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PROJECT NAME: 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Lead Agency: 

City of Oakdale 

455 S. Fifth Avenue 

Oakdale, CA 95361 

Oakdale Irrigation District (OID} Maintenance Facility and Office: Site Plan Review and Architecture Review 
No. 2021-17 

PROJECT PROPONENT AND LEAD AGENCY: 

Project Proponent: 

Lead Agency: 

PROJECT LOCATION: 

Oakdale Irr igation District 

1205 East F Street 

Oakda le, CA 95361 

City of Oakdale 

455 S. Fifth Avenue 

Oakdale, CA 95361 

The Proposed Project is located at 1110 Kaufman Road, Oakdale, CA 95361 on the southwest corner of 

Greger Street and Kaufman Road. Specifically, the Assessor's Parcel Number for the Project site is 063-

024-023, 063-024-024, and 063-024-025. Figure 2 provides an illustration of the Project site's Location. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

The Applicant is proposing a Site Plan Review and Architecture Review to allow for the development of a 

new office and maintenance faci lity that wil l include five (5} buildings for a tota l of 51,630 square feet on 

an undeveloped site totaling 9.64 acres. Building "A" is a 22,560 square foot automotive shop and 

warehouse. Bui lding "B" is a 4,410 square foot materia l storage building. Building "C" is an 8,140 square 

foot truck storage building. Building "D" is a 1,353 square foot pest control department building. Building 

"E" consists of two (2) office buildings and is 18,983 square feet. Buildings "A" through "D" are pre

manufactured meta l buildings. The table below presents the proposed building type and square footage 

of the Proposed Project. 
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Table 1-Building Type and Square Footage 

Building Proposed Use Square Footage (sf) 

A Maintenance Facility (Auto 22,560 
Shop and Warehouse) 

B Maintenance Faci lity (Materia l 4,410 
Storage) 

C Maintenance Facility (Truck 8,140 
Storage) 

D Maintenance Facility (Pest 1,353 
Department) 

E OID Administration Building 18,983 
Total 51,630 

The Proposed Project site wil l also include the development of a vehicle storage area, stormwater 

retention basin, SCADA (Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition) tower 190-feet in height and fueling 

area. Details of the proposed SCADA are provided below. 

Domestic water and sewer services will be provided via connecting to existing lines located in Greger 

Street. Storm drainage will be provided via the installation of a French drain system that connects to an 

on-site 66,711 cubic feet stormwater retention basin. Domestic water and sewer lines wi ll also be 

insta lled in Kaufman Road in conjunction with Kaufman Road improvements along the Project site's 

frontage, which are illustrated be low: 

L 
! ! 

~~iit.:!= 

Figure 1 - Kaufman Road Improvements 

1-

~ ~
KAUFMAN ROAD INTERIM STREET SE CTION 

Landscaping in the form of shrubs and trees will be provided along the sidewalk on Greger Street and 

Kaufman Road. Planters containing shrubs and trees will be provided around the office buildings. Planters 

containing shrubs and trees will be provided around the parking lot for the office building and around the 

stormwater retention basin. The stormwater retention basin will be sodded with bioswale turf. See Figure 

7 for the Landscape Plan. 
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Perimeter wal l improvements shall consist of a six (6) foot tall decorative metal fence with masonry 

pilasters at the corners along Greger Street and Kaufman Road and an eight (8) foot tall chain-link fence 

separating the southern edge of the site and the agriculture parcel to the south. 

Access to the Proposed Project wil l be provided via two (2) driveways from Greger St reet and two (2) 

driveways on Kaufman Road. The west driveway on Greger Street and bot h driveways on Kaufman Road 

will have decorative security gates that match the decorative metal fence. The Proposed Project w ill also 

include gated entry and exit at the access points noted above. 

SCADA Tower 

As noted above, the Proposed Project includes t he inst allat ion of a 190-foot tall SCADA (Supervisory 

Control and Dat a Acquisit ion) communications tower. The purpose of the SCADA t ower is to allow OID 

staff to monitor the O1D's nearly 300 automated canal gates and flow meters currently incorporat ed into 

their SCADA syste_m. O1D currently maintains an antenna at its current facility located at 1205 East F Street. 

The SCADA antenna and infrastructure will be relocated with the development of the Proposed Project. 

The SCADA tower is proposed to be located in the southern portion of the Project site, adj acent t o the 

proposed st orm drain basin. Figures 8 and 9 i llustrate the proposed SCADA tower location and elevation. 

Project Phasing 

The Applicant is proposing to develop the Proposed Project in three {3) phases. Ph ase 1 generally consists 

of the fo llowing: 

• Buildings A, B, C, and D; 

• Utility connections and temporary parking stalls located south of Building A; 

• Inst allation of th e SCADA tower; 

• Frontage improvements to Greger Street and l(aufman Road; and 

• Instal lation of the storm drain basin. 

Phase 2 generally consists of the following: 

• Building E; 

• Installation of security gates between public and employee parking areas, including ca rd reader 

equipment; 

• Installation of decorat ive fencing and pilasters at the north and east end of Building A; and 

• Monument signage. 

Phase 3 generally consists of the following: 

• Expansion of Buildings B and C, including a 4,340 square foot addition to Building B and a 6,240 

square foot addition to Building C. 
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Although the Proposed Project will be developed in phases, this Initia l Study evaluates the Proposed 

Project as it will be developed and built out in one (1) single phase. 

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: 

The Lead Agency has prepared an Initial Study, following, which considers the potential environmental 

effects of the Proposed Project. The Init ial Study shows that there is no substantial evidence, in light of 

the whole record before the Lead Agency, that the Proposed Project may have a potentially significant 

effect on the environment, provided that the fo llowing mitigation measures are included in the Proposed 

Project. 

Mitigation Measure 10-1: 

• The Proposed Project shall comply with the City's 2030 General Plan Policies, including PF-3.3, 3.4 and 

3.5. 

• The Proposed Project shall comply with the requirements of the Regional Water Board's Construction 

Genera l Permit. 

• The Proposed Project requires the preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution 

Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to reduce the potential adverse impacts on surface water quality through 

the project construct ion period. 

• Operation of the Proposed Project is subject to the Regiona l Water Board's Municipal Regional Permit. 

• 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 is 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. 

Mitigation Measure 13-1: 

Construction equipment shall be well maintained to be as quiet as possible. The following measures, 

when applicable, shall be implemented to reduce noise from construction activities: 

• All interna l combustion engine-driven equipment shall be equipped with mufflers that are in good 

condition and appropriate for the equipment . 

• "Quiet" models of air compressors and other stationary noise sources shall be used, where technology 

exists. 

• Stationary noise-generating equipment shall be located as far as feasible from sensitive receptors 

(dwellings). 

• Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines shall be prohibited. 

• Staging areas and construction material storage areas shall be located as far away as possible from 

adjacent sensitive land uses (dwellings). 

• Construction-related traffic shall be routed along major roadways (Yosemite Avenue) and as far as 

feas ible from sensitive receptors. 
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• Residences or noise-sensitive land uses adjacent to construction sites shall be notified of t he 

construction schedule in writing. The construction contractor shall designate a "construction liaison" 

that would be responsible for responding to any local complaints (e.g., starting too early, bad muffler, 

etc.) and shall institute reasonable measures to correct the problem. The construction contractor 

shall conspicuously post a telephone number for the liaison at the construction site. 

• The construction contractor shall ho ld a pre-construction meeting with the job inspectors and the 

general contractor/on-site manager to confirm that noise mitigation and practices (includ ing 

construction hours, construct ion schedule, and construction liaison) are completed. 

Al l of the above measures shall be included in the contract specifications that shall be reviewed and 

approved by the City of Oakdale Public Services Department prior to the start of construct ion. The above 

measures would reduce noise generated by the construction of the project to the extent feasib le for the 

project's size and will ensure that the project does not violate any water quality standards or waste 

discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality. 

Mr. Mark Niskanen, City Planner Date 
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INITIAL STUDY 

1. PROJECT TITLE 

Oakdale Irrigation District (OID) Maintenance Facility and Office: Site Plan Review and Archit ecture Review 
No. 2021-17 

2. LEAD AGENCY NAME AND ADDRESS 

City Oakda le 

Public Services Department 

455 S. Fifth Ave. 

Oakdale, CA 95361 

3. CONTACT P ERSON AND PHONE NUMBER 

Mr. Mark Niskanen, City Planner 

Email: mark@jbandersonplanning.com 

Phone: 209-599-8377 

4. PROJECT LOCATION 

The Proposed Proj ect is located at 1110 Kaufman Road, Oakdale, CA 95361 on t he southwest corner of 

Greger Street and Kaufman Road. Specifica lly, t he Assessor's Parcel Number for t he Project site is 063-

024-023, 063-024-024, and 063-024-025. Figure 2 provides an illustration of the Project sit e's location. 

5. PROJECT SPONSOR'S NAME AND ADDRESS 

Oakdale Irr igat ion District 

Attn: Mr. Eric Thorburn 

Water Operations Manager/District Engineer 

1205 East F Street 

Oakdale, CA 95361 

6. EXISTING SETTING 

The Proposed Proj ect site consists of raw fa llow ground located between exist ing indust rial sites to the 

north, west, and east and an agricultural orchard to the south. The topography of t he Project site is 

relat ively flat. Figure 3, Site Photos, provide photographic representation of the Project sit e. 

7 . EXISTING G ENERAL PLAN D ESIGNATION 
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The Proposed Project site is designated for Industrial (IND) land uses per the City's 2030 General Plan. 

8. EXISTING ZONING 

The existing zoning of the Project site is L-M, Limited Industrial. 

9. SURROUNDING LAND USES AND SETTING 

The t able below depicts t he Proposed Project's surrounding land uses and setting: 

Table 2 - Surrounding Land Uses and Setting 

Existing Use General Plan Land Use Zoning Classification 

Designation 

North Greger Street, Single- Low Density Residential R-1, Single-Family 

Family Subdivision, and (LDR) and Industrial Residentiali L-M, 

Vehicle Manufacturing (IND) Limited Industrial 

and Servicing 

South Agriculture Industrial (IND) L-M, Limited Industrial 

East Industrial uses Indust r ial (IND) L-M, Limited Industrial 

West Self-Storage Facility High Density Residential L-M, Limited Industrial 

(HDR) 

10. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT 

The Applicant is proposing a Site Plan Review and Architecture Review to allow for the development of a 

new office and maintenance facility that will include five (5) buildings for a t otal of 51,630 square feet on 

an undeveloped site totaling 9.64 acres. Building "A" is a 22,560 square foot automotive shop and 

warehouse. Building "B" is a 4,410 square foot material storage building. Building "C" is an 8,140 square 

foot truck storage building. Building "D" is a 1,353 square foot pest control department building. Building 

"E" consists of t wo (2) office buildings and is 18,983 square feet. Buildings "A" through "D" are pre

manufactured met al buildings. The t able below presents the proposed building area and square footage 

of the Proposed Project. 
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Table 1 - Building Type and Square Footage 

Building Proposed Use Square Footage (sf) 
A Maintenance Facility (Auto 22,560 

Shop and Warehouse) 
B Maintenance Facility (Material 4,410 

Storage) 
C Maintenance Facility (Truck 8,140 

Storage) 
D Maintenance Facility (Pest 1,353 

Department) 
E OID Administration Building 18,983 

Total 51,630 

The Proposed Project site wi ll also include the development of a vehicle storage area, stormwater 

retention basin, SCADA tower 190-feet in height, and fueling area. Deta ils of t he proposed SCADA are 

provided below. 

Domestic water and sewer services will be provided via connecting to existing lines located in Greger 

Street. Storm drainage will be provided via the installation of a French drain system that connects to an 

on-site 66,711 cubic feet stormwater retention basin. Domestic water and sewer lines wi ll also be 

installed in Kaufman Road in conjunction with Kaufman Road improvements along the Project site's 

frontage, which are illustrated below: 

Figure 1 - Kaufman Road Improvements 

1- ?C 
I I 

•➔ =1..1 ~: != 
..$ 

KAUFMAN ROAD INTERIM STREET SECTION 

Landscaping in the form of shrubs and trees will be provided along the sidewalk on Greger Street and 

Kaufman Road. Planters containing shrubs and trees will be provided around the office buildings. Planters 

containing shrubs and trees w ill be provided around the parking lot for the office building and around the 

stormwater retention basin. The stormwater retention basin will be sodded with bioswa le turf. See Figure 

6 for the Landscape Plan. 
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Perimeter wall improvements shall consist of a six (6) foot ta ll decorative metal fence with masonry 

pilasters at the corners along Greger Street and Kaufman Road and an eight {8) foot tall chain-link fence 

separating the southern edge of the site and the agriculture parcel to the south. 

Access to the Proposed Project will be provided via two (2) driveways from Greger St reet and two (2) 

driveways on Kaufman Road. The west driveway on Greger Street and both driveways on Kaufman Road 

will have decorative security gates that match the decorative metal fence. The Proposed Project wi ll also 

include gated entry and exit at the access points noted above. 

SCADA Tower 

As noted above, the Proposed Project includes the installation of a 190-foot tall SCADA (Supervisory 

Control and Data Acquisit ion) communications tower. The purpose of the SCADA tower is to allow O1D 

staff to monitor the O1D's nearly 300 automated ca nal gates and flow meters currently incorporated into 

their SCADA system. O1D currently maintains an antenna at its current facility located at 1205 East F Street. 

The SCADA antenna and infrastructure will be relocated with the development of the Proposed Project. 

The SCADA tower is proposed to be located in the southern portion of the Project site, adjacent to the 

proposed storm drain basin. Figures 7 and 8 illustrate the proposed SCADA tower location and elevat ion. 

Project Phasing 

The Applicant is proposing the develop the Proposed Project in three (3) phases. Phase 1 generally 

consists of the following: 

• Buildings A, B, C, and D; 

• Utility connections and t emporary parking stalls located south of Building A; 

• Installation of the SCADA tower; 

• Frontage improvement s to Greger Street and Kaufman Road; and, 

• Installation of the storm drain basin. 

Phase 2 generally consists of the following: 

• Building E; 

• Installation of security gates between public and employee parking areas, including ca rd reader 

equipment; 

• Installation of decorative fencing and pilasters at the north and east end of Building A; and 

• Monument signage. 

Phase 3 generally consists of the following: 

• Expansion of Buildings B and C, including a 4,340 square foot addition to Building B and a 6,240 

square foot addition to Building C. 

9 I Page 



Although the Proposed Project will be developed in phases, this Initia l Study eva luates the Proposed 

Proj ect as it will be developed and built out in one (1) single phase. 

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 

WITH THE PROJECT AREA REQUESTED CONSULTATION PURSUANT TO PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE 

SECTION 21080.3.1? 

None have requested consultation. However, in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 

21080.3.1, consultation requests were submitted to the fo llowing Native American Tribes on February 14, 
2022: 

• Wuksache Indian Tribe/Eshom Valley Band; 

• Wilton Rancheria; 

• Tule River Indian Tribe; 

• Southern Sierra Miwuk Nation; 

• Northern Valley Yokuts Tribe; and, 

• Calaveras Band of Mi-Wuk Indians. 

The City did not receive any formal consultation requests as a result of the letters that were issued on 

February 14, 2022. 
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Figure 2 - Project Location Map 
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Figure 3 - Site Photos 
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Figure 3, Continued 
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Figure 4 - Existing General Plan Land Use Designation 
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Figure 5 - Exist' . mg Zoning 
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Figure 6 - Site Plan 

,i >'----'--------t.:........;... __ --1 

1T"l'l 14T 'I~ 

• .1 •~. .... 

- ---- ..... : ... t;.:_· .. =-
L 

, ........ . 
I 
I \ .. dp,... llh( 
: ~ •t f',\ 'j I 

1 1r1,•r ,11 , 

' 

iJ 

J 

_ ___;_ __ __... . " --- -

3] 

111 111 FP·SF' F\ 

16 I Page 

LJ 



Figure 7 - Conceptual Landscape Plan 
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Figure 8 - SCADA Tower Location 
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Figure 9 - SCADA Tower Elevation 

vor Of lOWCR =::190,0' A,G,L. 

IA,G,L. = above ground level 
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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 t he checklist on the following pages. 

Aesthet ics Agriculture and Forestry Air Quality 

Resources 

Biological Resources Cult ural Resources Energy 

Geology and Soils Greenhouse Gas Hazards and Hazardous 

Emissions M aterials 

Hydrology and Water Land Use and Planning Mineral Resources 

Quality 

Noise Population and Housing Public Services 

Recreation Transportat ion/Traffic Uti lit ies and Service 

Systems 

Wildfire Mandatory Findings of 

Significance 

20 I Page 



14. LEAD AGENCY DETERMINATION: 

On the basis of this Initial evaluation: 

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

NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

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

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

by the Project Proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION wi ll 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 signi ficant impact" or "potentially significant 

unless mit igated" 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 mit igation 

measures based on the earlier analysis a·s 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 

potent ially 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 t o 

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

upon the Proposed Project, nothing further is required. 

~---h\ ... s/t, Li.i-
Mr. Mark Niskanen, 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 wi ll not expose sensit ive 

receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis), 

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, includ ing off-si te 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 physica l impact may occur, then the 

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

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

substantial evidence that an effect may be sign ificant. 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 "Potential ly 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) Ea rlier analyses may be used where, pursuant t o the t iering, 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 fo llowing: 

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

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

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

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

measures based on the earlier analysis. 

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

Incorporated," describe the mit igation 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 t his Initial Study, the environmental analysis contained herein is t iered from 

the City's 2030 General Plan and Environmental Impact Report (E IR). Copies of the General Plan 

and EIR can be reviewed at t he 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 checkl ist references to information sources 

for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning o rdinances). 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 eva luate each question; and 

b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance . 
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 

This section of the Initial Study incorporates the most current Appendix "G" Environmental Checklist Form, 

contained in the CEQA Guidelines. 

1. AESTHETICS -- W OULD THE PROJECT: 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 

No Significant with Significant 
Impact 

Impact Mitigation Impact 
Incorporation 

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

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

X outcroppings, and historic buildings within a 
State scenic highway? 

c) in non-urbanized areas, substantially 
degrade the exist ing visual character or quality 
of public views of the site and its surroundings? 
(Public views are those that are experienced 

X 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? 

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

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

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

According t o t he City's 2030 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR), v isual landscapes within 

the City of Oakdale consist of the historic downtown commercial core, the City's historic residentia l 

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 t he City's General Plan and 

EIR considers to be a scenic vista. 

Therefore, t he Proposed Project w ill 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 in the western portion of Stanislaus County 

is the only official ly designated state scenic highway. Therefore, the Proposed Project wil l 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 Proposed Project is located within an urbanized area of the City of Oakdale. As noted previously, 

the existing zoning of the Project site is L-M, Limited Industrial. All development standards, including 

those applicable t o scenic quality, wi ll be adhered to by the Proposed Project. However, it is important 

to note that the Proposed Project includes the installat ion of a SCADA tower, which is proposed at 

190-feet in height. The purpose of the SCADA tower is to allow O1D staff to monitor the O1D's nearly 

300 automated canal gat es and flow meters. The tower will be located within t he southern portion 

of the Project site, adjacent to the storm drain basin. Because of its height, t he proposed tower will 

affect the visual landscape within the surrounding area, which includes a mix of industrial and 

residential uses. However, t he Project site is zoned for industrial uses, and the City has historically 

permitted such towers w ithin the industrial zone districts. 

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? 

The Proposed Project wil l create a new source of light and glare that is typical of an office building 

and industrial faci lity, including building lights, parking area light's, and security lights. Policy NR-6.4 

of the 2030 General Plan addresses new sources of light and glare. This Policy stat es, "Require that 
new lighting be designed and configured to minimize light pollution, glare, and spillage." 

The City's Industrial Residential Design Expectations ("Expectations") require security and safety 

light ing for on-site areas such as parking, loading, shipping, receiving, pathways, and working areas. 

Page 11 of the Expectations requires lighting to be adequate, but not overly bright, and also requires 

light spread to be confined within the site boundaries. Prior to the approval ofthe Proposed Project's 

Improvement Plans, the Project Proponent/Developer will be required to submit a Lighting Plan to 

the City's Public Services Director for review and approval. Sa id Lighting Plan will ensure the Proposed 

Project complies wit h General Plan Policies and City development standards. Therefore, the Proposed 

Project wi ll have a Less Than Significant Impact . 

MITIGATION MEASURES: 

Mitigation is not requi red for this topic. 
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2. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES: WOULD THE PROJECT: 

Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 

Signif icant 
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 Cali fornia 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 effect s, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the State's inventory of forest land, including the Forest 
and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement 
methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the Project: 

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

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

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning o f, 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))? 

d} Result In the loss of forest land or conversion 
of forest land to non-forest use? 

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

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The fo llowing discussion is an ana lysis fo r criter ia (a), (b), (c), (d), and (e): 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

a. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance 

(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 

Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

b. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 
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c. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in 

Public Resources Code Section 12220{g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code 4526), or 

timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g))? 

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 and speci fically, Greger Street, residential, and industrial 

uses to the north, agriculture uses to the south, industrial uses to the west, and Kaufman Road and 

industrial uses to the west. The Project site is fallow ground and is not actively farmed. Based on a 

review of the City's 2030 General Plan, the Project site is not considered t o be Prime Farmland, 

Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. Accord ing to 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." The Project site also does not contain a current Will iamson Act Cont ract. 

The Project site is zoned for L-M, Limited Industrial land uses and the Proposed Project would not 

result in the conversion of forest land to a non-forest use. Finally, the Proposed Project wi ll not result 

in the conversion of Farmland as the Project' si te 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: 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 

No 
Significant with Significant 

Impact Impact Mitigation Impact 
Incorporation 

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 
X the applicable air qualit y plan? 

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

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
X pollutant concentrations? 

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

REGULATORY SETTING 

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

(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 st andards (AAQS) for the primary 

air pollutants of concern, known as "criteria" air pollutants. Air quality is managed by the SJVAPCD to 

at tain these standards. Primary standards are established to protect public health; secondary standards 

are established to protect public welfare. The attainment statuses of the SJVAB for Stanislaus County with 

respect to the applicable AAQS are shown in t he table below. 

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

t he AAQS for t he 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 Cali fornia 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 t hat are subject to significant 

air t oxic exposure. A principal air toxic is diesel particulate matter, which is a component of diesel engine 

exhaust. 
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The SJVAPCD has adopted regu lations establishing control over air pollutant emissions associated with 

land development and related activit ies. 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 Standards8 State Standardsb 
Ozone, 1-hour No Federal standard1 Nonattainment / Severe 
Ozone, 8-hour Nonattainment / Extremec Nonattainment 
PMl0 Attainmentc Nonattainment 
PM2.5 Nonattainmentd Nonattainment 

Carbon Monoxide At tainment/ 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 
Visibi lity-Reducing Particles No Federal standard Unclassified 
Vinyl Chloride No Federal standard Attainment 

•see 40 CFR Part 81 

hSee CCR Title 17 Sections 60200-60210 

'On September 2S, 2008, EPA redeslgnated the San Joaquin Valley to Attainment for the PMlO National AAQS and approved the PMlO 

Maintenance Plan 

•rhe Valley Is designated nonattalnment for the 1997 PM2.S NAAQS. EPA designated the Valley as nonattalnment for the 2006 PM2.5 on 

November 13, 2009 (effective December 14, 2009). 

'Though the Valley was Initially classified as serious nonattalnment for the 1997 8-hour ozone standard, EP/\ approved reclassification of 

the Valley to extreme nonattalnment In the Federal Register on May 2010 (effective June 4, 2010). 

'Effective June 15, 2005, the EPA revoked the Federal 1-hour ozone standard, Including associated designations and classifications. EPA 

has previously classified the SJV as extreme nonattalnment 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 nonattalnment 

areas continue to apply to the SJVAB. 

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

Quality Impacts (GAMAQI). The GAMAQI is utilized in the fo llowing air quality impact ana lysis where 

applica ble. The GAMAQI establishes impact significance thresholds for t he non-attainment pollutant 

PM10 and precursors to the non-attainment pollutant ozone: reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of 

nitrogen (NOx). 
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Operational Emissions 

Construction Emissions Permitted Equipment Non-Permitted 
Pollutant/Precursor and Activ ities 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.s 15 15 15 

Projects that do not generate emissions in excess of these thresholds are considered to have less t han 

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 t ier 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-ca lculated the emissions on a large 

number and types of projects to identify the level at which they have no possibi lity of exceeding the 

emissions thresholds. Table 2 of the GAMAQI, dated November 13, 2020 includes t he threshold for 

government office building projects as resulting in less than 40,000 square, less than 1000 Average Daily 

One-Way Trips for all fleet types (except Heavy-Heavy Duty Trucks (HHDT), and less than 15 Average Da ily 

One-Way Trips for HHDT only. Table 4b includes the threshold for unrefrigerated warehouse - no rail 

projects as resulting in less t han 190,000 square feet, less than 140 Average Daily One-Way Trips for all 

f leet types (except HHDT), and less than 15 Average Daily One-Way Trips for HHDT only. 

In accordance with Table 2 of the GAMAQI, the Proposed Project is considered to a be a small project, as 

it wou ld not cross the SJVAPCD adopted threshold of40,000 square feet, not exceed 1,000 daily trips, as 

indicat ed in the Traffic Impact Assessment, dated M ay 23, 2022, prepared by KD Anderson & Associates, 

Inc (429 daily trips for government office building), and not exceed 15 HHDT trips. In accordance with 

Table 4b, the Proposed Proj ect is considered to be a small project, as it would not cross the SJVAPCD 

adopted t hreshold of 190,000 square feet, not exceed 140 daily trips, as indicated in the Traffic Impact 

Assessment (62 daily t r ips for warehouse), and not exceed 15 HHDT t rips. Because the Proposed Project 

qualifies as small project, GAMAQI notes it is reasonable to conclude that t he Proposed Project would not 

exceed applicable thresho lds of significant for criteria pollutants. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

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

The Proposed Project would result in air emissions during its construction phase and during its 

operational phase. Construction emissions would be generated by construct ion equipment used 

during the site preparation and infrastructure/building construction processes. Operat ional emissions 

wou ld be generated primarily by veh icles and indirectly by use of electr icity. As noted above, the City 
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of Oakdale is located within the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB) and air quality management 

under Federal and State clean air acts is the responsibility of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 

Contro l District (SJVAPCD). 

The SJVPACD has published comprehensive guidance on evaluat ing, determining the significance of, 

and mitigating air quality impacts of projects and plans. As noted in the above discussion, the Air 

District's guida nee is contained in its Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (GAMAQI) 

and within the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. Because the Proposed Project 

is considered to be relatively small (51,630 square feet), the analysis of air quality impacts focuses on 

whether the Proposed Project meets the air district screening criteria for projects having a less than 

significant impact. 

In accordance with Table 2 of the GAMAQI, the Proposed Project is considered t o a be a small project, 

as it would not cross the SJVAPCD adopted threshold of 40,000 square feet , not exceed 1,000 daily 

trips, as indicated in the Traffic Impact Assessment, dated May 23, 2022, prepared by KD Anderson & 

Associates, Inc (429 daily trips for government office building), and not exceed 15 HHDT trips. In 

accordance with Table 4b, t he Proposed Project is considered to be a small project, as it would not 

cross the SJVAPCD adopted threshold of 190,000 square feet, not exceed 140 daily trips, as indicated 

in the Traffic Impact Assessment {62 daily trips for warehouse), and not exceed 15 HHDT t rips. 

Because the Proposed Project qualifies as small project, t he impacts for criteria pollutants would not 

be potentially significant and detailed air qua lity assessment is not needed. 

The Proposed Project does not exceed the threshold established by the Air District and therefore, 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 SJVAPCD has adopted a CEQA impact analysis guideline titled Guide for Assessing and Mitigating 

Air Quality Impact (GAMAQI). The GAMAQI is utilized in the fo llowing air quality impact analysis where 

applicable. The GAMAQI establishes impact significant thresholds for the non-attainment pollutant 

PM10 and precursors to the non-atta inment pollutant ozone: reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides 

of nitrogen (NOx), As noted in the table above, the fo llowing are t he SJVAPCD thresholds: 

co 100 tons/year 

ROG 10 tons/year 

NOx 10 tons/year 

SOX 27 tons/year 

PM10 15 tons/year 

PM2.S 15 tons/yea r 
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Air quality impacts are evaluated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) for the 

proposed construct ion and operational emissions. CalEEM od is a Statewide land use emissions 

computer model designed to provide a uniform platform for government agencies, land use planners, 

and environmental professionals to quantify potential criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas (GHG) 

emissions associated with both construction and operat ions from a variety of land use projects. 

Construction Emissions 

Construction of the Proposed Project would generate temporary criteria pollutant emissions primarily 

due to t he operation of construction equipment and truck trips. Site preparation and grading typical ly 

generate the greatest amount of emissions due to the use of grad ing equ ipment and soil hau ling. 

As shown in the t able below, the construction emissions will not exceed th e SJVAPCD thresholds of 

100 tons/year of CO, 10 tons/year of ROG and NOx, 15 tons/yea r of PMlO and PM2.5 and 27 tons/year 

of SOx. Complete results from the CalEEMod and assumptions are included in Appendix A. 

Table 3-1 Construction Emissions (Unmitigated) 

Pollutant/Precursor 
Construction SJVAPCD Significance 

Significant Impact? Emissions (tpy) Threshold (tpy) 
co n/a 100 No 
NOx 3.0809 10 No 
ROG n/a 10 No 
sox n/a 27 No 
PM10 0.1357 15 No 
PM2.5 n/a 15 No 
See Appendix A for Ca lEEMod worksheets. 
tpy - tons per year 

As shown above, the construction emissions associated with t he Proposed Project are projected to be 

less than the applicable thresholds for all criteria pollutants. Even for projects t hat would not 

generate construction emissions exceeding these thresholds, SJVAPCD requires implementation of 

Mitigation Measures, such as Regulation VIII Control Measures (soil stabilizat ion, watering, dust 

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

Operational Emissions 

As discussed above, the SJVAPCD screening level size regarding operational criteria pollutants for the 

land use category of "government office building" is 40,000 square feet units, less than 1,000 Average 

Daily One-Way Trips for all fleet types (except Heavy-Heavy Duty Trucks (HHDT)), and less than 15 

HHDT trips. Additionally, the land use category of "unrefrigerated warehouse - no rai l" is 190,000 

square feet, less than 140 daily t rips, and less than 15 HHDT trips. The Proposed Project is below the 

SJVAPCD screening size and wi ll have a Less Than Significant Impact. 
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Table 3-2 Operational Emissions (Unmitigated) 

Pollutant/Precursor 
Operational SJVAPCD Significance 

Significant Impact? 
Emissions (tpy) Threshold (tpy) 

co n/a 100 No 
NOx 0.2709 10 No 
ROG n/a 10 No 
sax n/a 27 No 
PMl0 0.3585 15 No 
PM2.S n/a 15 No 
See Appendix A for CalEEMod worksheets. 
tpy - tons per year 

As shown above, the Proposed Project air quality impacts as it relates to operational impacts are 

below the Air District's Thresholds of Significance. Therefore, the Proposed Project wi ll have a Less 

Than Significant Impact. 

Cumulative development projects in the project vicinity could have a cumulat ively significant effect 

on air quality impacts associated with construction activity. However, construction related activities 

are temporary in nature. In addition, as shown above, the project operationa l impacts are below the 

threshold of significance for the Air District. As a result, the Proposed Project wi ll have a Less Than 

Significant Impact. 

In addition, the Applicant/Project Proponent, in accordance with SJVAPCD Rule 9510, has completed 

the Indirect Source Review process with the SJVAPCD. On June 24, 2021, the SJVAPCD issued an Air 

Impact Assessment (AIA) Application Approval and an approved Monitoring and Reporting Schedule. 

The Proposed Project will be requ ired to comply with the District Enforced Reduction Measures 

provided in this approval. It is important to note that the AIA approval concluded that the emissions 

generated by the Proposed Project were/are less than the thresholds required by the SJVAPCD. 

Therefore, the Proposed Project w ill have a Less Than Significant Impact. The AIA approval is included 

in this Initial Study in Appendix A. 

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

The Proposed Project wi ll result in short-term air quality impacts resu lting from construction activities 

and would not involve long-term operation of any stationary diesel engine or other major on-site 

stationary source of Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs). Construction activities have the potential to 

generate emissions related to the number and types of equipment typically associated with 

construction. Off-road heavy-duty diesel equipment used for site grading, paving, and other 

construction activities result in the generation of TACs. However, construction is temporary and 

occurs over a relatively short duration in comparison to the operational lifetime of the Proposed 

Project. Because health risks associated with exposure to any TACs are correlated w ith high 

concentrations over a long period of exposure (e.g., over a 70-year lifetime), the temporary, 

intermittent construction-related TAC emissions would not be expected to cause any health risks to 
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nearby sensitive receptors. Overall, the Proposed Project would not generate emissions of, or expose 

any nearby existing sensitive receptors to, TACs. Furthermore, compliance with SJVAPCD Regulation 

VIII would reduce future development and construction emissions to a Less Than Significant Level. 

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

substantial number of people? 

Odors are typically associated with industrial projects involving the use of chemicals, solvents, 

petroleum products, and other strong-smelling elements used in manufacturing processes, as well as 

sewage treatment faci lities and landfills. The Proposed Project involves a Site Plan Review and 

Architecture Review to allow for the development of a new office and maintenance facility that will 

include five (5) buildings for a total of 51,630 square feet. Construction may result in emissions that 

would lead to odors, such as idling diesel trucks and construction equipment. However, construction 

of the Proposed Project is temporary and as noted previously, the Proposed Project Is primari ly 

surrounded by existing commercial and industrial development. Therefore, the Proposed Project will 

have a Less Than Significant Impact. 

MITIGATION M EASURES: 

Mitigation is not required for this topic. 
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- WOULD THE PROJECT: 

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

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

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

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

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

fl Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conserva tion Plan, Natural Community 
Conservat ion Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

No 
Impact 

X 

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse eff ect, 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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Figure NR-1 of t he 2030 General Plan defines the habitat type for the Proposed Project as "Urban.11 

Based on a review of the 2030 General Plan EIR, urban areas are not typical habitats for species 

identified as candidate, sensitive, or special status. Therefore, the Proposed Project w ill have a Less 
Than Significant Impact. 

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 t he 2030 General Plan defines the habitat type for the Proposed Project as "Urban." 

Based on a review of the 2030 General Plan EIR, urban areas are not typica l habitat for species 

identified as candidate, sensitive, or special status. Therefore, the Proposed Project wi ll 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, federa lly protected wetlands within 

the City of Oakdale primarily occur along the Stanislaus River corridor, which is located north of the 

Project site. The Project site itself does not contain any Identified or known wetlands that would be 

considered to be federally protected. As noted previously, t he Project site consists of raw fal low 

ground surrounded by urban development and uses. Therefore, consistent with the 2030 General 

Plan EIR, the Proposed Project wi ll 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 

wi ldlife are limited to the Stanislaus River and its associated riparian zone. The Proposed Project is 

not located near t he Stan islaus River or within its associated r iparian 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 developed and adopted a Tree Preservation Ordinance. Prior to removal of 

any tree meeting the criteria below, a Tree Removal Permit must be obtained from t he City. A Tree 

Remova l Permit is required for the fo llowing: 

• For any non-oak tree with a t runk diameter of 24 Inches or greater measured at three (3) feet 

above the ground. 
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• For any oak tree with a trunk diameter of 3 inches or greater measured at three (3) feet above 

the ground. 

The Proposed Project does not include the removal of any trees within the Project site. The Project 

sit e consists of raw, fa llow, and undeveloped land. 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 Conservat ion Plans, Natural Community Conservation Plans, or other local, 

regiona l, or State Habitat Conservation Plan within the City of Oakdale. Therefore, the Proposed 

Project will have No Impact. 

MITIGATION M EASURES: 

Mitigation is not required for this topic. 
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5. CUL TURAL RESOURCES -- Would the p roject: 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 

No 
Significant with Significant 

Impact 
Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporation 

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

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

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

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

a. Would the project 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 change In the significance of an archaeological resource 
as defined in §15064.5? 

According to the 2030 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the Centra l California 

Information Center (CCIC) conducted a detailed search for prehistoric and historic resources within 

the Oakdale city l imits, 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 Californ ia 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, buil t in 1909 and the only 

NRHP-listed building in town. 

Accord ing to the 2030 General Plan EIR, there is no presence of Native America n resources in the 

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

Implementation Measure NR-IP10, if during construct ion any subsurface cultural resources, 

pa leontological resources, or human remains are encountered, all work within 100 feet of the 

discovery be stopped and the area protected from further disturbance until the discovery is eva luated 

by a qualified professional. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact. 
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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, t hrough 

development and construction of the Proposed Project, human remains may be identified, 

particularly during activities requiring ground disturbance (i.e. grading, trench digging, et c.). As such, 

the Proposed Project shall comply with Section 15064.S(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: 
Mitigation is not required for this topic. 
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6. ENERGY -- Would the project: 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 

No Significant with Significant 
Impact Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporation 

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

X unnecessary consumpt ion of energy resources, 
during project construction or operation? 

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

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

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

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

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

The Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings, as speci fied in Title 24, 

Part 6, of the California Code of Regulations (Title 24), was established in 1978 in response to a 

legislative mandate to reduce California's energy consumption. Tit le 24 is updated approximately 

every t hree (3) years, and the 2019 Tit le 24 went into effect on January 1, 2020. 

The California Green Buildings Standards Code (CALGreen) establishes mandatory green building 

standards for buildings in California. CALGreen was developed to reduce Greenhouse Gas (GHG) 

emission from buildings, promote environmentally responsible and hea lthier places to live and work, 

reduce energy and water consumption, and respond to environmental directives. The most recent 

update to CALGreen went into effect January 1, 2020, and covers five (5) categories: planning and 

design, energy efficiency, water efficiency and conservation, materia l and resource efficiency, and 

indoor environmental quali ty. 

The Proposed Project will be required to comply with all California Green Building Code Standards, 

including Energy Efficient standards for nonresidential buildings. 

The anticipated construction schedule assumes that the Proposed Project wil l be built over a twenty 

(20) year period. The Proposed Project wi ll require site preparation, grading, paving, architectural 

coating, and trenching. The site is vacant and will not require the demolition of any existing 

structures, except for a fenced storage yard. Implementation of applicable 2030 General Plan Goals, 

Policies and Implementation Measures as it relates to Air Quality, Energy, Ut ilities, etc. would reduce 

energy waste from construction. In addition, as noted in Section 8 of this Initial Study, the Proposed 

Project is in compliance with the City's adopted Climate Action Plan. Therefore, t he Proposed Project 
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wou ld not consume energy in a manner that is wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary. Therefore, the 

Proposed Project wil l have a Less Than Significant Impact. 

MITIGATION MEASURES: 

Mitigation is not required for this topic. 
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7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- WOULD THE PROJECT: 

Potentially 
l ess Than 

l ess Than 
Significant No Significant 

with 
Significant 

Impact Impact 
Mitigation 

Impact 

a) Directly or indirect ly cause potential 
subst antial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, Injury, or death Involving: 

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

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? X 

iii ) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
X liquefact ion? 

iv) Landslides? X 

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

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

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

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

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting 
the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water 

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

f} Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique X 
geologic feature? 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

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? 

According to the 2030 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the Ortiga lita fault in the 

southernmost corner of Stan islaus County is approximately 45 miles southwest of Oakdale and is the 

only fault formed in the Central Valley that is sufficiently active to have been mapped and zoned by 

the Ca lifornia Geologica l Survey {CGS}. Sporadic earthquake activity in the Central Valley near 

Stanislaus County may be associated with the Tracy-Stockton, Vernalis, or San Joaquin faults, 

approximately 25 miles northwest, west and southwest of Oakdale, respectively. According to the 

2030 General Plan EIR, there is no evidence to suggest that either of t hese faults is likely to cause 

surface displacement in the City. 

In addition, the Geological Engineering Study, prepared by Condor, also concluded t hat the landslide 

hazard risk for the project is low and that no additional evaluation or mitigation is required. The 

Geological Engineering Study is included in this Initial Study as Appendix 8. 

Based on the analysis contained above and in Appendix B, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than 

Significant Impact. 

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

According to the Geological Engineering Study, the surface soil should be stripped of vegetation and 

organic topsoil with more than 2 percent organic material by dry weight. However, the survey states 

that the site is relatively free of vegetation and that strlpped organic soil and vegetative material may 

be stockpiled for later use in landscape areas if approved by t he Architect of Owner. Additionally, the 

sit e wi ll be paved during insta llation of improvements. 

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

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? 
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According to the Geological Engineering Study, borings and test pits at t he site did not encounter any 

loose cohesionless soil and t hat the published historic high groundwater near the site is at least 100 

feet deep. Condor concluded that the potential for liquefaction and seismically induced set t lement is 

low, and that no additional mitigation for these hazards is required. 

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

d. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18·1·8 of the Uniform Building 
Code, creating substantial risks to life or property? 

Based on a review of the Proposed Project's Geological Engineering Survey, the Proposed Project is 

not located in an area known to contain expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-8 of the Uniform 

Building Code (1994). Therefore, the Proposed Project wi ll 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 the City's wastewater system via connections in Greger Street 

and perhaps Kaufman Road and the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposa l systems is 

not required. 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 fea tures. Therefore, t he Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant 
Impact. 

MITIGATION M EASURES: 

Mitigation is not required for this t opic. 
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8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS -- WOULD THE PROJECT: 

Potentially 
Less Than 

Less Than 
Significant No 

Significant Significant 
Impact 

with 
Impact 

Impact 
Mitigation 

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

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

REGULATORY SETTING: 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) is responsible for t he coordination and oversight of state and local 

air pollution control programs in California. California has numerous regulations aimed at reducing t he 

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 t o California for its greenhouse gas emission standards for motor vehicles beginning 

with t he 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) Ill GHG" w ill 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 goa ls 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 wi ll be fully implemented, new automobiles wi ll emit 34 percent fewer 

GHGs and 75 percent fewer smog-forming emissions from their model year 2016 levels. 

Executive Order S-3-05 

In 2005, the governor issued Executive Order (EO) S-3-05, establishing statewide GHG emissions reduction 

targets. EO S-3-05 provides that by 2010, emissions shall be reduced to 2000 levels; by 2020, emissions 

shall be reduced to 1990 levels; and by 2050, emissions shall be reduced to 80 percent below 1990 levels 

(Californ ia Environment al Prot ection 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 
11
2006 

CAT Report" ) (CalEPA 2006). The 2006 CAT Report ident ified a recommended list of st rat egies that the 

state could pursue to reduce GHG emissions. These are strategies that could be implemented by various 

state agencies to ensure t hat the emission reduction targets in EO S-3-05 are met and can be met with 

existing authority of the st at e agencies. The strategies include the reduction of passenger and light duty 
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truck emissions, the reduction of Idling times for diesel trucks, an overhaul of shipping 

technology/infrastructure, increased use of alternative fuels, increased recycling, and landfill methane 

capture, et c. In Apri l 2015 the governor issued EO 8-30-15, calling for a new target of 40 percent below 

1990 levels by 2030. 

Assembly Bill 32 

California's major init iative for reducing GHG emissions is outlined in Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the 

"Ca lifornia 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 (essentia lly a 15 percent reduction below 2005 

emission levels; the same requirement as under 5-3-05), and requires CARB to prepare a Scoping Plan that 

outlines the main State strategies for reducing GHGs to meet the 2020 deadline. In addition, AB 32 

requires CARB to adopt regulations to require reporting and verification of statewide GHG emissions. 

California is on track to meet or exceed the current target of reducing GHG emission to 1990 levels by 

2020, as established by AB 32. 

Senate Bill 97 

Senate Bill (SB) 97, signed in August 2007, acknowledges that cl imate change is an environmental issue 

that requires analysis in Ca lifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents. In March 2010, the 

California Resources Agency (Resources Agency) adopted amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines for 

the feasible mitigat ion of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions. The adopted guidelines give 

lead agencies the discretion to set quantitative or quali tative 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 Californ ia's total inventory of GHG emissions for 2004. 

Senate Bi/1375 

Senate Bill (SB) 375, signed into law in September 2008, builds on AB 32 by requiring CARB to develop 

regiona l GHG reduction targets to be achieved from the automobile and light truck sectors for 2020 and 

2035; these regiona l t argets wi ll 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 

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 recent ly, the update, Plan Bay Area 2040 was adopted on July 26, 2017. 
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Executive Order S-13-08 

Executive Order S-13-08 indicat es 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, t o the health and welfare of its population and to its natural 

resources." Pursuant to the requirements in the order, the 2009 Ca liforn ia 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 t he United States." Objectives 

include analyzing risks of climate change in California, identify ing and exploring strategies to adapt t o 

climate change, and specifying a direction for future research. 

Senate Bill 2X 

In Apri l 2011, the governor signed SB2X requiring California to generate 33 percent of its elect ricity 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 Ca lifornia's 2030 greenhouse gas t arget. 

City of Oakdale Climate Action Plan 

In 2013, per Resolut ion No. 2013-83, t he Oakdale City Counci l adopted a Climate Action Plan. The City's 

Climate Action Plan (CAP) serves to outline the strategies, goa ls, 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 ca rbon dioxide equiva lents (CO2e), including 

residential, commercia l, industrial, and municipal operations emissions. Chapter 5 of the CAP provides 

t he GHG reduction goals and strat egies. 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 w ebsite: 

www.oakdalegov.com 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The fo llowing 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? 
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California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 24, Part 6: California's Energy Efficiency Standards for 

Resident ial and Nonresidential Buildings, was first adopted in 1978 in response to a legislat ive 

mandate to reduce California's energy consumption. Since then, Title 24 standards were adopted in 

response to the requirements of AB 32. Specifica lly, new development proj ects within California after 

January 1, 2011, are subject to mandatory planning and design, energy efficiency, wate r efficiency 

and conservation, material conservation and resources efficiency, and environmental quality 

measures of t he Ca lifornia Green Building Standards (CAL Green} Code (California Code ofRegulations, 

Title 24, Part 11. As such, it is anticipated that t he Proposed Project will not generate greenhouse gas 

emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment or 

conflict w ith any plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 

greenhouse gasses. As discussed above, t he City of Oakdale has an adopted Climate Action Plan (CAP) 

in which includes Reduction Goals and Strat egies to be implemented to reduce GHG emissions and 

work toward the reduct ion t arget . 

The Proposed Project is consist ent with the applicable goals and strategies of the CAP and these 

strat egies can be quantified in terms of the GHG reduction as defined in t he CAP. 

Table 8-1 - Summary of Proposed Project GHG Reduction Impacts 

Strategy Supporting Strategy Annual GHG 
No. Reduction Potential 

(MT C02e) 
E.2.2 Promot e small scale On-site Renewable Energy for Commercial and 5,036 

Industrial Uses 
E.1.7 Establish and Monitor Shade Tree Program 868 

TLU.3.2 Plan and Build out Bicycle Network and Provide Bicycle Facilities 126 
TLU.3.3 Provide Pedestrian Network Improvements 519 

Total Annual Reduction 12,472 

As depict ed above in Table 8-1, the Proposed Project implements select strategies in the City's 

adopted CAP, which results in an annual reduction in GHG emissions by 5,923 MT CO2e. This is 

achieved by requiring the Project Proponent to comply with state mandat ed Building Energy Efficiency 

requirements, requiring each home to be equipped by solar power, requiring one (1) tree planted per 

lot, and inst alling improvements necessary to connect the Proposed Project to t he existing Bridle 

Ridge Bicycle/Pedestrian Trail. 

Therefore, the Proposed Project is consistent with t he City's CAP and as a result, further GHG 

emissions analysis and mitigation under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h) and 15013.S(b)(2} is not 

required. As such, the Proposed Project wi ll have a Less Than Significant Impact. 

MITIGATION MEASURES: 

Mit igation is not required for t his topic. 
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9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -- Wouw THE PROJECT: 

Less Than 

Potentially Significant Less Than 
No 

Significant with Significant 
Impact 

Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporation 

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

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable 

upset and accident conditions involving the X 
release of hazardous materials into the 

environment? 

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

proposed school? 

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

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

f) Impair implementation of or physical ly interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or X 
emergency evacuation plan? 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or 
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, or X 
death invo lving wild land fires? 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 
a. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 

transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 
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? 
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Should the release of hazardous materials occur, or if hazardous materials need to be used, 

transported, or disposed, the Project Proponent shall comply with all applica ble Federal, State, and 

loca l policies and regulations related to hazardous materials. Therefore, the Proposed Project wi ll 

have a Less Than Significant Impact. 

c. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 

substances, or wast e within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school? 

The nearest school to the Project site is Oakdale High School, which is located approximately 1,600-

feet north of the Project site, which is further than 0.25 miles. In addition, any handling of hazardous 

or acutely hazardous materials, substances or waste would be required to comply with Federal, State, 

and local policies and regulations relat ed to hazardous materia ls, including General Plan Policies. 

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

d. Would the project be located on a site included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant 

to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public 

or the environment ? 

Table 4.8-1 of the City's 2030 General Plan EIR provides a list of sites within the City of Oakdale that 

is 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 f or 

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 Oakda le city limits. 

Based on a review of Map OAK-1 Stanislaus County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, dated 

October 2016, the Proj ect sit e 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 City's 2030 Genera l Plan EIR, and according to the Stanislaus 

County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan, State Route 120/108 is identified as an emergency 

evacuation route in t he City and County. The Proposed Project is not located on or near State Route 

120/108 and t hereby will not physica lly interfere with the implementation of the County's emergency 
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response or evacuation plan. In the case t hat an emergency evacuat ion is required, the Proposed 

Project can access State Route 120/ 108 via Yosemite Avenue, Wil lowood Avenue, or Crane Road. 

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

g. Would the proj ect expose people or structures to a significant risk of lass, injury, or death involving 

wild/and f ires, including where wild/ands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are 

intermixed with wild/ands? 

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 t he City of Oakdale and is surrounded by urban 

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

MITIGATION M EASURES: 

M itigation is not required for this topic. 
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10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY-- Would the project: 

less Than 
Potentially Significant less Than 

No Significant with Significant 
Impact Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporation 

a) Violate any water quali ty standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise 

X substantially degrade surface or groundwater 
quality? 

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

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

i) Result in substantia l on- or offslte erosion 
X or siltation; 

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

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

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? X 

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

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

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

a. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality? 
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Construction activities associated with the Proposed Project would cause disturbance of soi l 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, t hat would result in the disturbance of one (1) acre or more would require compliance with 

the Regional Water Qua lity Control Board (Regiona l Water Board) General Permit for Storm Water 

Discharge Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activity (Const ruction General 

Permit). The Project site is 9.64 acres and would be subject to t he provision of the Construction 

General Permit, which requires t he preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution 

Prevention Plan (SWPPP) designed to reduce potential adverse impacts on surface water quality 

through t he project construction period. 

Operation of the Proposed Project could be a source of various storm water pollutants. Pollutants 

associated with the proposed industrial and office development may include t hose associated with 

vehicle parking and landscaping, including oil and grease; organic compounds such as pesticides; and 

trash and debris. Such pollutants may also be present in non-storm water discharges, such as runoff 

from landscape irrigation. Operation of the project would be subject to the Regional Water Board's 

Municipal Regional Permit (MRP), implemented in October 2009 by Order R2-2009-0074. Provision 

C3 of the MRP addresses new deve lopment and redevelopment projects. The entire Project site, 

consisting of all new impervious surfaces, must be included in the treatment system design (i.e., 

storm water treatment systems must be designed and sized to treat storm water from the entire 

project). A Stormwater Control Plan (SCP) must be prepared and submitted for the Project site and 

must detail design elements and implementation measures to meet MRP requirements. The 

Proposed Project will be required to include Low Impact Development (LID) design measures and a 

Stormwater Facility Operation and Maintenance Plan must be prepared to ensure that storm water 

control measures are inspected, maintained, and funded for the life of the project. 

The Proposed Project shall comply with the City's 2030 Genera l Plan Policies, including PF-3.3, 3.4 

and 3.5. Any potential impacts as a result of this project are required to be mitigated through the 

General Plan Policies and Regional Water Board requirements. In order to ensure that the project 

does not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise 

substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality, Mitiga tion Measure 10-1 will be incorporated. 

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

Incorporation. 

b. Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or in terfere substant ially with 

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

the basin? 

The Proposed Project will connect to the City of Oakdale domestic water system via connecting to an 

existing water line located in Greger Street. The City of Oakdale provides domestic (potable) water 

service to all residents and businesses w ithin the City through a system of groundwater wells, storage 

faci lities, and a non-potable system that is intended to reduce demands on the City's potable 
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groundwater sources. The City of Oakdale adopted an Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) in 

January 2009. Per the UWMP, the City of Oakdale currently owns and operates eight (8) wells with a 

total production capacity of 15,200 gpm1 and approximately 500,000 gallons of act ive storage in one 

(1) steel storage tank. The active wells each produce between 600 and 1,800 gallons per minute (gpm) 

for a total of 10,100 gpm per day. 

Should groundwater be encountered in excavations during installat ion of underground ut ilities or 

other construction facilit ies, groundwater would be managed in accordance with the SWPPP for the 

proj ect and permits would be required prior t o discharge of the dewatered groundwater to the storm 

or sanitary sewer. Therefore, no impact on groundwater supplies or recharge would be expected and 

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 of/site erosion or siltation; 
ii. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result 

in flooding on- or of/site; 

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

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows? 

The Proposed Project wi ll not alter the course of a stream or river, as it is not located near a stream 

or river. The Project sit e is located south of the Stanislaus River Corridor and is located on a site that 

is fa llow 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 siltat ion on- or off-site. Therefore, the Proposed Project wil l 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 Genera l Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the Planning Area, 

including the Project site, is located within the dam fa ilure of both the New Melones and Tulloch 

dams. In t he event of dam failure, the ent ire City would be inundated if the New Melones Dam failed. 

A large corridor along Stanislaus River (includ ing the Project site) would be inundated if t he Tulloch 

Dam failed. To minimize the risk of dam fa ilure, t he United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) 

ensures safety through required annual inspections for safety deficiencies, and if needed, provides 

corrective act ions based on current engineering practices. The Tulloch Reservoir Dam is under the 

1 City of Oakdale Urban Wuter Manngement Plan, 2009. Assessed December 2016 
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jurisdiction of the State of Californ ia of Safety of Dams (DOSD). As part of DOSD normal routine 

maintenance program, the DOSD generally inspects all j urisdictional 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 Proj ect 

site would not be subj ect to t sunami effects. The Proj ect site is not located in an area susceptible to 

mud flows. Therefore, t he Proposed Proj ect will have a Less Than Significant Impact. 

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

sustainable groundwater management plan? 

The Project site is provided domestic water from the City of Oakda le. The Cit y of Oakdale is located 

within t he Modesto Sub-Basin of t he San Joaquin River Hyd ro logic Region, w hich is managed by the 

Stanislaus and Tuo lumne Rivers Groundwater Basin Associat ion Groundwater Sustainability 

Association (STRGPA GSA). The Modesto Sub-Basin is considered a high-priority basin and therefore 

t he STRGPA GSA is required to adopt and begin implementation of a Groundwater Sustainability Plan 

(GSP) by January 31, 2022. The City of Oakdale will be required to comply with the GSP once adopted. 

The City of Oakdale also has an adopted Urban Water Management Plan, with which the Proposed 

Project will be required to comply. 

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

M ITIGATION M EASURES: 

Mitigat ion Measure 10-1: 

• The Pro posed Project shall comply wit h the City's 2030 General Plan Policies, including PF-3.3, 3.4 and 

3.5. 

• The Proposed Project shall comply wit h t he requirements of t he Regional Water Board's Construction 

General Permit. 

• The Proposed Project requires t he prepa ration and implementation of a Storm Wat er Pollut ion 

Prevent ion Plan (SWPPP) to reduce t he potentia l adverse impacts on surface water quality t hrough 

the proj ect construction period. 

• Operat ion of the Proposed Project is subj ect to t he Regional Water Board's Municipa l Regional Permit. 

• A Stormwater Cont rol Plan (SCP) must be prepared and submitted for t he Proj ect sit e and must detail 

design elements and implementation measures to meet MRP requirements. 

• The Proposed Project is 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, mainta ined, and funded for t he life of t he project. 
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11. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project: 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 

No 
Significant with Significant 

Impact Impact Mitigation Impact 
Incorporation 

a) Physically divide an established community? X 

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due 
to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 

X regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an environmenta l effect? 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

a. Would the project physically divide an established community? 

The Project site is located within the City of Oakdale and is surrounded by urban uses. The Proposed 

Project w ill not physical ly divide the established City of Oakdale as it is not located between any 

residential communities. Therefore, the Proposed Project wi ll 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? 

As noted previously, the 2030 Genera l Plan designates the Project site for Industrial (IND) land uses, 

and it is located within the L-M, Limited Industrial zone district. The Proposed Project is currently in 

conformance with t he 2030 General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and the City's adopted policies and 

regulations for avoiding or mit igating environmental effects. Therefore, the Proposed Project will 

have a Less Than Significant Impact. 

M ITIGATION M EASURES: 

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

Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 

No 
Significant with Significant 

Impact 
Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporation 

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

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

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The fo llowing 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, t he Proposed Project wil l 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: 

less Than 
Potentially Significant less Than 

No Significant with Significant 
Impact Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporation 

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

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

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

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, X 
would the project expose people residing or 
working In the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

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

The Proposed Project will result in additional buildout of the industrial area along Greger Street and 

increase the average daily trips as employees travel t o the office and between the maintenance 

facility and worksites. The increase in average daily trips will increase the traffic noise exposure levels 

along Greger Street. The 2030 General Plan considers this increase in traffic noise exposure levels in 

conjunction with the development allowed under the plan. To mitigate noise-impacted street 

segments, such as Greger, the 2030 General Plan identif ies Noise Implementation Program 2: 

Require the use of noise-reducing pavements to the extent feasible on noise-impacted street 

segments, including Greger Street from Crane Road to Yosemite Avenue. With this implementation 

program, increases in ambient noise levels from traffic will be mitigated and result in a Less Than 

Significant Impact. 

Additionally, the administration building and maintenance faci lity will be required to stay within the 

Noise Level Standards From Stationary Sources maximum level of 70 dB established in the 2030 

General Plan. Considering the nature of the Proposed Project 's uses, the Proposed Project is not 

expected to exceed the maximum level and result in a Less Than Significant Impact. 
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Various types of equipment would be used for construction o f the Proposed Project. Noise impacts 

resulting from construct ion activ ities would depend on the noise generated by various pieces of 

construction equipment, the timing and duration of noise-generating activities, and the distance 

between construct ion noise sources and noise-sensit ive receptors. Construction noise impacts 

primarily result when construction activities occur during noise-sensitive times of day (early morning, 

evening, or nighttime hours), when the construction occurs in areas immediately adjoining noise

sensitive land uses, or when construction lasts over extended periods of time. The loudest expected 

phase of construction is grading and earthwork, which would likely include the use of dozers, 

backhoes, and graders. The Proposed Project is bounded by existing residential uses to the north 

and west. According to the City's 2030 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR), these areas 

are considered sensitive receptors. However, the City's 2030 General Plan Policy N-1.11 states: 

"minimize construct ion-relat ed noise and vibration by limiting construction activities within 500 feet 

of noise-sensitive uses to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on weekdays, 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays, 

and no construction on Sundays and holidays unless permission for the latter has been granted by 

the City". Use of construction equipment could be a short-term source of impact on these noise

sensitive uses. In order to ensure that project construction noise levels remain at a level as to not 

become a nuisance, Mitigation Measure 13-1 will be incorporated. Given the relatively short 

construction period and limited scope of the project, construction activities, with mitigation 

incorporated, wi ll result in a Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporation. 

Mitigation Measure 13-1, described below, shall be applied to the Proposed Project. 

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

levels? 

The Proposed Project will result in ground borne vibration and noise levels during project construction, 

which wil l 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 Genera l Plan Policies include Policy N-1.11, which limits construction 

activities during specific hours, and Policy N-1.12, which requires construction activities t o be in 

compliance w ith Federa l Transit Administration criteria, which is provided below: 

Table 13-1 Groundborne Vibration Impact Criteria for General Assessment 

Impact Levels (VdB) 

Land Use Frequent Occasional Infrequent 

Events Events Events 

Category 1: Buildings where v ibration would 65 65 65 

interfere with interior operations 

Category 2: Residences and Buildings where 72 75 80 

people normally sleep 

Category 3: Institutional land uses with 75 78 83 

primaril y dayt ime uses 
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During Proposed Project construct ion, which can be considered an "Occasional Event," vibration 

levels must comply with levels defined as Category 2. This is due t o the immediate proximity of 

existing residential uses to the north and west of the Project site. The Project Proponent shall be 

required to utilize construction equipment that do not exceed the category vibration level of 75. 

In addition, the City's Noise Ordinance (Article XVI of the Municipa l 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 wi ll 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 located 

approximately 2.6 miles from the Proposed Project. Therefore, this topic is not applicable as the 

Oakdale Municipal Airport is located more than two (2) miles from the Proposed Project. 

MITIGATION MEASURES: 

The following mitigation measures shall be incorporated into the Proposed Project: 

Mitigation Measure 13-1: 

Construction equipment shall be well maintained to be as quiet as possible. The fo llowing measures, 

when applicable, shall be implemented to reduce noise from construction activities: 

• All internal combustion engine-driven equipment shall be equipped with mufflers that are in good 

condition and appropriate for the equipment. 

• "Quiet" models of air compressors and other stationary noise sources shall be used, where technology 

exists. 

• Stationary noise-generating equipment shall be located as far as feasible from sensitive receptors 

(dwellings). 

• Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines shall be prohibited. 

• Staging areas and construction material storage areas shall be located as far away as possible from 

adjacent sensitive land uses (dwellings). 

• Construction-relat ed traffic shall be routed along major roadways {Yosemite Avenue) and as far as 

feasible from sensitive receptors. 

• Residences or noise-sensitive land uses adjacent to construction sites shall be notified of the 

construction schedule in writing. The construction contractor shall designate a "construction liaison" 

that would be responsible for responding to any loca l complaints (e.g., starting too early, bad muffler, 
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etc.) and shall institute reasonable measures to correct the problem. The construction contractor 

shall conspicuously post a telephone number for the liaison at the construction site. 

• The construction contractor shall ho ld a pre-construction meeting with the job inspectors and the 

genera l contractor/on-site manager to confirm that noise mitigation and practices (including 

construction hours, construction schedule, and construction liaison) are completed. 

All of t he above measures shall be included in the contract specifications that shall be reviewed and 

approved by the City of Oakdale Public Services Department prior to the start of construct ion. The above 

measures would reduce noise generated by the construction of the project to the extent feasible for the 

project's size. 
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14. POPULA T/ON AND HOUSING -- Would the project: 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant Less Than 

No Significant with Significant 
Impact 

Impact Mitigation Impact 
Incorporation 

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

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

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 consist s of developing land with industrial type land uses to create a 

maintenance yard and professional office bu ilding. New homes or businesses are not proposed as part 

of the Proposed Project since the new facility is being relocated from an existing location in the City. 

Therefore, there the Proposed Project will not induce substantial populat ion growth and wi ll have a 

No 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 a raw undeveloped parcel that does not contain any existing 

residential structures. Therefore, the Proposed Project does not displace exist ing people or housing. 

As such, the Proposed Project will have No Impact . 

MITIGATION MEASURES: 

Mitigation is not required for this topic. 
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15. PUBLIC SERVICES 
Less Than 

Potentially Significant Less Than 
No 

Significant with Significant 
Impact 

Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporation 

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with the provision of 
new or physically altered governmental faci lit ies, 
or the need for new or physically altered 

governmental faci lities, the construction of 

which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, In order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response t imes, 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 

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? 

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 
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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 faci li ties? 

The City of Oakdale is provided fire protection services by the City of Modesto. The City of Modesto 

provides personnel to existing fire st ations in the City. The City of Oakdale is served by two (2) 

st ations; Station 4 at 450 South Willowood Drive and Station 5 at 325 East G Street . The Proposed 

Project wi ll likely be served by Station 4, which is located j ust west of t he Project si te. 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 Capita l Facilities Fees to fund the construction of fire protection facilities required t o 

service new growth areas. The Oakdale Police Department (OPD) provides protection services within 

t he City of Oakdale. The City is served by one (1) police station located at 245 North Second Avenue. 

According to the City's 2030 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the department is 

staffed by twenty-one (21) sworn officers, thirteen (13) professiona l support staff, seven (7) reserve 

officers and thirty (30) CAPS volunteers. General Plan Policy CS-1.3 st ates that the City will "maintain 

adequate levels of sworn officers, support st aff, volunteers, equipment, technology, and training to 

provide effective and highly visible police protection services within the City." Currently, the 

calculated rat io of police officers per 1,000 population is 0.94 officers, using the Department of 

Finance popu lation estimate for the City of22,348. The Proposed Project will add demand to the OPD 

operations. However, to offset any impacts to Policy capita l infrastructure, the Proposed Project will 

be required to pay the applicable Capital Facilities Fees. In addit ion, the Proposed Project will be 

required to annex into the City's existing Public Safety Community Facilities District (CFO), which 

part icipates in alternative financing mechanisms for police and fire services. 

The Proposed Project, which consist s of developing a new location for OID's maintenance yard and 

professional office building and office, will not affect school or parks in the City. Less Than Significant 
Impact. 

MITIGATION MEASURES: 

Mitigation is not required for this topic. 
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16. RECREATION 
Less Than 

Potentially Significant Less Than 
No 

Significant with Significant 
Impact 

Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporation 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other 

recreational facilities such that substantial X 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur 
or be accelerated? 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities 
or require the construction or expansion of X 
recreational faci lities which might have an 

adverse physical effect on the environment? 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The fol lowing 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 is an indust ria l and office type project which will not increase the use of existing 

recreational facilities. The Proposed Project wi ll not be required to include recreation faci li t ies or 

require the construction or expansion of recreation faci lities. 

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: 

less Thon 
Potentially Significant l ess Than 

No 
Significant with Significant 

Impact 
Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporation 

a) Confli ct with a program, plan, ordinance or 
policy addressing the circulation system, 

X including transit, roadway, bicycle, and 
pedestrian faci lities? 

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

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a 
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 

X dangerous intersections) or Incompatible uses 
(e.g., farm equipment)? 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? X 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

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 Project Proponent has provided a Traffic Impact Assessment, dated May 23, 2022, prepared by 

KD Anderson & Associates, Inc. This Traffic Impact Assessment is included in this Initial Study as 

Appendix C, and the results of t his assessment are summarized herein. 

When eva luating traffic impacts associated with t he Proposed Project, a comparison was done 

between the projected traffic volumes anticipated under the City's 2030 General Plan and EIR and the 

Proposed Project. As noted previously, the existing General Plan land use designation for the Project 

site is Industrial (IND). The traffic volumes anticipated for each land use are depicted below in Table 

17-1. 
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Table 17-1 - Site Trip Generation Comparison 

Trip Gencrntion Rates I Forecasts 

Land Use 
1TE Unit/ 
Coric Quantity AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Daily 
TN Out Total In Ont Total 

Industrial Development 

General Light Industrial I ksf 4.87 88% 12% 0.74 14% 86% 0.56 

Forecast @ max FAR 110 205.7 1.002 134 18 152 19 .1 15 134 

Forecast@ GPEIR FAR 122.8 598 80 11 9 1 11 69 80 

Proposed OTO Project 

Government Office Bldg I ksf 22.59 75% 25% 3.34 25% 75% 1.71 

730 

19.0 429 47 16 63 8 24 32 

Warehouse l ksf 1.71 77% 23% 0.17 28% 72% 0.18 

ISO 

36.S 62 5 I 6 2 5 7 

Project Total 491 52 17 70 .10 29 39 

As noted above in Table 17-1, the amount of daily traffic generated by the Proposed Project is less 

than what is currently permissible under the City's 2030 General Plan and EIR. 

The Traffic Impact Assessment further concluded that t he Proposed Project would add a relatively 

small amount of t raffic t o Greger Street and Yosemite Avenue. Greger Street is anticipated t o see 

approximately 491 more average dai ly trips and this increase would not result in the Level of Service 

(LOS) for Greger Street to be inconsistent with t he General Plan LOS Standard of D. The Traffic Impact 

Assessment also concluded that the peak hour volume added at the intersections of Yosemite 

Avenue/Greger Street, Greger Street/Kaufman Road, and Greger Street/$. Wi llowood Drive would be 

too small to cause an appreciable effect on the LOS at those locations. 
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Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 

Under current CEQA Statutes and Guidelines, the transportation impacts of a "Project" must be 

eva luated within the context of al ternative transportation modes, safety, and daily Vehicle Miles 

Traveled, or VMT. VMT is generally the product of t he Project's estimated daily t rips and the distance 

of those trips. Based on the Traffic Impact Assessment, the Proposed Project is anticipated to 

generate fewer da ily trips than would development under the current 2030 General Plan IND land use 

designation. This is confirmed in Table 17-1. In addit ion, the Proposed Project is located near 

Oakda le's southern residentia l areas and in proximity to bike lanes and trails that wi ll allow residents 

to choose that t ravel mode or to walk/ride a bicycle. The Traffic Impact Assessment concluded that 

the Proposed Project would help the City meet long term goa ls for reducing VMT. 

Based on the above analysis, the Proposed Project w ill have 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 consist of roadway improvements (primarily to l<aufman Road) designed 

and inst alled per the City's St andards and Specifications. As such, the Proposed Project will not install 

improvements that wi ll result in substantia lly increased hazards. Therefore, the Proposed Project will 

have a Less Than Significant Impact. 

d. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

The Proposed Project consists of two (2) points of access to Greger Street and two (2) points of access 

to Kaufman Road. The Proposed Project's office area is accessed via two driveways and the 

maintenance facility area is accessed via two driveways. Based on discussions with the City's Building 

Official, the Proposed Project provides two (2) points of access to each of the project areas and is 

adequate for emergency access. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant 
Impact. 

MITIGATION M EASURES: 

Mitigation is not required for t his 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 t hat is geographica lly defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, 
or object with cultural value to a California Native American t ribe, and that is: 

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

ii) A resource determined by the lead 
agency, in its discretion and supported 
by subst antial 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 Nat ive American tribe? 

X 

X 

Effective July 1, 2015, Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) amended CEQA to mandate consultation with Ca lifornia 

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 

Californ ia Native American tribes as "a Native American tribe located in Ca lifornia that is on the c:ontact 

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 Cult ural Resources for the purpose of CEQA as: 

1) Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes (geographically defined in terms of t he size and scope), 

sacred places, and objects with cultural va lue to a Californ ia Native American tribe that are either of the 

following: 

a. included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Hist orical 

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 t he 

criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1 for the purposes of this paragraph, the lead 

agency sha ll consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

Because criteria A and B also meet the definition of a Historica l Resource under CEQA (see Section S of 

this document), a Triba l Cultural Resource may also require additional (and separate) consideration as a 

Historica l Resource. Tribal Cultural Resources may or may not exhibit archaeological, cultural, or physica l 

indicators. 

Recognizing that California tribes are experts in their Tribal Cultura l Resources and heritage, AB 52 

requires that CEQA lead agencies ca rry 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. Consu ltation 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 fa ith and after reasonable 

effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot be reached, whereby the lead agency uses its best 

judgement in requiring mitigat ion 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.l{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 Callfornla 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 sit es 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.l(k). 
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According to the City's 2030 Genera l 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 . The NAHC response letter st ated that the sacred lands database did not indicate the presence 

of Nat ive American resources in the Planning Area. The planning area includes the Proposed Project 

site. In addition, letters requesting consultation regarding the Proposed Project were sent to six (6) 

Native American tribes on February 14, 2022. No response requesting a consultation was received 

within the 30-day consultation request timeframe. Therefore, the Proposed Project wi ll have a Less 

Than Significant Impact. 

MITIGATION M EASURES: 

Mitigation is not required for this topic. 
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19. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -- WOULD THE PROJECT: 

a) Require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment or stormwa ter 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunication facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which could 
cause significant environmental effect s? 

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

c) Resu lt in a determinat ion 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 add ition to the provider's 
existing commitments? 

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or 
loca l sta ndards, or in excess of the ca pacity 
of loca l infrastructure, or otherwise impair 
the attainment of solid waste reduction 
goals? 

e) Comply with Federa l, State, and local 
management and reduct ion statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 
with 

Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
No 

Significant 
Impact 

Impact 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

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

The City Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) is located north of the Stanislaus River and serves the 

businesses and residents within the City. The WWTP is regulated by the Regiona l Water Quality 
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Control Board (Regional Board) Order RS-2012-0063, Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs).2 The 

WDRs establish discharge prohibitions, flow limitations, effluent limitat ions, solids disposal 

requirements, groundwater limitations, discharge specificat ions, ultraviolet disinfect ion system 

operation specificat ions, solids disposal specifications, and provisions for the WWTP. The City 

wastewater collection system consist s of approximately 70 miles of gravity sewers ra nging from 4-

inch to 27-inch diameter, with eleven (11) pump stations and eleven (11) low pressure force mains. 

The City supplies water to its residents and businesses through a system of water infrastructure that 

has been const ructed over several years. Distribution pipelines are of va rious size, age, and materials. 

Due to t he elevation changes, the distribution system is divided into t wo (2) pressure zones, with 

some sections of the service area requiring pressure reducing valves. The City has t wo (2) booster 

pump stations that allow water t o be conveyed from the lower zone to t he upper zone. The City has 

one (1) 1.0 MG pre-stressed concrete water storage facility, constructed and placed into service in 

2014. Source water is from local groundwater aquifers. The City owns and operat es eight (8) water 

production wells, with a t ota l production capacity of approximately 15 MGD. Total well production, 

according to the Water System Master Plan is 10,100 gpm. The Total Net Well Production is 7,500 

gpm (assumes the largest producing well is out of service). 

The Proposed Project wi ll include underground sewer line connections to the City of Oakdale's existing 

sanitary sewer line in Greger Street. Based on existing wastewater generation rates per acre (gpd/ac), 

the Proposed Project is expected to generate 1,492 gallons of wastewater per day. According t o the 

City's W astewater Master Plan, the existing WWTP and system will be sufficient to accommodate the 

build-out of land within t he city limits, including population projections to the year 2040. As a result, 

the Proposed Proj ect is not expected to exceed the wastewater treatment requirements and is Less 

Than Significant. 

b. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the proj ect and reasonably 

foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

According to the Cit y's Water Master Plan, the City wil l have a total average day demand of 4.7 MD in 

2040, based on popu lation projections and conservation goa ls. To meet this demand, the City w ill 

need to have a tota l production capacity of 6,500 gpm without its largest well/ booster in service 

(considered the Net Well Production). As discussed above, the City's existing system is sufficient to 

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

c. Would the proj ect result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves or may 

serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the proj ect's proj ected demand, in addition to 

the provider's existing commitments? 

Refer t o the discussion above, under item 19(a). 

2 City of Oakdale, Wastewater Master Plan, Volume I, Adopted October 5, 2015 
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The Proposed Project will connect to the City's domestic wastewater system by connect ing to an 

existing w astewater line in Greger Street. Wastewater in t he City of Oakdale ultimately ends up at 

the City's Wastewater Treatment Plan located north of t he Stanislaus River . Based on discussions 

w ith the City Engineer, there is sufficient capacity at t he City's Wastewater Treatment Plan to 

accommodate wastewater generated by the Proposed Project. Therefore, the Proposed Project w ill 

have a Less Than Significant Impact. 

The fo llowing discussion is an analysis for cri teria (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 Sect ion 4.4 of the 2030 General Plan EIR, the City continues to divert solid waste 

from local landfill s t hrough various conservation, recycl ing, and composting measures. All of this is 

done in compliance wit h AB39. The Proposed Project wi ll participate in the City's AB39 compliance 

effor ts. 

The Proposed Project w ill be provided solid waste services by Gilt on Solid Waste. The Proposed 

Project was referred to Gilton Solid Waste for review and comment. The City did not receive comment 

or concern from Gilt on Solid Waste regarding the Proposed Project. 

The Proposed Project would comply with Federal, State, and local st atutes and regulations related t o 

so lid waste and would not cause solid waste providers to be out of compliance with applicable 

statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than 

Significant. 

MITIGATION M EASURES: 

Mit iga t ion is not required for this topic. 
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20. WILDFIRE -- Would the project: 
Less Than 

Potentially Significant Less Than 
No 

Significant with Significant 
Impact 

Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporation 

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

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

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 
expose project occupants t o pollutant X 
concentrations from a wildfire or the 

uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

c) Require the installation of associated 

Infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, 
emergency water sources, power lines or other X 
utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may 
result in t emporary or ongoing impacts to the 
environment? 

d) Expose people or structures to significant 

risks, Including downslope or downstream X 
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-
fire slope instabili ty, or drainage changes? 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

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

a. Would the project substantial ly impai r an adopt ed 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? 

Based on a review of Section 4.8 of the 2030 General Plan, and according to the Stanislaus County 

Mult i-Jurisdictiona l Hazard Mitigation Plan, St ate Route 120/108 is identified as an emergency 

evacuation route in the City and County. The Proposed Project is not located on or near State Route 
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120/108 and thereby wi ll 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 Yosemite Avenue, Willowood Avenue, or Crane Road. 

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 --

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

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

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

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant Less Than 

No 
with Significant 

Impact 
Mitigation Impact 

Incorporation 

X 

X 

X 

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? 

Finding (a) is checked as " Less Than Significant Impact" on the basis of the Proposed Project's potential 

impacts on biological resources, as described in Section 3.0 of this Initial Study. Potential impacts 

were identified in this area, but they were Identified to be Less Than Significant. 

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 Initia l Study, the potential environmental effects of the Proposed Project wi ll 

either be less than significant or wi ll have no impact at all. Where the Proposed Proj ect involves 
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potential ly significant impacts, these impacts would have a Less Than Significant Impact with 

Mitigation Incorporated. 

The potentia l environmental impacts identified in this Initia l Study have been considered in 

conjunction with each other as to their potential to generate other potentially significant impacts. 

The various potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project wil l not combine to generate 

any potentially significant cumulative impacts. 

The City of Oakda le 2030 Genera l 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, utilit ies, 

schools, and recreational facilit ies needed to serve City residents and visitors as their demands for 

urban services increase over time. 

The Proposed Project w ill 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 w ill involve a minor addit ion to the potential environmental impacts 

identified in the 2030 General Plan EIR, but the Proposed Project wi ll not result in any substantial 

contribution to any of the significant cumulative impacts identified in the 2030 General Plan EIR. 

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

This Initial Study has considered the potential environmental impact s of the Proposed Project in the 

discret e issue areas outlined in the CEQA Environmental Checklist. During the environmental analysis, 

the potentia l for the Proposed Project to result in substantial impacts on human beings in these issue 

areas, as well as the potentia l 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 

M itigation Incorporated. 
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Air Impact Assessment Approval, dated June 24, 2022 
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■ San Joaquin Valley 
- AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT 

June 24, 2022 

Eric Thornburn 
Oakdale Irrigation District 
1205 E 'F' St 
Oakdale, CA 95361 

~ ~ 
HEALTHY AIR LIVINGM 

Re: Air Impact Assessment (AIA) Application Approval 
ISR Project Number: C-20220161 
Land Use Agency: City of Oakdale 
Land Use Agency ID Number: Unknown 

Dear Mr. Thornburn: 

The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (District) has approved your Air 
Impact Assessment (AIA) for the Oakdale Irrigation District - New Maintenance Faci lity 
and Headquarter project, located at 1110 Kaufman Road in Oakdale, California. The 
project consists of a new maintenance facility and headquarters office build ing . The 
District has determined that the mitigated baseline emissions for construction and 
operation will be less than two tons NOx per year and two tons PM1 O per year. 
Pursuant to District Rule 9510 Section 4.3, this project is exempt from the requirements 
of Section 6.0 (General Mitigation Requirements) and Section 7.0 (Off-site Emission 
Reduction Fee Calculations and Fee Schedules) of the rule . As such, the District has 
determined that this project complies with the emission reduction requirements of 
District Rule 9510 and is not subject to payment of off-site fees. The determination is 
based on the project construction details provided with the application. Changes in the 
construction details may result in increased project related emissions and loss of this 
exemption. 

Pursuant to District Rule 9510, Section 8.4, the District is providing you with the following 
information: 

• A notification of AIA approval (this letter) 
• A statement of tentative ru le compliance (this letter) 
• An approved Monitoring and Reporting Schedule 

In addition, to maintain this exemption you must comply with all mitigation measures 
identified in the enclosed Monitoring and Reporting Schedule. Please notify the District of 
any changes to the project as identified in the approved Air Impact Assessment for this 
project. 

No11~11n R19lon 
~BOO (1111rl)lrs. Wty 

Mu~~uo. CA 953bB-BI 18 
r.i: t20s1m 0400 rAX· 120n1s&1641& 

Somlr Sholkh 

U I CUIIVO ONKC0</A1r Pollti1i0fl C<inllol Ollictt 

Ct n\111 Rb1lon (l.lal~ 0lllttl 
1900 f. 0111y1b1.1g Am1111 
rru,.,, c~ 93726 U244 

I al: i569J 230 6000 FAX· l~S9J 230 0061 

Southarn llt;lon 

3~046 ltyu,u Court 
BakonhoU, CA 93108 81?b 

ltt. iGSltJ975500 rAX:166 11 39766F.S 



Mr. Thornburn 
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Change in Developer Form 

If all or a portion of the project changes ownership, a completed Change in Developer form 
must be submitted to the District within thirty (30) days following the date of transfer. 

Additional Requirements 

• Dust Control Plan. Please be aware that you may be required to submit a 
Construction Notification Form or submit and receive approval of a Dust Control 
Plan prior to commencing any earthmoving activities as described in District Rule 
8021 - Construction, Demolition, Excavation, Extraction, and Other Earthmoving 
Activities. 

• Asbestos Requirements for Demolitions. If demolition is involved, a Certified 
Asbestos Consultant will need to perform an asbestos survey prior to the demolition 
of a regulated facility. Following the completion of an asbestos survey; the asbestos 
survey, Asbestos Notification, Demolition Permit Release, and the proper fees are 
to be submitted to the District 10 working days prior to the removal of the Regulated 
Asbestos Containing Material and/or the demolition when no asbestos is present. 

• Permits. Per District Rule 201 0 (Permits Required), you may be required to obtain 
a District Authority to Construct prior to installation of equipment that controls or 
may emit air contaminants, including but not limited to emergency internal 
combustion engines, boilers, and baghouses. 

To identify other District rules or regulations that apply to this project or to obtain 
information about District rules and permit requirements, the applicant is strongly 
encouraged to visit www.valleyair.org or contact the District's Small Business Assistance 
office nearest you 

Fresno office: 
Modesto office: 
Bakersfield office: 

(559) 230-5888 
(209) 557-6446 
(661) 392-5665 
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Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. Please note the District also issued a letter 
to the land-use agency notifying the agency of this A IA approval. If you have any 
questions, please contact Mr. Patrick C Chimienti by telephone at (559) 230-6139 or by 
email at patrick.chimienti@valleyair.org. 

Sincerely, 

Brian Clements 
Director of Permit Services 

For: Mark Montelongo 
Program Manager 

Enclosures 

cc: Mark Niskanen 
Oakdale Irrigation District 
111 O Kaufman Road 
Oakdale, Ca 95361 
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Geotechnical Engineering Study, prepared by 

Condor Earth, dated December 241 2019 



Appendix C 

Traffic Assessment prepared by 

KD Anderson & Associat es, Inc., dated May 23, 2022 

82 I Page 



81 I Page 

Appendix B 

Geotechnical Engineering Study, prepared by 

Condor Earth, dated December 24, 2019 
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GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING STUDY 
GREGER FACILITY - OAKDALE IRRIGATION DISTRICT 

GREGER STREET/KAUFMAN ROAD INTERSECTION 
OAKDALE, CALIFORNIA 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This report presents the Geotechnical Engineering Study performed by Condor Earth (Condor) for the 
Oakdale Irrigation District (OJD) Greger Facilities project. The project site is at the southwest quadrant of 
the Greger Street/Kaufman Road intersection in Oakdale, California. Figure 1 shows the approximate site 
location. 

The purpose of Condor's work is to: 

• Provide geotechnical site and subsurface data 

• Evaluate the effect potential geologic hazards have on the proposed improvements 

• Develop geotechnical engineering recommendations for earthwork, footings, and pavement - for 
improvements described in Section 2.0 

• Present percolation test data 

• Prepare this report for building permits 

Other design professionals and contractors will use data and recommendations in this report for design and 
construction of earthwork, foo tings, pavement and storm water detention facil ities. 

Condor performed our work according to our September 9, 20 19 Proposal and under OID's October 28, 
20 19 Work Release No. 023 (for OID Project No. 201 9-026). 

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Figure 2 shows the site topography. The site is bound by streets to the north and cast, a self-storage facility 
to the west, and the OJD Crane Lateral facility to the south. The site encompasses three adjacent parcels 
and has approximate plan dimensions of 600 by 750 feet. Tbe sile's ground smface is relatively level. 
Section 6.0 presents more information about site conditions. 

Only a preliminary project plan is available at this time. Condor based our project description on our review 
of that plan, review of project information, discussions with the team and our experience working on similar 
projects. 

Condor understands that the project will consist of developing the entire site with buildings, a fuel ing 
station/canopy with above-ground tanks, outdoor storage, pavement, a stormwatcr detention facili ty and 
underground utilities. We understand that buildings will include about I 6,500 square feel of office space 
and 66,000 square feet of indoor storage. The buildings will be one- and/or two-story wood or light metal
framed structures with concrete slab-on-grade lower floors situated slightly above the final exterior ground 
surfaces. Pavements will include concrete sidewalks, vehicular concrete pavement and vehicul ar asphalt
concrete pavement. 

Condor expects that grading for surface improvements will consist of cuts and fil Is of less than I-foot to 
develop level building pads aod to p.-ovide surface drainage. We expect that grading for the stonnwater ~ 
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detention facility will consist of cuts up to about 5 to 10 feet and that trenches for underground utilities will 
extend to depths of up to 6 feet. 

If the geotechnical engineering aspects of the project to be constructed vary significantly from Condor's 
description, then we should re-evaluate the conclusions and recommendations contained in this report. 

3.0 SCOPE OF SERVICES 

Condor's scope of services consisted of performing a site and subsurface investigation as described in 
Section 4.0, performing percolation tests as described in Section 5.0, performing engineering evaluations, 
and preparing this report that presents the following: 

• Vicinity map 

• Site plan showing the approximate boring/test pit locations and pertinent surface features 

• Boring and test pit logs 

• Laboratory test reports 

• Project description 

• Description of work scope and investigation 

• Description of site conditions 

• Description of site geology 

• Discussion of general surface and subsurface conditions, including groundwater 

• Geotcchnical engineering discussion, conclusions and recommendations for the following: 
o Expected subsurface conditions beneath proposed buildings and improvements 
o Most appropriate option for earthwork to provide adequate support for footings 
o Potential for geologic hazards 
o Seismic design using the 2019 California Building Code method 
o Earthwork 
o Footings 
o Slab-on-grade floors 
o Vehicular and pedestrian pavement 
o Surface drainage 
o Construction considerations 
o Impact of soil corrosivity on buried metal and concrete 
o Percolation test data 

4.0 SITE AND SUBSURFACE INVESTIGATION 

Condor's site investigation consisted of observing, documenting and evaluating the geotechnical 
engineering aspects of the ground surface and two stockpiles of earth material at the site. In addition, we 
reviewed historic aerial photographs of the site that date back to 1998. Section 6.0 presents our description 
of site conditions. 

Condor investigated subsurface conditions by drilling seven vertical borings (B- 1 through B-7), excavating 
three test pits (TP-1 th.rough TP-3) for the percolation tests, and performing laboratory tests on 
representative soil samples that we retrieved from the borings and the ground surface. Figure 2 shows the 
approximate boring and test pit locations. Appendix A includes the boring logs, Appendix B includes 
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laboratory test results, and Appendix C i.ncludes the test pi t logs. Section 8.0 presents a description of 
subsurface conditions. 

Condor's subcontractor drilled/advanced the borings using a truck-mounted drill rig with continuous fl ight 
augers to approximate depths of l 5 to 18 feet. They sampled using split-spoon samplers driven by a 140-
pound hammer fall ing 30 inches. The sampler with an approximate outside diameter of 3 inches contained 
liners with approximate diameters of 2.5 inches. The boring logs show, at the sampling depths, the number 
of blows required to drive the split spoon samplers over lhe final two 6-inch increments over drives up to 
18 inches. Where practical refusal to driving the entire 18 inches occurred, the boring logs show the number 
of blows to drive the sample over the last 6-inch increment and the approximate length driven over that last 
increment. 

A Condor geologist observed the dri lling, selected depths for split-spoon sampling, capped/labeled liner 
samples, contained/labeled Standard Penetration Test (SPT) samples and disturbed samples, and 
logged/recorded conditions encountered and other pertinent data. Condor classified soil using the Unified 
Soil Classification System and the visual-manual procedure. We lransportcd the samples to our office for 
further observation/eva luation and for selection of laboratory test specimens. 

Condor checked the borings for groundwater. Soon after they completed drill ing, our subcontractor 
backfi lled each boring with neat cement grout. 

Condor checked the general consistency of ground exposed in test pits excavated for the percolalion tests. 
Section 5.0 presents additional information regarding conditions exposed in the pits. 

Condor delivered the selected samples to our laboratory and subcontracted laboralories. The laboratories 
performed the tests that follow: 

• Particle size distribution 

• Moisture content and dry density 

• Undrained triaxial shear strength 

• Resistance value (R-val uc) 

• Corrosivity 

Condor's sample for the R-value test was a composite sample from various site locations from approximate 
depths of 6 to 18 inches. Appendix B contains the laboratory test reports and the logs in Appendix A 
summarize some of the test results. 

5.0 PERCOLATION TESTS 

Condor's subcontractor excavated lhe tesl pits using a backhoe/excavator with a bucket to depths of about 
8 feet. A Condor geologist logged conditions encountered according to the United States Department of 
Agriculture classification system. Constant head percolation tests were performed in ground at the bottoms 
of each pits at approximately IO feet below the ground surface (2 feet of additional digging by hand 
occurred). 

The percolation holes were excavated at the bottom of each of the three test pits to form a cylinder with an 
average width of 6 inches and a depth of 12 inches. We place a vertically aligned 4-inch diameter perforated 
pipe in the hole and backfilled the outer anul us with clean pea gravel extending to about 8 inches above the 
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hole bottom (to where we set the constant head waler level). We soaked each hole for 24 hours before 
making percolation measurements. 

On top the perforated pipe sat a reservoir container with a pipe extending down the hole. At the end of the 
pipe was a float valve that allowed water into the hole while maintaining an 8-inch head. The reservoirs 
were fixed with a graduated cylinder to measure the volume of water needed to maintain the water level in 
the hole (with more precision). The results from the tests were conve1ted to minutes per inch drop. 

Percolation results are included in Appendix C and summarized in Section 10.9. 

After we completed logging and testing, our subcontractor backfilled the pits using excavated ground and 
lightly tamped the backfill using the backhoe bucket. 

6.0 SITE CONDITIONS 

Figure 2 shows the pertinent aspects of site conditions. The site is mostly undeveloped. There are two 
stockpiles of earthen material at the south side of the site. There is a fenced area near the northeast corner 
than contains a stockpile of pipe. 

The ground surface at the site is relatively level and free of vegetation. The highest ground is at the northeast 
corner and the lowest is at the southeast corner. The elevation difference between those two corners is about 
5 feet. 

There is silty sand with boulders, rocks and debris exposed on the surface of the western stockpile. At the 
surface of the eastern stockpile, there are hard rock blocks exposed. The block sizes mostly range from 
about 5 inches to 4 feet. 

There are animal burrows on the ground surface at the east side of the site. There are depressions in the 
ground surface near the northwest corner of the site. 

There is an existing artificial fill at the no1theast corner of the site, where the site's ground surface is about 
4 feet higher than the adjacent road surface (and where the ground surface slopes down from the site to 
Greger Sti-eet). The ground surface of the fill exposes dense silty sand. 

Historic aerial photographs dating back to 1998 reveal the following previous activity/development at the 
site: 

• Buildings/facilities at the northeast corner of the site (dating back to 1998 or earlier) 

• Agricultural/vegetation abatement adjacent to the buildings/fac il ities 

7.0 SITE GEOLOGY 

The site is mapped as containing Pleistocene nonmarine alluvium. Our borings and test pits encountered 
alluvium that is mostly silty sand and clayey sand. Section 9.0 contains information regarding conditions 
encountered in the borings and pits. 

8.0 EARTHQUAKE FAULTS 

Figure 3 shows the approximate site location on a map showing earthquake faults within at least 80 
kilometers (km) of the site. The faults are grouped as "Historic" (evidence of movement over the last 150 
years), "Holocene" (evidence of movement over the last approximately 150 to J 5,000 years), "Late 
Pleistocene" (evidence of movement over the last approximately 15,000 to I 30,000 years), and "Early 
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Quaternary" (evidence of movement over the last approximately 130,000 to 1.6 million years). The fau lt 
locations are from published data from the United States Geological Survey (USGS, 2008). No known 
fau lts traverse the site. 

9.0 SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS 

The borings encountered mostly medium dense to dense silty sand and clayey sand except at depths 
generally below 13 .5 feet where these soil types are very dense. In particular, the silty sand and clayey sand 
is very dense in 8-1, B-5 and B-7 from below 13.5 lo 15.5 feet to maximum depths explored of 15 to 18 
feet at those locations. 

Some medium dense to very dense poorly graded sand layers with various proportions of clay and gravel 
were encountered, as follows (boring and approximate depths below the ground surface in feet indicated): 

• B-3 - 6 to 9.5: medium dense poorly graded sand with clay and gravel 

• B-3 - 15 to 17.5: very dense poorly graded sand with clay 

• B-4 - 15 to 17: very dense poorly graded sand with clay 

• B-6 - 10.5 to 15.5: dense poorly graded sand with clay and gravel 

• B-6 - 16.5 to 18: dense poorly graded sand 

The ground surface exposed in the test pits fo r the percolation tests was generally medium dense to dense 
sand with varying proportions of silt, clay and gravel. · 

The borings and test pits encountered no groundwater during dri ll ing/excavation in October and November 
20 l 9. Published data shows that historic high groundwater in nearby wells is at least l 00 feet below the 
ground surface. 

10.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The subsection that follows summarizes Condor's general and overall conclusions. This is followed by 
sections that contain specific conclusions and recommendations. "Geotechnical Engineer" refers to Condor, 
our representative, or another qualified engineer to oversee the geotechnical engineering aspects of 
constrnction. 

10.1 GENERAL 

Condor concludes that construction of the proposed improvements described in Section 2.0 is feas ible from 
a geotechnical engineering standpoint. We conclude that conventional footings should be used to support 
buildings and other strnctures. 

Based on our review/evaluation of the si te and subsurface data and our understanding of the proposed site 
grading, Condor expects that surficial buildings and improvements will be underlain by a few feet of 
compacted engineered fi ll underlying alluvium consisting of medium dense to dense silly sand and clayey 
sand. The exception to this will be areas requiring ovcrexcavation below footings, floors and pavements 
where the thickness of compacted engineered fil I may be thicker than 2 feet. We expect that underground 
faci lities, such as the stonnwater detention faci lity, will be underlain by alluvium. We expect that 
groundwater occurs at a depth of at least l 00 feet beneath the ground surface. 

Condor concludes that the primary geotechnical engineering issue to address for the project is the need to 
overexcavate/recompact existing fill and ground that is loosened/disturbed from previous activity, including 
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the test pit backfi ll. This work should be performed to provide adequate ground support for footings, floors 
and pavement. Although our borings and test pits encountered no loose/disturbed ground, previous activity 
at the site (as Section 6.0 describes) may have resulted in loosed ground at other areas. In addition, some 
areas with surface depressions and animal burrows may require overexcavation (depending on the depth of 
ground disturbance). The existing fill at the northeast corner of the site appears to be well compacted; and 
therefore, Condor expects no significant overexcavation of that fi l I. Section 10.3 .3 presents our 
recommendations for overexcavations. 

10.2 GEOLOGIC HAZARDS 

The ground surface at the site and adjacent areas is relatively level. Condor therefore concludes that the 
landslide hazard risk for the project is low and that no additional evaluation or mitigation for landslide 
hazards is required. 

The site is not located within an Earthquake Fault Hazard Zone (California Geological Survey Special 
Publication 42, 2018), and there arc no known active or potentially active faults at the site (see Section 8.0). 
Condor therefore concludes that the potential for ground surface rupture from faulting is low, and that no 
additional evaluation or mitigation for fault hazards is required. 

Our borings and test pits encountered no loose cohesion less soil and the published historic high groundwater 
near the site is at least l 00 feet deep. Condor therefore concludes that the potential for liquefaction and 
seismically induced settlement is low, and that no additional evaluation or mitigation for these hazards is 
required. ln addition, we conclude that the potential for ground displacement at the site fro m scismicity is 
low because the ground surface at the site and the site vicinity is relatively level. 

Figure 4 shows the approximate site location on a radon hazard map for the state of California. Stanislaus 
County is mapped in Zone 3, defined as an area having a low potential for indoor radon levels at the 
EPA-recommended action level (4 picocuries per liter). Condor therefore concludes that the potential for 
radon hazard is low, and that no additional evaluation or mitigation for this hazard is required. 

10.3 EARTHWORK 

The Sl.lbsections that follow present Condor's recommendations for earthwork. 

10.3.1 Site Preparation 

The existing ground surface should be prepared as described in this section in areas to receive fill and 
improvements. Site preparation includes stripping of vegetation, demolition/removal of existing surface 
and subsurface improvements, and removal of debris, organic topsoil and other unsuitable material. Site 
preparation operations should extend at least 5 feet beyond the limits of new fill or improvements, where 
possible. The Geotechnical Engineer should approve the limits of site preparation where they are less than 
5 feet beyond the limits of new fi ll or improveme;1ts. 

The surface soil should be stripped of vegetation and organic topsoil with more than 2 percent organic 
material by dry weight. Root balls and roots greater than 2 inches in diameter should be removed. Debris, 
foundations, pavements, abandoned util ities and other underground facilities should be removed. The 
exposed ends of removed pipes should be capped. Stripped organic soil and vegetative material may be 
stockpiled for later use in landscape areas if approved by the Architect or Owner. The Geotechnical 
Engineer should approve prepared surfaces before excavation and/or covering them with fill or 
improvements. 
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The Contractor shall be responsible for the stability of temporary excavations and shou ld comply with 
applicable Cal/OSHA regulations (California Construction Safety Orders). A competent person shall 
determine the soil type and requirements for temporary cutslope inclinations during excavation. The 
Contractor's competent person should regularly monitor open cuts for evidence of incipient stabil ity 
failures. 

Based on the subsurface data and our evaluation, Condor expects that temporary vertical cutslopes up to 
about 4 feet high should have adequate temporary stability during relatively dry weather conditions. We 
recommend planning for "Type B" soil conditions for excavations extending to depths of 10 feet or less 
and to incline sides of such excavations at 1 horizontal to I vertical (1: l) or flatter. Flatter side-slopes may 
be required if significant surcharge loads are imposed on ground surfaces above excavations and/or 
relatively wet weather occurs. 

Condor recommends designing permanent cutslopes up to 20 feet high inclined 1.5: I or flatter. For ponds, 
we recommend designing for cutslope inclinations of2:1 or flatter unless we perform detai led slope stability 
analyses. 

10.3.3 Overexcavation 

Overexcavations will be required to remove loose/soft soil where it exists beneath proposed improvements 
and fill. As discussed in Section I 0. I, Condor expects that some overexcavation will be required. 

The contractor should plan to overexcavate the test pit-backfill to depths of about 5 feet where it exists 
beneath new exterior pavement. Overexcavations in areas we did not investigate may be required to remove 
loose sand disturbed/loosened from previous activity. 

Overcxcavations should be made before subgrade preparation. The Geotechnical Engineer should identify 
areas requiring overexcavation, observe overexcavation work and approve bottoms of overexcavations 
before subgrade preparation. 

10.3.4 Subgradc Preparation 

After approval by the Geotechnical Engineer, the stripped or excavated ground surface consisting of soil 
and beneath fi ll or improvements, except for subgrades beneath vehicular pavement, should be scarified to 
a depth of 8 inches, moisture conditioned to facilitate compaction, and then compacted to at least 90 percent 
(based on ASTM Test Method D-1557). Subgrades beneath vehicular pavements should be compacted to 
at least 95 percent. 

Subgrades that become disturbed should be scarified, moisture conditioned and recompacted. The 
Geotechnical Engineer should approve subgrades soon before they are covered. 

Subgrade preparation is general ly not required for bonoms of utility trenches and footing excavations unless 
there is unsuitable or unstable material exposed. We do not anticipate that uti lity trenches or footing 
excavations will expose unsuitable or unstable material. 
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Engineered fill should have less than 2 percent by dry weight of organic and deleterious material and should 
meet the particle-size distribution requirements presented on the table that follows: 

Sieve Designation Minimum Percent Passing by Dry 
Weight 

8-inch square 100 

4-inch square 90 

¾-inch square 70 

U.S. No. 4 60 

Soil fi ll placed within 12 inches of building slab-on-grade floors, fi ll placed within 12 inches of exterior 
pavement, and fill placed on·slopes should be select fi ll with a plasticity index of 15 or less. Otherwise, fill 
should be general fill with a liquid limit of 50 or less and a plasticity index of20 or less. Aggregate layers 
beneath floor slabs may be included in the total thickness of select fill. 

Our observations and laboratory test data indicate that ground excavated from the existing ground smface 
that has low organics and that is relatively free of debris wil l meet requirements for select and general 
engineered fill. The ground exposed at the western stockpile should meet the requirements for select and 
general engineered fi ll provided the contractor removes debris and boulder-sized rocks with pa,ticle sizes 
that are about 8 inch or larger. The material properties of ground deeper in the stockpile will need to be 
evaluated during construction. The rock exposed at the eastern stockpile will not meet the requirements for 
engineered fill because of the large particle sizes. 

The Geotechnical Engineer should evaluate the use of on-site or imported material for use as fi ll on a 
case-by-case basis, depending on where it will be placed. 

Engineered fi ll should be moisture conditioned to facilitate compaction, and then it should be compacted 
to at 'least 90 percent (based on ASTM Test Method D- 1557). fill placed deeper than 5 feet below soil 
subgrade should be compacted to at least 95 percent. Trench backfi ll placed more than 5 feet beyond the 
edges of structures, pavements, slabs-on-grade or other improvements may be compacted to 85 percent. 
Engineered fi ll should be placed in horizon'tal li fts that are less than 8 inches in uncompacted thickness, and 
each lift should be compacted to the requirements prior to placing subsequent lifts. 

Condor recommends designing permanent fi ll slopes using a ground surface inclination of 2: I or flatter. 
We should perform detai led slope stabil ity analyses for pond embankments. 

10.3.7 Utility Tl·enches 

Below-grade utilities should be bedded and backfi lled according to the requirements of the service provider 
(uti lity company) and local agencies with jurisdiction. Where there are no specific requirements, Condor 
recommends placing free-draining bedding sand or crushed rock with a maximum particle size of ¾-inch 
from 3 inches below to I foot above the conduit or pipe. Bedding sand should have a sand equivalent of at 
least 30. Bedding sand and backfill should not be jetted or ponded into place but should be mechanically 
compacted in accordance with the recommendations in Section l 0.3.5. 
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10.3.8 Surface Drainage and Erosion Control 

Surface drainage should be provided to prevent ponding and to drain sLtrface water away from the edges of 
pavements, edges of foundations and slope crests. Gradients of at least 2 percent should direct sLtrface runoff 
to suitable collection or discharge facilities. Pavements should be designed with gradients of about 2 percent 
in their principal direction of drainage, unless drainage reaches are less than about IO feet. 

Condor recommends that the Contractor implement approved temporary and permanent erosion control 
measures to reduce erosion. Erosion control should comply with applicable county and municipal 
regulations. Soil on graded slopes should be ferti lized, mulched and planted as soon as possible after grading 
with erosion-resistant vegetation. These plants should be watered lightly at appropriate intervals unti l 
growth is established. Drainage ditches, catch basins and storm drains should be cleaned out periodically 
as part of the site's maintenance program. 

10.4 SEISMIC DESIGN 

Condor recommends using the following values for seismic design according to the 201 9 California 
Building Code (CBC): 

• Site Class: D 

• Ss: 0.537 g (where g is acceleration from gravity) 

• St: 0.232 g 

• S1v1s: 0.735 g 

• S1,,11 see below 

• Sos: 0.49 g 

• Soi: sec below 

The 201 9 CBC incorporates procedures outlined in ASCE 7- 16. Section 11.4.8 of ASCE 7-16 and other 
referenced sections provides options for either developing a ground motion hazard analysis or taking 
exceptions. The applicable exception for this pr~jcct is exception number 2 because the design Site Class 
is D and because S1 is 0.2 or greater. The exception requires using a 1.5-value to factor-up Cs values for 
periods (T) greater than I .5"'T. (from equations 12.8-3 and 12.8-4). The intent of the code is to increase the 
design seismic base shear for longer periods unless a detailed ground motion hazard analysis is performed 
allowing for lower design base shears for the longer periods. 

Condor suggests that taking the exception will be appropriate for this project because: 

• The proposed buildings are relatively low-rise (with a relatively short design period) 

• Detailed ground motion hazard analyses require a significant effort and time to complete 

Condor can, however, faci li tate the ground motion hazard analysis if the structural engineer/owner 
determine that developing one will significantly reduce construction and design costs. 

10.5 FOOTINGS 

Loose or soft material encountered beneath footings may be replaced with concrete or lean concrete with a 
28-day unconfined compressive strength of al least I 00 psi. We expect that earthwork performed according 
to Section 10.3 will remove loose or soft material. The Geotechnical Engineer should approve footing 
excavations before reinforcing steel and concrete is placed. 
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Footings should be embedded at least 18 inches below the lowest adjacent soil. We define soil subgrade as 
the prepared soil surface beneath :Aoor slabs, aggregate layers and landscape soil. Where footings and mats 
are located on or adjacent to slopes such as at the stormwater detention faci li ty, they should be deepened, 
as necessary, to provide a minimum horizontal distance between the bottom of the footing and the 
descending slope face of at least three times the footing width or 5 feet, whichever results in a deeper 
footing. If providing this horizontal distance is not practical, then designing for allowable bearing pressures 
and passive resistance lower than recommended later in this section will be necessary. In that case, Condor 
should re-evaluate the geotechnical engineering aspects of footing design. 

Isolated and continuous footings should be at least 18 inches and 12 inches wide, respectively. Footings 
should have the minimum widths and thicknesses specified by the CBC. 

Footings should be designed using a net allowable bearing pressure of 3,000 pounds per square foot (psf) 
for dead plus normal duration I ive loads. This allowable bearing pressure includes a safety factors of two 
and may be increased by one-third for total load conditions, including wind and seismic. 

For resistance to lateral loads, base friction resistance may be calculated using an ultimate fri ction 
coefficient of 0.35. Passive resistance may be calculated using an equivalent fluid u11it-weight of 300 
pounds per cubic foot (pcf; triangular distribution) for transient and sustained loads. We reduced the 
allowable passive resistance by a factor of 1.5 from the ultimate value to limit the footing movement 
required to mobilize passive pressure. Both passive pressure and base friction may be combined in 
calculating total lateral resistance without reduction. Passive resistance contributed by the top 12 inches of 
soil should be neglected unless a pavement covers the ground. Where the ground surface slopes away from 
footings, passive resistance should start where a 1.5: l plane extending up from the footing bottom intersects 
the ground surface. Gaps between the footing or keyway and the adjacent ground should be completely 
backfi lied using engineered fill, concrete or lean cement slurry with a 28-day unconfined compressive 
strength of at least l 00 psi. 

10.6 SLAB-ON-GRADE FLOORS 

The contractor should maintain soil subgrades beneath floors according to recommendations in Section 
I 0.3 until they cover them. The Geotcchnical Engineer should approve subgrades before the contractor 
covers them. 

For exterior flatwork and other slabs-on-grade where water vapor transmission through slabs is not a 
concern, the vapor barrier and capillary break material described in this section may be omitted. 

To reduce water vapor transmission upward through concrete slabs-on-grade, they should be on a minimum 
4-inch thick layer of capillary break material covered with a vapor retarder. The capil lary break material 
should be free-draining, clean gravel or rock, such as No. 4 by ¾-inch pea gravel or permeable aggregate 
complying with Caltrans Standard Specification, Section 68, Class 1, Type B Permeable Material. The 
vapor retarder should be at least I 0-mil in thickness and meet the material requirements for Class C vapor 
retarders presented in ASTM El 745, and should be installed according to ASTM El 643. These installation 
requirements include overlapping seams by 6 inches, taping seams and sealing penetrations in the vapor 
retarder. 

Condor does not practice in the field of moisture vapor transmission and we suggest that qualified experts 
be contacted to assist in the design and construction of measures related to moisture transmission through 
slabs-on-grade. The American Concrete Institute (ACI) Committee document "Guide for Concrete Slabs 
that Receive Moisture-Sensitive Flooring Materials'' (ACl 302.2R-06) does provide guidelines for reducing 
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moisture migration throL1gh slabs-on-grade. This document advises that concrete slabs be cast directly on 
the vapor retarder (ACI 302.2R-06, Section 9.3) and provides guidelines for selecting vapor permeance, 
tensile strength, and puncture resistance. When casting the slab directly on the vapor retarder, a reduced 
joint spacing, low shrinkage mix design, or other appropriate measures should be used to control slab curl. 
The ACJ guide also notes that a maximum water-cement ratio of 0.5 has yielded satisfactory performance 
on many slab-on-grade projects. Water-reducing admixtures may be usefu l in achieving workabili ty at low 
water-cement ratios. Control joints should be provided at appropriate intervals to control the location of 
shrinkage cracks. After proper curing, the slab should be allowed to dry and then should be tested to check 
that the moisture transmission rate is appropriate for the intended floor covering. 

10.7 PAVEMENTS 

The contractor should maintain soil subgradcs beneath pavement according to recommendations in Section 
I 0.3 until they cover them. The Geotechnical Engineer should approve subgrades before the contractor 
covers them. 

Condor recommends using a preliminary R-value of 10 for design of vehicular pavements based on our site 
and subsurface data. Condor should re-evaluate the design R-value and the pavement design during 
construction. Our re-evaluation should include performing R-value and particle size distribution tcst(s) on 
samples of soil e;xposcd at pavement subgrades. The R-value of imported fi l.l used for soil subgrades should 
be at least as high as the design value. Pavement designs should conform to county and municipal standards. 

Class 2 aggregate base (AB) beneath pavements should comply with the minimum requirements specified 
in Caltrans Standard Specifications, Section 39 for 19 mm (¾ inch) Type B aggregate and should be 
compacted to 95 percent (based on ASTM Test Method D-1557). AB that becomes disturbed after 
compaction should be re-compacted and re-tested before paving. The Geotechnical Engineer should 
approve the AB surface before paving. 

Paved areas should be sloped and adequately drained to prevent surface water or subsurface seepage from 
saturating the pavement subgrade soil. Where adjacent landscape or vacant areas slope down to pavement, 
provisions should be made to reduce seepage of subsurface water beneath pavements. Curbs that extend at 
least ~ inches below the soil subgrade could be used to reduce seepage. For better performance, we 
recommend that adequate surface drainage be provided and that subdrains (edge drains) be considered. 
Where AB is exposed along pavement shoulders, placing a subdrai n or a horizontal seepage cutoff should 
be considered to reduce seepage of water beneath pavement from saturation of the exposed AB. 

The subsections that follow present our recommendations for desig11 of pavements. 

10.7.1 Vehicular Asphalt Concrete (AC) Pavement 

We based our AC pavement design on the Caltrans Flexible Pavement Design Method as presented in 
Chapter 600 of the California Department of Transportation ~Iighway Manual. The designs include a 0.2 
factor added to the required gravel equivalent (OE) of the AC layer. The table that fol lows presents the 
resulting recommended pavement design seclions for various traffic indices (Tl), and design R-value of I 0. 
AC should comply with the Caltrans material property requirements. 
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D . ACP esum :ivemeot s cchons - . - a ue = RVI 10 

Recommended Recommended 
AC Thickness AB Thickness 

Traffic Index (feet) (feet) 
4 0.20 0.60 
5 0.20 0.85 
6 0.25 1.05 
7 0.30 1.25 

AC "' Asphalt Concrete 
AB = Class 2 Aggregate Base (minim um R-Valuc ,. 78) 

10.7.2 Vehicular Concrete Pavement 

A modulus of subgrade reaction, kv (30-inch circular plate) of 500 pounds per cubic inch may be used for 
design of vehicular concrete pavements. We recommend that exterior concrete pavements consist of at least 
6 inches of concrete over 6 inches of AB. 

Expansion/contraction joints should be designed and constructed. Where the outer edge of a concrete 
pavement meets asphalt pavement, the concrete slab should be thickened by SO percent at a taper slope of 
1 in 10 or flatter. 

10.7.3 Pedestrian Pavements 

Pedestrian pavement may be placed directly on the soil subgrade. Condor recommends consideration of 
placing 4 inches of AB beneath pedestrian pavement to protect the soil subgrades from disturbance caused 
by construction traffic, foot traffic and exposure. 

10.8 GROUND CORROSIVITY 

Appendix B presents the results of soil corrosivi ty tests on a sample from B-3 at a depth of 6 feet from the 
ground surface. Buried metal and reinforced concrete should be designed to resist con osion based on the 
test results, and cement types should be specified based on the test results. Corrosion testing should be 
performed on imported fill that will be in contact with buried metal and concrete. 

10.9 PERCOLATION TEST DATA 

The results from the percolation tests are presented below. The percolat ion rates were variable, and the 
geologist suspects that TP-3 would have been slower over time. The test in TP-2 was performed in a loose 
sand at the bottom of the hole ( ~ 10 feet beneath the existing ground surface). The sand was so loose it could 
be dug by hand and it only took a second for the water to fully percolate in the hole. 

Test Pit Rate (min/inch) 
TP-1 22 
TP-2 0. 1 
TP-3 36 

The so ils at the bottom ofTP-1 and TP-3 were dense to very dense which reduces percolation. If the loose 
sand found in TP-2 is encountered in the placement of the storm water system, percolations rates faster than 
I minute per inch can occur. Based on the data and our experience, we conclude that rates slower than 60 
minutes per inch are also quite possible at this site. 

~ 
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Condor recommends that additional infiltration tests be performed at the actual location and depth of the 
stormwater infiltration system considering the wide variability of the currently measured and expected 
rates. The method of infil tration test should be chosen based on the type of system that is proposed for the 
site. 

10.10 CONSTRUCTION CONSIDERATIONS 

As discussed in Section I 0.1 , Condor anticipates that ovcrcxcavation/recompaction will be required to 
provide adequate support for proposed improvements at some areas. 

If earthwork during the wet season is performed, the subgrade stabilization measures may be required and 
drying of fill may be required to facili tate compaction. 

11.0 ADDITIONAL SERVICES 

Because subsurface conditions at this site vary, it is not possible to include all construction details related 
to geotechnical engineering aspects of the project in designs. Geotechnical engi neering recommendations 
depend on the possible need for adjustment in the field during construction. The adjustments depend on 
conditions revealed during constrnction that Condor could previously only assume based on limited data 
from the site investigation described in Section 4.0. Therefore, Condor or another qualified firm should 
perform geotechnical engineering observations and tests during earthwork, construction of foundations, and 
construction of pavement. The purpose of the work during construction wi ll be to check for subsurface 
conditions that vary from the conditions encountered during site investigation and to develop supplemental 
geotechnical engineering recommendations, as necessary. In addi tion, the purpose is to verify that the 
Contractor follows the general intent of our recommendations during constrnction and that they perfo rm 
the geotechnical engineering aspects of the work according to the approved designs. 

Because Condor understands the intent of the geotechnical engineering recommendations best, we 
recommend that Condor perform or oversee future phases of geotechnical engineering work, including field 
engineering, inspection and testing. 

12.0 LIMITATIONS 

The geotechnical engineering conclusions and recommendations presented in this report are intended for 
planning and design of the proposed improvements descri bed in Section 2.0. These conclusions and 
recommendations may not apply i f: 

• The report is used for a different site or project 

• The recommendations presented in this report are not followed 

• Any other change is made that materially alters the proposed project 

Condor based the conclusions and recommendations presented in this report on data obtained from the site 
investigation described in Section 4.0. Subsurface conditions may vary between and around the investigated 
locations. Should varied conditions be discovered during constrnction, then additional investigation, testing 
evaluations and development of supplemental recommendations may be required. Any person associated 
with the project who observes conditions or features of the site or its surrounding areas tbat are different 
from those described in the report should report them immediately to Condor for evaluation. 

Implementation of ou1.· recommendations requires an adequate testing and observation program during 
constrnction as described in Section 11.0. lf Condor does not perform this testing and observation, then the 
Geotcchnical Engineer that is responsible for observation and testing should thoroughly review this report 

~ 
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and agree with its conclusions and recommendations or, otherwise, they should provide alternative 
recommendations. 

Condor prepared this report according to the generally accepted current standards of geotechnical 
engineer.ing practice in Stanislaus County. No other warranty, express or implied, is made. It is the Owner's 
responsibility to see that all parties to the project, including the designers, Contractors and Subcontractors, 
are made aware of this report in its entirety. 

Changes in the standards of practice in the field of geotechnical engineering, changes in site conditions 
such as new excavations or fi lls, new agency regulations, or modifications to the proposed project warrant 
professional review of this report. Because of this, there is a practical limit to the usefulness of this report 
without critical professional review. We suggest that 2 years be considered a reasonable time for the validi ty 
of this reporl. 

13.0 CLOSURE 

Please contact Condor if you have any questions. 

Respectfully submitted, 

CONDOR EARTH 

Andrew S. Kositsky, GE No. 2532 
Senior Geotechnical Engineer 

Cc: Donald Phillips - Teter 
Nick Prichard - Guliani & K ull, Inc. 

X:ll'rojce1\8000_11rj\8098 OIO New Offico l'•cility\Roporis\FR 2019122·1 G«eor l'aoility G8S.doo• 

Date: 12/24/19 

Scott W. Lewis, CEO No. 1835 
Principal Engineering Geologist 
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UNIFIED SOIL CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM 

Division Group 
Group Name 

Svmbol 

GW Well-graded Gravel (with Sand) 

GW· GM Well-graded Gravel with Slit (and Sand) 
...... 
g! GW· GC Well-graded Gravel with Clay (and Sand) 
QJ ·;;; 

Grave l 
8 GP Poorly graded Gravel (with Sand) 
N (%gravel > 
6 % sand) GP-GM Poorly graded Gravel with Slit (and Sand) 
z 

.!!l QJ GP-GC Poorly graded Gravel with Clay (and Sand) ·s s 
Ill .._ 

GM Silty Gravel (with Sand) "Cl 0 
Ill aJ 

GC Clayey Gravel (with Sand) ,!: C E ·-
~ ~ SW Well-graded Sand (with Gravel) 
~ ... 

SW-SM Well-graded Sand with Silt (and Gravel) ~ ~ u a. SW- SC Well-graded Sand with Clay (and Gravel) 
0 
VI 

Sand C SP Poorly graded Sand (with Gravel) 
ro (%sand ~ -6 
~ 

% gravel) SP-SM Poorly graded Sand with Slit (and Gravel) 

g SP-SC Poorly graded Sand with Oay (and Gravel) 

SM Silty Sand (with Gravel) 

SC Clayey Sand {with Gravel) 

<U 
ML Slit (with Sand or Gravel), Sandy Silt (with Gravel), Gravelly Slit (with Sand) 

£ 
CL- ML Silty Clay (with Sand or Gravel), Sandy Silty Clay (with Gravel), Gravelly Silty Clay (with Sand) 

.!!l ·i Silt or Clay 
CL Lean Clay (with Sand or Gravel), Sandy lean Clay (with Gravel), Gravelly lean Clay {with Sand) ~ ro ,...._ LL < 50 a. <U 

Organic Clay (with Sand or Gravel), Sandy organic Clay (with Gravel), Gravelly organic Oay (with al ~ .a'i 
C o Iii OL Sand), organic Slit (with Sand or Gravel), Sandy organic Slit {with Gravel), Gravelly organic Silt 
·- E 8 (with Sand) E .... N 

~ ~6 MH Elastic Slit (with Sand or Gravel), Sandy elastic Silt (with Gravel), Gravelly elastic Slit (with Sand) 
~ ~z 

Silt or Clay CH Fat Clay (with Sand or Gravel), Sandy fat Clay (with Gravel), Gravelly fat Clay (with Sand) u: ... 
~ LL~ 50 Organic Clay (with Sand or Gravel), Sandy organic Clay (with Gravel), Gravelly organic Clay (with 0 
VI ...... OH Sand), organic Silt (with Sand or Gravel), Sandy organic Silt (with Gravel), Gravelly organic Silt 

(with Sand) 

Highly Organic Soils PT Peat and other highly organic soils 
Note: Percentages are by dry weight. Soll classlncatlons based on some criteria that are not shown. Group Name Items In parentheses may or may not apply, 

depending on percent of sand or gravel. 

Coarse Grained Soil Definit ions I Spilt-barrel, 3-lnch 0.0., 2.43-lnch I.D. 

Fraction 
Particle Dimension or U.S. 
Standard Sieve Size/No. r., .. 

Boulders Above 12' 
l 

Split-barrel, 2.5-lnch 0.D., 1.93-lnch J.D. 

Cobbles 12· to 3' ... 
Gravel ~ 

Standard Penetration Test (SPT), 2.0-lnch 0.0., 1.375-lnch I.D. 

- coarse 3" to 3/4" 
- fine 3/4" to No. 4 

rn Shelby Tube 

Sand 
• coarse No. 4 to No. 10 
• medium No. 10 to No. 40 

~ 
Disturbed sample 

• fine: No. 40 to No. 200 

E] No recovery 

Groundwater level during drllllng 
CONDOR EARlll TECHNOLOGIES, INC. .sz. 

• LOG LEGEND AND - Subsequent groundwater level 

SOIL CLASSIFICATION -CONDOR Note: O.D. • outside diameter I.D. • Inside diameter 
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CONDOR EARTH 
LOG OF BORING 8-1 

Greger Facilities - Oakdale Irrigation District 
Southwest Quadrant of Greger Street/Kaufman 
Road Intersection 
Oakdale, California 

8098 
J . Ingram 

10/31/19 
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nl 
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Description 

Location: 

Approx . Coord.: 

Approx. Elev. (ft): 

Approx. Depth (ft): 

Diameter (In): 

Driller: 

Equipment: 

SM SIL TY SAND: brown, dry to moist, medium dense, fine 10 coarse 

SC CLAYEY SAND: red-brown, dry to moist. medium dense 

SC CLAYEY SAND AND SILTY SAND (INTERLAYERS): brown, dry to 
AND moist, medium dense 
SM 

c~ 

Sheet 1 of 1 
See Figure 2 

191 

15 

4 
West Coast Exploration, Inc. 

Continuous flight augers, 140-lb. hammer - 30-
ln. drop - rope-and-cathead 
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8.0 121 

20 

SM SIL TY SAND: brown, dry to moist, very dense 14 

15-fl~f.ll"lll-l--+-----------------------, 
16 
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Groundwater: None encountered during drilling 
Notes: 
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CONDOR EARTH 
LOG OF BORING B-2 

Greger Facilities - Oakdale Irrigation District 
Southwest Quadrant of Greger Street/Kaufman 
Road Intersection 

Location: 
Approx. Coord.: 

Approx. Elev. (ft): 
Oakdale, California 

8098 

J . Ingram 

10/31/19 

C 
0 
;:I 

"' 0 
<.:: 
'iii 
II) 

"' u 
(/) 
0 
(/) 
::::, 

SC CLAYEY SAND: 
to coarse 

Approx. Depth {ft): 

Diameter (In): 

Driller: 

Equipment: 

Description 

red-brown, dry to moist, dense to very dense, fine 

5.5 ft red-brown, very dense, fine, wilh fine gravel 

See Figure 2 

192 

18 

4 
West Coast Exploration, Inc. 

Sheet 1 of 1 

Continuous mght augers, 140-lb. hammer - 30-
ln. drop - rope-and-cathead 
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11 30 
SM SIL TY SAND WITH GRAVEL: brown, moist, medium dense, fine to -

12- coarse, fine gravel 

13-

14 -

15 
15 ft: dense 
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17-~ 30 
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Groundwater: None encountered during drilling 
Notes: 

-
-
-
-
-
-

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



Projoct : 

Project No: 

Logged By: 

Date: 

g 
5 a. 
Cl) 
C 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
26 

27 

28 
29 

30 

Cl) 

0. 
E co 
rn 

0 
0 

LL. .. 
Cl) 
a. 

~ 
0 
iii 

CONDOR EARTH 
LOG OF BORING 8-3 

Greger Facilities - Oakdale Irrigation Dlstrlcl 
Southwest Quadrant of Greger Streel/Kaurman 
Road Intersection 
Oakdale, California 

8098 

Location: See Figure 2 
Approx. Coord.: 

Approx. Elev. (ft): 189 
Approx. Depth (ft): 17.5 

Dlametor (In): 4 
Driller: West Coast Explorat1on, Inc. 

Sheet 1 of 1 

J . Ingram 
10/31/19 Equipment: Continuous night augers, 140-lb. hammer - 30-

ln. drop • rope-and-cathead 

C: 

.!2 
:1 
!E 
gi Description 
"' 0 
rn 
u 
rn 
::> 

SC CLAYEY SAND: dark brown, moist, medium dense, fine to coarse 

SP-SC POORL y GRADED SAND WITH CLAY AND GRAVEL: brown. 
moist, medium dense coarse 

SC CLAYEY SAND: red-brown, moist, medium dense 

SP-SC POORLY GRADED SAND WITH CLAY: light brown, moist, very 
dense 

C 
'E 
~ 
C: 
0 u 
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Groundwater: None encountered during drilling 
Notes: 
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CONDOR EARTH 
LOG OF BORING 8-4 

Location: 

Approx. Coord.: 
Greger Facilities - Oakdale Irrigation District 
Southwest Quadrant of Greger StreeUKaufman 
Road Intersection 
Oakdale, Calllornla 

Approx. Elev. (ft): 

8098 

J, Ingram 

10/31/19 

C 
0 
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"' .., 
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i3 
0 
en u en 
::J 

Approx. Depth (ft): 
Diameter (In): 

Driller: 
Equipment: 

Description 

SC CLAYEY SAND: dark brown, dry, medium dense, fine 

5 It: yellow-brown, very dense 

' 

See Figure 2 

190 
17 

4 
West Coast Exploration, Inc. 

~ 
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Sheet 1 of 1 

Continuous flight augers, 140-lb. hammer- 30-
ln. drop - rope-and-cathead 
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SP-SC POORLY GRADED SAND WITH CLAY: brown, dry, very dense, with 
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Groundwater: None encountered during drilling 
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CONDOR EARTH 
LOG OF BORING 8 -5 

Greger Facilities - Oakdale Irrigation District 
Southwest Quadrant or Greger Street/Kaufman 
Road Intersection 
Oakdale, California 

8098 

Location: See Figure 2 
Approx. Coord.: 

Approx. Elov. (ft): 190 
Approx. Depth (ft): 18 

Dlametor (in): 4 
Driller: West Coas t Exploration, Inc. 

Sheet 1 of 1 

J . Ingram 
10/31/19 Equipment: Continuous flight augers, 140-lb. hammer - 30-

ln. drop - rope-and-cathead 

C ~ .2 0 
C' .. 

N ... u lll~ C .9: J!l ~ .<:: Q. !E ~ (/) -- ~ en 
C QI 

~ Description 0 'iii 1i I-
(U u C: ID .. 
0 e QI ·- C: C: QI 

C E e u:: -5 (/) :::, 
~ 

"C ... 0 u 1ii C (/) 
(/) ·o C ::, 
::, :i: 

SC CLAYEY SAND: dark brown, moist, very dense, fine to coarse 
-
-
-
-
- 9.0 89 

5 ft: red-brown, very dense -
-
-
-
-

10.5 ft: with gravel -
11 ft: no gravel - 18 

-
-
-

SM SIL TY SAND: brown, moist, very dense -
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

Groundwater: None encountered during drilling 
Notes: 
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CONDOR EARTH 
LOG OF BORING 8-6 

Greger Facilities - Oakdale Irrigation Distric t 
Southwest Quadrant or Greger Street/Kaufman 
Road Intersection 
Oakdale, California 

8098 

Location: See Figure 2 

Approx. Coord.: 

Approx. Elev. (ft): 188 

Approx. Depth (ft): 18 

Diameter (In): 4 
Drlllor: West Coast Exploration, Inc. 

Sheet 1 of 1 

J. Ingram 

10/31/19 Equipmont: Continuous flight augers. 140-lb. hammer - 30-
in. drop - rope-and-cathead 

C: 
0 :p 
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Description II) 
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SC CLAYEY SAND: red-brown, dry to moist, medium dense to very 
dense, fine 
1.5 ft: very dense 

SM SIL TY SAND WITH GRAVEL: brown, moist, dense, fine to 
coarse 

SP-SC POORLY GRADED SAND WITH CLAY AND GRAVEL: yellow
brown, moist, dense, fine to coarse 

SM SIL TY SAND: brown, moist, dense, fine to coarse 
SP POORLY GRADED SAND: brown, moist, dense, coarse 

~ 0 
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C: 
a, 
c 
0 
u 
e 
:I 
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Groundwater: None encountered during dri lling 

Notes: 
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Project No: 

Logged By: 
Date: 
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CONDOR EARTH 
LOG OF BORING B-7 

Greger Facilities - Oakdale Irrigation District 
Southwest Quadrant of Greger Street/Kaufman 
Road Intersection 

Location: 

Approx. Coord.: 
Approx. Elev. (ft): 

Oakdale, California 

8098 

J . Ingram 

10/31/19 

C 
0 

; 

~ 
I;: 
'iii 
Ill 

"' u 
(/) 
u 
Cl) 
:::i 

SM SILTY SAND: 

Approx. Depth (ft): 

Dlamoter (In): 

Driller: 

Equipment: 

Description 

brown, dry, medium dense, fine 

SC CLAYEY SAND: red-brown, dry to moist, medium dense, fine to 
coarse 

SIL TY SAND: light brown, moist, very dense, fine lo coarse 

CLAYEY SAND: light brown, moist, very dense, fine to coarse 

Groundwater: None encountered during drilling 
Notos: 

See Figure 2 

191 
15.5 

4 
West Coast Exploration, Inc. 

~ 
CONDOR 

Sheet 1 of 1 

Continuous flight augers, 140-lb. hammer - 30-
in. drop - rope-and-cathead 

~ e.... r::;, 
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APPENDIXB 
Laboratory Test Reports 

~ 
CONDOR 



,~~f~BI 
-

6.0 

'lii . 

Cooper Testing Labs, Inc. 
937 Commercial Street 

Palo Alto , CA 94303 

Unconsolidated-Undrained Triaxial Test 
ASTM 02850 

.-.: 

L 
,,,,,,-- -----.... 

"' 
,£ 
1/J 

t 3.0 
Cl) 

~ 
... 
ra 
Q) 

..c: 
1/) 

0.0 
j j ' I 

0.0 3.0 6.0 9.0 
Total Normal Stress, ksf 

Sample Data -sample1 

Stress-Strain Curves - sample2 1 2 3 
Moisture% 6.4 8.3 9.7 -sample3 
Dry Den,pcf 124.7 125.6 126.8 

- sample4 Vold Ratio 0,351 0.342 0.329 
9.00 Saturation % 49.4 65.3 79.9 

Height In 5.05 5.06 5.02 

8.00 Diameter in 2.38 2.40 2.42 

'\ Cell psi 3.9 1.8 3 .2 
Strain % 2.93 5.04 8.05 

7.00 , Dovlator, ksf 7.992 6.391 6 .210 

r Rate %/min 1.00 1.00 1.00 ...-. In/min 0.051 0.050 0.050 6.00 

]i Y' v ... :::;:::; Job No.: 107-235 
~ Client: Condor Earth ~ 

1/) 5.00 Project: 8098 Cl> 
b 
U) Boring: B4 B6 B7 ... a 
"' 4.00 Sample: 
'> Depth ft: 5.5 2.5 4.5 Cl> 
Cl 

Visual Soil Description 
3.00 Sample# 

1 Yellowish Brown Clayey SAND 
2.00 2 Reddish Brown Clayey SAND 

3 Reddish Brown Clayey SAND 
4 

1.00 
Remarks: 

0.00 · 
0.0 6.0 12.0 18.0 24.0 

Strain,% 

12.0 

4 

Note: Strengths are picked at the peak devlator stress or 15% strain 
which ever occurs first per ASTM D2850. 

-



Particle Size Distribution Report 
.5 c -~ -~ d .5 .!l ., 

0 § ~ ~ ~ ij ~ i Iii "' ;;; N -;; ~ :,,: ~ .. "' .. 
100 I I I I ... ). ---0. I I I I 

I I I I I 

~ 
I I I I 

I I I I I I I 
I I I I I I I 

90 L I 
I I I I I I I :, I 
I I I I 
I I I I I 

i I I I I 
80 

I I ' I I 
I I I 

~ I I I 
I I I 

70 
I I I 

I I I I 

i' I I I I 

a:: I I 
i 

I 
I I I I I 

w 60 I I I 1' z I I I 
[i: I I I 

I I I I 
I I \. 

~ 
I I I I 

50 I ' -!~ I I I I I 
w I I I I I I 

~ 
I I I I I I I 
I I I I I I II I I I I I I 

w 40 r f 
0... I I I I I I 

I I I I I I 
I I I I I 
I I: I I I 

30 l 
I I I I I I 

I I I I I 
I I I 

I I I I 
I I I I I 

20 I 
I I I I I 
I I I I I I 

I I I I I I I I 
I I I I I I 

10 I I I I I I I 

I I I I I I I I I I 
I I I I I I I I I I 
I I I I I 

1! 
I I I I 

0 
I I I I I I I I I 

100 10 1 0.1 0.01 0.001 

GRAIN ~IZE - mm. 

% +3" 
% Gravel % Sand % Flnos 

Coarse Fine Coarse Modlum I Fine Slit Clav 
0.0 0.0 1.8 2.4 23.7 I 32.8 39.3 

SIEVE PERCENT SPEC: PASS? Mi!tll[ii!! !;;!esi;ciR1iQD 
SIZE FINER PERCENT (X• NO) Brown Clayey Sand 
3/8" 100.0 
/J4 98.2 
#8 96.3 Alli![!U~t9 bimits #16 92.7 
#30 81.4 

PL= LL= Pl= 

#50 62.5 C_a_effii.lllDI& 
#100 48.8 Dgo= 0.9410 0 85= o.1oss D50= 0.2706 
#200 39.3 D50= 0.1613 030= D1 5= 

D10= Cu= Cc= 

galUiili!.DliQD 
USCS= AASHTO= 

Bem~ 
F.M."'1.20 

• (no specification provided) 

Location: Greger and Kaufman Road Intersection 
Sample Numoer: SA-I 11/20/2019 Date: 11/20/2019 

CONDOR Client: Oakdale Irrigation Districl 

EARTH TECHNOLOGIES, INC. Project: New Office Facility 

Stockton. California Proiect No: 8098 Fiaure 

Tested By: E.Carrasco Checked By: .,_,R..,.S""k.,,,ag:xg:,,Sc,_ _____ _ 



~ 
~ . 

CONDOR 

CONDOR EARTH TECHNOLOGIES, INC. 
21663 Brion Lone, P.O. Box 3905, Sonorn, CA 95370 (209) 532-0361/0773(1) 

188 Fronk Wesl Circle Sui le I, Slock10,1, CA 95206 (209) 234-0518/0538(1) 
17857 I ligh School Road, Jomcs1own, CA 95327 (209) 984-'1593/4596(1) 

11~1~v.,·011dorear1/1.co111 

Resistance "R" Value Test Report (Califomia Test 301) 

Client: Oakdale Ti'rigalion District 
Project: Administration Facilily 

Sample ID : TP-3 
Soil Description: 
Date Received: 
Tested by: 
Sample Source: 
Depth of Sample: 

Specimen Number 

Exudation Pressure (psi) 

Brown clayey saud 
October 31, 2019 
E.Cnrrasco 
RV-1 
Subgn1dc 

Expansion Pressure (pst) 

Res istance Value, "R" 

Moisture Content at Test(%) 

Dry Density at Test (pct) 

Initial Moisture Content(%) 

R-Valuc by Exudation Prcssul'c = 

R-Vnluc by Expansion Pressure "' 

R-Valuc Design "' 

I 

500.4 

o.o 
22.0 

10.0 

122.4 

4.8 

7.0 

100.0 

7.0 

CET Job: 8098 

2 3 4 

120.4 l 82.3 . 

0.0 0.0 0.0 

4.0 4.0 -
11.4 10.7 -

11 9.8 12 1.0 -

Assumed/Given TI .. 4.0 



California State Certified Laboratory No. 2153 

-~~l~tfc~ 
3 December, 2019 

Mr. Jon lngrnm 
Condor Earth Technologies, Inc. 
P.O. Box 3905 
Sonora, CA 95370 

Subject: Project No.: 8098 

Job No. 191 1102 
Cust. No. 12016 

Project Name: OID New Facility 
Corl'Osivity Analysis - ASTM Test Methods 

Dear Mr. Ingram: 

1100 Willow Pass Court, Suite A 
Concord, CA 94520-1006 

925 462 2771 Fax. 925 462 2775 

www.cercoanalytlcal.com 

Pursuant to your request, CERCO Analytical has analyzed the soil sample submitted on November 15, 
20 19. Based on the analytical results, this brief corl'Osivity evaluation is enclosed for your consideration. 

Based upon the resistivity measurement, this sample is classified as "moderately corrosive". All buried 
iron, steel, cast iron, ductile iron, galvanized steel and dielectric coated steel or iron should be properly 
protected against corrosion depending upon the critical nature of the structure. All buried metallic pressure 
piping such as ductile iron firewater pipelines should be protected against corrosion. 

The chloride ion concentration reflects none detected with a reporting limit of 15 mg/kg. 

The sulfate ion concentration reflects none detected with a reporting limit of 15 mg/kg. 

The pH of the soil is 6.08 which does not present corrosion problems for buried iron, steel, mortar-coated 
steel and reinforced concrete structures. 

The redox potential is 310-mV and is indicative of potentially "slightly corl'osive" soils resulting from 
anaerobic soil conditions. 

This corrosivity evaluation is based on general corrosion engineering standards and is non-specific in 
nature. For specific long-term corrosion control design reco1_nmendations or consultation, please call JDH 
Corrosion Consultants, Inc. at (925) 927-6630. 

We appreciate the oppo1tunity of working with you on this project. If you have any questions, or if you 
require further information, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

JDH/jdl 
Enclosure 

I 
l 
I• ,, 



California State Certified L1lboratory No. 2153 

Client: 
Client's Project No.: 
Client's Project Name: 
Date Sampled: 
Date ll.ecclvcd: 
Matrix: 
Authorization: 

Job/Sample No. 

1911102-001 

Method: 

Re ortin Limit: 

Laboratory Director 

Condor Earth Technologies, Inc. 
8098 
OID New Facility 
Not Indicated 
15-Nov-19 
Soil 
Laboratory Test Request 

Sample I D. 
B3t7il6' 

Rcdox 
(mV) 

310 

pH 

6.08 

Conductivity 

(wnhos/cm)• 

-

ASTM 01498 ASTM 04972 ASTM DI 12SM 

27-Nov-2019 27-Nov-2019 

llesiscivity 

(100% Saturation) 
(ohms-cm) 

2,200 

i\STMOS7 

2-Dec-2019 

• Results Reported on "As Recc,lvcd• Buis 
N.D .• None Detected 

Quality Cogtrol Summary• All laborarory q•ality ,ontrol paromcr,,. wuc roun0 to b< wlthln ur,bllsh,d llmlu 

-

Im~ ~I ~t~~ 
1100 Willow Pass Court, Suite A 

Concord, CA 94520· 1006 
925 462 2771 Fax. 925 462 2775 

www.cercoanalytical.com 

Date of Report: 

Chloride 
(mg/kg)• 

N.D. 

3-Dec-2019 

Sulfute 
(mg/kg)• 

N.D. 

ASTM 04658M ASTM D4327 ASTMD4327 

so 15 15 

27-Nov-2019 27-Nov-201 9 

PeacNo. I 



Condor Earth 
Laboratory Test Request 

Condor Project No.: .:;B,::;09:;.:B:..,..._-------
ProJect Name: 010 New Facility 

ProJectAddfHS: 1110 Kaufman Rd. 

Date/Time Submitted: ""1,.;.;1/""1.;.;4/-':1 ;:..9 --:-,:--:-------
Laboratory: Cereo Analytical 

Sample Loe., 
Depth In Ft. or Sample Sample Description 

Sample No. Type (to be used for test report) 

~ Soll Clayey-sand, fine grained 

Subml~ed by: .::Jo;:.:n.:.;lc:,:;ngiz:.ra::::m.:.:..... ___ _ 
Tele. Number: 209-601·7854 

Fax Number: _______ _ 

Email Address: jjngram@condorearth.com 
Notu: 

Requested Test Name 
and Method Notes 

Soll Corroslvlty Testing: 
redox, pH, sulfate, 

ASTM test methods·(wlth 
resistivity (100% 

Brief Evaluation) 
saturation), and chloride 
with brief evaluation 

I I /I //,,,-

.-........ · 11../rv 
I '\ II ., 0 ! 
I j// /, f I I I/ 1, , I'/ II 

'-.._~v ;, '\.., fl/( I/'-- I I 
I I-..._ 
V / ./ 

Requested 
Due Dato 

11/28/19 

A 

/} 

C/1/J /j. ~I ' I 

Sheet 1 of 3 



APPENDIXC 
Test Pit Logs and Percolation Test Data/Calcula tions 

' CONDOR 



CONDOR EARTH TECHNOLOGIES, INC. 
LOG OF TEST PIT - 1 " CONDOR' 

Project: Greger Facilities . Oakdale Irrigation District 
Sou1hwest Quadrant of Greger StreeUKaufman 
Road Intersection 

Location: 111 O Kaufman Rd. Oakdale, Ca. 95361 

Project No.: 

Logged By: 
Date: 

0 -

Oakdale, California 

Corin Musick 

11/12/19 

Approx. Coord.: 

Approx. Elev. (rt): 

Approx. Dopth (ft) : 

Approx. Longth (ft): 

Orlontatlon: 

Equipment: 

37°45'10.99" •N, 120° 50~59.25'v' •w 
186' 

9' 

15' 
North-South 

E50 Bobcat (12 ton) 

Sandy Clay Loam: Medium brown, dry, hard clumps that separate Into fine silts, fine to medium-grained sand wl1h 
minimal fine well rounded gravel. -

2 -I/ 
3 -

4 - Sandy Clay Loam: Dry/ SllghUy moist, brown. De,,se lo very dense, <5% pea gravel 

5 -

6 -
g 
t 7 -v G> 
Cl 

8 -
9 -

Loamy sand: Dry to slightly moist, brown, dense, difficulty digging with hand tools 

10 --
11 -

12 -
13 -
14 

GROUNDWATER: None 

SAMPLE: 3 bagged loose samples 

NOTES: Top layers to 2.5' were hard/ broke apart to very fine clay/slits. 

LEGEND: 

PP = Pocket Penetrometer Resistance - Unconfined Compressive Strength (tons per square foot) 

F = Percent Passing No. 200 Sieve by Dry Weight, LL = Liquid Limit, Pl = Plastlclly Index 

w = Moisture Content (percent), Yd - Dry Unit Weight (pounds per cubic fool) 
qu = Unconfined Compressive Strength • Laboratory (pounds per square foot) 

S11 = Undrained Shear Strength (pounds per square foot) 
Drained Shear Strength Parameters: c'"' Cohesion (pounds per square foot), ~• = Internal Friction Angle (deg) 



CONDOR EARTH TECHNOLOGIES, INC. 

Project: 

Project No.: 

Logged By: 

Date: 

0 -

LOG OF TEST PIT - 2 

Greger Facllltles - Oakdale lrrigalion District 
Southwest Quadrant of Greger Street/Kaufman 
Road Intersection 
Oakdale, California 

Corin Musick 

11/12/19 

Location: 

Approx. Coord.: 

Approx. Elev. (ft): 

Approx. Dopth (ft): 

Approx. Length (ft): 

Orientation: 

Equipment: 

111 o Kaufman Rd. Oakdale, Ca. 95361 

37°45'1 J.53" 0 N, 120° 51'04.67°W 

186' 

9' 

15' 

East-West 

E50 Bobcat (12 ton) 

Sandy Loam: brown, dry, dense to very dense, massive, fine to medium-gained sand 

- I 
2 - I 
3 I -
4 -

/ 
Sand: Brown. dry, dense to very dense, hard digging, slightly moist at approximately 6', small well-rounded gravel 

5 _v 

6 -
g 
.c 7 .... 
Q, -
a, 
0 

8 - f'-... 

9 - ~ 
10 - -
11 -

12 -

13 -

14 -

GROUNDWATER: 

SAMPLE: 

NOTES: 

LEGEND: 

estimated at <10%, ~10% fines. 

Loamy Sand : light brown/gray, slightly moist to moist, loose, fine to medium sand. 

--

None 

3 loose bagged samples 

Very high percolation. 

PP " Pocket Penetrometer Resistance - Unconfined Compressive Strength (Ions per square foot) 

F " Percent Passing No. 200 Sieve by Dry Weight, LL = Liquid Limit, Pl = Plasticity Index 

w = Moisture Content (percent), Yd = Dry Unit Weight (pounds per cubic foot) 

qu = Unconfined Compressive Strength - Laboratory (pounds per square fool) 

S0 = Undrained Shear Strength (pounds per square foot) 

Easily dlggable by hand from 9 to 1 

Drained Shear Strength Parameters: c' = Cohesion (pounds per square foot).$' = Internal Friction Ang le (deg) 



CONDOR EARTH TECHNOLOGIES, INC. 
LOG OF TEST PIT - 3 

\_ 
CONDOR' 

Projoct : Location: 1110 Kaufman Rd. Oakdale, Ca. 95361 

Projoct No.: 

Logged By: 

Dato: 

0 

Corin Musick 

11/12/19 

Approx. Coord.: 

Approx. Elev. (ft): 

Approx. Depth (ft): 

Approx. Length (ft): 

Orientation: 

Equipment: 

37°45'14.60" 0 N, 120°51'04.94" 0 W 

188' 

10' 

15' 

North - South 

E50 Bobcat (1 2 ton) 

Sandy Clay: Dark reddish brown (when moisl), dry, dense/stiff, fine to medium sand. 

2 

3 

4 

5 Sandy Clay - dark Brown, slightly moist, dense to very dense/stiff with medium grained sand 

6 ~ 
g 
.r= .... 7 
Q. 
CII 
0 

8 

9 

Loamy Sand: Ory to slightly moist, brown, dense with zones of very dense/sandy clay, sand fine to coarse 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

GROUNDWATER: None 

SAMPLE: Three loose bagged samples 

NOTES: No perc, very dense silt/clay and rock. 

LEGEND; 

PP= Pocket Penetrometer Resistance - Unconfined Compressive Strength (tons per square foot) 

F = Percent Passing No. 200 Sieve by Dry Weigh!, LL = Liquid Limit, Pl = Plasticity Index 

w " Moisture Content (percent), 'Yd = Dry Unit Weight (pounds per cubic foot) 

q., "' Unconfined Compressive Strength - Laboratory (pounds per square foot) 

Su= Undrained Shear Strength (pounds per square foot) 

Drained Shear Strength Parameters: c' "' Cohesion (pounds per square foot), $' = Internal Friction Angle (deg) 



~ 
CONDOR 

PERCOLATION TEST DAT A SHEET 

Date of Test: _.........:1'-,:,1"'""'/1=2~/2=0'--'-1=9 __ 

Location: 111 0 Kaufman Road, Oakdale Ca. 95360 

Performed By: Corin Musick 

Test Pit 1 

Diameter of Hole: __ -6 __ (6" - 8" Std.) 

CONDOR IU RTH TECHNOLOGIES, INC. 
21663 Brian Lane/PO Box 3905 

Sonora, CA 95370 
209.532.0361 

www.condorearth.com 

Owner: 0 10 

Certified By: ---=D=av.:..:.id=--=B=e,.,_lt __ _ 

Diameter of Reservoir: ____ 4 __ (4" Std.) 

Water Depth in Hole _~8 _ _ (8" Std.) Presoak Start (Date/Time) 11/11/2019 10:25 a.m. Dur. 24.5 (hrs.) 

Hole No. P1 Time Reservoir Level Change Calculated Level Percolation Slowest 
Depth 1 0 - 11 ft Interval Level in Reservoir Change in Hole Rate Rate 

Time (minutes) (mls)1 (inches)2 (inches)3 (min.finch) (min.finch) 
11 :09:10 0 0 0 0 
11:35:22 0:26:12 10 5.3 2.4 0:11 :03 
12:10:14 0:34:52 20.5 5.6 2.5 0:14:00 
14:33:54 0 0 
14:41:45 0:07:51 1.5 0.8 0.4 0:22:04 0:22:04 
15:20:54 0:39:09 9.7 4.4 1.9 0:20:08 
15:40:45 0:19:51 14.5 2.6 1.1 0:17:26 
16:02:07 0:21 :22 20.5 3.2 1.4 0:15:01 
16:03:43 0 0 0 
16:14:50 0:11:07 2.5 1.3 0.6 0:18:45 
16:24:40 0:09:50 5 1.3 0.6 0: 16:35 

1 
Sight tube is laboratory burett barrel cal ibrated in milliliters 2 Conversion Factor: 1" = 1.87 406 mis 

3 Hh = (Dr/Dh)2Hr, For a 6" diameter hole and a 4" diameter reservoir Hh = .4444Hr 

X:\Project\8000_prj\8098 OID New Office Facility\Reports\Appendix C - Test Pit Logs and Percolation Test 
Data\Percolation Test Results.xis 



~ -CONDOR 

PERCOLATION TEST DATA SHEET 

Date ofTest: 11/12/2019 

Location: 1110 Kaufman Road, Oakdale Ca. 95360 

Performed By: ___ _,C""'o'-'--n=·n"""M:.:.:u::.::s""ic,....k ____ _ 

Test Pit 2 

Diameter of Hole: - --=6 __ (6" - 8" Std.) 

CONDOR EARTH TECHNOLOGIES, I NC. 
21663 Brian Lane/PO Box 3905 

Sonora, CA 95370 
209 .532.0361 

www.condorearth.com 

Owner: ___ O;::;.l=D'-------

Certified By: - ---'D=-a"'-'v~id=-=B::::.,el"-t __ _ 

Diameter of Reservoir: _---:.4 __ (4" Std.) 

Water Depth in Hole - ----"-8 __ (8" Std.) Presoak Start (Date!Time) 11/11/2019 11 :30 a.m. Dur. 24 (hrs.) 

Hole No. P2 Time Reservoir Level Change Calculated Level Percolation 

Depth 1 0 - 11 ft Interval Level in Reservoir Change in Hole Rate 

Time (minutes) (mls)1 (inches)2 (inches)3 (min./inch) 

11:28:25 0 
11 :28:59 0:00:34 24 12.8 5.7 0:00:06 

11 :30:09 0 
11 :30:47 0:00:38 24 12.8 5.7 0:00:07 

13:20:03 0 
13:20:28 0:00:25 24 12.8 5.7 0:00:04 

Notes: Loose sand, very fast percolation rates. 



" · CONDOR 

PERCOLATION TEST DATA SHEET 

Date ofTest: 11/12/2019 

Location: 1110 Kaufman Road, Oakdale Ca. 95360 

Performed By: -----'C=o"""r""'in._.M"-"u=-=s=ic=k'-· ___ _ 

Test Pit 3 

Diameter of Hole: ---=6 __ (6" - 8" Std.) 

CONDOR EARTH TECHNOLOGIES, JNC. 
21663 Brian Lane/PO Box 3905 

Sonora, CA 95370 
209.532.036 1 

www.condorearth.com 

Owner: ___ 0=10'-------

Certified By: ___ D=av .... id;...;B.a:ael:.:...t __ _ 

Diameter of Reservoir: _ ___,4 __ (4" Std.) 

Water Depth in Hole ----"'-8 __ (8" Std.) Presoak Start(Date/Time) 11/11/2019 12:00 p.m. Dur. 23.25 (hrs. 

Hole No. P3 Time Reservoir Level Change Calculated Level Percolation 
Depth 10-11 ft Interval Level in Reservoir Change in Hole Rate 

Time (minutes) (mls)1 (inches)2 (inches)3 (min.finch) 
Pre-Soak water still full. Brou( ht water level down to 0mls I 

11 :18:35 0 
11 :39:04 0 
12:20:28 0 

Chanqed float, Added water Water level dropped. 
13:55:28 6.25 
14:23:26 0:27:58 10 2.0 0.9 0:31 :27 
14:38:25 0:14:59 11 .75 0.9 0.4 0:36:06 
15:11 :58 0:33:33 17.4 <- Test hole had re-flooded 

Notes: Slow rates, questiobale data. Percolation equipment malfunctioned. 
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Soil Map-Eastern Stanislaus Area, California 

Map Unit Legend 

Map Unit Symbol 

MdA 

SnA 

Totals for Area of Interest 

Natural Resources 
Conservation Service 

Map Unit Name Acres In AOI 

Madera sandy loam, o to 2 
percent slopes 

Snelling sandy loam, 0 to 3 
percent slopes 

Web Soil Survey 
National Cooperative Soil Survey 

Percent of AOI 

2.5 

7.9 

10.4 

Greger Facility 

23.8% 

76.2% 

100.0% 
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Map Unit Description: Madera sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes---Eastern Stanislaus Area, 
California 

Eastern Stanislaus Area, California 

MdA- Madera sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 

USDA Natural Resources 
aili Conservation Service 

Map Unit Setting 
National map unit symbol: hjdz 
Elevation: 20 to 250 feet 
Mean annual precipitation: 14 inches 
Mean annual air temperature: 61 degrees F 
Frost-free period: 250 days 
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland 

Map Unit Composition 
Madera and similar soils: 85 percent 
Minor components: 15 percent 
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of 

the mapunit. 

Description of Madera 

Setting 
Landform: Fan remnants 
Landform position (two-dimensional): Toeslope 
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread 
Down-slope shape: Linear 
Across-slope shape: Linear 
Parent material: Alluvium derived from granite 

Typical profile 
H1 - 0 to 9 inches: sandy loam 
H2 - 9 to 19 inches: sandy loam 
H3 - 19 to 30 inches: clay 
H4 - 30 to 36 inches: indurated 
H5 - 36 to 60 inches: coarse sandy loam, clay loam 

Properties and qualities 
Slope: 0 to 2 percent 
Depth to restrictive feature: About 19 inches to abrupt textural 

change; 20 to 40 inches to duripan 
Natural drainage class: Moderately well drained 
Runoff class: Very high 
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very 

low (0.00 to 0.00 in/hr) 
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches 
Frequency of flooding: None 
Frequency of ponding: None 
Available water storage in profile: Very low (about 2.3 inches) 

Interpretive groups 
Land capability classification (irrigated): 4s 
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4s 
Hydrologic Soil Group: D 

Web Soll Survey 
National Cooperative Soll Survey 

Greger Facility 
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Map Unit Description: Madera sandy loam, 0 lo 2 percent slopes--Eastern Stanislaus Area, 
California 

Hydric soil rating: No 

Minor Components 

Alamo 
Percent of map unit: 10 percent 
Landform: Depressions 
Hydric soil rating: Yes 

Unnamed 
Percent of map unit: 5 percent 
Landform: Depressions 
Hydric soil rating: Yes 

Data Source Information 

Soil Survey Area: Eastern Stanislaus Area, California 
Survey Area Data: Version 13, Sep 16, 2019 

Natural Resources 
Conservation Service 

Web Soil Survey 
National Cooperative Soll Survey 

Greger Facility 
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Map Unit Description: Snelling sandy loam, Oto 3 percent slopes--Eastern Stanislaus Area, 
California 

g 

Eastern Stanislaus Area, California 

SnA- Snelling sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes 

Natural Resources 
Conservation Service 

Map Unit Setting 
National map unit symbol: hjgy 
Elevation: 150 to 2,000 feet 
Mean annual precipitation: 12 to 20 inches 
Mean annual air temperature: 59 to 63 degrees F 
Frost-free period: 250 days 
Farmland classification: Prime farmland if irrigated 

Map Unit Composition 
Snelling and similar soils: 85 percent 
Minor components: 15 percent 
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of 

the mapunit. 

Description of Snelling 

Setting 
Landform: Fan remnants 
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope 
Landform position (three-dimensional): Riser 
Down-slope shape: Convex 
Across-slope shape: Concave 
Parent material: A lluvium derived from granite 

Typical profile 
H1 - 0 to 19 inches: sandy loam 
H2 - 19 to 56 inches: sandy clay loam 
H3 - 56 to 60 inches: sandy loam 

Properties and qualities 
Slope: O to 3 percent 
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches 
Natural drainage class: Well drained 
Runoff class: Medium 
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): 

Moderately high (0.20 to 0.57 in/hr) 
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches 
Frequency of flooding: None 
Frequency of ponding: None 
Available water storage in profile: Moderate (about 9.0 inches) 

Interpretive groups 
Land capability classification (irrigated): 2s 
Land capabilily classification (noninigated): 3c 
Hydro/ogic Soil Group: C 
Hydric soil rating: No 

Web Soll Survey 
National Cooperative Soll Survey 

Greger Facility 
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Map Unit Description: Snelling sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes•••Eastern Stanislaus Area, 
California 

Minor Components 

Montpellier 
Percent of map unit: 10 percent 
Hydric soil rating: No 

Greenfield 
Percent of map unit: 5 percent 
Hydric soil rating: No 

Data Source Information 

Soil Survey Area: Eastern Stanislaus Area, California 
Survey Area Data: Version 13, Sep 16, 2019 

Natural Resources 
Conservation Sorvlco 

Web Soll Survey 
National Cooperative Soll Survey 

Greger Facility 
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Transportation Engineers 

May 23, 2022 

Mr. Steve Knell 
OAKDALE IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
1205 E. F Street 
Oakdale, CA 95361 

RE: TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR OAKDALE IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
MAINTENANCE FACILITY, OAKDALE, CA (CITY APPLICATION 2021-17) 

Dear Mr. Knell: 

Thank you for contacting our firm regarding the OJD Maintenance Facility at 1110 Ka ufman Road in 
Oakdale, CA. As we are aware, this project will occupy a 9.64 acre site south of Greger Street and would 
ultimately contain office and warehouse uses in buildings totaling 55,446 sf as well as stormwater 
retention and on-site parking for employees and OID equipment, as shown in Figure 1 (vici nity map) and 
Figure 2 (site plan). The project lies in Oakdale General Plan's South Yosemite Industrial Specific Plan, 
and the area west of the project site and south of Greger Street is occupied by a mini-storage facility, and 
a 62 lot residential subdivision was recently approved in the area north of Greger Street. Access to the 
project would occur at two new driveways on Greger Street and two driveways on Kaufman Road. 

City of Oakdale staff has suggested that the transportation impacts of a project this size at this location are 
unlikely to be significant, but a focused transportation and traffic operational assessment has been 
requested addressing several key issues. 

Key Issues 

Om investigation considers these key issues: 

• Identification and comparison of site land use and trip generation for the site as proposed and as 
assumed under the City of Oakdale GP and as assumed in the GPEIR. 

• Opinion as to the relative effect of any change to vehicle trip generation caused by the project on 
the GPEIR's conclusions/recommendations or City traffic impact fee projects. 

• Adequacy of project access to Greger Street and Kaufman Road. 
• Relative effects of project traffic on the operation of the local, collector and arterial roadways 

providing access to the project. 
• Relative effects of the project on regional VMT. 

Project Description. The General Plan identifies the project site for Industrial (IND) use. The General 
Plan indicates that IND accommodates a broad range of limited, light, and heavy industrial uses including 
manufacturing and assembly, processing, warehousing and distribution, research and development, office 
and other job creating uses. Supporting commercial and other employee-serving uses are permitted. A 
bui lding Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.20 to 0.50 is permitted, and the GPEIR assumed a FAR of 0.30. 
As noted in Table 1, the project site could be developed with 205.7 thousand square feet (ksf) of industrial 
buildings Llnder the GP's maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR), and 122.8 ksf would result at the average 
FAR assumed in the GPEIR. In comparison, the proposed project would have an FAR of 0. 14. 

3853 Taylor Road, Suite G • Loomis, CA 95650 • (916) 660-1555 
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Land Use 

f loor Area Ratio 
Density (du/acre) or 

Floor Area Rat io (FAR) 
Project Arca 
( m·oss acres) 

Yield 

Background Traffic Conditions 

TADLEl 
~TE DEVELOPMENT COMPARIBON 

General Plan 
GPEIR 

Proposed Project 
Assumptions 

(TND) 
(IND) 

(LDR) 

0.20 to 0.50 0.30 -
0.20 to 0.50 0.30 0.14 

9.4 9.4 9.4 

205.7 ksf 122.8 ksf 55 .446 

Setting. The project would take its access via Greger Street and Kaufman Road, and its employees and 
vendors would reach the balance of the community via the Greger Street / S. Yosemite Avenue 
intersectiot1 to the east and the Greger Street/ South Willowood Drive intersection to the west. 

The General Plan indicates that Greger Street is an Urban Collector street and is designated a truck route 
in the area from Kaufman Road to Yosemite Avenue. Trucks are prohibited west of the project site. The 
posted speed limit is 30 mph. Class II bike lanes arc provided on Greger Street starting at the west limits 
of the industrial area and continuing to Crane Road. Similarly, a Class l bike path begins on Greger Street 
at the west Industrial area boundary and extends north to the Sierra Northern RR right of way before 
turning west and also continuing to Crane Road. A roundabout at the western boundary slows traffic 
where bicycle faci lities begin and also marks lhe overall community land use change from residential to 
industrial uses. 

The General Plan identifies Kaufman Road as a 2-lane Collector Street. Today the road is generally a 
rural facility without curb gutter and sidewalk. The speed limit is posted at 45 mph. Kaufman Road 
along the project frontage to the Crane Lateral Canal is designated a truck route, but the area further south 
is not. The General Plan also identifies a Class I bike path on Kaufman Road. 

Background Traffic Conditions. The GP DElR provides information regarding current and future 
traffic conditions at various locations. The GP DEIR notes that in 2009 Greger Street carried 5,100 
vehicles per day (VPD) and operated at LOS A in comparison to the capacity of 1 l ,300 vehicles per day 
al LOS D for this two-lane collector slreet. Yosemite Avenue carried 19,700 vpd south of Greger Street 
and 22,400 vpd to the north, and these volumes were indicative of LOS F on the two lane segments of the 
street. While the GPEJR didn' t provide daily traffic volume counts for Kaufman Road, based on the peak 
hour information that was presented the daily volume would be estimated at 750 VPD. 

Conditions at intersections that had been widened to their ultimate width were better. The GP DEIR 
indicated that the roundabout at Greger Street/ Willowoocl Drive operated at LOS A, the stop controlled 
Greger Street / Kaufman Road intersection operated at LOS 8 and signalized Yosemite Avenue/ Greger 
Street intersection operated at LOS B during the a.m. and p.m. peak traffic hours. 
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Because the effects of COYID-19 make new traffic counts a poor indicator of "normal" cond itions, the 
extent to which traffic conditions have changed in this area since the GPEIR was prepared was 
determined from review of available aerial photography and consideration of other traffic studies. The 
traffic operational analysis accompanying the NCC EIR indicated that Yosemite Avenue south of Greger 
Street continued to carry 19,763 vpd in 2014. While industrial uses along Greger Street have not changed 
appreciably since 2007, the residential area west ofS. Willowood Drive didn't begin to be fully occupied 
until after the GPEIR was completed. Based on this information is it reasonable to expect that the cul'l'ent 
daily traffic volume on Greger Street and Kaufman Road are slightly higher than those reported by the 
GPEIR, but that current Level of Service would remain within the City's minimum standard. 

Future Traffic Co11ditions. The volume of traffic occurring in this area in the future was also suggested by 
the GPEIR. These estimates would include the project site with Industrial uses. The daily traffic volume on 
Greger Street between S. Willowood Drive and Yosemite Avenue was expected to reach 5,900 to 7,900 vpd 
(GPEIR figUJe 4.5-16), while depending on what North County Corridor alignment was implemented, the 
volume on Yosemite A venue was projected to reach 24,300 to 25,700 vpd north of Greger Street and 24,900 
to 29,500 vpd to the south. While daily volumes are not shown for Kaufinan Road, from peak hour data the 
estimate would be 4,500 to 6.700. Greger Street was expected to operate at LOS C, as would Kaufman Road 
if improved to a standard section, while Yosemite Avenue was expected to operate at LOS F. The GP DEIR 
indicated that the roundabout at Greger Street / S. Willowood Drive would operate at LOS B, the stop 
contro.lled Greger Street/ Kaufman Road intersection would operate at LOS F and the signalized Yosemite 
Avenue/ Greger Street intersection was projected to operate at LOS C during the a.m. and p.m. peak traffic 
hours. A traffic signal was recommended for the Greger Street/ Kaufinan Road intersection. 

Conditions on the two-lane segments of S. Yosemite Avenue would not satisfy the City's minimum LOS 
D standard, and development of the project site with industrial uses at average FAR is reflected in these 
forecasts. 

As described earlier, facilities for alternative transportation modes exist in the area of the project. 
Sidewalks exist on Greger Street west of the project through the developed residential area. To the east 
sidewalk exists on the south side of Greger Street to S. Yosemite Avenue but is intermittent on the north 
side. Class I bike trai ls and Class 2 bike lanes exist west of the project, but while Class 2 bike lanes are 
planned on Greger Street east of the project these fac ilities have not been installed today. A Class l bike 
path is ideated in the General Plan for Kaufman Road. 

Site Access. The project will be developed with access at two new intersections on Greger Street and two 
driveways on Kaufman Road. The most westerly driveway on Greger Street is about 150 feet from the 
mini-storage access and would be about 80 feet west of a planned access to the residential area to the 
north. This driveway would primarily provide access to the storage buildings on the west side of the si te. 
The other driveway is about 250 feet west of Kaufman Road (centerline to centerline) and provides access 
to the office buildings' parking areas. 

The Kaufman Road driveways are about 360 and 490 feet south of Greger Street, respectively. The more 
northerly driveway is access to the office and the southerly is access to the stage facil ities. 

Evaluation 

Trip Generation Comparison. Table 2 indicates the number of daily and p.rn. peak hour one-way 
vehicle trips that could be generated by development of the site under current assumptions in the GP and 
G PETR and for the OID project as proposed. 
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Under the assumptions made of the General Plan EJR, the site would have been expected to generate 598 
daily trips (i.e., ½ inbound and ½ outbound), with 91 trips in the a.m. peak hour and 80 trips in the 
evening peak hour. 

The trip generation rates applicable to the project have been selected based on the nature of the uses in 
each area of the project. The current Institute of Transportation Engineers publication 11·1'p Generation 
Manual, 1 J'" Edition is the source of the rates presented. For this analysis ITE code 11 0 Government 
Office Building was selected for the OID headquarters building, and the rates for Warehouse (code 150) 
were chosen for the balance of the site. 

As indicated, the project as proposed would generate 49l daily trips, which is somewhat fewer total dai ly 
vehicle trips than would be caused by development under the assumptions of the GPEJR at the average 
IND density. The proposed project would also generate less trips during peak hours than the site would 
with the GP's current lND land use designation. 

TABLE2 
SITE TRlP GENERATION COMPARISON 

ITE Unit/ 
Trip Generntion Rates / Forecasts 

Land Use AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Code Quantity Daily 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Indus trial Development 

General Light Industrial I ksf 4.87 88% 12% 0.74 14% 86% 0.56 

Forecasts Cm max FAR 110 205.7 1.002 134 18 152 19 115 134 

Forecast Cm GPEIR FAR 122.8 598 80 11 9 1 11 69 80 

Proposed OID Project 

I ksf 22.59 75% 25% 3.34 25% 75% 1.71 
Government Office Bldg 730 

19.0 429 47 16 63 8 24 32 

J ksf J.7 1 77% 23% 0.17 28% 72% 0.18 
Warehouse 150 

36.5 62 5 I 6 2 5 7 

Project Total 49 1 52 17 70 10 29 39 

Effect of Project 0 11 GPEffi Conclusions. Because the project is projected to generate fewer trips than 
would have been assumed for the site in the GPEIR, the project would have the effect of slightly reducing 
the GPEIR's traffic volume forecasts for Greger Street and Yosemite Avenue. Thus, the cumulative 
Levels of Service accompanying the project would be simil.ar to or perhaps better than those presented in 
the GPEIR. Development of the project would not result in any change to mitigation measures identified 
in the GPEIR nor to improvements included in response to the GPElR in the existing City of Oakdale 
traffic impact mitigation fee program. 
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Adequacy of Project Access. On collector streets like Greger Street the adequacy of access is primarily 
based on the available sight distance and relationship between new intersections and adjoining the 
intersections or other roadway featu res. Because Greger Street is generally straight and level, the view to 
the east and west wil l be unobstructed from the project's access points. 

The project's western driveway is offset from that of the approved residential use on the north side of 
Greger Street. While aligning the two would normally be desirable, because this warehouse use portion 
of the project generates relatively little traffic, in our opinion this change is not required. 

Effects of Project Trips on Existing Traffic Operations. The project wil l add a relatively small amount 
of traffic to Greger Street and S. Yosemite A venue. As would have been the case with GP industrial uses, 
much of the site traffic will be commute trips to and from residences in Oakdale and in the balance of 
Stanislaus County. Truck traffic would be limited to Greger Street east of the site. Based on review of 
the regional population distribution and the available routes we expect project traffic to be split about 
20% west via Greger Street toward Riverbank, 35% south on Kaufman Road towards Modesto and 45% 
north on Yosemite Avenue into Oakdale. This project could increase the daily vo lume on Greger Street 
by rnughly I 00 VPD (½ inbound and ½ outbound) west of the site and 220 VPD east of Kaufman Road, 
with 170 VPD on Kaufman Road. This traffic increase would not be appreciable with regards to current 
volumes and the General Plan ETR's identified capacity for two collector streets (i.e., l 1,300 vpd at LOS 
D). 

Similarly, the project will increase the daily traffic volume on S. Yosemite Avenue, and the project will 
increase peak hour traffic tlu-ough the S. Yosemite Avenue/ Greger Street intersection and Greger Street / 
Kaufman Road intersections. However, the volume of traffic added would not be sufficient to alter the 
current Level of Service reported in the GPEJR, and the project's effect would not be considered 
significant within the context of General Plan polices. 

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). Under current CEQA guidelines the transportation impacts ofa project 
are evaluated within the context of alternative transportation modes, safety and daily Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT). VMT is generally the product of the project's estimated daily trips and the distance of 
those trips. Under SB 743 the switch was made from a LOS based analysis to VMT evaluation in order to 
combat global climate change and reduce Greenhouse gases, and agencies are to evaluate VMT impacts 
within the context of the effect on the ability of the agency to meet its VMT reduction objectives. 
However, neither the City of Oakdale nor Stanislaus County have adopted specific VMT guidelines or 
significance criteria. 

In this case, the proposed project is expected to generate fewer daily trips than would development under 
the current IND land use designation. In addition, the project is located near the Oakdalc's southern 
residential areas and in proximity to bike lanes and trails that wi ll allow employees to choose that travel 
mode or to walk. As a result, the project will help the City meet long term goals for reducing VMT. 

Conclusions 

• The proposed project includes 19.0 ksf office building and 36.5 ksf of warehousing which could 
replace 122.8 ksf of industrial space under the assumptions made in the GPEI R. 
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• Based on standard trip generation rates published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers 
(ITE) the 62 dwelling units would result in 49 1 daily tri ps, which is 18% Jess than the 598 daily 
trips assumed for the site in the GPETR. The project would generate 70 a.m. and 39 p.111 . peak 
hour trips, which is 23% of the 91 a.111. and 51% less than the 80 p.111. peak hour trips generated 
by industrial development assumed for the site. 

• The project would not change the GPEIR's conclusions regarding future traffic conditions or 
mitigation, nor will the project alter the nature of improvements already included in the Cily' s 
traffic impacts fee program. 

• The design of project access to Greger Street is adequate, and the project will install frontage 
improvements along Kaufinan Road that are consistent with standard City requirements 

• The project will increase the volume of traffic currently occurring on the streets providing access 
to the site. However, the increases on Greger Street, Kaufman Road and S. Yosemite Avenue 
would be too small to cause an appreciable effect on the Level of Service on those roadways, and 
the peak hour volume added at the S. Yosemite Avenue/ Greger Street, Greger Street / Kaufinan 
Road and Greger Street IS. Wi llowood Drive intersections would be too small to affect the Level 
of Service at that 1.ocation. 

• Because the project will generate less traffic than would occur under the General Plan's IND 
designation and the project is located near Oakdale southern residential district and near existing 
bicycle trai ls and bike lanes, the project should not interfere with the City of Oakdale's abili ty to 
meet long term VMT reduction goals. 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

KD Anderson & Associates, Inc. 

Kenneth D. Anderson, P.E. 
President 

Attachments 

Ottlul,rlo ln1gnf1u11 Dlslrkl Office: 11/dg.ltr 
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