594 0.73226 — 0.73226 — 3,426.90 3,426.90 0.13901 0.02780 — 3,438.66

Demoliti
on

— — — — — — 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 — — — — — — —

-------------------

-------------------
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Onsite
truck

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.14461 0.12136 1.09044 1.02086 0.00178 0.04361 — 0.04361 0.04012 — 0.04012 — 187.775 187.775 0.00762 0.00152 — 188.420

Demoliti
on

— — — — — — 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

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

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.02639 0.02215 0.19901 0.18631 0.00033 0.00796 — 0.00796 0.00732 — 0.00732 — 31.0883 31.0883 0.00126 0.00025 — 31.1950

Demoliti
on

— — — — — — 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

3.1.4. Offsite - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.06593 0.06104 0.03523 0.67753 0.00000 0.00000 0.11435 0.11435 0.00000 0.02680 0.02680 — 117.696 117.696 0.00231 0.00456 0.40667 119.520

Vendor 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Hauling 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

-------------------



Belmare II Detailed Report, 5/22/2026

24 / 84

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.00313 0.00305 0.00218 0.02954 0.00000 0.00000 0.00620 0.00620 0.00000 0.00145 0.00145 — 5.93333 5.93333 0.00016 0.00027 0.00962 6.02689

Vendor 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Hauling 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

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

Worker 0.00057 0.00056 0.00040 0.00539 0.00000 0.00000 0.00113 0.00113 0.00000 0.00027 0.00027 — 0.98233 0.98233 0.00003 0.00004 0.00159 0.99782

Vendor 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Hauling 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

3.2. Site Preparation (2027)

3.2.1. Onsite - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

3.63178 3.05170 27.9724 28.2794 0.04891 1.17173 — 1.17173 1.07799 — 1.07799 — 5,297.82 5,297.82 0.21490 0.04298 — 5,316.00

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 7.66623 7.66623 — 3.93995 3.93995 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

-------------------
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Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.09950 0.08361 0.76637 0.77478 0.00134 0.03210 — 0.03210 0.02953 — 0.02953 — 145.146 145.146 0.00589 0.00118 — 145.644

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.21003 0.21003 — 0.10794 0.10794 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

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

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.01816 0.01526 0.13986 0.14140 0.00024 0.00586 — 0.00586 0.00539 — 0.00539 — 24.0305 24.0305 0.00097 0.00019 — 24.1130

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.03833 0.03833 — 0.01970 0.01970 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

3.2.2. Offsite - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.07692 0.07121 0.04110 0.79045 0.00000 0.00000 0.13341 0.13341 0.00000 0.03127 0.03127 — 137.313 137.313 0.00270 0.00532 0.47445 139.440

Vendor 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Hauling 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

-------------------



Belmare II Detailed Report, 5/22/2026

26 / 84

——————————————————Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.00182 0.00178 0.00127 0.01723 0.00000 0.00000 0.00362 0.00362 0.00000 0.00085 0.00085 — 3.46111 3.46111 0.00010 0.00016 0.00561 3.51568

Vendor 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Hauling 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

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

Worker 0.00033 0.00033 0.00023 0.00315 0.00000 0.00000 0.00066 0.00066 0.00000 0.00015 0.00015 — 0.57303 0.57303 0.00002 0.00003 0.00093 0.58206

Vendor 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Hauling 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

3.2.3. Onsite - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

3.63178 3.05170 27.9724 28.2794 0.04891 1.17173 — 1.17173 1.07799 — 1.07799 — 5,297.82 5,297.82 0.21490 0.04298 — 5,316.00

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 7.66623 7.66623 — 3.93995 3.93995 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

-------------------
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Off-Roa
Equipment

0.09950 0.08361 0.76637 0.77478 0.00134 0.03210 — 0.03210 0.02953 — 0.02953 — 145.146 145.146 0.00589 0.00118 — 145.644

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.21003 0.21003 — 0.10794 0.10794 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

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

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.01816 0.01526 0.13986 0.14140 0.00024 0.00586 — 0.00586 0.00539 — 0.00539 — 24.0305 24.0305 0.00097 0.00019 — 24.1130

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.03833 0.03833 — 0.01970 0.01970 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

3.2.4. Offsite - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.07692 0.07121 0.04110 0.79045 0.00000 0.00000 0.13341 0.13341 0.00000 0.03127 0.03127 — 137.313 137.313 0.00270 0.00532 0.47445 139.440

Vendor 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Hauling 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

-------------------
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Worker 0.00182 0.00178 0.00127 0.01723 0.00000 0.00000 0.00362 0.00362 0.00000 0.00085 0.00085 — 3.46111 3.46111 0.00010 0.00016 0.00561 3.51568

Vendor 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Hauling 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

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

Worker 0.00033 0.00033 0.00023 0.00315 0.00000 0.00000 0.00066 0.00066 0.00000 0.00015 0.00015 — 0.57303 0.57303 0.00002 0.00003 0.00093 0.58206

Vendor 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Hauling 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

3.3. Grading (2027)

3.3.1. Onsite - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

1.88795 1.58640 14.2321 17.2743 0.02733 0.59767 — 0.59767 0.54986 — 0.54986 — 2,960.07 2,960.07 0.12007 0.02401 — 2,970.23

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 2.76221 2.76221 — 1.33565 1.33565 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

-------------------
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162.752—0.001320.00658162.196162.196—0.03013—0.030130.03275—0.032750.001500.946540.779840.086930.10345Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.15135 0.15135 — 0.07319 0.07319 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

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

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.01888 0.01586 0.14232 0.17274 0.00027 0.00598 — 0.00598 0.00550 — 0.00550 — 26.8534 26.8534 0.00109 0.00022 — 26.9455

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.02762 0.02762 — 0.01336 0.01336 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

3.3.2. Offsite - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.06593 0.06104 0.03523 0.67753 0.00000 0.00000 0.11435 0.11435 0.00000 0.02680 0.02680 — 117.696 117.696 0.00231 0.00456 0.40667 119.520

Vendor 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Hauling 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

-------------------



Belmare II Detailed Report, 5/22/2026

30 / 84

——————————————————Average
Daily

Worker 0.00313 0.00305 0.00218 0.02954 0.00000 0.00000 0.00620 0.00620 0.00000 0.00145 0.00145 — 5.93333 5.93333 0.00016 0.00027 0.00962 6.02689

Vendor 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Hauling 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

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

Worker 0.00057 0.00056 0.00040 0.00539 0.00000 0.00000 0.00113 0.00113 0.00000 0.00027 0.00027 — 0.98233 0.98233 0.00003 0.00004 0.00159 0.99782

Vendor 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Hauling 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

3.3.3. Onsite - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

1.88795 1.58640 14.2321 17.2743 0.02733 0.59767 — 0.59767 0.54986 — 0.54986 — 2,960.07 2,960.07 0.12007 0.02401 — 2,970.23

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 2.76221 2.76221 — 1.33565 1.33565 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

-------------------
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162.752—0.001320.00658162.196162.196—0.03013—0.030130.03275—0.032750.001500.946540.779840.086930.10345Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.15135 0.15135 — 0.07319 0.07319 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

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

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.01888 0.01586 0.14232 0.17274 0.00027 0.00598 — 0.00598 0.00550 — 0.00550 — 26.8534 26.8534 0.00109 0.00022 — 26.9455

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.02762 0.02762 — 0.01336 0.01336 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

3.3.4. Offsite - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.06593 0.06104 0.03523 0.67753 0.00000 0.00000 0.11435 0.11435 0.00000 0.02680 0.02680 — 117.696 117.696 0.00231 0.00456 0.40667 119.520

Vendor 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Hauling 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

-------------------
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——————————————————Average
Daily

Worker 0.00313 0.00305 0.00218 0.02954 0.00000 0.00000 0.00620 0.00620 0.00000 0.00145 0.00145 — 5.93333 5.93333 0.00016 0.00027 0.00962 6.02689

Vendor 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Hauling 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

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

Worker 0.00057 0.00056 0.00040 0.00539 0.00000 0.00000 0.00113 0.00113 0.00000 0.00027 0.00027 — 0.98233 0.98233 0.00003 0.00004 0.00159 0.99782

Vendor 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Hauling 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

3.4. Building Construction (2027)

3.4.1. Onsite - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

1.23076 1.02988 9.39093 12.9379 0.02340 0.33657 — 0.33657 0.30965 — 0.30965 — 2,397.08 2,397.08 0.09724 0.01945 — 2,405.30

Onsite
truck

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

1.23076 1.02988 9.39093 12.9379 0.02340 0.33657 — 0.33657 0.30965 — 0.30965 — 2,397.08 2,397.08 0.09724 0.01945 — 2,405.30

Onsite
truck

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

-------------------
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Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.45280 0.37890 3.45498 4.75995 0.00861 0.12383 — 0.12383 0.11392 — 0.11392 — 881.899 881.899 0.03577 0.00715 — 884.926

Onsite
truck

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

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

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.08264 0.06915 0.63053 0.86869 0.00157 0.02260 — 0.02260 0.02079 — 0.02079 — 146.009 146.009 0.00592 0.00118 — 146.510

Onsite
truck

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

3.4.2. Offsite - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.04589 0.04248 0.02452 0.47156 0.00000 0.00000 0.07959 0.07959 0.00000 0.01866 0.01866 — 81.9168 81.9168 0.00161 0.00317 0.28304 83.1859

Vendor 0.00408 0.00255 0.08785 0.03147 0.00049 0.00098 0.01864 0.01963 0.00098 0.00515 0.00613 — 67.4194 67.4194 0.00146 0.00986 0.15136 70.5448

Hauling 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.03949 0.03834 0.03087 0.36191 0.00000 0.00000 0.07959 0.07959 0.00000 0.01866 0.01866 — 73.1371 73.1371 0.00230 0.00340 0.00735 74.2164

Vendor 0.00394 0.00242 0.09341 0.03270 0.00049 0.00098 0.01864 0.01963 0.00098 0.00515 0.00613 — 67.4930 67.4930 0.00146 0.00986 0.00393 70.4709

Hauling 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

-------------------
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Worker 0.01461 0.01428 0.01019 0.13807 0.00000 0.00000 0.02897 0.02897 0.00000 0.00679 0.00679 — 27.7273 27.7273 0.00076 0.00125 0.04495 28.1645

Vendor 0.00148 0.00091 0.03347 0.01178 0.00018 0.00036 0.00680 0.00716 0.00036 0.00188 0.00224 — 24.8154 24.8154 0.00054 0.00363 0.02405 25.9336

Hauling 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

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

Worker 0.00267 0.00261 0.00186 0.02520 0.00000 0.00000 0.00529 0.00529 0.00000 0.00124 0.00124 — 4.59057 4.59057 0.00013 0.00021 0.00744 4.66296

Vendor 0.00027 0.00017 0.00611 0.00215 0.00003 0.00007 0.00124 0.00131 0.00007 0.00034 0.00041 — 4.10847 4.10847 0.00009 0.00060 0.00398 4.29360

Hauling 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

3.4.3. Onsite - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

1.23076 1.02988 9.39093 12.9379 0.02340 0.33657 — 0.33657 0.30965 — 0.30965 — 2,397.08 2,397.08 0.09724 0.01945 — 2,405.30

Onsite
truck

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

1.23076 1.02988 9.39093 12.9379 0.02340 0.33657 — 0.33657 0.30965 — 0.30965 — 2,397.08 2,397.08 0.09724 0.01945 — 2,405.30

Onsite
truck

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

-------------------
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0.3700084.00007.000003.00000AverageDieselBuilding Construction Tractors/Loaders/Back
hoes

Building Construction Welders Diesel Average 1.000000 8.00000 46.0000 0.45000

Paving Pavers Diesel Average 2.00000 8.00000 81.0000 0.42000

Paving Paving Equipment Diesel Average 2.00000 8.00000 89.0000 0.36000

Paving Rollers Diesel Average 2.00000 8.00000 36.0000 0.38000

Architectural Coating Air Compressors Diesel Average 1.000000 6.00000 37.0000 0.48000

5.2.2. Mitigated

Phase Name Equipment Type Fuel Type Engine Tier Number per Day Hours Per Day Horsepower Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial
Saws

Diesel Average 1.000000 8.00000 33.0000 0.73000

Demolition Excavators Diesel Average 3.00000 8.00000 36.0000 0.38000

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 2.00000 8.00000 367.000 0.40000

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 3.00000 8.00000 367.000 0.40000

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Back
hoes

Diesel Average 4.00000 8.00000 84.0000 0.37000

Grading Excavators Diesel Average 1.000000 8.00000 36.0000 0.38000

Grading Graders Diesel Average 1.000000 8.00000 148.000 0.41000

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 1.000000 8.00000 367.000 0.40000

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Back
hoes

Diesel Average 3.00000 8.00000 84.0000 0.37000

Building Construction Cranes Diesel Average 1.000000 7.00000 367.000 0.29000

Building Construction Forklifts Diesel Average 3.00000 8.00000 82.0000 0.20000

Building Construction Generator Sets Diesel Average 1.000000 8.00000 14.0000 0.74000

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Back
hoes

Diesel Average 3.00000 7.00000 84.0000 0.37000

Building Construction Welders Diesel Average 1.000000 8.00000 46.0000 0.45000

Paving Pavers Diesel Average 2.00000 8.00000 81.0000 0.42000

Paving Paving Equipment Diesel Average 2.00000 8.00000 89.0000 0.36000
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Paving Rollers Diesel Average 2.00000 8.00000 36.0000 0.38000

Architectural Coating Air Compressors Diesel Average 1.000000 6.00000 37.0000 0.48000

5.3. Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

Phase Name Trip Type One-Way Trips per Day Miles per Trip Vehicle Mix

Demolition Worker 15.0000 10.7900 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Demolition Vendor — 7.17000 HHDT,MHDT

Demolition Hauling 0.00000 20.0000 HHDT

Demolition Onsite truck — — HHDT

Site Preparation Worker 17.5000 10.7900 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Site Preparation Vendor — 7.17000 HHDT,MHDT

Site Preparation Hauling 0.00000 20.0000 HHDT

Site Preparation Onsite truck — — HHDT

Grading Worker 15.0000 10.7900 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Grading Vendor — 7.17000 HHDT,MHDT

Grading Hauling 0.00000 20.0000 HHDT

Grading Onsite truck — — HHDT

Building Construction Worker 10.4400 10.7900 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Building Construction Vendor 3.10010 7.17000 HHDT,MHDT

Building Construction Hauling 0.00000 20.0000 HHDT

Building Construction Onsite truck — — HHDT

Paving Worker 15.0000 10.7900 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Paving Vendor — 7.17000 HHDT,MHDT

Paving Hauling 0.00000 20.0000 HHDT

Paving Onsite truck — — HHDT

Architectural Coating Worker 2.08800 10.7900 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
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Architectural Coating Vendor — 7.17000 HHDT,MHDT

Architectural Coating Hauling 0.00000 20.0000 HHDT

Architectural Coating Onsite truck — — HHDT

5.3.2. Mitigated

Phase Name Trip Type One-Way Trips per Day Miles per Trip Vehicle Mix

Demolition Worker 15.0000 10.7900 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Demolition Vendor — 7.17000 HHDT,MHDT

Demolition Hauling 0.00000 20.0000 HHDT

Demolition Onsite truck — — HHDT

Site Preparation Worker 17.5000 10.7900 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Site Preparation Vendor — 7.17000 HHDT,MHDT

Site Preparation Hauling 0.00000 20.0000 HHDT

Site Preparation Onsite truck — — HHDT

Grading Worker 15.0000 10.7900 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Grading Vendor — 7.17000 HHDT,MHDT

Grading Hauling 0.00000 20.0000 HHDT

Grading Onsite truck — — HHDT

Building Construction Worker 10.4400 10.7900 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Building Construction Vendor 3.10010 7.17000 HHDT,MHDT

Building Construction Hauling 0.00000 20.0000 HHDT

Building Construction Onsite truck — — HHDT

Paving Worker 15.0000 10.7900 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Paving Vendor — 7.17000 HHDT,MHDT

Paving Hauling 0.00000 20.0000 HHDT

Paving Onsite truck — — HHDT

Architectural Coating Worker 2.08800 10.7900 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Architectural Coating Vendor — 7.17000 HHDT,MHDT
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Architectural Coating Hauling 0.00000 20.0000 HHDT

Architectural Coating Onsite truck — — HHDT

5.4. Vehicles

5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

Control Strategies Applied PM10 Reduction PM2.5 Reduction

Water unpaved roads twice daily 55% 55%

Limit vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 25 mph 44% 44%

Sweep paved roads once per month 9% 9%

5.5. Architectural Coatings

Phase Name Residential Interior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Residential Exterior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Non-Residential Interior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Non-Residential Exterior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Parking Area Coated (sq ft)

Architectural Coating 114,514 38,171.3 0.00000 0.00000 —

5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

Phase Name Material Imported (cy) Material Exported (cy) Acres Graded (acres) Material Demolished (sq. ft.) Acres Paved (acres)

Demolition 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 — 0.00000

Site Preparation — — 15.0000 0.00000 0.00000

Grading — — 20.0000 0.00000 0.00000

Paving 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.31956

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies

Control Strategies Applied Frequency (per day) PM10 Reduction PM2.5 Reduction
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Water Exposed Area 2 61% 61%

Water Demolished Area 2 36% 36%

5.7. Construction Paving

Phase Name Land Use Area Paved (acres) % Asphalt

Paving Single Family Housing 0.31956 0%

5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors

kWh per Year and Emission Factor (lb/MWh)
Year kWh per Year CO2 CH4 N2O

2027 0.00000 477.868 0.03300 0.00400

2028 0.00000 477.868 0.03300 0.00400

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday Trips/Year VMT/Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday VMT/Year

Single Family
Housing

273.760 276.660 247.950 98,727.8 2,977.70 3,009.25 2,696.97 1,073,867

5.9.2. Mitigated

Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday Trips/Year VMT/Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday VMT/Year

Single Family
Housing

261.185 263.952 236.561 94,192.8 2,840.92 2,871.02 2,573.08 1,024,540

5.10. Operational Area Sources

5.10.1. Hearths
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Land Use Hearth Type Unmitigated (number) Mitigated (number)

Single Family Housing Wood Fireplaces 0 0

Single Family Housing Gas Fireplaces 15 15

Single Family Housing Propane Fireplaces 0 0

Single Family Housing Electric Fireplaces 0 0

Single Family Housing No Fireplaces 15 15

Single Family Housing Conventional Wood Stoves 0 0

Single Family Housing Catalytic Wood Stoves 1 1

Single Family Housing Non-Catalytic Wood Stoves 1 1

Single Family Housing Pellet Wood Stoves 0 0

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

Residential Interior Area Coated (sq
ft)

Residential Exterior Area Coated (sq
ft)

Non-Residential Interior Area Coated
(sq ft)

Non-Residential Exterior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Parking Area Coated (sq ft)

114,514 38,171.3 0.00000 0.00000 —

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

Season Unit Value

Snow Days day/yr 0.00000

Summer Days day/yr 180.000

5.10.4. Landscape Equipment - Mitigated

Season Unit Value

Snow Days day/yr 0.00000

Summer Days day/yr 180.000

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption
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5.11.1. Unmitigated

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

Single Family Housing 247,246 477.868 0.0330 0.0040 843,611

5.11.2. Mitigated

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

Single Family Housing 249,474 477.868 0.0330 0.0040 829,061

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption

5.12.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Indoor Water (gal/year) Outdoor Water (gal/year)

Single Family Housing 1,157,629 5,733,885

5.12.2. Mitigated

Land Use Indoor Water (gal/year) Outdoor Water (gal/year)

Single Family Housing NaN 5,733,885

5.13. Operational Waste Generation

5.13.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Waste (ton/year) Cogeneration (kWh/year)

Single Family Housing 25.1750 0.00000

5.13.2. Mitigated
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Land Use Waste (ton/year) Cogeneration (kWh/year)

Single Family Housing 25.1750 0.00000

5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment

5.14.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Equipment Type Refrigerant GWP Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate Service Leak Rate Times Serviced

Single Family Housing Average room A/C &
Other residential A/C
and heat pumps

R-410A 2,088.00 0.00225 2.50000 2.50000 10.00000

Single Family Housing Household
refrigerators and/or
freezers

R-134a 1,430.00 0.11538 0.60000 0.00000 1.000000

5.14.2. Mitigated

Land Use Equipment Type Refrigerant GWP Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate Service Leak Rate Times Serviced

Single Family Housing Average room A/C &
Other residential A/C
and heat pumps

R-410A 2,088.00 0.00225 2.50000 2.50000 10.00000

Single Family Housing Household
refrigerators and/or
freezers

R-134a 1,430.00 0.11538 0.60000 0.00000 1.000000

5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment

5.15.1. Unmitigated

5.15.2. Mitigated

5.16. Stationary Sources

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps
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5.16.2. Process Boilers

5.17. User Defined

Equipment Type Fuel Type

— —

5.18. Vegetation

5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Vegetation Land Use Type Vegetation Soil Type Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.1.2. Mitigated

Vegetation Land Use Type Vegetation Soil Type Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Biomass Cover Type Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.1.2. Mitigated

Biomass Cover Type Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.2. Sequestration

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated
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Tree Type Number Electricity Saved (kWh/year) Natural Gas Saved (btu/year)

5.18.2.2. Mitigated

Tree Type Number Electricity Saved (kWh/year) Natural Gas Saved (btu/year)

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040–2059 average projections for four hazards are reported below for your project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which
assumes GHG emissions will continue to rise strongly through 2050 and then plateau around 2100.

Climate Hazard Result for Project Location Unit

Temperature and Extreme Heat 23.9100 annual days of extreme heat

Extreme Precipitation 1.95000 annual days with precipitation above 20 mm

Sea Level Rise — meters of inundation depth

Wildfire 23.4000 annual hectares burned

Temperature and Extreme Heat data are for grid cell in which your project are located. The projection is based on the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from
observed historical data (32 climate model ensemble from Cal-Adapt, 2040–2059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
Extreme Precipitation data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The threshold of 20 mm is equivalent to about ¾ an inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall if
received over a full day or heavy rain if received over a period of 2 to 4 hours. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
Sea Level Rise data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017), as reported in Cal-Adapt (Radke et al., 2017, CEC-500-2017-008), and
consider inundation location and depth for the San Francisco Bay, the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta and California coast resulting different increments of sea level rise coupled with
extreme storm events. Users may select from four scenarios to view the range in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four scenarios are: No rise, 0.5 meter, 1.0 meter, 1.41 meters
Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040–2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider historical data
of climate, vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential wildfire probabilities for the grid cell. The
four simulations make different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of
different rainfall and temperature possibilities (MIROC5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Exposure Score Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat 2 0 0 N/A

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A

Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Wildfire N/A N/A N/A N/A

Flooding 1 0 0 N/A

Drought 1 0 0 N/A

Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A

Air Quality Degradation 2 0 0 N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest exposure.
The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5
representing the greatest ability to adapt.
The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores do not include implementation of climate risk reduction
measures.

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Exposure Score Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat 1 1 1 2

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A

Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A N/A

Wildfire N/A N/A N/A N/A

Flooding 1 1 1 2

Drought 1 1 2 1

Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A

Air Quality Degradation 2 1 1 3

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest exposure.
The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5
representing the greatest ability to adapt.
The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores include implementation of climate risk reduction
measures.

6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

6.4.1. Temperature and Extreme Heat
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User Selected Measures Co-Benefits Achieved Exposure Reduction Sensitivity Reduction Adaptive Capacity Increase

D-3: Install Drought Resistant
Landscaping

Water Conservation — 1.000000 1.000000

EH-9: Expand Urban Tree Canopy Energy and Fuel Savings, Improved
Air Quality, Improved Public Health,
Social Equity

2.00000 1.000000 —

6.4.2. Drought

User Selected Measures Co-Benefits Achieved Exposure Reduction Sensitivity Reduction Adaptive Capacity Increase

D-1: Install Water Efficient
Appliances

Social Equity, Water Conservation — — 2.00000

D-3: Install Drought Resistant
Landscaping

Water Conservation — 1.000000 1.000000

D-4: Educate on Water Conservation Water Conservation — — 1.000000

6.4.3. Air Quality Degradation

User Selected Measures Co-Benefits Achieved Exposure Reduction Sensitivity Reduction Adaptive Capacity Increase

WF-2: Install Fire Suppression
Systems and Improve Structural
Strength

Improved Air Quality, Improved
Public Health

— 3.00000 —

7. Health and Equity Details

7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores

The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.

Indicator Result for Project Census Tract

Exposure Indicators —

AQ-Ozone 67.9029

AQ-PM 58.8675

AQ-DPM 30.7530
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Drinking Water 54.4149

Lead Risk Housing 67.1582

Pesticides 86.6897

Toxic Releases 49.9500

Traffic 39.0250

Effect Indicators —

CleanUp Sites 25.6252

Groundwater 10.6425

Haz Waste Facilities/Generators 19.2455

Impaired Water Bodies 66.7367

Solid Waste 80.2978

Sensitive Population —

Asthma 75.4113

Cardio-vascular 93.5818

Low Birth Weights 18.7965

Socioeconomic Factor Indicators —

Education 48.8357

Housing 34.8035

Linguistic 0.00000

Poverty 42.7638

Unemployment 71.6684

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

Indicator Result for Project Census Tract

Economic —

Above Poverty 58.39856281

Employed 19.97946875
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Median HI 45.51520595

Education —

Bachelor's or higher 33.29911459

High school enrollment 13.19132555

Preschool enrollment 71.41023996

Transportation —

Auto Access 75.69613756

Active commuting 22.16091364

Social —

2-parent households 56.69190299

Voting 69.57525985

Neighborhood —

Alcohol availability 47.31168998

Park access 61.49108174

Retail density 26.11317849

Supermarket access 39.09919158

Tree canopy 72.37264211

Housing —

Homeownership 54.76709868

Housing habitability 69.98588477

Low-inc homeowner severe housing cost burden 88.70781471

Low-inc renter severe housing cost burden 36.87925061

Uncrowded housing 77.4541255

Health Outcomes —

Insured adults 57.69280123

Arthritis 0.0

Asthma ER Admissions 38.1

High Blood Pressure 0.0
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Cancer (excluding skin) 0.0

Asthma 0.0

Coronary Heart Disease 0.0

Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease 0.0

Diagnosed Diabetes 0.0

Life Expectancy at Birth 47.7

Cognitively Disabled 56.3

Physically Disabled 52.4

Heart Attack ER Admissions 2.4

Mental Health Not Good 0.0

Chronic Kidney Disease 0.0

Obesity 0.0

Pedestrian Injuries 94.4

Physical Health Not Good 0.0

Stroke 0.0

Health Risk Behaviors —

Binge Drinking 0.0

Current Smoker 0.0

No Leisure Time for Physical Activity 0.0

Climate Change Exposures —

Wildfire Risk 0.0

SLR Inundation Area 0.0

Children 58.1

Elderly 26.8

English Speaking 81.9

Foreign-born 3.5

Outdoor Workers 27.2

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity —
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Impervious Surface Cover 59.9

Traffic Density 52.8

Traffic Access 0.0

Other Indices —

Hardship 35.8

Other Decision Support —

2016 Voting 73.0

7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

Metric Result for Project Census Tract

CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a) 64.0000

Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b) 47.0000

Project Located in a Designated Disadvantaged Community (Senate Bill 535) No

Project Located in a Low-Income Community (Assembly Bill 1550) No

Project Located in a Community Air Protection Program Community (Assembly Bill 617) No

a: The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.
b: The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

7.4. Health & Equity Measures

Measure Title Co-Benefits Achieved

IC-3: Promotes Accessibility Enhanced Pedestrian or Traffic Safety, Social Equity

IC-8: Enhanced Access to Community Resources Enhanced Food Security, Social Equity

7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

Health & Equity Evaluation Scorecard not completed.

7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures

No Health & Equity Custom Measures created.
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8. User Changes to Default Data


	Belmare II Public Review Draft - July 2026.pdf
	Appendix A - Proposed Planned Development Standards.pdf
	Belmare II Public Review Draft - July 2026
	Appendix B - CalEEMod Analysis.pdf



