PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY OF CERES, CALIFORNIA
City Council Chambers, 2701 Fourth Street
Monday, May 21, 2018 – 6:00 p.m.
Mailing Address: Planning Division, 2220 Magnolia Street, Ceres, CA 95307
Phone: (209) 538-5774

Fax: (209) 538-5675

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this
meeting, please contact the Public Works Director, (209) 538-5732. Notification 48 hours prior to the
meeting will enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting.
(28 CFR 35.102-35.104 ADA Title II)

Members of the public are advised that all pagers, cellular telephones and any other
communication devices are to be turned off upon entering the City Council Chambers.

CALL TO ORDER by Chairperson Smith

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE to the flag led by Chairperson Smith

ROLL CALL

Commissioners Condit, Del Nero, Johnson, Kachel, Chairperson Smith

CONFLICT OF INTEREST DECLARATION

CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS to the Commission on matters not included on the agenda
(5 minutes).
While the Planning Commission welcomes and encourages participation in Planning
Commission meetings, adopted rules allow no more than 5 minutes (Resolution No. 2012-132)
for expression of non-agenda items. Matters under the jurisdiction of the Planning
Commission, and not on the posted agenda, may be addressed by the general public;
however, California law prohibits the Planning Commission from taking action on any matter
which is not on the posted agenda unless it is determined to be an emergency by the Planning
Commission. Citizens are entitled to address the Planning Commission on any agenda item
subject to the 5 minute provision.

1

CONSENT CALENDAR
All matters listed on the consent calendar are considered routine in nature and will be enacted by one motion. If
discussion is required, that particular item will be removed from the consent calendar and will be considered
separately.

1. Clerk’s Report of Posting. The Agenda for the regular meeting of the Planning Commission
of May 21, 2018 was posted on May 16, 2018.
2. Approval of Minutes:
a. April 16, 2016 (All present)
b. April 30, 2016 Special Meeting (Commissioner Smith absent)
CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT CALENDAR

PUBLIC HEARING(S)
Public Hearings are generally required by regulation, where public comments go into the public record and the hearing is governed
by rules concerning who speaks when and for how long and is overseen by a hearing official.

3. Conditional Use Permit (18-03 CUP); Proposal to allow for a 2,595 square foot automobile
service station at 2107 Hackett Road. Dael Garcia and Perla Ochoa-Anaya, applicants.
CEQA STATUS:

Exempt per Section 15332,
In-Fill Development Projects

REQUIRED ACTION:

Adopt PC Resolution 18-14

4. Site Plan Approval (17-18 SPA); Proposal for the construction of a 14,000 square foot
building for the manufacturing of almond hopper trailers at 2230 Rockefeller Drive. Ernie
Ott, applicant.

CEQA STATUS:

Exempt per Section 15332,
In-Fill Development Projects

REQUIRED ACTION:

Adopt PC Resolution 18-15

NEW BUSINESS

5. Capital Improvement Program, FY 2018-19 Project Priority List. (Jordan)
CEQA STATUS:

Per section 65103 (c); does not
qualify as a project.

REQUIRED ACTION:

Adopt PC Resolution No. 18-16
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ADJOURN AS THE PLANNING COMMISSION TO THE CERES DOWNTOWN
REVITALIZATION AREA BOARD

CERES DOWNTOWN REVITALIZATION AREA BOARD

CALL TO ORDER by Chairperson Smith

ROLL CALL Board Members Condit, Del Nero, Johnson, Kachel, Chairperson Smith

CONFLICT OF INTEREST DECLARATION

NEW BUSINESS

6. Ceres Downtown Revitalization Area Board Annual Report (Hallam)

RECONVENE AS THE PLANNING COMMISSION

PUBLIC MEETING(S)
Public Meetings are generally not required by regulation, involve an open, informal discussion between interested parties run by a
moderator where comments may or may not be placed in the public record.

None
UNFINISHED BUSINESS
None
MATTERS INITIATED BY PLANNING COMMISSION AND STAFF
None

REPORTS

• Commission
• Chairperson
• City Attorney
• City Staff
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ADJOURNMENT
The next regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting will be held on Monday, June 18, 2018.

ANY DECISION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION CAN BE
APPEALED TO THE CITY COUNCIL
Such an appeal of a Planning Commission action from this meeting must be filed by 5:00 p.m.,
May 31, 2018. Any person who challenges any of the following actions in court, may be limited
to raising only those issues that they or someone else raised at the Public Hearing, or in written
correspondence delivered to the City of Ceres at, or prior to, the Public Hearing. The appeal
must be filed in writing with a $630.00 filing fee.
I:\PLANNING\DEPT\PLANNING\PC\Agenda\2018\5-21-18.doc.
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PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY OF CERES, CALIFORNIA
Welcome to this meeting of the Ceres Planning Commission. Your interest in the affairs of
Ceres is gratifying. The City of Ceres was incorporated February 25, 1918, and is a General
Law City in the County of Stanislaus of the State of California. The purposes of the Planning
Commission meeting are to make decisions on various permit applications and to make
recommendations to the City Council on matters concerning land use and future
development.
The Planning Commission follows a regular order of business during its meeting. The agenda
is prepared in advance by the Planning Division of the City Manager’s Office. Copies of the
agenda are available at the counter of the Planning Division from Friday morning through
5:00 p.m., Monday. After 5:00 p.m., copies may be obtained in the Council Chambers at the
Planning Commission Meeting.
If you have a matter to bring before the Planning Commission which is not listed on the
agenda, you may be heard under CITIZEN COMMUNICATION. Please step forward to the
podium and give your name and address before speaking to the Commission.
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Planning Commission
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

PLANNING COMMISSION
Commissioner David Johnson
Commissioner Gary Del Nero
Commissioner Robert Kachel
Chairperson Laurie Smith
Vice Chairperson Couper Condit
City Attorney
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11

2
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STAFF
8. Director of Engineering Services/City Engineer
Daryl Jordan
9. Director of Community Development Tom Westbrook
10. Senior Planner James Michaels
11. Administrative Secretary/Deputy City Clerk
Ann Montgomery
Regular public meetings of other city government bodies are scheduled as follows:
CITY COUNCIL
Second and Fourth Mondays at 6:00 p.m.
PLANNING COMMISSION
First and Third Mondays at 6:00 p.m.
I:\PLANNING\DEPT\PLANNING\PC\agenda seating chart.doc

CITY OF CERES
PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
April 16, 2018

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER:

6:00 p.m.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:
The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Chairperson Smith.
ROLL CALL:
PRESENT:

Commissioners: Condit, Del Nero, Johnson, Kachel,
Chairperson Smith

ABSENT:

None

ALSO PRESENT:

Director of Community Development Tom Westbrook, City
Manager Toby Wells, Director of Engineering Services/City
Engineer Daryl Jordan, City Attorney Nubia Goldstein,
Administrative Secretary/Deputy City Clerk Ann
Montgomery

CONFLICT OF INTEREST DECLARATION:
None
CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS:
•

Leonard Shepherd – 2841 Fowler Road, Space 71, Ceres, CA

Mr. Shepherd remarked that there are a lot of people who really don’t care about the City
of Ceres and they live here. They put their garbage out on the street and he refers to it
as “mattress row.” He pointed out that when people come to visit in Ceres, they don’t
see the beauty of our parks and some of our trees; they see mattresses, chairs and stuff
on the roadways. He doesn’t know how we’re going to stop that, but feels we need to try
to do something.
•

Shane Parson – Downtown business owner and property owner

Mr. Parson stated that he would like to address the Planning Commission, noting that he
has one other business owner in attendance with him and there were supposed to be a
few more. He explained that they’re having a few issues downtown, and guesses that
some of it is from the homeless; some of it is from drug abusers that come downtown.
They’ve had several break-ins. He’d like to see how they would go about, and he’ll try to
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get more people involved, as far as downtown business owners, on what they might do
to help out, to try to make our beautiful new downtown maintained that way. We have a
business that’s been open for a week, and they’ve already been broken into. We’ve got
some money and suggested we could do cameras. He’d like to know how we could go
about that, and knows that the Planning Commission (Ceres Downtown Revitalization
Area Board) is in charge of that money. He asked if they could be a committee, to try to
divert some of that money and possibly do some things. He came to the meeting tonight
for some guidance. He’s working with all the neighbors on the alley, where he has some
businesses. They’re looking at possibly closing the alley; maybe putting some gates up.
Whatever they can do, they’d like to be able to do also, but maybe there’s some of that
money available for something. He knows our Police Department is a little stretched
financially, because of our City’s situation, but asked what they can do as business
owners to help out. He’s not here to complain that the Planning Commission isn’t doing
enough, as the business owners and property owners basically have done nothing. So,
if there’s some guidance he can get to try to organize some people and see what we can
do, that’s what they’d like to do.
Chairperson Smith thanked Mr. Parson for bringing that to the Commission’s attention,
noting that she’s assuming that he is referring to the Ceres Downtown Revitalization
Area Board. She explained that they do receive reports on a quarterly basis about the
activities of the Board, but she appreciates him bringing this to the Commission in
between those reports. She asked if Mr. Parson has spoken to anyone on staff about
this yet.
Mr. Parson responded, limitedly. He has talked to staff about closing the alley situation.
He has one business owner that he hasn’t been able to talk to yet; he has spoken to one
of her managers and they seemed in favor. We have to see what that’s going to take
and what we need to do, to do that particular thing. He knows of two businesses getting
broken into; there was a guy that stole something from the back of Pastas Pronto the
other day. Mr. Parson explained that he makes it a point to try to come into town every
morning somewhere between 4 and 5 and drive around, because he’s gotten a house
that he’s fixing up for his son, broken into three times, on the corner of 6th and North.
The other day, and he told the upper management of the Police Department, there are
guys camped out at the back of the doctor’s office over here, on the weekend. That’s
their weekend home, as there’s nobody there at Dr. Park’s office. He understands that
there are some areas they can work through on the bicycle riders, because that’s a big
part of our problem right there.
Chairperson Smith asked the City Manager, Toby Wells if there’s currently an effort with
regards to this increasing crime in the downtown. Obviously, homeless is not just an
issue in Ceres, but up and down the valley. Are there any efforts that we are currently
undertaking?
Mr. Wells responded that we’re fighting an uphill battle, as everyone else is in the valley
is determining the impacts of what efforts have been done at the state are creating
tremendous havoc across this valley. Our efforts are pretty limited, just because of
staffing. What we do encourage, is the private property owners to take every action they
can. We do have a lot of efforts with folks doing private security as well as putting in
cameras; those help. But, focused effort on just the downtown, we don’t have that
currently.
Our last conversation with Mr. Parson was not related to CDRAB
expenditures, it was more focused on the alley. Mr. Wells noted that what Mr. Parson
2
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has brought up this evening, he had not heard from him specifically. So, obviously he
will sit down with Chief Smith and see if there are any ideas he might have to deal with
the security issues. We were more focused on the request that he had relative to
closing off the alley.
Chairperson Smith interjected, and then at the next Planning Commission meeting, can
we also have a Ceres Downtown Revitalization Area Board meeting, where we can have
a discussion about the progress or discussion that Mr. Wells had between now and then,
and what ways the Board might be able to assist, with regard to funding, or any other
effort.
Mr. Parson stated that it is his understanding that because the Downtown Business
Owners haven’t been proactive, that’s basically why it’s put into the Ceres Downtown
Revitalization Area Board’s hands. Hopefully, he can get; you know, we have a beautiful
downtown. He’s looking to bring more business down there. He explained that Sam
called him and asked, what are we going to do. He did meet with the owner of the Rusty
Nail and asked if he was going to have time to come down to the meeting tonight, noting
that he’s got some other buildings/businesses he wants to bring down here. So, if
there’s a way that there’s some of that money available; he doesn’t really know how that
works to even spend it. And, he has talked to Chief Smith, and certainly they’ve talked
about the alley issue just after the break-in. Earl Chapman was the one stealing stuff
behind the building the other day. All the police know Earl. Mr. Parson explained that
after he had a small conversation with Earl, he guaranteed that he wasn’t going to be
down along Main Street anymore. We’ll see how that works. He then asked, what do
we need to do to be a party to the discussion.
Chairperson Smith remarked that she thinks that the City Manager and either someone
from his staff or himself to connect with Mr. Parson, the Chamber, the Downtown
Businesses, get together, come up with an idea about how the Board can help with
regard to funding. We need to verify and make sure that the funding spent on security
measures is an appropriate use of the funds, and then let’s come back and have a
conversation about how we can do that. She then asked; does that work.
Mr. Wells replied, of course.
Mr. Parson stated that’s perfect; thank you.
CONSENT CALENDAR:
1. Clerk’s Report of Posting. The Agenda for the regular meeting of the Planning
Commission of April 16, 2018 was posted on April 12, 2018.
2. Approval of Minutes
a. March 19, 2018 (all present)
3. Annual Progress Report on the Implementation of the City’s Housing Element –
Information Item.
ACTION:
It was moved by Commissioner Kachel; seconded by Commissioner Del
Nero to approve the Consent Calendar. Motion passed by the following vote:
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AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

Commissioners Condit, Del Nero, Johnson, Kachel, Chairperson Smith
None
None

CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT CALENDAR
None
PUBLIC HEARINGS:
4. Ordinance No. 2018-1045 – Amendment to Cannabis Ordinances 2017-1039 and
2017-1043; Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment of Section 18-04.002 of the Ceres
Municipal Code, Relating to Adult Use Cannabis; Adoption of Resolutions to
Recommend Adoption of Ordinances to Amend the Development Agreements
between the City and Kase Manufacturing, Pacafi Cooperative Inc., and Kase’s
Journey; Development Agreement Annual Review for Kase Manufacturing.
City Manager, Toby Wells presented the staff report, stating that it’s his pleasure to
provide an update and look for direction on several topics, noting the extensive list of
attachments in the packet, to effectively amend the Development Agreements with the
three businesses that we have chosen to do business with under the cannabis rules that
were adopted in 2017.
Mr. Wells stated that he will provide a bit of background, leading up to this evening, and
then will explain the actions that are asked for this evening.
Mr. Wells remarked, as the Planning Commission may recall, back in early 2017, at the
direction of the City Council, we marched down a road, very carefully and very
pragmatically of entertaining the opportunity for potentially allowing cannabis operations
within our City. And so, after a lot of conversations, a lot of study sessions with the
Council, the first Development Agreement was put into place in May of 2017, for the
Kase Manufacturing facility. That facility is the manufacturing site; it does include a
small cultivation. It was approved by the Planning Commission and the Council. It’s a
medical use only facility, in 2017. Several months later, after additional conversations,
and additional direction from the Council, two dispensaries were approved; one for PCF,
Pacafi, and then the second one, for Kase’s Journey. Both of those facilities were
authorized for medicinal use only. On the basis of the regulations that were drafted from
the State in the middle of 2017, that had a relatively defined line between adult use and
medicinal cannabis. However, in 2017, the world changed again, relative to regulated
cannabis. In California; just trying to figure its way through this process, and they
rescinded their draft regulations and issued emergency regulations. They were under a
statutory requirement under Prop. 64, which passed these regulations, that they had to
have regulations in place by January 1 and realized that they were not going to make it
under their rule-making process. In addition the MCRSA, Medical Adult-Use Cannabis
Regulation Act, changed those rules as well. So, they rescinded the draft regulations
and issued emergency regulations. In those emergency regulations, the line between
adult use and medicinal got really, really narrow. From a practical standpoint, there
really was no functional difference between the two. And their licensing as such, is
really simply exactly the same; you’re just labeling your application and the type of
license you’re asking for, with an “M” or an “A.” So, from that perspective, the issuance
4
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of those emergency regulations then kind of pushed us into this conversation; is there
truly a difference at the state level on the two licensing types, between adult use and
medicinal.
Mr. Wells continued; and so after a conversation with the City Council on January 22nd,
the Council made the determination that they did not see a functional difference and
directed staff to move forward with allowing the adult use within the parameters of those
three Development Agreements. That was issued with a side letter, a copy of which was
provided at the dais this evening. That side letter allowed for, because of that state
regulation change, the adult use to be allowed at those three businesses. And so, this
evening we’ll walk through the process of formally amending the regulations to allow for
the adult use as well as the clean-up for that.
He paused to see if there were any questions with that framework.
Chairperson Smith asked if there were any questions of the Commission.
Being none, City Manager Wells continued with walking through what that means to
make this change for the Development Agreements; the first amendment.
Mr. Wells explained that the framework that was put in place was an ordinance, a Zoning
Ordinance Text Amendment, and then the Development Agreements. So, in order to be
consistent with all of those parameters, we have to change each piece of that to
eliminate the medical only pilot program and move that to allow for both uses; the adult
use and medicinal. He uses this interchangeably, but adult use was previously referred
to as recreational, but for the most part, he shifted his terminology to be consistent within
the state regulations and state law. So the same, marijuana versus cannabis. The more
he has talked about this topic, at nauseum, the more his language has shifted to match
what’s in the state regulations, for consistency purposes. If he does use them
interchangeably, adult-use, recreational, the same; cannabis, marijuana, the same; it’s
just the structure that’s in place.
Mr. Wells continued, the first piece to change would be the ordinance, amending the two
previous ordinances, which were adopted by 2017-1039 and 2017-1043. Those were
the mechanisms that were put in place to create the pilot program. This amendment
would allow for the change in the ordinance to not say medical only; would allow for
adult use, so that these three businesses would be consistent at the ordinance level.
Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment would be the same thing; removing the medical only
for the adult use, and then the Development Agreements, cleaning up that language
difference of medicinal only. And on the D.A., a couple of little minor changes that he’ll
reference; a couple of clean-up items relative to the difference between of where we
adopted, especially Kase Manufacturing, because it was adopted earlier than the other
two. But also, the other change that was made was the licensing; the differential
between the manufacturing and the retail piece. So, manufacturing being understood, is
that’s where the product is packaged and extracted and made into different, call it
“edibles” or other forms of cannabis. Early regulations; distinguishing between who was
responsible for what aspect of packaging, and the retail side of that was a little clearer
than it is now. And they shifted some of those responsibilities between those licenses
from what the earlier regulations were. So, what we’ve asked for to provide here, is a
distributor license, primarily related on the Kase Manufacturing side, when they make a
packaging decision, they have to label the product as an “M” or an “A.” That’s kind of at
5

Planning Commission Meeting - May 21, 2018

Agenda Item 2.a. - Page 5

Planning Commission Minutes
April 16, 2018

the early part of the process. So, in order for them to do that packaging and then send it
out, under the distribution, they have to have both licenses or they’re stuck in just the
one path of medicinal. So, by giving the distributor license, they’re able to make that
packaging decision there in their facility and then send it out to the dispensaries with
those separate packaging items.
Similarly on the dispensary side of things, if they were to take in bulk cannabis, under
the regulations that they mentioned now, they’re not able to package those unless they
have a distribution license, into the smaller packages. So again, the licensing change
shifted where those different license types live versus when we drafted the regulations.
It can be a little complicated, but in essence, by allowing the distributor license, it gives
those operations a little more flexibility, as to how they control the product in the supply
chain as it moves from cultivator to distributor to dispensary, who is doing the distribution
can shift, based on that license type. So, we’re recommending to add the distributor to
all three Development Agreements to allow them to have that flexibility for operations.
For the dispensaries, they don’t know really how much they’re going to use it. It just
depends on the supply chain and what product they’re selling, but it allows them that
flexibility to think what’s important for them to control their supply chain. And, as he said
before, their success is our success. So making sure they have the tools to be
successful in this operation. That’s the piece that gets a little unique, with adding that
distributor license. But, those are the pieces, again. With the change in state law, from
what we expected under the draft regulations, to what the emergency regulations are,
which for the most part expect those to be the final regulations, which may happen by
the end of this calendar year. They’re saying it’s going to come soon, but he’s not
holding his breath at this point.
So, that’s the Development Agreement piece, and then the last piece, is as we get close
to a year, and it’s hard to believe that we’re close to a year. May will mark a year that
Council approved the Development Agreement for Kase Manufacturing. We thought it
was appropriate to do the annual review of that Development Agreement, and as stated
in the staff report, Kase Manufacturing has upheld all of their obligations, have been a
model citizen from our perspective. They’ve been open to tours and they’ve been open
to our Fire Department, our Police Department coming to their facility. They’ve been
absolutely great to work with. Their payments have been made on time, very timely,
with no issues, and we strongly recommend from a staff perspective, that we move
forward with them and continue with no exceptions to their overall operations. These
changes that we’re recommending on the Development Agreement, we do believe will
help them to be even more successful than they’re already being. Mr. Reynolds is not
able to be here this evening because he is entertaining some clients from out of the
country. So, if that gives you any idea of the kind of reach of this industry and its growth.
It is rather remarkable how quickly this industry is changing and how things are
changing. He gave the Commission one little anecdote that was in the news the last
couple days on this industry. Several months ago, Attorney General Jeff Sessions set
this industry kind of on its head with some comments he made about going after the
states and their ability to do this. President Trump on Friday, and it wasn’t really caught
in the news because there was a few other things going on. But he, in essence said he
doesn’t support Jeff Sessions and he fully supports the states’ rights to do whatever they
would like with cannabis and he would support a federal process to undo any of those
restrictions. So, big deal to the cannabis industry in California that was signaled just on
Friday that President Trump is going to change directions from his Attorney General,
which is quite fascinating. He won’t comment on the politics of that, but what that means
6
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for the industry in California is a pretty big deal because it really starts to loosen one of
those concerns, some of the banking challenges and others things that were coming up,
getting really close to being solved, all went on the brakes when the Attorney General
came out with a pretty strong comment in the other direction. That again, now flipped
back the other direction as of Friday. Like he said, this industry is not for the faint of
heart, as it is continuing to be very dynamic in how it’s changing over the course of time,
but from a grand scheme of things, the financial aspect of the adult use is beneficial as
well to the City of Ceres, in that, not only are we receiving benefit under the
Development Agreements, and the framework that was put in place there, the adult-use
does have a sales tax component, so any sales that the two dispensaries are selling are
subject to sales tax and so the City would generate the 1.5%. Normal sales tax is
8.375%. Of that, the City gets 1% general plus a half cent for Measure H. So, we see a
benefit from the adult use side that we don’t see on the medicinal side. So, that is
something of an upside. Unfortunately, we haven’t seen what that number is yet,
because there is a lag in sales tax. But, that’s an additional benefit for going in this
direction. We’ll say, as you recall, the dispensary Development Agreements were
structured with a bracketed system, so a $40,000 a month floor up to $100,000 for the
first two full months. The first Development Agreement has exceeded and capped;
basically hit their maximum for the first two full months. The second dispensary is not
fully operational. They just began operations; their first full month will be due on May
15th. So, we won’t know their productivity until their first payment on May 15th. But, up
until this date, all payments are current for all three Development Agreements. They
continue to be very timely; early in most cases. With that, Mr. Wells stated that he is
available for any questions the Commission may have.
Commission Discussion
Chairperson Smith asked Mr. Wells if he could just share if there have been any security
issues that have arisen at either of the facilities.
Mr. Wells responded that as of today, there have been no security issues and no calls
for service from our Police Department. He joked unfortunately with some folks that we
have more calls for service from Walmart than we do from any of the three cannabis
facilities, with more revenue on our dispensary and other sites than we’re seeing from
Walmart, if that puts things in perspective. As one of our single largest sales tax
generators, these industries are surpassing the efforts of Walmart.
Commissioner Del Nero inquired, so the first, a year ago, we voted on what he calls oils
or whatever.
Mr. Wells interjected, it’s not just oils. The manufacturing process; that is one of the
products, is the oil. The extraction process is the manufacturing, but the manufacturing
process is a little more broad than that. It allows for multiple variations of a cannabis
product.
Commissioner Del Nero continued, so what we’re going to go into today, is sales at the
dispensaries?
Mr. Wells responded, no, it actually affects both operations; both the manufacturing
component, but again because of the regulation, the product is exactly the same. So,
the plant that goes into the extraction process; it comes out and can be made into oil, or
7
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edibles, or anything else. That manufacturing process is 100% the same, but when it
gets distributed to the dispensary, it has to be labeled at that point. That manufacturing
process has to put on that bottle, that edible, whether it’s an adult use or medicinal
product. And, there are little differences in there, but they have to make that
determination at that point in time. So, in order for them to have the full functionality of
their plant, having both uses allows them to do that. That applies to both the Kase
Manufacturing Development Agreement as well as the two dispensaries, because they
have to be able to have both of those options in order to sell, whether it be just in the
adult or in the medicinal piece. That’s what this change does. In the grand scheme of
things, it’s formalizing what the Council already authorized.
Chairperson Smith stated that she knows the City of Modesto is in the process of
finalizing their process for allowing adult and medicinal use or sales, and Stanislaus
County is as well. Riverbank said no, is that right?
Mr. Wells clarified that Riverbank has actually allowed two. Oakdale had said yes, but
they haven’t approved any yet. Patterson has approved six Development Agreements,
but nothing is currently operating. They do have several in the construction process.
Those are the only ones in Stanislaus County. Turlock, Hughson, Waterford and
Newman have all said no across the board.
Chairperson Smith summarized that four of the nine cities said no; the other five said
yes.
Mr. Wells continued, and obviously there’s a wide spectrum of how that’s being
processed. Again, Oakdale said yes, but they haven’t approved anything yet.
Riverbank said yes, and they’ve got two. So, there is quite a bit of a variety there.
There’s a report out today that less than one in seven cities in the state have full access,
meaning there are no restrictions at all. So about one in five have some access to
commercial cannabis.
Chairperson Smith remarked that she imagines that this first 18 months, two years is
going to be watched by some and experimented by the other.
Mr. Wells stated that’s correct. What everyone is seeing, is there are a lot of guinea pigs
out there, to see what the products are; what the experiences are; what are the upsides,
what are the downsides. You know we’re fortunate and we consider it a success so far,
that we haven’t had a call for service. We’re not seeing any downside as of yet. We
know there are issues and there are impacts; hence, why we have the arrangement in
place. But, so far, so good. He does tip his hat to the operators, because all three of
them are doing a very good job and they’re consistently communicating; have open
communication with myself and other staff, and like he said, our public safety staff
especially. They’re very open to allowing our public safety staff to come in anytime to
check in and see how things are going, putting in safety protocols, to ensure the safety
of both their customers and their employees.
Commissioner Condit asked City Manager Wells if we have the revenue or ballpark
revenue; does he know that off the top of his head.
Mr. Wells asked on what basis.
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Commissioner Condit responded, for all three; on how much it has brought in.
Mr. Wells explained that for the current fiscal year 2017-2018, we had budgeted
$300,000. We do expect, based on a minimum projection, for that number to get closer
to $500,000. Likely, depending on their success, it could be a little higher than that. We
try not to be overly optimistic and don’t want to count our chickens before they’re
hatched. But, in the next fiscal year, based on those minimum criteria, it could be well
over a million, million and a half dollars.
The Public Hearing was opened at 6:33 p.m.
•

Leonard Shepherd, 2841 Fowler Road, Space 71, Ceres, CA

Mr. Shepherd asked if any thought has been given, (he reads on the internet a lot); he
was reading that about 15 or 20 people died from “mock marijuana,” and it was because
of insecticide.
Mr. Wells clarified that it was a synthetic product and that actually kind of makes the
point for this process, and a legalized, regulated process, because that doesn’t happen
in a regulated process with Track and Trace. This product, when it’s all fully
implemented, you’ll be able to know where this product has been grown from the seed to
the final product. And that very issue is one of the challenges in an unregulated market
that most people are very concerned about, because those particular situations create
tremendous problems.
Mr. Shepherd commented that that rang a bell is his mind as to what’s going on in
Ceres.
Mr. Wells stated that these legitimate businesses are doing this, subject to tremendous
regulation and fees to ensure their customers are getting a high quality product that is
safe from those very concerns.
Mr. Shepherd remarked that was good. As long as the money keeps rolling in, and we
can keep the “near-do-wells” from hanging around where the dispensaries are, to see if
they can’t change a little bit from somebody who is a recreational user. He knows he’s
read about that being on in some of the places, like in Colorado where a new industry,
kind of, you might say has sprung up and the fact that there are people buying it and
then redistributing it out on the street. But, he can’t prove the validity of that, because
there’s just hundreds of thousands of things show up every day on the internet. So, he’s
just hoping that this is something that; it seems to be well thought out; it seems to be
well regulated and that is something that we really need to be on top of and it seems like
Mr. Wells and the staff are on top of that. Mr. Shepherd noted that Brent Smith and
company are probably very happy to not have any problems like they have at Walmart.
So he thinks, keep it going; you’re in the right direction, and he knows there are people
who abuse it. He has never smoked marijuana, never took anything like that, and no, he
doesn’t believe that now it’s going to lead to all the other drugs and stuff because it’s
legal. And, it’s well maintained and well monitored; that’s good; to keep people from
having the bad stuff that will kill you. Thank you.
•

Scott Young – 2617 Blaker Road, Ceres, CA
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Mr. Young remarked that he has a couple of questions. He saw an article on television
the other night about the black market versus what’s happening right now, especially
with the increase in taxes on regulated marijuana. He just wanted to know if that’s
something that is being addressed by this city to ensure that it doesn’t run businesses
that we’re working with right now out of town or out of business.
Mr. Wells explained, there are two levels of taxation; one at the state level, which is the
excise tax that was included in the Prop. 64. There is a bill currently pending at the
State Legislature to reduce that on a temporary basis from 15% down to 11%, which
would be very helpful. We are continuing and we’re not changing any of our structure
with this proposed Development Agreement, but we’re continuing to monitor how our
partners in the situation are managing and so far, it’s still working for them. This is an
open conversation with them to assure, as he mentioned, and he’ll keep referencing
that, their success is our success. We’ll ensure to monitor that the conditions are right
for them to continue to be in business and be successful in business.
Mr. Young stated that he had one more question. Who inspects or regulates the
packaging once it reaches the dispensary and they decide what is going out? One of his
concerns is children getting a hold of mom and dad’s product.
Mr. Wells explained that’s one of those areas where the regulations at the state level are
pretty stringent. They are allowing some flexibility as we’re moving into this regulated
market, but there are very specific state regulations and they are hiring their inspectors
now to go out and do those inspections, but it will be at the state level that are
responsible for that packaging, not at the local level. That packaging has some very
strict and specific requirements that they can’t look like candy and they have to have
very old packaging that is not attractive. It’s written in the regulation that it not be
attractive to children. That is a concern, obviously.
Mr. Young asked, if there are any violations, is that reported back to the City of Ceres.
Mr. Wells stated that’s correct, noting that any license violations we do, because of the
dual licensing process, (so the license is at the local and the state level). And again, it’s
still new so there are nuances to work out; but there’s supposed to be reporting between
the two.
The Public Hearing was closed at 6:39 p.m.
Commission Discussion
Commissioner Johnson asked if there is a limit when a person goes in, as an adult that
they can buy, say for recreation use.
Mr. Wells inquired, on your purchase? There’s not a limit on your purchase, but there
are limits on what you can have in your possession. That’s where, and he doesn’t
remember off the top of his head, and asked City Attorney, Nubia Goldstein.
Ms. Goldstein responded that she didn’t remember the specifics, either, but there are
actually limits for sale of the raw product. So, in terms of the weight, and she can’t
remember those numbers off the top of her head, but those are set in the emergency
regulations.
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Commissioner Johnson inquired if it was a fairly significant amount that one can buy. He
stated that it triggered a thought in his mind, and asked how easy would it be for
someone to buy a bunch and start distributing it to minors.
Ms. Goldstein explained that it’s measured in, she believes in grams.
Mr. Wells interjected, and the likelihood of resale based on you’re going to be paying
that higher tax level, then to go and try to sell it; it’s kind of backwards thinking that
you’re going to go pay the highest price and then you’re going to resell that.
Commissioner Johnson remarked that people want it bad enough would be willing to pay
good money for that.
Ms. Goldstein explained that one thing, right now that she’s heard other jurisdictions
raise this issue and she thinks the state is going to start implementing some type of
regulation for it, but is similar to you know how you want to buy certain cold medications
over the counter, there was at some point a log that you had to sign. They’re trying to
come up with a system that’s integrated electronically so that across the board, it would
flag. So, that if somebody comes in and wants to buy a certain limit, of either if it’s in
plant form, or it’s in processed form, and they hit that cap, there’s a red flag that goes up
that warns the operator that they can’t sell beyond that limit.
Commissioner Johnson remarked, as he said, forgive his ignorance.
Mr. Wells assured Commissioner Johnson that there’s no ignorance around this topic.
It’s a new industry and we’re in a regulatory framework that is still being worked out.
Anything that you’re thinking of, someone else is thinking it as well. And this is again, as
he mentioned, being nimble and reactive to changes in an industry that we’re all figuring
it out at the same time. The operators again, while we have this close relationship with
them, because they’re figuring it out too. As they’re having their customers and their
interactions, these iterations will go back and forth as we try to figure out what’s the right
balance here between regulations and allowing the market to work as it’s intended.
Because that was one of the intents of the black market was a well-regulated product to
help put a significant stranglehold on that black market. He’s not a user and that’s not
something he wants to use, but if somebody he knows is going to use it, he would much
rather them get it from a product that is regulated and know exactly where it came from.
So that’s part of that whole thing where you’ve got to balance between too much costs
and shifting people back to the black market. Everyone is trying to figure out where that
right spot is. It will likely change several times in the next few years as we all mentioned,
Chairperson Smith, where this market kind of balances out to; everyone is trying to
figure that out.
Commissioner Kachel stated that he’s just gratified that as much as this is changing and
agencies are still trying to get their hands on it, that Mr. Wells has been right on top of it
to the point where we’re actually making modifications on an ordinance that is less than
a year old, based on the current thinking of what’s gone on at the state level. In other
words, the regulatory process that you and the staff here and legal people have
implemented for Ceres seems to be working very well, and he feels good about that.
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Commissioner Condit remarked that he’s going to go back to the comments he said at
the two meetings that he was at when the Commission voted on it. We’ve got to think,
$300,000 was our estimate; we’re going to be at $500,000; it’s going to over a million
dollars yearly; we’ve got to think about what we’re doing with this money. It’s precious to
us in this small city. And Public Safety, we heard from Mr. Parson, we’re hurting. He
thinks we should limit this money, earmark it just for Public Safety; Police, Fire and Code
Enforcement; not going blankly into the General Fund, we need to earmark it strictly to
that. And, if there’s no more discussion, he’s going to make a motion for the three
Development Agreements to add that amendment in there.
Chairperson Smith stated that she does have a comment before that motion is acted on.
And that is that she wants to echo Commissioner Kachel’s comments. To City Manager
Wells, you have led this City in this new horizon. We were first out of the gate to work
with a couple of businesses; both have been relatively successful. She guesses
$300,000 is relatively low. While she knows in Modesto, that they’re still struggling to
get through the process of how we’re going to process applications. Stanislaus County
is as well. She thinks some of the other communities are probably watching us. So,
thank you; she appreciates all of his hard work and leadership.
Chairperson Smith continued that she does want to comment, Commissioner Condit,
before we move on, that she respects and agree with your position that we need to be
mindful of how this money is spent. She thinks we had this discussion as he has
mentioned, in the past, about whether or not we should be making a statement about the
use of the money and she doesn’t want to make this amendment about the money. This
amendment is about expanding the opportunities for these businesses so they can
continue to generate the revenue. She thinks if we want to have a discussion about the
use of the revenue, it may be better served at the Council level and that’s where we
should go, either as citizens or representatives of the Planning Commission.
Commissioner Condit interjected, that their job on the Commission is to make
recommendations to the Council and he thinks making the recommendation that if we’re
going to continue down this marijuana road, and we’re going to allow adult use, but if
we’re going to do this, we’ve got to be mindful and we’ve got to make the best
suggestions to the Council.
Chairperson Smith remarked that she agrees with that suggested that Commissioner
Condit restate his motion.
City Attorney, Nubia Goldstein expressed, one quick point of clarification for the
Commission, she recommends because of the several resolutions and items that need
to be approved, to split up. If you look at your agenda item, your required action on
page 6, items 1 and 3 relate to the actual Development Agreement Amendments. So if
there’s a motion for approval of the Development Agreements consistent with CEQA
Guidelines, exemptions and the recommendation for the three ordinances as one
motion, and then we can take up the Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment as a separate
item, if that’s okay with the City Manager.
Chairperson Smith remarked, let me make sure I understand. So, number 1 is the
CEQA; that’s easy. Number 2 is the ZOTA; well, without number 2, you can’t have
number 3.
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Ms. Goldstein agreed, but they’re separate recommendations.
ACTION:
It was moved by Commissioner Condit; seconded by Commissioner
Johnson to recommend to the City Council approve a Zoning Ordinance Text
Amendment to modify section 18.04.002 of the Ceres Municipal Code, thereby
effectuating the Revised Cannabis Zoning Ordinance (Draft PC Resolution 18-07).
Motion passed by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

Commissioners Condit, Del Nero, Johnson, Kachel, Chairperson Smith
None
None

Commissioner Condit stated that his amendment to the Development Agreements is
going to be the same as the first time. The revenue that the Development Agreements
generate is designated solely to Police, Fire and Code Enforcement.
Chairperson Smith stated that before she calls for a second, she asked Commissioner
Condit to consider instead of being definitive about designated it to Police and Fire, that
he use language such as, “and we recommend that the Council designate the revenue
for Public Safety purposes.”
Commissioner Condit replied that he thinks “Police, Fire, Code Enforcement” covers all.
Chairperson Smith explained that her difference in the language is saying that we
“recommend” that Council designate and his language was, “designate.” There’s a
difference.
Commissioner Condit agreed that he’ll use her language when he makes the motion.
Chairperson Smith continued, being clear that the use of the term “recommend” does not
commit the Council, but asks them to consider.
Commissioner Condit agreed; these are all recommendations.
Chairperson Smith stated that she knows, but in the motion; is she making a distinction
here?
Mr. Wells replied that he hears her distinction, but wanted to clarify. So, she’s saying to
amend the Development Agreement. Normally we wouldn’t put in the Development
Agreement because it’s an agreement between a private party and the City, and this is
obligating the two and our interactions between the two. From the Developer’s
standpoint in this situation, they’re obligated to pay the City in dollars. How that money
is distributed; that’s a City decision, not necessarily a Development Agreement. He’s
hesitant, and we can do it that way, because we’ve had this conversation before. But,
from a legal perspective, it would be better to have it under a different avenue, rather
than in the Development Agreement.
City Attorney Goldstein stated that’s correct and explained if she’s not mistaken that last
year, when this point came up, the Action that the Commission considered was to
include a recommendation as part of the Resolution; that’s a recommendation to the City
Council that the public benefit amount generated from the Development Agreements be
13
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classified or spent as to particular categories. So, if that is the Commission’s wish, the
recommendation would be to put it that way. Although, she believes that last year when
this first came up, there was a discussion as to whether or not that’s something the
Council…
City Manager Wells interjected, the Council did say no.
Chairperson Smith remarked they didn’t want to do it. First of all, she’s thoroughly and
totally confused about where it goes. But beyond that, because she understands they
didn’t do it and understands that they have the authority and that’s within their
jurisdiction to determine budget, she wants to encourage them to be mindful of spending
this in Public Safety, but she doesn’t want to sound like the Commission is saying do this
and spend it on Public Safety.
Mr. Wells stated, to clarify, and recognize Public Safety as a better framework, to use it
is rather broad. When you start saying specifically, “Police, Fire, Code Enforcement,”
you’re missing other aspects; Dispatch, other things that might be in that broad category.
As a refresher, 80% of the General Fund Budget already goes to Public Safety as a
general rule of thumb. That Public Safety doesn’t include his time, Mr. Westbrook’s
time, other staff members that are working on this and making sure that these folks are
staying compliant with the agreement. So, from a staff perspective, we would argue that
there are costs that are born by the General Fund associated with managing these
agreements that are not Public Safety. There are factors to consider. Obviously as a
salaried employee, his time is his time, but he has spent a tremendous amount of time
on this subject as well as the work of James and Tom to get us to this point. So, those
are just factors to consider.
Chairperson Smith commented that she believes that Commissioner Condit and she had
this similar discussion before, so repeat again, please Mr. Wells, the percentage of the
General Fund that goes towards Public Safety.
Mr. Wells reiterated, approximately 80% of the current budget.
Chairperson Smith asked if that includes the Measure H money.
Mr. Wells explained that when you factor Measure H in, it’s even a little higher. It’s
closer to the 83% range.
Chairperson Smith asked, so what she hears him suggesting we might want to consider
is the need for this money in other areas such as, administrative staff time, quality of life
issues such as parks and recreation, and things of that nature.
Mr. Wells explained from staff’s perspective, the General Fund is the appropriate place
for this to be put, and then Council makes the decision on the expenditure of the General
Funds on the basis of the needs of the whole community across the whole spectrum.
Earmarking one aspect of the revenues of a $20 million General Fund, is better set with
the Council under the framework of all of the expenditures of the City. We all have,
within the departments, different needs and perspectives and it is the Council’s prevue to
decide what those priorities are. So that’s where it generally lies and as the General
Fund, we try to get those to where they best fit the organization.

14

Planning Commission Meeting - May 21, 2018

Agenda Item 2.a. - Page 14

Planning Commission Minutes
April 16, 2018

Chairperson Smith inquired, the Commissioner made a motion.
Commissioner Condit remarked, no, not yet.
City Attorney Goldstein clarified that it was a discussion of a potential motion.
Mr. Wells questioned his motion in terms of what he was wanting to change; whether
actually in the Resolution versus an Amendment to the D.A.
Ms. Goldstein stated, so that we can make that distinction clear for purposes of the
motion, that would be good.
Commissioner Johnson asked, to get this clear, whatever amount is received from this,
80% of the General Fund goes to Fire and Police.
Mr. Wells interjected, Public Safety. We’ll use that broad term as that’s all; includes
Code Enforcement. Generally when we speak of Public Safety, that also includes
Animal Services as well. So, there’s a broad spectrum of Public Safety.
Commissioner Condit stated, to make one last case, we do not have one officer per
every 1,000 residents; one patrol officer. Every year, we’re in a struggle to; we’re in a
fight for a federal grant to maintain our Fire Department. We owe it to the citizens and
we owe it to the Council to make a recommendation to them that provides adequate
public services and quality of life because if we’re not safe in the public, which most
people in Ceres don’t feel safe going to Smyrna Park; they don’t feel safe downtown
now. We owe it to the citizens to make a good recommendation that this money, this
“golden goose” that Ceres has worked so hard for, go to a good, safe community. And
he thinks making the recommendation to the Council that it be spent on Public Safety
Services; maybe that’s the language we use, “Public Safety Services” for the City. He
thinks we ought to do it. So unless there’s any more discussion, he’s ready to make a
motion.
Chairperson Smith stated she just wanted to ask Commissioner Condit, if he thinks that
the discussion we just had and it being memorialized in the minutes is a message that
the Council will receive.
Commissioner Condit replied that he thinks they’ll receive a recommendation. What
they need is a recommendation.
ACTION:
It was moved by Commissioner Condit; seconded by Commissioner
Johnson to accept that the DA Amendments are consistent with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15061 (b-3) – Review for Exemption, and Section 15301 – Existing Facilities and
recommend adopting three separate ordinances that amend three development
agreements for cannabis businesses between the City and Kase Manufacturing (Draft
PC Resolution 18-08), Pacafi Cooperative, Inc. (Draft PC Resolution 18-09), Kase’s
Journey (Draft PC Resolution 18-10), with the amendment that the Planning
Commission recommend to the City Council that the Public Benefit Revenues are
designated to Public Safety Services for the City. Motion failed by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:

Commissioners Condit, Johnson
Commissioners Del Nero, Kachel, Chairperson Smith
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ABSENT:

None

Chairperson Smith stated that this does not mean that she doesn’t think Public Safety
isn’t of significant importance, and she appreciates Commissioner Condit’s efforts.
Chairperson Smith continued, that motion has failed, she will now ask if there’s anyone
else who would like to make a motion.
ACTION:
It was moved by Commissioner Kachel; seconded by Commissioner Del
Nero to accept that the DA Amendments are consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section
15061 (b-3) – Review for Exemption, and Section 15301 – Existing Facilities and
recommend adopting three separate ordinances that amend three development
agreements for cannabis businesses between the City and Kase Manufacturing (Draft
PC Resolution 18-08), Pacafi Cooperative, Inc. (Draft PC Resolution 18-09), Kase’s
Journey (Draft PC Resolution 18-10). Motion passed by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

Commissioners Del Nero, Kachel, Chairperson Smith
Commissioners Condit, Johnson
None

NEW BUSINESS:
None
PUBLIC MEETING(S):
None
UNFINISHED BUSINESS:
None
MATTERS INITIATED BY PLANNING COMMISSION AND STAFF
None
REPORTS:
Director of Community Development, Tom Westbrook announced:
The General Plan EIR was out for its 45 day review period. That closed on March 26th.
We received about a dozen or so comments. The consultant is preparing the Final
Environmental Impact Report, which will be much more condensed because it’s just
responding to those comments. We are looking to hold a special Planning Commission
meeting on April 30th to have the discussion and consideration of the General Plan
Update and the certification of the EIR, which will be a recommendation moving forward
to the City Council at one of their meetings in May. We’re looking forward to advancing
that project as we’re nearing the end of the General Plan Update effort. Upon
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conclusion of the General Plan Update, there will be a number of things that will start
after that.

ADJOURNMENT:
The Commission adjourned at 7:02 p.m. to the Special Planning Commission meeting of
Monday, April 30, 2018.

APPROVED:

__________________________
Laurie Smith, Chairperson
ATTEST:

Tom Westbrook, Secretary
I:\PLANNING\DEPT\PLANNING\PC\Minutes\2018\4-16-18.draft.doc
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PLANNING COMMISSION
SPECIAL MEETING
MINUTES
April 30, 2018

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER:

6:00 p.m.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:
The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Vice-Chairperson Condit.
ROLL CALL:
PRESENT:

Commissioners: Del Nero, Johnson, Kachel, Vice-Chairperson
Condit

ABSENT:

Chairperson Smith

ALSO PRESENT:

Director of Community Development Tom Westbrook, City
Manager Toby Wells, Director of Engineering Services/City
Engineer Daryl Jordan, Senior Planner James Michaels,
Planning Consultant, Marjorie Blom, City Attorney Robin
Baral, Katharine Pan Associate Dyett & Bhatia, Kathrin
Tellez Principal, Fehr & Peers, Administrative
Secretary/Deputy City Clerk Ann Montgomery

CONFLICT OF INTEREST DECLARATION:
None
CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS:
None
CONSENT CALENDAR:
1. Clerk’s Report of Posting. The Agenda for the special meeting of the Planning
Commission of April 30, 2018 was posted on April 25, 2018.
ACTION:
It was moved by Commissioner Kachel; seconded by Commissioner Del
Nero to approve the Consent Calendar. Motion passed by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

Commissioners Del Nero, Johnson, Kachel, Vice-Chairperson Condit
None
Chairperson Smith
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CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT CALENDAR
None
PUBLIC HEARINGS:
2. Adopt Planning Commission Resolution No. 2018-13, recommending to the City
Council Adoption of the 2035 General Plan Update; Certification of an Environmental
Impact Report (SCH #2017052063); Approve the Findings of Fact and Statement of
Overriding Considerations Pursuant to CEQA and Accept the General Plan Update
Financing Strategy.
Director of Community Development, Tom Westbrook announced this is an exciting day
for the City of Ceres. As the Commission may recall, most of you were on the
Commission when this process started a short two and half years ago. Now we’re
nearing the completion of this effort, with the Planning Commission meeting this evening
followed by the City Council meeting in a couple of weeks. Once the adoption of the
General Plan is complete, then we’ll be rolling into some of the implementation
measures associated with that General Plan.
Mr. Westbrook remarked that there are a couple of things he wanted to bring to the
Commission’s attention, that the Commission will be asked to do this evening. As the
Commission may recall, during our Public Outreach process, there was a lot of
discussion about Faith Home Road. In some of the first iterations of the alternative,
there was a concept that had industrial along Faith Home Road that was not selected.
But, in addition to the Faith Home Road corridor, there’s a classification. So, the existing
General Plan shows the classification of Faith Home Road as an expressway, which is
six lanes that is consistent with the City of Modesto’s General Plan and Stanislaus
County’s, in addition to the StanCOG’s Regional Transportation Plan. During our Public
Outreach Process, we heard loud and clear from some of the folks that participated, that
they did not desire a six-lane facility. So, through the Environmental Impact Report
Process we analyzed the facility as a six-lane as it shows in the existing General Plan,
but also the four-lane facility, whether that be an arterial or a four-lane expressway. But
regardless, still a four-lane facility.
Mr. Westbrook continued; one of the things staff will be asking for the Planning
Commission’s recommendation tonight is to leave that Faith Home Road as an existing
six-lane expressway, or to reduce that standard to a four-lane arterial. We do have
Kathrin Tellez of Fehr & Peers. Kathrin was fortunate enough to do the analysis for us of
the traffic for the EIR, and so she is available to answer any direct question as it relates
to Faith Home Road.
Mr. Westbrook also wanted to make the Commission aware of a couple of letters that
staff received after we published the staff report. One was from Patricia Cousins and the
second was from Stella Coakley. Both of those had been provided to the Planning
Commission when we received them via email. The last letter staff received late this
afternoon, is from Try Us Transportation. A copy of that letter is provided at the dais this
evening. Essentially, Try Us Transportation owns a property at the southeast corner of
Roeding Road and McGee Road. They had withdrawn their land use request for a
General Plan designation of Light Industrial and so our final Environmental Impact
Report responded to comments staff had received specific to that piece of property,
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noting that it was changing to Low-density Residential. So, when you see the Final
Environmental Impact Report, that’s how we referenced it. The revised map also shows
that as Low-density Residential.
The letter staff received today is kind of a
reconsideration. Try Us Transportation is suggesting no; they don’t want the preference
of Low-density Residential. They would like it to go back to that Light Industrial
designation. So those are the two items: the Faith Home Road classification, and Try
Us Transportation. Both of these are recommendations to the Council. Ultimately, the
Council will make the decision on the classification of Faith Home Road, in addition to
this request to go back to the Light Industrial that had been studied in the Environmental
Impact Report.
Mr. Westbrook welcomed Robin Baral from Churchwell White. He’s sitting in today for
attorney services, noting that he was the one who reviewed all the Environmental Impact
Reports and so forth, so he’s very familiar with document we are discussing today. Mr.
Westbrook also welcomed Kathrin Tellez with Fehr & Peers and Katharine Pan with
Dyett & Bhatia. Katharine Pan will be giving a short PowerPoint presentation. At the
conclusion of that, staff will answer any questions that the Commission may have. Then
we will open the Public Hearing to the public and listen to their input.
Katharine Pan, Associate, Dyett & Bhatia stated that she has been working on this
project since it started in the fall of 2015. Ms. Pan explained that she will provide a
PowerPoint presentation with an overview of where we are today, the steps we’ve taken
to get here, touch on some of the items that are being reviewed this evening, and then
be available for any questions before we move onto Public Comment.
Ms. Pan reviewed the timeline, noting that when we started back in 2015, we started
with Issue Identification and Visioning Exercises as well as background studies. So that
gave us our community vision that the General Plan is based on as well as some of that
background research in the Existing Conditions Report that some of you may have
reviewed, that gave us some meat for the policies. We also went through an
Alternatives Evaluation, where we selected a Preferred Plan, drafted the General Plan
which came out in October of last year. Then this past winter and early spring, we’ve
been working on the Environmental Review, which we’ll be going over today. Then, right
now we’re in the Review and Adoption process.
Ms. Pan continued; a quick refresher on our Public Participation Program. It was very
important to the City and very important to the consultants, Dyett & Bhatia that we were
working with input from the community in order to build this Draft General Plan. Some of
the ways that we kept the community informed of the process were: project website, we
had some newsletters that went out to update people on the process, and also opened
up Planning Commission and City Council Study Sessions to go over some of the
materials that we were working on. The City also sent out a number of email blasts to let
people know when there were meetings coming up or when projects were released on
the website. Everything that is available in the agenda today that we’re touching on is
also available on the website for anyone to download and review. It was also important
to us to reach out to people to find out what their preference is, what their experience is
and what some of their concerns were. So these were actual events where we went out
and we had stakeholder interviews, visioning workshop, alternatives workshop, staff
presentations; staff went out to community organizations and gave them an overview of
the General Plan process. We had a community wide survey, showed up at the Street
Faire, and recently had an Open House for the Draft General Plan and EIR to hear more
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about what people were thinking as they reviewed these items. Also, a number of these
events allowed us to incorporate feedback into the actual documents themselves.
The Draft General Plan – Ms. Pan commented that she is not going to go into a lot of
detail on this, but provide a quick reminder of where we are. The Public Review Draft
was released in October of 2017. The Planning Commission and City Council went over
the document at a Study Session in late October. We recently gave the public an
opportunity to come out and ask questions and provide some feedback at the Open
House in March.
We’ve been likening this document to a constitution for a local development. It includes
policies, outlines goals and other implementation actions to address issues of land use,
conservation, open space, circulation, noise, safety and environmental justices. Those
are all required by state law, as well as economic development, which is one of those
issues that is important to the community. It’s an optional element that we are including.
As a reminder, the six elements that those policies are broken into are: Land Use and
Community Design, Transportation and Circulation, Agricultural and Natural Resources,
Health and Safety, Public Facilities and Services, and Economic and Community
Development. The Housing Element, as we’ve been saying, is not included in this
particular project because it is on a separate adoption schedule. It was recently adopted
in 2016. There’s also an Appendix included in the Draft General Plan that includes
some Implementation Actions and those are more specific, department targeted, timeline
specific actions that can take place in order to implement the policies of the Draft
General Plan.
Current Draft of the Land Use Map – This may differ a little bit from what is in the actual
Draft General Plan on the website, in that there are a few land use changes that came
out of the October 30th Joint City Council/Planning Commission meeting that are now
reflected here. Also, that Roeding Road parcel that Mr. Westbrook had mentioned has
been removed based on the response to the EIR.
Ms. Pan continued; another item that the Commission has is the document that shows
some recommended changes to the Draft General Plan.
These are the
recommendations that came out of Dyett & Bhatia’s review of the policies as we were
working on the EIR and looking through public comments, so we have some minor
corrections, some additional policies that are specifically to reduce environmental
impact, and then also a few revisions that were suggested by EPS as they were writing
the Financial Strategy and also some revisions that came out of some comments that
were received during the EIR process.
The Draft General Plan Financing Strategy was prepared by EPS summarizes the type
of infrastructure investment identified during the General Plan Update along with some
preliminary cost estimates. So these are things that West Yost and Fehr & Peers helped
Dyett & Bhatia prepare, factoring the drafting of the policies. Some of the costs that
we’re looking at in this document are utilities, water, wastewater, storm water, and then
also transportation and some other items like streetscape parking, public space, public
facilities, parks, recreational facilities and things like that. The document gives kind of an
overall financing framework, how to approach a couple of different tiers of funding versus
benefits, so regional versus citywide versus specific plan area. It also identifies some
potential financing mechanisms for those, and reviews and summarizes some of the
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principals and policies that are in the Draft General Plan that could result in some capital
investments. It targets those and gives the City suggestions for how to implement them.
That is also being included and is available on the website as well.
Environmental Review Process – Ms. Pan explained that this is the CEQA (California
Environmental Quality Act) process that we went through. We put out the Notice of
Preparation of the EIR back in May of 2017. Then that was followed by a 30-day
scoping period. During that scoping period we had a meeting here where we received
some comments on issues that members of the public and other agencies thought were
important for us to address in the EIR. Those were all taken under consideration as we
drafted the Draft EIR. During the Environmental Review process, we went and looked at
a number of issue areas under CEQA and published the Draft EIR in February of this
year. Then we had another opportunity for public comment; that was the 48-day public
comment period where we received a total of 11 letters, and then drafted the Final EIR,
which is a response to comments and also any revisions to the EIR based on those
comments. Currently we’re in the Public Hearing phase, and then the next step after this
would be the City Council certifying the EIR.
The Draft EIR is the longer more detailed document that’s available. It covers these 14
topics under CEQA. There were a few that we didn’t need to go over, such as Forestry
and Mining Resources or Mineral Resources because those are not currently of issue in
this planning area. It also goes over alternatives, cumulative impacts, stress inducing
impacts and significant irreversible environmental change.
The Final EIR was released recently. This includes all comments made during the
public comment period, plus the City’s written responses to those comments. And, it
lists revisions to the Draft EIR that were made in response to those comments. None of
the information that was added to the Draft EIR, under the Final EIR, resulted in the
identification of neuro-significant impacts. So this means that we don’t need to
recirculate the EIR. Ms. Pan pointed out that the Final EIR is a very thin document. It
incorporates and revises the full Draft EIR.
Ms. Pan advised that when the City Council goes to certify the Final EIR, they will
effectively be saying that they believe that it has been completed in compliance with
CEQA, it was presented to City Council and they reviewed it, and that the Final EIR
reflects the City Council’s independent judgment and analysis of the project.
Ms. Pan explained that after a Final EIR is certified, but before adoption of the General
Plan can take place, the City has to do two things for it to make written findings for any
significant impact that was identified in the certified EIR. It also has to make a statement
of Overriding Considerations regarding any specific reasons to support the action
despite those impacts.
The Findings simply state that there are significant impacts found under agricultural
resources, air quality, hazards and hazardous materials, land use, population and
housing, noise and transportation and these are presented along with the Statement of
Overriding Considerations, which pretty much just state that even though the City
understands that there could be potential significant impacts, that when in balance with
the potential benefits of the project, the impacts are considered acceptable. The
benefits of the Statement of Overriding Considerations identifies specifically that the
General Plan as written, would help implement the Community Vision and Guiding
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Principles, facilitate the long term agricultural preservation in the region and promote a
balance of housing services and employment opportunities in the community.
One more thing is that remaining policy question that Mr. Westbrook was talking about;
the Faith Home Road question. Ms. Pan explained that the Draft General Plan shows
that facility as a six-lane expressway, so that’s how it’s classified in the Draft General
Plan and it’s based on StanCOG’s Regional Transportation Plan . The EIR took the time
to analyze both a four-lane and a six-lane configuration of that facility. So, in the EIR,
the six-lane expressway; that circulation system would allow for 13 study segments that
Fehr & Peers studied to be operating at a sufficient (LOS) Level of Service. The fourlane arterial configuration would increase that by two. One thing that staff wanted to
make clear is that it’s not really possible to keep it as a two-lane road in the long term, so
their recommendation is that it be reclassified as a four-lane in the Draft General Plan.
Ms. Pan stated that she is happy to respond to any questions at this time.
Commission Discussion
Vice-Chairperson Condit remarked that the Plan touches on Public Safety a little bit, and
he’d like to start with the service ratios. In the Plan, we suggest a service ratio of 1.3
police officers per 1,000 residents. He asked if we’re suggesting that or are we making
that a goal for the City.
Ms. Pan asked for clarification regarding which of the policies specifically he is
referencing.
Vice-Chairperson Condit clarified that it was in Policy 6.J.1.
Ms. Pan responded in that case, it would be stated as a goal for the City, or at least for
something like that, it would be at least a minimum guideline for that.
Mr. Condit stated that he didn’t really see any implementation strategies along with that
goal, and asked, do we not need to have implementation strategies for all of those.
Ms. Pan responded that we don’t need to have implementation strategies for everything.
There are some that specifically lent themselves to it either because have there were
actions that got carried over from the previous General Plan or there were some things
that we were very clearly aware of, that could be taken.
If you have any
recommendations for implementation actions that you would like to see, we can
incorporate those before this goes before the City Council. So, not everything does
have an implementation action associated with it.
Mr. Westbrook added, for the Commission’s edification, both Police and Fire on a
periodic basis do staffing plans, so they come up with numbers that they need to provide
the level of service appropriate for the City.
Vice-Chairperson Condit inquired about response times, stating he was kind of confused
because Police said they didn’t have an average response time, except for the highest
priority call, but then we’re going to measure all their response times. He stated that he
just didn’t understand the correlation there and asked if we’re just measuring the highest
priority or measuring all the calls.
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Ms. Pan explained she’d have to see the text of that policy, but she thinks what might
have been the intention of that; so the City Police Department does not currently have
the response time standards for general calls. That was something that was identified in
order to make the analysis in the EIR, but it could be that when Dyett & Bhatia were
writing the policies it was an interest to establish a service standard. So, in that case,
even if it doesn’t exist now, if it’s in a policy stating that it will be done, that is an
operation for the future.
Vice-Chairperson Condit clarified that we’re going to establish a response time standard.
Vice-Chairperson Condit continued, the Fire Standard he thought was a little low; it was
9 minutes to a call.
City Manager Wells explained that Fire Standards are changing pretty dramatically, and
it depends on the call type. So, a 9-minute response is relative to emergency services.
That really ties in with what the ambulance standard is, and that’s a different number
across the board. Fire Service, an actual fire call is a different response. And, what we
reflect in this document is a significant change regionally relative to what we call MCS.
Modesto, Ceres and Stanislaus Consolidated, which is essence “Boundary Drop,” was
the old phrase, but resource sharing, i.e., the closest engine responds, and especially on
a structure fire, the closest responding engine is what gets there and that allows us to
adjust what’s called the run card, which is the automatic dispatch, which allows you as
soon as a reported working structure fire, you’re automatically getting the resources that
you need to dispatch to that call without any questions. So, writing that into a General
Plan document is rather too prescriptive at this point in time, relative to overall staffing
plans that come after it. That is a more reflective document to use so that we can adjust
according to the changes that are occurring in the Fire Service which is happening
relatively rapidly in the grand scheme of things as those change. This is very different
than what was in the last General Plan.
Vice-Chairperson Condit inquired about Emergency Services.
Mr. Wells asked Vice-Chair Condit to clarify what he means by Emergency Services;
Police.
Vice-Chairperson Condit replied, heart attack.
Mr. Wells stated that would be an EMS.
ambulance response.

That is the Universal Standard for the

Vice-Chairperson Condit asked, 9 minutes.
Mr. Wells responded yes. Ninety percent of the calls are within 9 minutes. It depends
on the contract. So again, we do not respond to the ambulance side because that is a
County contract. Now we’re really getting into the weeds, in terms of how those
contracts are written on that side. That is a contract technically between Mountain
Valley EMS and the ambulance provider, which is currently AMR. So, the way our
document is written is consistent with those documents, but will likely change. From a
heart attack perspective, very low overall call volume, but generally speaking, CPR
within two minutes is what you need to provide. And that is an impossible standard for
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any public agency to provide, which is why most people are going to defibrillators and
moving towards other devices to provide that level of care.
Vice-Chairperson Condit inquired about the Crime Prevention Environmental Design; is
that in our Design Standards because that was only mentioned in that Public Safety
portion.
Ms. Pan asked if that was the Design Standards in the early part of the document.
Mr. Condit replied yes.
Ms. Pan explained that she is going to have to take a look.
Mr. Westbrook explained that the Crime Prevention through Environmental Design is
kind of a police standard. And so what happens when we get our normal processes
through a development application, is that they’re routed to our Police Department, so
that they can address any projects with whatever type of designs they want so that
there’s nothing specific that’s included in the General Plan. That’s just a police function
that the department does for development applications within the City.
Mr. Wells remarked that some of those examples would be having a park and having
residences face the park versus back the park. Those are the types of things that are
pretty much standard in designs today that 20 years ago, people weren’t thinking about.
When you site a local development, ensuring there’s no black and dark corners, of that,
knowing access points that people can’t see. Those are the environmental designs
functions that are pretty much regularly instituted as part of any design review now.
And, in essence this document, referencing it, is consistent with what we’re already
doing. It just wasn’t in our previous General Plan and so now it’s providing an overall
framework. These are kind of in essence standards that exist today.
Vice-Chairperson Condit stated that he wanted to talk a little bit about the Green Belt
between Hughson and Ceres, and the implementation strategies moving forward with
that. He inquired if we were looking at that shotgun type approach with the 4/5th’s vote
for the Council to reverse that.
Mr. Westbrook commented that he thinks once we get through the adoption of the
General Plan, and he thinks staff’s intent is to bring back, and the Commission probably
noticed in the implementation in the Appendix, there are a lot of items. Some are one to
three years; some are three to five; some are five to ten years. And he thinks that what
our desire is, is to bring back to both the Planning Commission for recommendation to
the Council, some of those items that we’d maybe like to put a little higher on the list to
give some weight to. Ones that we know we need to do, that we won’t wait for Council
or Commission direction on, are our Zoning Code Update and our Public Facilities Fee
Nexus Study, which is going to talk about what future development would pay. Those
are the two things that we’ll get started on right away. But, there are a number of items,
including the Green Belt, which obviously requires a discussion with the City of Hughson
and Stanislaus County. And, if there’s a high desire and priority to start those
discussions and efforts, then we can do so.
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Vice-Chairperson Condit stated that’s a good Segway to prioritizing infill. One of our
policies was prioritize growth in the Sphere of Influence. He asked, why not in the City
limits instead of the Sphere of Influence.
Ms. Pan explained that most of the areas for infill are within City limits, so it’s actually
mostly in the center part.
Vice-Chairperson Condit asked, so most of the infill isn’t in the Sphere of Influence; it’s in
the City limits.
Ms. Pan responded yes, noting that the idea of infill is where there is already
development, that’s where you want to prioritize any future development to preserve any
open space areas or areas that are kind of not yet fully developed. Those areas are
mostly in the city already.
Mr. Westbrook stated that the other part of that really gets to the discussion we just had
regarding the Public Facility Fee Update Program because through that the City can
consider prioritizing or incentivizing infill development by maybe having a different Fee
Schedule because there are different services that need to be provided. So that’s really
where you talk about, well maybe there are portions of town that pay less in their public
facility fees because sewer and water services are already provided versus the green fill
development where something may have to be extended. So, he thinks that you really
can have some of that discussion when you talk about the public facility fee update itself.
Mr. Wells remarked, as an example, when Livermore went through this process in a
previously life, they wanted to encourage residential development in their downtown. So
they structured their fee program on a per bedroom count for their impact. The same for
fee program, but if you had a one bedroom apartment, its actual traffic impact was
calculated down to that level. So, you could actually really break this thing down and
have a different fee schedule to apply to what’s actually being built, which is very
different than what our general process would be; single family or multi-family. You’re
really able to drill down to that next level, and you can use that to incentivize that
development you’re looking for by getting those overall impacts rather than called big
buckets and round generalizations narrowly focused to be able to do that. Those are the
types of things we can do in our Nexus Fee Study to drive in the right direction.
Ms. Pan stated that she also thinks that’s a little bit of a syntax question, so where
everything is prioritized infill development in the sphere of influence. It’s not saying
prioritize development in the Sphere of Influence over anywhere else in the County; it’s
just saying within the Sphere of Influence where there’s development; ensure that is
taking place within infill areas which is undeveloped areas.
Vice-Chairperson Condit stated that he would just rather see it within the City limits
instead of within the Sphere of Influence.
Vice-Chairperson Condit continued, that brings him to the job-housing ratio. Right now
we’re at 0.63 jobs per household. This Plan at full build-out would get us to 1.32 jobs.
Mr. Westbrook clarified that’s the estimation. That was part of some of that visioning
process that we conducted a couple years ago. There’s this desire to have more jobs
available. What that ratio would imply at that .63 existing, that there’s not enough jobs
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for the residents to live in your community. So, they have to commute to places
elsewhere, whether it’s Modesto, Stockton or wherever. When you go the other end of
the spectrum; if you get to ratio that’s like 2 or higher, then what happens, you have a lot
of jobs and nobody can live there because you don’t have enough housing units. So,
anywhere between that 1 and 2 ratio is where you want to be. The 1.32 at the full build
out kind of puts us at right at that good number of having a number of jobs, but also
having a balance of saying that the employees that work in our community can also live
here.
Vice-Chairperson Condit asked if we know what Modesto’s is or Turlock’s.
Mr. Westbrook replied no.
Vice-Chairperson Condit inquired about Transportation; the fare-box recovery ratio,
stating that he knows this was a big deal last year. He didn’t see a strategy on how
we’re going to go about increasing our bus system again.
Mr. Wells explained that generally on the Transportation side, one thing we are doing at
the State level right now, is that we’re actually pursuing legislation to change the metric
for how the fare-box ratios are calculated. We do feel so far, the first step in that
process was in essence, unanimous. So, we feel we will have some progress there.
Overall, we need some help from our partners at StanCOG to do that and it’s probably,
from a policy standpoint, it’s a little lower level in the grand scheme of things, that we do
feel that we can have success with StanCOG level in getting that reflected. And once
we get those changes in place, it allows us to make a little different service level change
for how we provide transit and operations.
Vice-Chairperson Condit asked about Faith Home Expressway. He had a question on
why we have residential along the expressway.
Mr. Westbrook explained that was carried over from the existing General Plan. As the
Commission may recall, when we talked about some of the alternatives, maybe
capitalizing with an industrial corridor, a lot of the property owners that live within that
stretch said that was not desirous, and so that was taken away. The result was just
leaving it, because there are really only three land use choices: a residential, commercial
or industrial. So, it just retained its existing residential designation.
Vice-Chairperson Condit remarked that he would suggest making it agriculture. If we’re
serious about the Green Belt, he thinks that’s a good step.
Mr. Westbrook explained that agriculture wasn’t analyzed in the Environmental Impact
Report, so he doesn’t know if it would be an issue to take that 200, 500 acres, whatever
that stretch is, to change it to an agricultural use.
Vice-Chairperson Condit asked, why would it be an issue; would we have an issue there
if we made that change?
Mr. Wells responded, it wasn’t studied, so you’re adopting a document that was studied
with the land uses that are shown. So, if you make a change to the land uses, you
would have to analyze whether those impacts would need to be analyzed or not. It’s
more of a legal question.
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Vice-Chairperson Condit stated that he would suggest that we study that because we’ve
heard from the community that they want to see more agriculture. We have in our plan
to maintain a connection to agriculture, and if we’re serious about the Green Belt, he
thinks that’s a good step, good faith to the City of Hughson to show them that we’re
serious.
Mr. Wells explained that the Planning Commission and City Council adopted a preferred
land use alternative a year and a half ago, or two years ago, and that was never
suggested by either of those bodies to be studied that way. Hence, the analysis was
done on the basis of what was recommended by those two bodies and that’s what’s
been studied. So, what you’re suggesting, and again that’s the prevue of the body to
make a recommendation to City Council, but that was not the direction that was given
previously.
Mr. Westbrook added, for the public’s benefit, the General Plan Study Area shows that
east side is about a half mile swath of the east side of the General Plan study area, is
agriculture designation already.
Vice-Chairperson Condit agreed; right past it.
Mr. Westbrook remarked that he thinks Gilbert Road is the cutoff.
Commissioner Kachel stated that part of it is just the terms we’re talking about; the
agricultural land use designation of agriculture residential or whatever, and then Green
Belt. He thinks part of that went into the process of when we arrived at the decision to
leave the General Plan area as it is now. In other words, we didn’t propose to expand
our sphere or go out further. And, he thinks you can take the same argument and come
to the position that we should withdraw the residential. But the other alternative at the
time the plan was developed, and there was some discussion on this, he recalls, was
should we expand the area, as a lot of cities’ plans do. To him, at that time, when the
determination was made to stay within the existing plan boundaries for lack of whatever
the correct term is, he thinks that was a big step in trying to address the concerns that
Mr. Condit has and some of the concerns that we got through the workshop processes.
Couldn’t have gone further and reduced it, yes, but then reduce the amount of
development potential and designate it agricultural, yes. That would’ve been one way to
go, which would’ve been even more one way, but then we could’ve gone the other way
and expanded. So, he thinks that was part of the plan process when we defined what
the plan would be, what the project would be and that’s what we studied all along. He
just comes from a different perspective, but he has the same concerns. But he thinks
we’re talking about, this is the plan for 2035 or beyond, which he probably won’t be
around to worry about, but Mr. Condit probably will. He thinks in the next 20 years, we
struck a balance between having the potential to grow, but not to make some sort of plan
which, there are some cities that at one point in time in this county, had at least some
massive plans, massive spheres of influence that gobbled up huge amounts of
agricultural land. This plan and the plan before it he thought were reasonable, and so
that’s how he looks at that topic. He sees it from the glass half full, versus the glass half
empty. It’s the same amount and it stays right there at Faith Home Road, is kind of the
line. The decision on what Faith Home Road is designated on the General Plan is
something we do have to address tonight, but as far as the land use balance, he thinks
that was for him anyway, to his satisfaction. He can’t speak for anyone else. It was
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addressed at that time and he thinks that was what the Council was thinking, when it
directed this thing to go ahead the way they did.
Commissioner Del Nero inquired about the Faith Home area. When was that made an
expressway or the designation for that area?
Mr. Westbrook explained the expressway standard, at least in the City’s General Plan
has been in place since 1997. He’s not familiar if StanCOG or the County’s Plans had it
prior to that.
Mr. Wells stated that he believes that in the 1990 Regional Expressway Plan, (the
Regional Expressway plans are done every 10 years). He believes in 1990; that’s the
last one he has seen, that it was a six-lane expressway at that point in time. He knows
what it was in 2000 and again in 2010. It would be due for an update on a regional plan
in 2020.
The Public Hearing was opened at 6:41 p.m.
•

Gil Bostwick – Petrulakis Law & Advocacy, 1130 12th Street, Modesto, CA

Mr. Bostwick stated he is Petrulakis Law & Advocacy’s Land Use Planning and
Government Relations Manager. They represent Mr. Sake Sanghera and Try Us
Transportation, noting that Mr. Sanghera could not be here tonight as he is out of the
country on an extended trip.
Mr. Bostwick explained that he is here tonight to discuss the modification of the land use
designation that the Planning Commission and City Council previously approved in
March of 2017, to the parcel Sake Sanghera owns and the adjacent parcel his son, Suki
Sanghera separately owns on Roeding Road. Mr. Bostwick stated by now he hopes that
the Commission has had a chance to review the letter that was submitted today via
email by Suki Sanghera. Mr. Bostwick stated that he would just like to add some
additional information into the public record.
Under normal circumstances in the proceeding for certification of the EIR before you
tonight, he would basically reiterate what staff did in their initial responses to comments
that you can see struck out in your Final EIR, and agree with their comments that the
need for more in depth study of a specific property is properly done at the time the
specific project is proposed. And at that time, stakeholder meetings would be held and
the concerns would be appropriately addressed for that specific project. But, tonight we
do not think that this is a normal circumstance. As you may know, Suki Sanghera sent a
letter to the City dated March 26th, withdrawing the request for land use designation
change. Mr. Bostwick’s understanding is that this letter was sent to the City following a
meeting that was personally requested by one or more City officials to be held with Suki
Sanghera. Attending this March 26th meeting with Suki were three City officials. City
staff sent the draft language for the letter that Suki sent to him that same day and
received the letter back also on that date. Subsequently, on March 29th, staff requested
a revision to the letter and his client revised the letter and sent it back on March 30th. Mr.
Bostwick remarked that he knows the City really wants to finalize the General Plan and
the associated EIR; however the events surrounding the City obtaining the letters sent
from Suki Sanghera and what he related to Mr. Bostwick of what he was told at that
meeting, raises serious questions as to why and how he was pushed into a quick
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decision on this matter. Mr. Bostwick supposes Mr. Sanghera could’ve just said no;
however, apparently he was given the needed assurances by people he trusted. So
much so, that he did not even think that it was necessary to call his father to confirm
what he was told, nor consult with his legal counsel. Something does not add up here.
The Sanghera family went through considerable effort and expense to locate land for a
possible future project. Meetings were held with City officials, options discussed,
presentations made at Planning Commission and City Council and so forth. While a
general idea for a type of project was presented, no specific project was proposed as we
agreed to let the process move forward and leave the specifics for a later date. We
know that there is some opposition to the land use re-designation. We always knew that
prior to submitting an actual application for a specific project, meetings would be held
with staff, with affected property owners, in order to discuss the specific project and
provide a vision for appropriate measures to alleviate concerns that would arise out of
that project. We have no problem with that. It’s all part of the land use process.
Mr. Bostwick continued, the immediate, much larger problem, and this should be of
concern to all citizens, is whether you oppose this type of project or not, is the means
which the City acquired the withdrawal letter from Suki Sanghera. Again, something just
doesn’t add up. He does not know the specifics or what went on behind scenes, but the
entire situation seems odd, especially in light of all of our previous discussions with the
City on the matter. It would’ve been easy enough to pick up the phone and coordinate a
meeting with the Sanghera team and the writers of the comment letters that oppose this
project, to discuss matters of concern with City staff. Even if the outcome was uncertain,
it would’ve provided clarity and more information to all concerned parties. Even the
School District comment letter speaks to collaboration with the City and the project
developers. That is after their strongly worded statement regarding re-designating the
parcels back as the resolution to the issue, which would meet the district’s satisfaction.
It would be an understatement to say he is disappointed and disturbed by the way this
whole matter has unfolded. With that, he respectfully requested that the Planning
Commission do not approve the staff recommendation of sending this matter onto the
Council with their approval, and instead send this back to staff for revision of the General
Plan and associated EIR to conform with the originally approved land use designation for
both parcels. Mr. Bostwick thanked the Commission and stated that he is available to
answer any questions that he can.
•

Lourdes Perez – Ceres Resident

Ms. Perez stated that having been involved in the visioning process for the General Plan
Update and hearing from several community residents how important it was to not have
land use designation of Light Industrial or Industrial near our schools, so she wants to
thank the Planning Commission publicly for not having re-designated the land use
adjacent to the Whitmore Charter parcel. Not to differ from the gentleman that just
presented on his case, but she does want to voice the concern that we had, as a Board
Member for the defense and also standing for the health and well-being of students,
families, staff and everyone that would come onto that campus. Thank you, once again.
•

Patricia Cousins – Long term resident of Roeding Road

Mrs. Cousins explained that she drives the intersection of McGee and Roeding probably
daily. Today four times, she drove through that intersection. She’s just appalled, but
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glad that she came tonight, because she’s been reassured by Mr. Westbrook and Ms.
Blom when she asked who’s the County Agency to whom I should be appealing this
appalling situation. And then she got an email back maybe a month ago that said she
should know that that’s been withdrawn; and said that’s no longer before the land use
folk, whoever they are. It was not given a county address or anything. She believed that
had been set aside, but she came tonight out of abundance of caution, believing that
anything can happen. It’s an appalling idea and the way it was inserted into the whole
land use process that somehow having a truck stop on the corner of Roeding and
McGee was part of whatever plan, 1 or 2, that was chosen as the best one, but this was
tagged onto it. For all the reasons she’s articulated before, it’s an unusable intersection.
In much of the winter last year (2016-17), it was flooded much of the time. She sent
emails begging anybody thinking about allowing such a use to come and try to use that
intersection; she doesn’t know that anyone ever did. It’s an appalling idea. She has
opposed it from day 1 and she still opposes it.
•

Ray Dias – Property owner at 1906 Faith Home Road

Mr. Dias stated that he has to admit he’s a little more than disappointed at the
unconscionable surprise letter to reinstate the request for Light Industrial on the Roeding
Road parcel. He was pleased that the EIR corrections were made to recognize when
they’re looking at impacts to the schools, that they updated the EIR to acknowledge that
the distance from this parcel to the schools should be measured to the school
boundaries, not just to the centroid point of the schools. Obviously, children don’t
congregate only at the center point of the school; they will congregate anywhere they
can within the boundaries of the school. And, that impacts from any of the activity of the
Light Industrial area activities would go be to the boundaries and beyond. If the
Commission looks at his previous comments, they’ll see that he thought there was three
schools impacted by this. He believes he read the rebuttal that there’s only two schools
and the third school is just beyond a quarter mile limitation. He’s not aware that noise
and particles impacts stop exactly at the quarter mile limit and they would probably drift
over. So, he would say that three schools are still within the sphere of influence of a
Light Industrial activity. He asks the Commission to continue to not approve a Light
Industrial designation for that particular parcel.
Mr. Dias continued, secondly, Green Belt was discussed a bit earlier. He had previously
commented on that as well, too. His question was, where would the Green Belt be. He
heard earlier this evening about Gilbert Road. His suggestion on that is, if the sphere of
influence goes out to Washington Road, that seemed like a more logical choice as the
Commission continues their planning deliberations and discussions.
Lastly, back to Faith Home Road. Mr. Dias stated that he non-concurs, explaining that
his self, as a licensed engineer, he non-concurs with his fellow engineers. That is not
necessarily not possible to leave as a two-lane road. You can’t make that determination
until there’s been a full updated plan. They’re talking about the Regional Expressway
Plan that’s due to be updated in 2020. Maybe it can; maybe it can’t; he doesn’t know.
But, until StanCOG and the other affected municipalities work together to make an
updated, totally integrated plan of what the County needs, we don’t know what we really
need there. And, he doesn’t think it’s getting the cart before the horse to say, we need
to make Faith Home Road a two-lane, four-lane or six-lane. Let’s get things done in the
right order before we make any conclusions. He thinks that’s an important step and he
asks the Commission to consider that. Thank you.
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•

Dan Pangrazio, Assistant Superintendent of Business Services, Ceres Unified
School District

Mr. Pangrazio commented on the same topic of the parcel adjacent to Whitmore Charter
School, Berryhill Campus. He is here to reassert that we stand behind the letter that the
School District submitted and that letter articulates their core concern about that
particular parcel. The core concerns are: air quality, hazards and hazardous materials,
transportation and noise. All of those are potentials that could come with whatever that
specific Light Industrial use would be. We believe this is absolutely an appropriate time
to be commenting on these potential issues and so that was the nature of their
significant concern on that topic. And that’s what the letter states.
Mr. Pangrazio continued, our concerns are resolved and have been resolved with the
revocation of the land use change to Light Industrial. So at this point, our concerns are
resolved with that revocation. If that were to somehow change, then all of those core
concerns would have to be revisited in detail and our position is that the potential
negative impacts of the change to Light Industrial would not be acceptable to the school
district.
Vice-Chairperson Condit asked Mr. Pangrazio if he believed the impact would affect
three schools.
Mr. Pangrazio responded that he believes there would be impact to three schools, but
the amount of significant impact to the quantity of the impact, when it comes to those
core issues, his belief is that it would impact Whitmore Charter, Berryhill Campus the
most, but looking at the potential impact to all three is something that, he would be open
to as well. But, as our letter clearly states, our core driving concern from the District is
the fact that Light Industrial in the previous consideration would be directly adjacent to
the school. And as the gentleman stated a few moments ago, the students don’t just
play on the grass closest to the basketball court, they may play right up next to the
fence, adjacent to whether it be Residential or Light Industrial or some other type of
parcel.
We do believe that whenever that would potentially take place, the change to Light
Industrial would be of significant concern to our stakeholders, and to students and
parents in that area. He doesn’t believe at all that they would want Light Industrial to be
there. And that’s really of the he doesn’t know how many page General Plan and EIR
that we combed through, that was their concern. So, to be frank with the Commission,
they’re not here to throw road blocks on a Light Industrial existing in Ceres, and he
doesn’t plan to take that approach in the future, but this is Light Industrial potentially
occurring immediately adjacent to one of our campuses.
•

Jeanne Knox – 4455 Roeding Road, Ceres, CA

Ms. Knox explained that her family farms, not counting the house and the buildings, just
under 40 acres of orchards, actively growing. A lot of what we grow gets shipped out of
the country. She drives down Roeding Road several times a day; she shops a lot in
Ceres; she works west of Faith Home Road; she is uncomfortable with it being turned
into a six-lane expressway. She realizes that this committee has limited impact on it and
it also includes Stanislaus County’s Board and a Modesto Board and such. She noted
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that on Election Day, she is an Election Inspector in charge of a poling site. Usually it’s
near Whitmore and Faith Home Road at Valley View Christian, and frequently it’s a
double or triple poll. The group or section that she’s responsible for covers a lot of the
people that live between Faith Home Road, the East side and Washington Road from
Hatch clear down to the mobile home. She counted how many addresses there are
along that and it would be significantly impacted with a lot of trucks going down Faith
Home Road. It would also mean that we would have to have light intersections every
half mile, which would slow things down. As some of the other speakers have
mentioned this evening, there’s concern about the trucking parcel on Roeding, close to
the canal. You already have one light industry area; you’ve got the Christian Church
with its Day Care; you’ve got the school, just to the south of it. She would highly
recommend that you get out one of those machines that tracks the flow of traffic on that
road before any decisions are made because you might be really surprised during
commute hours, how busy that area is. One thing, she would like to thank the Council
and she realizes they may not have direct influence; thank you for repaving parts of
Ceres. It’s nice to see the paving that’s being done in the City of Ceres. It’s nice to see
the bike trail that is on the canal that parallels Mitchell Road to the south that’s now
being extended down to Service Road. She sees a lot of people starting to use it more
and more. It gets us out of our cars and being able to exercise nicely. Thank you very
much.
The Public Hearing was closed at 7:02 p.m.
Commission Discussion
Commissioner Kachel remarked that the good news is we only have comments and
what not on a couple issues he thinks the Commission really has to work their way
through at this point.
Commissioner Kachel stated, in response to the Faith Home issue in general and the
Try Us Transportation, Inc. situation, more specifically; he’s not sure what to make of the
stories about how the letters were written and then changed and then we got a change
again today. Applicant meet with the City all the time, and made a decision at that time,
and now has changed his mind. In the meantime, the document was put together based
on that decision, which was made basically a little over a month ago. So, we have a
situation where the recommendation from the staff and then the documents have been
prepared and the Final EIR and the Plan itself, would be to not make any changes on
Roeding, if he’s correct. It’s residential now, and it would remain residential?
Mr. Westbrook responded that is correct. The Final Environmental Impact Report
changed that back to the Low-Density Residential designation. So that’s the way the
final map was completed and the revised land use diagram is shown.
Commissioner Kachel asked, so in essence what that did was took that recommendation
that was made by what plans proceed, which was made by City Council and said, we're
recommending, based on the analysis of the impacts, recommending that you not
proceed with that particular portion of the City Council’s original recommendation as
opposed to, he believes the gentleman indicated, was taken out and put back. That’s
residential now, is what he wants to get on the record.
Mr. Westbrook confirmed yes, the revised land use diagram shows it as residential.
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Commissioner Kachel clarified, so that’s where we are now. The question of how the
letter was done; he doesn’t know how to respond to that. But, we do have an issue
here. We have an applicant who has been a part of the General Plan process, as
everybody had an opportunity to, said I’d like this for my property, and the City Council
and some of the Planning Commission, including himself originally said that sounds like
a good idea. Let’s proceed with that in the Plan. He knows, as he looked at that later on
personally, back in October when we had our Joint Meeting with the City Council, he
made a point of saying he changed his personal position on that; was opposed to that.
That was before the EIR came out, but that was just him after looking at it a little bit
closer and realizing that to him, in his mind, it didn’t make sense. But that’s not really
the point, and he’s trying to gather his thoughts. He’s not sure where to go with this;
what the best course of action is here. We could just proceed with the staff
recommendation as its put forward to us tonight, but we’ve got a participant in the Plan
process who feels, based on the presentation we had tonight, which was not in the letter
we got today, explaining there was something done which was somewhat unfair or
unjust to the applicant. How do we get the best recommendation to the City Council?
He guesses there are different ways of addressing this. City Council is going to have to
make the decision on this, but it’s the Commission’s job to make a recommendation.
Based on the documents that were prepared, and the letter from the School District, was
very comprehensive; 8 or 9 pages long. It looked like it was written by an environmental
professional, saying these are the things that you need to study if you’re going to go
ahead with this project. And, because the project was withdrawn, that study wasn’t
done. So, that leaves us in a situation; how will the City Council react to the proposed
request to put this back in, after first taking it out, based on the process? He guesses
what he’s saying is, and even the applicant he believes indicated, saying this is a
complex project. He believes he caught him saying, and correct him if he’s wrong; he
thinks he said, this is a complex project, and the specifics of it would need to be studied
at some point in time. The question is, is this that point in time. We don’t have a specific
project before us, what we have is a designation of a Light Industrial and everything that
that implies. And, he’s not familiar enough with the City’s Light Industrial Zone to know
how it works, what kind of uses are allowed and which ones are not; which are
discretionary and which are allowed outright. There are certainly potential impacts out
there which were pointed out among other places in the letter from the School District.
So, just for his own personal point of view, and his own experience, this sounds like a
project, in and of itself. Everyone might be better served if this were to proceed as a
separate project, separate from the General Plan Amendment that we have before us
tonight. How that fits in with the City Council and how that fits in with staff’s opinion, he
doesn’t know. That the applicant has an idea of what he wants to do with that property,
he said to us when this Plan started that he’d like for us to consider that. We said yes, it
sounds good, let’s put it in the Plan. As the Plan as proceeded on, it’s been looked at,
there have been impacts identified, and maybe it’s not a good idea. The Plan seems to
indicate now the idea is to leave it out. That does not preclude the applicant from
making an application for a General Plan Amendment and a Rezone, and a Specific
Plan tomorrow or the next day or any other day. What that does though, is leave us in
the “What do we do with this thing that we’ve got before us tonight?” Does the whole
Plan sit and wait for this to be done? It seems to him there’s enough indication here of
potential impacts, adverse impacts from this project, both in the documents and the
testimony we’ve heard from some of the neighbors as well, and from the schools that
this has a potential to be a significant impact beyond what the EIR considers mitigated or
that we can override. Those would seem to need their own specific study. He guesses
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as he talks himself through this, and asked that we please bear with him; maybe he
needs to stop there and see what anybody else has to say on this.
Mr. Westbrook asked if he might weigh in a little bit and bring some perspective. This
property is not in the City Limits; it’s in Stanislaus County. For example, if the Planning
Commission moved forward, left it as a Low-Density Residential, the City Council moved
forward and kept it Low-Density Residential, and then as Commissioner Kachel
mentioned, if somebody had a desire to develop a project on this site and it was
industrial in nature; one, they would need a General Plan Amendment through the City
of Ceres, but two, they would need development applications through Stanislaus County,
which would do the analysis of the impact of what that would have. The request, while
we’re going through the General Plan process eliminates that need to do an
amendment. So, for property owners that desire, and there were about a half a dozen
throughout our 14,000 acre General Plan Study Area, that said we would like some
reconsideration. Whether this moves forward as an Industrial or Light Industrial or LowDensity Residential, there’s just two distinguishing points. If its Light Industrial
designation, then it would be consistent with the City’s General Plan, and they would just
need County approvals for the project because it’s not in the City limits, it’s not close to
the City limits; it’s not even within the primary sphere of influence. So the expectation
that it would develop in the City is extremely remote. If it had the Low-Density
designation, as shown in the Final EIR, then there would be that additional step of a City
process. And so, the request, at this point in time from the applicant to reinsert that in as
Light Industrial just eliminates a step at some point in time in the future, if they were to
develop it as a Light Industrial project; if that helps.
Commissioner Kachel remarked, yes, it does. Thank you.
Commissioner Del Nero asked, so that he can understand it. If it came before this body,
we could say no.
Mr. Westbrook explained that if the map you see today is adopted by the Planning
Commission and the City Council, that property would have a designation in on the
Ceres General Plan as Low-Density Residential. If somebody came and said I want to
develop an industrial use on this property, then there would be an application process
through the City of Ceres that would be a public hearing, and yes, it would be presented
to not only to the Planning Commission, but the City Council, who would both have to
say at that time they want it to be Light Industrial before anything can proceed in the
County.
Commissioner Kachel remarked, so the project would actually proceed through the
County, regardless. We don’t see annexations in the near future out there.
Mr. Westbrook stated the property is not within the primary sphere of influence. The
primary sphere of influence is not being adjusted with this General Plan Update, just like
the boundaries weren’t adjusted. It’s not within the primary sphere of influence. It’s not
contiguous to the City limits. So, it would take a lot of work before any parcel at this
location could be annexed into the City.
Commissioner Kachel inquired, as far as Faith Home Road is concerned, Mr. Dias
mentioned it; he thought it was premature to make any kind of designation, whether it be
two, four or six lanes. Well, that’s one way to look at it. On the other hand, it’s already
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designated for six lanes now. And, he believes the staff’s recommendation is to change
that from six to four. So, he’s not sure which one makes the people happier, one way or
another, but to him, he doesn’t see that being a six-lane expressway at any point in the
future, whether it be his or Mr. Condit’s or anybody else’s long-term future, whether it’s a
collector or major, or he doesn’t know yet. But, he supports the recommendation at this
point to remove the expressway designation, and our EIR allows us to go either way with
this, and designate it to a four-lane road in the future instead of a six, which at least gets
one of the three options off the table going forward into 2020 when the Regional Plan
would be done in conjunction with the City of Modesto and the County and with the
Planning Agency of StanCOG. To him, having two future potentialities, of staying like it
is. It’s going to stay like it is until somebody goes out to develop it there anyway. City
doesn’t really do its own development. That has to come from the land owners that want
to build along its route for the most part. It’s rare to build a road all by itself or build one
in the north part of the County, he guesses, but that’s been in the works for 20 or 30
years now. It still isn’t done. From his perspective, he agrees that the six lane is not
realistic at this point in time, so he’s going to recommend we go with the staff
recommendation to go with a four lane road, which to him, at least is a step in the
direction of making it more realistic based on what the long-term future seems to be,
which is what we’re up here to do. That’s all he has.
Vice-Chairperson Condit inquired that we have four actions; correct. The EIR, CEQA,
the Adopted 2035 General Plan and the General Plan Update Financing Strategies.
Deputy City Clerk Montgomery confirmed and explained that all four can be voted on
with the one Resolution that is included in the packet.
Mr. Westbrook added that the only thing that we would need would be direction on the
Faith Home Road included in the motion.
Vice-Chairperson Condit asked, with the General Plan Update, is that where we make
the recommendation for four lanes?
Mr. Westbrook replied that can be made with the motion, when the Commission adopts
that Resolution.
Vice-Chairperson Condit remarked that it says revisions in here; can we revise the map
in that? He asked if he was reading that correctly.
Mr. Westbrook replied, yes, it would be recommendation.
Commissioner Kachel stated that based on everything we’ve heard tonight, based on the
documents we’ve had before us, and he does want to complement everyone involved
with putting these documents together; and he’s said this before and he’ll say it again,
this has been an outstanding process. It’s been about 2 and half years since it started,
and the amount of community outreach that was done was immense. He thought we got
great response and he thinks the fact that we don’t have a lot of people here tonight,
speaks very highly of the success of the process which we followed. In other words,
people were satisfied. If they’re happy, they don’t show up. If they were unhappy,
they’d be showing up. So, he thinks we have listened to the community, taken into
account what they wanted; what the process has brought out as far as goals and policies
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for the future of Ceres, and with all that as background, including our discussion tonight
on the topics we’ve had tonight, he will make the following recommendation:
ACTION:
Nero to:

It was moved by Commissioner Kachel; seconded by Commissioner Del

1) Certify the Environmental Impact Report (EIR – SCH #2017052063) prepared for
the proposed 2035 General Plan Update pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15090
2) Adopt the proposed Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding
Considerations, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15093
3) Adopt the 2035 General Plan Update, including a recommendation that Faith
Home Road be designated as a four-lane road in the Transportation Circulation
Element, Tax Maps and anywhere else in the Plan that are needed to insert for
general consistency with that four-lane designation, thereby removing the sixlane designation
4) Accept the General Plan Update Financing Strategy
Motion passed by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

Commissioners Kachel, Del Nero, Johnson
Vice-Chairperson Condit
Chairperson Smith

NEW BUSINESS:
None
PUBLIC MEETING(S):
None
UNFINISHED BUSINESS:
None
MATTERS INITIATED BY PLANNING COMMISSION AND STAFF
None
REPORTS:
Director of Community Development, Tom Westbrook announced:
• Ceres Street Faire this Saturday and Sunday, May 5th and 6th. The parade starts at
10 a.m. and hope to see you all there.
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ADJOURNMENT:
The Commission adjourned at 7:20 p.m. to the next regularly scheduled meeting of
Monday, May 7, 2018.

APPROVED:

_____________________________
Couper Condit, Vice-Chairperson
ATTEST:

Tom Westbrook, Secretary
I:\PLANNING\DEPT\PLANNING\PC\Minutes\2018\4-30-18.draft.doc
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Planning and Building Division
2220 Magnolia Street
Ceres, CA 95307
209-538-5774
Fax 209-538-5675
CITY COUNCIL

Chris Vierra, Mayor
Ken Lane
Bret Durossette
Mike Kline
Linda Ryno

STAFF REPORT AND
RECOMMENDATION
May 21, 2018
TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

James Michaels, Senior Planner

SUBJECT:

Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 18-03; Proposal for a Conditional
Use Permit to allow for a 2,595 square foot automobile service
station at 2107 Hackett Road.

APPLICATION 18-03 FILED:

March 22, 2018

DEEMED COMPLETE:

April 30, 2018

LOCATION:

2107 Hackett Road, Ceres, CA 95307

ZONING:

(M-1) Light Industrial

GENERAL PLAN:

(LI) Light Industrial

SURROUNDING LAND
USES & ZONING:

North: Developed Industrial properties, Assyrian
Cultural Center, an alley way, Central & West
Avenues; R-3 & C-1 zoning designations
South: Developed non-conforming residential
properties and developed industrial uses,
Hackett Road; M-1 zoning designation
East:

Developed non-conforming residential
properties and developed industrial uses;
M-1 zoning designation

West: Existing developed multi-family residential
properties, Central Avenue; R-3, zoning
designation
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PROPERTY OWNER:

APPLICANT/
REPRESENTATIVE:

Dael Garcia and Perla Ochoa-Anaya
3881 Eau Claire Avenue
Ceres, CA 95307

Enrique Eduardo Moran
3933 Shady Oak Court
Turlock, CA 95382

PROJECT AND SITE DESCRIPTION
The applicant is requesting approval of a Conditional Use Permit to allow for a 2,595
square foot automobile service station at 2107 Hackett Road (see Vicinity Map, page
22).
The project area is located at the northeast corner of the Central Avenue and Hackett
Road intersection. The site is 0.32 acres in size and is surrounded by Central Avenue
and multi-family residential zoned properties to the west; Hackett Road, and residential
and industrial uses to the south and east; and industrial properties and the Assyrian
Cultural Center to the north.
GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING COMPLIANCE
The project site has a zoning designation of Light Industrial (M-1) per the City’s Zoning
Ordinance and it has a General Plan designation of Light Industrial (LI). The project is
also consistent with the following General Plan Policy:
•

General Plan Policy 1.B.2. The City shall promote and support the development
of a healthy balance of residential, commercial and industrial businesses within
the city.

•

General Plan Policy 1.B.7. The City shall promote infill development and reuse
of underutilized parcels in the City, consistent with maintaining or enhancing the
positive qualities of the surrounding neighborhoods.

Based on this information, staff believes the project, with the proposed conditions of
approval is supported by the General Plan and applicable sections of the zoning
ordinance.
PROJECT PROPOSAL – Conditional Use Permit (CUP)
Background
The subject property, 2107 Hackett Road, has had residential structures on the property
since 1947 and the structures are currently in poor physical condition with no one living
in them. The site and the block of surrounding adjacent properties to the east, north,
and south (bounded by Central Avenue, Pine Street, and Railroad Avenue) of the site
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have had a zoning designation of “M-1, Light Industrial” since July of 1969. As the light
industrial zoning designation expressly prohibits residential dwellings under the
designation, staff has received multiple inquiries (since 2013) as to what would be an
appropriate use of the property in lieu of a residential use.
In October of 2017, the applicant desired to go through the City’s pre-development
review process to obtain comments from City staff about the possibility of allowing an
automobile service station with a small convenience market store located at subject site.
The applicant already has one auto repair shop currently operating in Modesto and
desires to maintain the one in Modesto, but also open a second shop here in Ceres.
Staff informed the applicant of the potential requirements expected for the project and
recommended how the design of the building and site layout could be improved, and
that the proposal required the approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) entitlement
due to the convenience market store component associated with the auto shop use.
Upon reviewing the CUP submittal, staff noticed that the market store component had
been eliminated from the proposal, but determined the project could still be processed
under the CUP for the review of the building elevations and related improvements.
Site Plan & Landscape Plan
The applicant is requesting approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to allow for an
automobile service station at 2107 Hackett Road. The proposal includes a new 2,595
square foot building to be utilized as an automobile service station to provide engine
and brake repairs, and oil changes. The building will include a main office, storage
room, and three (3) service bays to serve the operation with the normal business hours
occurring Monday through Saturday from 8 am to 5 pm and conducted by no more than
three employees (see pages 23-24).
Noise
The City’s General Plan includes discussion about non-transportation noise sources
exceeding noise level standards for new development. Although the business proposal
is a new development located within a light industrial zone district where automobile
service stations are permitted uses in said zone district, staff believes that ensuring that
the noise resulting from the operation does not negatively impact existing nonconforming residential uses is important.
Upon reviewing the overall proposal, staff does not believe that the proposed use will
have a negative impact on the surrounding properties as the proposed building will be
designed with the intent to accommodate service commercial businesses (such as
repair facilities), which is likely to have some sound attenuation to help minimize noise
that may result from the uses operating from the site. It is expected that the noise
generated from the machinery/equipment associated with the proposed use will be
insignificant for the surrounding properties as the use will be operating within the
building, and the project has been conditioned to require the interior of the building to
mitigate noise that may exceed the maximum allowable decibel levels (75 db).
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On-Site Improvements
The proposed operation will be accessed from a one-way driveway entrance off of
Hackett Road that will lead to the project parking area and the existing alley way at the
north end as illustrated on the site plan. The applicant will be required to install sewer,
water connections, provide the project parking area and improve the existing alley way
(along the project site), install required project landscaping, construct a trash enclosure
at the north end of the property, as well provide curb, gutter, and sidewalk
improvements along the project frontage areas of Hackett Road and Central Avenue.
Any existing residential structures would be removed from the property as a result of the
project.
Elevations
The proposed building will have a variable height of 19-25 feet. The building elevations
and colored renderings for this project provide a perspective of what the proposed
building may look like, both of which have been included in the staff report for the
Planning Commission to review (see pages 26-34). Staff believes the design of the
building meets the intent of the General Plan, and includes exterior earthtone paint
finishes such as: “Souffle” and “Pirate’s Plunder” for the main body integrated with “Holy
Grail” for the wall mounted metal canopies above the man door entrances and accent
areas, and 3-foot high “Laguna Faux” stacked stone veneer at the base of the building
which are consistent with the General Plan. Staff supports the architectural design for
this development as the exterior design of the building incorporates textures, and
material color schemes as well as a mix of physical elements including parapet and
recessed wall features, and window treatments that are compatible with the surrounding
area.
Staff Comments
Staff supports the proposed project based on the following:
1. It promotes a high quality product for the overall layout of the site that will help
improve the look of the neighborhood and the Central Avenue and Hackett Road
intersection, and it encourages both the development and reuse of an underutilized
parcel.
2. The proposal maintains consistency with the Zoning Ordinance and Light Industrial
General Plan land use designation, and is compatible with the existing industrial
uses of the surrounding properties to the north, south, and east.
3. The noise generated from the proposed use is not expected to exceed the maximum
decibel levels (75 db) as defined in the General Plan due to the building’s interior
design for sound attenuation. The applicant is willing to work with the City to comply
with the proposed conditions of approval for the operation.
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CEQA
The project was reviewed pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
and was determined to be Categorically Exempt per Section 15332, (Class 32 – In-Fill
Development Projects).
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approval of this project subject to the findings and conditions
contained in the attached Draft PC Resolution.
REQUIRED ACTION
1) Make the determination that this project is exempt from environmental review
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15332, Class 32 (In-Fill Development Projects).
2) Approval of 18-03 CUP subject to the findings and conditions contained in the
attached Draft Resolution PC 18-14.
Attachments:
Page
6-21
Draft PC Resolution 18-14
22
Vicinity Map
23
Proposed Site Plan (Plan Sheet A.1)
24
Proposed Landscape Plan (Plan Sheet L.1)
25
Proposed Floor Plan (Plan Sheet A.2)
26
Proposed Building Elevations (Plan Sheet A.3)
27-34
Color Material Samples and Colored Renderings of Building Elevations
35
Letter from the Turlock Irrigation District (TID) dated April 5, 2018

I:\PLANNING\DEPT\PLANNING\PC\staff reports\2018\18-03 CUP (Hackett Automobile Service Station).doc; staff report
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY:
CITY OF CERES
When Recorded mail to:
City of Ceres
Planning and Building Division
2220 Magnolia Street
Ceres, CA 95307

DRAFT
RESOLUTION NO. PC 18-14
RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF CERES PLANNING COMMISSION
APPROVING A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT PROPOSAL TO ALLOW FOR A
2,595 SQUARE FOOT AUTOMOBILE SERVICE STATION AT 2107 HACKETT
ROAD. APPLICATION NUMBER CUP 18-03.
PROPERTY OWNER:

APPLICANT/
REPRESENTATIVE:

Dael Garcia and Perla Ochoa-Anaya
3881 Eau Claire Avenue
Ceres, CA 95307

Enrique Eduardo Moran
3933 Shady Oak Court
Turlock, CA 95382

SITE LOCATION:

2107 Hackett Road, Ceres, CA, 95307

APN:

127-028-027

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Ceres, State of
California, has considered said application to allow for a 2,595 square foot
automobile service station at 2107 Hackett Road; and,
WHEREAS, the property affected by this resolution is located at 2107
Hackett Road, Ceres, CA, 95307; and,
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing
on May 21, 2018, at 6:00 p.m. and considered all testimony and comment
presented whether orally or in writing; and,
WHEREAS, the property affected by this resolution is situated in the City
of Ceres, County of Stanislaus, and State of California and are described as
follows:
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Lots 10 and 11 in Block 74 of the City of Ceres, according to the map thereof file
in the Office of the County Recorder of Stanislaus County, California, on March
29, 1927, in Volume 11 of Maps at Page 1.
APN: 127-028-027
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission based on the evidence within the
staff report and project file find that:
1.

The proposed Conditional Use Permit application is consistent with the
purpose and intent of the General Industrial (GI) designation of the Ceres
General Plan.

2.

The proposed Conditional Use Permit application is consistent with the
purpose and intent of the Light Industrial (M-1) zoning designation as
defined in the Zoning Ordinance.

3.

The project will have no adverse effect on surrounding properties.

4.

The project will not endanger any wildlife or wildlife habitat.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Commission of
the City of Ceres as follows:
Section 1.
The Planning Commission hereby confirms that the
Conditional Use Permit is Categorically Exempt and is not subject to further
environmental review pursuant to Section 15332, Class 32 (In-Fill Development
Projects) of the California Environmental Quality Act.
Section 2.
The establishment and operation of Conditional Use Permit
18-03 requires compliance with the conditions of approval, which are contained
in this resolution and attached as Exhibit “A” and on file in the Planning and
Building Division, and shall be binding on all heirs, assignees, and successors in
interest of said property.
Section 3.
The Director of Community Development or designee is
hereby directed to record this Resolution at the office of the County Recorder of
the County of Stanislaus.
Section 4.
The conditions of project approval set forth herein include
certain fees, dedication requirements, reservation requirements, and other
exactions.
Pursuant to Government Code Section 66020 (d) (1), these
conditions constitute written notice of a statement of the amount of such fees,
and a description of the dedications, reservations, and other exactions. You are
hereby further notified that the ninety (90) day appeal period in which you may
protest these fees, dedications, and reservations other exactions, pursuant to

Planning Commission Meeting - May 21, 2018

Agenda Item 3 - Page 7

Government Code Section 66020 (a), has begun. If you fail to file a protest
within this ninety (90) day period complying with all of the requirements of
Section 66020, you will be legally barred from later challenging such exaction.
I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution was duly and regularly
adopted by the Planning Commission of the City of Ceres at a regular meeting of
said Planning Commission held on the 21st day of May 2018, by the following
vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

ATTEST:
TOM WESTBROOK, SECRETARY OF
THE CERES PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY OF CERES
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EXHIBIT “A”
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Conditional Use Permit # 18-03
City of Ceres
2107 Hackett Road, Ceres, CA, 95307
Prepared: May 7, 2018
Approved by the Planning Commission: May 21, 2018
Approved by the City Council: N/A
Amended by Staff/PC/CC on N/A

A.

PROJECT AUTHORIZATION
1. The project shall be in conformance with all City Ordinances, rules,
regulations, and policies.
The conditions listed below are
particularly pertinent to this approval but shall not be construed to
permit violation of other laws and policies not so listed.
2. Approval is limited to the conformance of the land use and zoning.
Use of the property shall be limited to the automobile service
station and those “Principal Uses” listed in the M-1 zoning district
as applicable with this project, as it exists now or may be amended
in the future.
3. The Conditional Use Permit shall expire within 18 months
(November 21, 2019) unless a building permit is issued, or the use
is exercised, or a request for extension is received by the City prior
to expiration of the permit and approved by the Planning
Commission.

B.

PROJECT SPECIFIC CONDITIONS
Prior to issuance of a Final Site Plan Map, the applicant shall
demonstrate conformance to the following conditions to the satisfaction
of the City of Ceres:
1. The applicant shall respond in writing to all conditions
contained in this document and its attachments. Responses
shall describe how the condition has been met and shall,
where applicable; direct the plan checker to the page and/or
drawing detail that demonstrates compliance with the
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condition. These changes shall be indicated with a delta or cloud
symbol. A copy of these responses shall be provided with each set
of the final site map and improvement plans. These changes shall
be approved by the Planning Division PRIOR to the submittal, and
City acceptance, of a Building Permit application.
2. This Conditional Use Permit (CUP) entitlement is approved to allow
for the construction of a 2,595 square foot building to be utilized as
an automobile service station. The project shall incorporate
exterior materials and colors as approved by the Planning
Commission which include “Souffle” and “Pirate’s Plunder” exterior
paint finishes for the main body, integrated with “Holy Grail” paint
finishes for the wall mounted metal canopies above the man door
entrances and accent areas, and “Laguna Faux” stacked stone
veneer at the base of the building which are consistent with the
General Plan. Any change to the colors or materials for the project
shall receive prior approval from the Director of Community
Development or designee and all requests shall be made in writing
prior to their installation.
3. This conditional use permit is approved subject to compliance with
the following conditions:
a. The applicant is permitted to operate this use during Monday
through Saturday: 8 am – 5 pm and maintain up to three (3)
employees to run the operation
b. Any exterior lighting proposed with this operation shall be
maintained in a manner so as not to cause glare upon any
adjacent property, Hackett Road, Central Avenue, and the
alleyway at the north of the property.
c. Any and all sign displays associated with this use shall be
approved by the Planning Division.
d. The applicant, if necessary, shall take appropriate measures
to ensure that all noise generated from the machinery and
equipment associated with the proposed use does not
exceed standards established in the Ceres General Plan and
Municipal Code to the satisfaction of the City. Such
measures may include, but not be limited to, ensuring the
interior of the building is designed to mitigate noise that may
exceed the maximum allowable decibel levels (75 db).
e. The applicant shall not be allowed to store business
equipment or related products outside of the building, and
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any desire to keep vehicles overnight on the property shall
be stored within the service station – no vehicles shall be
allowed to remain outside during non-business hours.
f. The applicant shall obtain and maintain a valid City business
license through the City of Ceres for the business operation.
4. The applicant shall make the appropriate dedications to the City
with respect to the project frontage areas of Central Avenue and
Hackett Road, and improve the alley way to the satisfaction of the
City Engineering Services Department.
5. The applicant shall comply with the following conditions, which shall
be completed prior to occupancy of the building constructed to the
satisfaction of the Planning Division and Engineering Services
Department:
a. As applicable, the applicant shall install all water, sanitary
sewer and storm drain systems, and related utilities required
to serve the project. Calculations for these utilities shall be
prepared by a licensed civil engineer for review and approval
by the City Engineer.
b. The applicant shall install all project access, paving, parking,
landscaping, trash enclosure, and walkways as illustrated on
the Site Plan and Landscape Plan. The applicant shall
provide curb, gutter, and sidewalk improvements along the
project frontage areas of Central Avenue and Hackett Road
to the satisfaction of the City.
c. The improvements associated with this project (i.e. parking
lot striping/paving, sidewalks/walkways, and lighting, etc.)
shall comply with all City standards to the satisfaction of the
Planning Division and Engineering Services Department.
d. The applicant shall install street lights, striping and signing,
paving, and any necessary transitions in accordance with the
City of Ceres Procedures, Standard Specifications and
Standard Details.
e. The applicant shall ensure that the entire project complies
with the American Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements to the
satisfaction of the City of Ceres. The ADA path of travel
needs to be provided and maintained from the proposed
ADA parking stall to the building. The drive approach design
will need to incorporate ADA requirements.
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f. The applicant shall address the undergrounding of existing
overhead utility lines along the project street frontages and
on site to the satisfaction of the Engineering Services
Department.
g. The applicant shall provide a trash enclosure to serve the
project, which shall comply with City standards. The trash
enclosure shall have 6-foot tall masonry walls on three sides
with solid metal gates in front that match the building’s field
color and include additional landscaping to screen the
enclosure area.
h. The applicant shall provide a 6-foot tall fence along the east
property line of the project, which shall be appropriately
stepped to allow visibility onto the north alley way and
Hackett Road (i.e. 3 feet maximum height within 20 feet from
north and south property lines). The design, materials, and
color shall be reviewed and approved administratively by the
Planning Division. The fence shall be built prior to the
occupancy of the building.
6. The applicant shall illustrate how storm drainage (which will need to
remain on site) is being addressed with this project to the
satisfaction of the Engineering Services Department, and may
include the applicant demonstrating how surface water runoff from
the proposed building and new paving areas are conveyed to onsite stormwater retention facilities and that the facilities are
adequately sized for the proposed changes.
7. The applicant shall be required to provide landscaping along the
frontage areas as depicted on the site plan, and shall also
incorporate a combination of trees and shrubs into the overall
project plan at a ratio of 1 tree and 10 shrubs for every 35 feet of
frontage. The project frontage landscape areas are required to
have a minimum width of 10 feet. Additionally, the applicant shall
incorporate a minimum 3-foot wide landscape planter that extends
along the eastern perimeter of the project parking area. The
applicant shall provide landscaping consistent with the State of
California’s Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO)
standards and the City of Ceres Water Efficient Guidelines and
Standards to the satisfaction of the City. The landscape and
irrigation plans will need to be drawn by either a licensed landscape
architect, licensed architect, or licensed engineer. Prior to the
issuance of building permits, the applicant shall sign and execute a
Landscape Maintenance Agreement form.
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8. Parking is calculated at a ratio of 1 space per 300 square feet of
floor area of the project. The project parking provided shall be at
60° angled parking, with a minimum of 15 feet of drive aisle width
shall be provided and maintained for back-up and parking spaces
shall have the required dimensions of 10’ x 21’ per space.
Additionally, handicapped (ADA) parking spaces provided for this
project shall have the required dimensions of 17’ x 19’ per space.
9. One monument sign would be permitted for this project, not to
exceed 30 square feet in area and 6 feet in height. If a monument
sign is proposed for the project, such sign shall be positioned on
the property (and not within the City right-of-way areas) such that it
does not conflict with “line of sight/clear vision triangle” issues. The
maximum allowable sign area for a wall sign is 1 square foot of sign
area for every 1 lineal foot of primary business frontage and ½
square foot for every 1 linear foot of secondary frontage.
10. Building permit(s) will be required for the project, and the applicant
shall pay all applicable fees, including but not limited to: City of
Ceres Public Facility Fees, Stanislaus County Public Facility Fees,
and Ceres Unified School District fee. These fees are adjusted
annually. The applicant shall pay the fees in place at the time the
building permit is issued. The project is required to comply with the
requirements of the California Building Code that are in place at the
time said building permit application is made for each building.
11. The applicant shall ensure that all roof mounted mechanical units
are to be screened, and all exterior mechanical units visible from
the street are painted the same of the buildings’ field colors and
must have screened landscaping. Any wall mounted mechanical
units need to be flush with the exterior of the building. This shall be
accomplished to the satisfaction of the City.
12. Any proposed exterior lighting will need to be shielded and/or
directed downward and away so as not to create any glare onto the
alleyway, Hackett Road, Central Avenue, and neighboring
properties.
13. The applicant shall comply with the requirements of the Turlock
Irrigation District (TID) per the District’s letter dated April 5, 2018.
14. The applicant shall provide “As-Built” drawings of the improvements
including plan and profiles of the water, sanitary sewer and storm
drain systems. Alignments shall be tied to a monumented property
corner.
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C.

GENERAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Planning Division
1. Development shall conform to the plans designated by the City
Planning Division as “Final Exhibit”. Final exhibit shall consist of
the submitted map(s), site plan, floor plans, elevations and
landscape plans amended by the applicant to reflect any changes
indicated above in, Item B, Project Specific Conditions or required
by the City in the approval process. The applicant shall submit any
required amended site plans to the Planning Division within 90days of project approval. Failure to submit the amended plans will
result in a delay in processing and/or approval of those plans.
2. The development impact fees and project processing fees due in
connection with this project shall be based upon the fees in effect at
the time the fee is paid unless modified by a Development
Agreement or other mechanism approved by the City.
All
developers of property within this project site shall pay the
appropriate City and County Public Facility Fees, Ceres Unified
School District Fees and other applicable fees in place. These fees
may be adjusted yearly based on the construction cost index or
other method as approved by the City.
3. Any plans associated with the permit shall be in substantial
compliance to the approved site plan and the development shall be
consistent with applicable sections of the General Plan, Zoning
Ordinance and applicable master plan. Violation of any provision(s)
may result in Code Enforcement action, which may include
revocation of permit and/or monetary penalties.
4. As applicable, the applicant shall meet all requirements of Pacific
Gas & Electric, AT&T, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control
District, Turlock Irrigation District (TID) and other utility agencies
serving the project site to the satisfaction of the Planning Division.
5. The developer will defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City,
its agents, officers, employees and volunteers from and against all
claims, lawsuits, or causes of action (whether brought solely
against the City or jointly against both City, developer, or others),
damages, losses, and expenses, including attorney fees, arising in
any manner out of the approval or the application approved herein,
including, without limitation, all actions or proceedings to attack, set
aside, void or annul the permit granted pursuant to the City’s
approval of the application referenced herein, provided the City
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notifies the developer within a reasonable time of any such claim,
action or proceeding, and cooperates in the defense of such claims,
actions or proceedings.
6. Prior to any construction activity, the developer shall inform all
contractors of the possibility that human remains may be found on
the site during construction activities. The applicant shall consult
with the Native American Heritage Commission for recommended
procedures if human remains are found.
7. As determined by the City, the applicant shall secure all necessary
easements for reciprocal access, parking, landscaping and/or
public utilities over the proposed property. Where required, location
of all easements shall be agreed to with the City prior to the
issuance of building permits. These easements shall be recorded
prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.
8. In addition to complying with the State of California’s Model Water
Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO) standards, the applicant
shall be required to landscape and irrigate the project area as
stipulated by the City of Ceres Water Efficient Guidelines and
Standards. The applicant, prior to building permit submittal, shall
provide landscape and irrigation plans indicating the type, size and
location of planted material, water usage calculations and irrigation
plans. The Director of Community Development or his designee
will review and approve all landscape and irrigation plans. A
Landscape Maintenance Agreement form shall be signed and
executed prior to issuance of a building permit.
9. The applicant shall comply with the visibility obstructions at public
intersections provisions in Chapter 12.26 of the City of Ceres
Municipal Code.
10. During the construction phase, the applicant shall ensure temporary
outdoor storage of items will be screened with a fence or wall, as
required. Depending on use, fences or walls shall not exceed eight
(8’) feet in height including security measures, unless required for
environmental mitigation or approval of the Planning Commission
or City Council.
11. The applicant shall comply with the requirements of the San
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District regarding Rule 9510 to
the satisfaction of the City of Ceres. If applicable, applicant shall
submit verification of compliance or payment of fee to the
satisfaction of the Director of Permits Services or designee from the
Air District, prior to issuance of a building permit. Additionally, the
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applicant shall incorporate measures per the SJVAPCD guidelines
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to the satisfaction of the
SJVAPCD and to the City.
12. The Planning Division may approve minor amendments to the
project, provided that the amendment is still in substantial
conformance with the original approval of this entitlement (CUP 1803). A request for a minor amendment shall be submitted in writing
to the Planning Division. Any request that is not deemed minor in
nature must be presented to the Planning Commission through the
amendment process and the applicant shall pay the necessary
processing fees.
13. The applicant and/or outside party have the right to appeal, within
10-days, any decision of the Planning Commission to the City
Council per the provisions of Chapter 18.46 of the Ceres Municipal
Code.
14. The applicant shall comply with the applicable sections of the Ceres
Municipal Code.
Engineering Services Department/Public Works Department
The applicant shall comply with the requirements imposed by the City of
Ceres Engineering Services Department/Public Works Department,
which may include, but not be limited to the following:
1. The applicant shall submit to the City of Ceres for review and
approval, a grading and drainage plan prepared by a Registered Civil
Engineer; shall obtain a grading permit; and shall post sufficient
surety guaranteeing completion.
2. The applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Engineering
Services Department that surface water runoff from the proposed
building, including new access/driveway/parking areas, are conveyed
to stormwater facilities and that the facilities are adequately sized for
the proposed changes.
3. A soils report is required for the project. The applicant shall submit to
the City of Ceres for review and approval, a detailed soils report
certified by a Civil Engineer registered in the State of California and
qualified to perform soils work. The soils report shall comply with the
requirements of the current edition of the International Building Code
with the current California amendments. The soils report shall
provide design parameters for proposed building foundation, soil
preparation,
percolation
rates,
and
specifications
and
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recommendations for pavement sections, including loading areas and
fire lanes.
4. The project may be subject to providing the Engineering Services
Department (209-538-5792) with water and sewer analysis to ensure
the City has sufficient capacity to serve the development.
5. All services shall be installed and protected as per City standards.
Additional utility easements may be needed for sewer, water, and
storm drainage.
6. Prior to issuance of building permits, a plan for preventing stormwater
pollution and implementation of appropriate Best Management
Practices (BMP’s) must be submitted to, and approved by, the Ceres
Engineering Services Department. The plan shall comply with the
State Water Regional Control Board Storm water Best Management
Practices during construction.
7. The project shall be designed to incorporate “Low Impact
Development (LID)” design parameters as well as a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The City needs a copy of the
SWPPP prior to start of construction (grading). The applicant will be
required to implement construction BMP's to prevent sediment from
entering the street and the City's stormdrain inlets, which includes
gravel drives at entrance/exit points, wattles, and stormdrain inlet
filters, as well as keeping concrete wash, chemicals, etc. out of the
stormdrain system. This shall be done to the satisfaction of the
Engineering Services Department.
8. The applicant shall provide three (3) separate water related service
lines, including fire service, domestic service, and irrigation service.
9. Prior to any work being conducted within the City right-of-way and
prior to issuance of building permits, the applicant shall obtain an
Encroachment Permit from the City. Prior to issuance of the
Encroachment Permit, the applicant shall submit to the City of Ceres
for review and approval, improvement plans prepared by a registered
Civil Engineer; shall pay plan check and inspection fees; shall
provide a cost estimate of the improvements; and shall post sufficient
surety guaranteeing the construction of the improvements.
10. The applicant shall provide traffic control plans, prepared by a
registered civil engineer, for all proposed work within the City right-ofway.
11. As applicable, all existing utilities shall be properly abandoned or
relocated. All new and relocated utilities shall be placed underground
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and consistent with City Council policy on location and
undergrounding of utility boxes. Additionally, any wells or septic
systems existing of the property shall also be abandoned. Additional
utility easements might be needed for sewer, water, and storm
drainage.
12. The applicant shall indicate, in writing to the City, the disposition of
any water well(s) and any other water that may exist within the site.
If any wells are proposed to be abandoned, or if they are abandoned
and have not been properly sealed, they must be destroyed per
County of Stanislaus requirements.
13. The project soils engineer shall submit a soils certification prior to
placement of building foundations and pavement.
14. The applicant shall submit pavement design sections to the
Engineering Services Department for review and approval prior to
placement of pavement. If in poor condition, an overlay of 0.10’ may
be required at new entry points from centerline to width of new
approaches.
15. All improvements shall be constructed in accordance with City
standards and to the satisfaction of the Engineering Services
Department.
16. The applicant shall comply with San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Control District regulations for the construction phase of this project.
DURING CONSTRUCTION,
SHALL APPLY:

THE

FOLLOWING

CONDITIONS

17. If any hazardous waste is encountered during the construction of this
project, then all work shall be immediately stopped and the
Stanislaus County Environmental Health Department, the Fire
Department, the Police Department, and the City Inspector shall be
notified immediately. Work shall not proceed until clearance has
been issued by all of these agencies.
18. The developer shall keep adjoining public streets free and clean of
project dirt, mud, materials, and debris during the construction period,
as is found necessary by the City Engineer.
19. If grading is to take place between October 1 and May 1, both
temporary and permanent erosion control plans shall be submitted
for review and approval along with the grading plan. Permanent
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erosion control measures shall include hydro-seeding of all graded
slopes within 60-days of completion of grading.
20. Where soil or geologic conditions encountered in grading operations
are different from that anticipated in the soil and/or geologic
investigation report, or where such conditions warrant changes to the
recommendations contained in the original soil investigation, a
revised soil or geologic report shall be submitted for approval by the
City Engineer.
21. Sufficient surety guaranteeing the public improvements for a period
of one year shall be provided.
22. If there are substantial changes in the size, alignment, grades, etc.
during construction, then original "as-built" plans on the standard size
sheets will be certified by the Project Civil Engineer and returned to
the City Engineering Services Department office.
Building Division
1. The proposed development requires the approval of building
permit(s) and it shall be subject to comply with the currently
adopted California Building Code and disability accessibility as
approved by the Building Division at the time of building permit
issuance.
2. The applicant shall list all color and materials on the construction
drawings when submitted to the City’s Building Division.
3. Approval of this project is not an authorization to commence
construction.
Building construction, alterations, repairs, sign
erection or occupancy shall not be permitted without prior approval
of the Building Division through issuance of any required permits.
4. All construction shall meet the requirements of the current adopted
California Building Code, and disability accessibility as approved by
the Building Division.
5. As applicable, all construction shall meet the requirements of the
currently adopted California Building, Fire, Mechanical, Plumbing
Code, as well as the National Electrical Code, and disability
accessibility as approved by the Building Division.
6. The applicant shall obtain approval of a City of Ceres building
permit for the project and shall pay all applicable fees, including but
not limited to: City of Ceres Public Facility Fees, Stanislaus County
Public Facility Fees, and Ceres Unified School District fees. These
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fees are adjusted annually. The applicant shall pay the fees in
place at the time the building permit is issued.
7. The applicant shall provide on-site restroom facilities during
construction.
8. Construction of all improvements shall be completed by licensed
contractor(s).
9. Handicapped parking stalls shall have a dimension of 17’ x 19’ with
the access area on the passenger side. Handicapped accessibility
to the proposed building shall be required.
Handicapped
accessibility to the proposed building shall be required per State
Law and to the approval of the Building official.
10. The project will be subject to approval from the San Joaquin Air
Pollution Control District.
Fire Department
The project shall conform to any requirements imposed by the Ceres
Fire Department, which may include, but not be limited to:
1. All construction shall conform to the requirements of the Ceres
Building Division and Ceres Ordinance 84-625, as amended
pertaining to the Uniform Fire Code and Ordinance 80-546, as
amended, pertaining to Automatic Sprinklers.
2. If the building is required to include fully Automatic Fire Sprinkler
System, then Fire Department Connections and automatic fire
sprinklers control valves shall be located per Ceres Emergency
Services approval.
3. If it is determined that fire extinguishers are required with the project,
said extinguishers shall be mounted in an accessible location with the
top no higher than 4 feet.
4. Emergency vehicle access shall meet the requirements of the Fire
Department. All emergency vehicle access points and proposed
utilities shall ensure cross-easements and shall be located per the
proposed development plans unless modified by these conditions.
5. All emergency vehicle access areas shall be constructed of an all
weather material approved by the Ceres Emergency Services.
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6. If fire hydrants are required, they shall be spaced 300 feet apart, with
one within 50 feet of the Fire Department Connection (FDC) for the
Automatic Fire Sprinkler System. They shall be connected to a
minimum main size of 8 inches for a dead-end hydrant and 6 inches
for a looped system. Blue reflective dots shall denote the location of
the fire hydrants (both on-site and off-site) and shall be placed per
Ceres Fire Department specifications. They shall be Rich 960 or
equal.
7. Locking Knox type FDC caps shall be provided. Knox type locking
key box shall be provided and located on the building at a location
approved by the Ceres Fire Department.
8. Fire main layout shall be reviewed and approved by the Ceres Fire
Department. All water systems shall be looped.
9. The applicant shall provide on-site security lighting for the project to
the satisfaction of the Fire Department.
10. If applicable, Fire Lane-No Parking zones shall be established and
marked for this project per the Fire Department specifications.
11. The applicant shall provide an approved fire alarm system which
shall be 24-hour monitored by an approved and UL listed monitoring
station.
12. The property’s address shall be visible from the roadway(s).
13. A minimum of 48-hour notice is required for all inspections.
Police Department
1. The project will be required to conform to the provisions of the Public
Peace, Safety and Morals section of the Ceres Municipal Code.

I:\PLANNING\DEPT\PLANNING\PC\Resolutions\2018\Reso 18-14 (18-03CUP; Hackett Automobile Service Station).doc
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Planning and Building Division
2220 Magnolia Street
Ceres, CA 95307
209-538-5774
Fax 209-538-5675
CITY COUNCIL

Chris Vierra, Mayor
Ken Lane
Bret Durossette
Mike Kline
Linda Ryno

STAFF REPORT AND
RECOMMENDATION
May 21, 2018
TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

James Michaels, Senior Planner

SUBJECT:

Site Plan Approval (SPA) 17-18; Proposal for the construction of a
14,000 square foot building for the manufacturing of almond hopper
trailers at 2230 Rockefeller Drive.

APPLICATION 17-18 FILED:

December 4, 2017

DEEMED COMPLETE:

May 1, 2018

LOCATION:

2230 Rockefeller Drive, Ceres, CA 95307

ZONING:

(M-2) General Industrial

GENERAL PLAN:

(GI) General Industrial

SURROUNDING LAND
USES & ZONING:

North: Existing developed industrial properties;
M-2 zoning designation
South: Existing developed industrial properties;
M-2 zoning designation
East:

Existing developed & vacant industrial
properties; M-2 zoning designation

West: Existing developed & vacant industrial
Properties, Rockefeller Drive; M-2 zoning
designation
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APPLICANT:

Ernie Ott
EO Trailer Manufacturing
2224 Rockefeller Drive
Ceres, CA 95307

PROPERTY OWNER:

Green Fence Properties, LLC.
7831 Crows Landing Road
Ceres, CA 95307

PROJECT AND SITE DESCRIPTION
The applicant is requesting approval of a Site Plan Approval (SPA) entitlement to
construct a 14,000 square foot building for the manufacturing of almond hopper trailers
at 2230 Rockefeller Drive (see Vicinity Map, page 21).
The 0.95-acre site is a vacant lot located on the east side of Rockefeller Drive,
approximately 540 feet north of the Rockefeller Drive/Sandpoint Drive intersection and
220 feet south of the Rockefeller Drive/Hil-Mor Drive intersection. The site is relatively
flat with existing curb, gutter, and roadway improvements on Rockefeller Drive adjacent
to the site. The property is surrounded by existing industrial uses to the north, south,
east, and west.
GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING COMPLIANCE
The subject property is zoned “M–2, General Industrial”, and has a “GI, General
Industrial” designation which is intended to provide for and promote the concentration of
heavy specialized industrial uses. In this case, the manufacturing of agricultural trailers
is considered a permitted use in this zone. General Plan goals and policies that can be
applied to the proposed project include:
•

General Plan Policy 1.B.2. The City shall promote and support the
development of a healthy balance of residential, commercial and industrial
businesses within the city.

•

General Plan Policy 1.B.7. The City shall promote infill development and
reuse of underutilized parcels in the City, consistent with maintaining or
enhancing the positive qualities of the surrounding neighborhoods.

•

General Plan Policy 1.I.1. The City shall encourage the retention and
expansion of existing industries and businesses in Ceres.

Based on this information, staff believes the project with the proposed conditions of
approval will be supported by the General Plan and applicable sections of the zoning
ordinance.
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PROJECT PROPOSAL – Site Plan Approval
Background
The subject site, 2230 Rockefeller Drive, is currently a vacant lot with a zoning
designation of “M-2, General Industrial”. The applicant, Ernie Ott, currently owns and
operates a truck and trailer disassembly use located on the south adjoining property at
2224 Rockefeller Drive. In February 2016, the applicant went through the City’s predevelopment review process to obtain comments from staff about the possibility of
manufacturing almond hopper trailers on the subject site (while utilizing the south
adjoining property for access), and review potential requirements for such proposed
business operation.
General discussion included staff informing the applicant of the type of improvements
expected for the project and the requirement of a reciprocal access agreement needed
between the subject site and the south adjoining parcel for the business operation. The
applicant was advised that the project required a Site Plan Approval (SPA) entitlement.
The applicant proceeded to submit the formal application in December 2017.
Site Plan w/Proposed Improvements
The applicant is proposing to manufacture almond hopper trailers at 2230 Rockefeller
Drive (see Site Plan, page 24). The applicant’s proposal is a permitted use provided
that a Site Plan Approval entitlement is first obtained. The applicant has provided a site
plan illustrating the existing physical improvements for the subject site, and a written
narrative generally describing the proposed operation, which includes the following key
details (see Applicant’s Narrative, pages 22-23):
•

The applicant’s proposal is a company that would build agricultural trailers known
as nut hopper trailers that would be used to transport almonds and walnuts. The
operation would be a small volume manufacturer, building about 10-20 sets of
custom trailers per year. The applicant expects to employ approximately 7-10
workers and the hours of operation will be Monday through Friday (6 am – 3 pm).

•

Although primary business activities will be conducted within the proposed
building, the materials required to fabricate the trailers would be stored in the
designated storage area toward the east end of the property as illustrated on the
site plan.

•

Access to and from the site would be provided from Rockefeller Drive and the
south adjoining property (2224 Rockefeller Drive) through a reciprocal access
agreement between the two properties.

Additionally, the project improvements will be completed in two phases with Phase 1
consisting of driveway/access areas, fencing and gated entrances, landscaping, and
trailer parking and storage area. Phase 2 improvements include striping of the parking
area and the construction of the proposed 14,000 square foot shop building. The
applicant expects that the Phase I improvements would be completed by mid-2019, and
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Phase 2 would be completed by the end of 2020. Staff believes the proposed project is
compatible with the existing trailer disassembly use on the south adjoining property, and
the applicant’s proposal can be supported subject to the conditions of approval listed
under PC Resolution 18-15 (see pages 6-20).
Elevations
The proposed building will be designed at a single-story height of 20-29 feet, which will
be constructed by the end of 2020. The building elevations and colored renderings for
this project provide a perspective of what the proposed building may look like, both of
which have been included in the staff report for the Planning Commission to review (see
pages 26-32). The building’s exterior will include store front windows on the north, east,
and west sides with a “McElroy Wave - Slate Gray” metal wall siding as the primary
material for the main body and a “Dunn Edwards – Fossil” exterior paint finish for the
door and trim areas. Staff will have a color material sample board available at the
meeting for the Planning Commission to review.
Staff supports the architectural design for this development as the project as proposed
by the applicant is compatible with the architecture of the existing industrial buildings
along Rockefeller Drive.
CEQA
The project was reviewed pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
and was determined to be Categorically Exempt per Section 15332, (Class 32 – In-Fill
Development Projects).
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approval of this project subject to the findings and conditions
contained in the Draft PC Resolution.
REQUIRED ACTION
Approval of this project requires the following action by the Planning Commission:
1. Make the determination that this project is exempt from environmental review
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15332, Class 32 (In-Fill Development Projects).
2. Approval of 17-18 SPA subject to the findings and conditions contained in the
attached Draft Resolution PC 18-15.
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Attachments:
Page
6-20
21
22-23
24
25
26
27-32
33

Draft PC Resolution 18-15
Vicinity Map
Applicant’s Narrative
Proposed Site Plan (Plan Sheet C1)
Landscape Plan (Plan Sheet L0.1)
Building Elevations (Plan Sheet A6.1)
Color Material Sample Sheet & Colored Renderings
Turlock Irrigation District (TID) letter dated January 12, 2018

I:\PLANNING\DEPT\PLANNING\PC\staff reports\2018\17-18 SPA (EO Trailer Manufacturing).doc; staff report

Planning Commission Meeting - May 21, 2018

Agenda Item 4 - Page 5

RECORDING REQUEST BY:
CITY OF CERES
When Recorded mail to:
City of Ceres
Planning Division
2220 Magnolia Street
Ceres, CA 95307

DRAFT
RESOLUTION NO. 18-15
A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF CERES
APPROVING A SITE PLAN APPROVAL ENTITLEMENT FOR THE CONSTRUCTION
OF A 14,000 SQUARE FOOT BUILDING FOR THE MANUFACTURING OF ALMOND
HOPPER TRAILERS AT 2230 ROCKEFELLER DRIVE. APPLICATION NUMBER 1718 SPA.
PROPERTY OWNER:

Green Fence Properties, LLC.
7831 Crows Landing Road
Ceres, CA 95307

APPLICANT:

Ernie Ott
EO Trailer Manufacturing
2224 Rockefeller Drive
Ceres, CA 95307

SITE LOCATION:

2230 Rockefeller Drive

APN:

040-089-024

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Ceres, State of California,
has considered said application proposing a Site Plan Approval entitlement for the
construction of a 14,000 square foot building for the manufacturing of almond hopper
trailers at 2230 Rockefeller Drive; and,
WHEREAS, the properties affected by this resolution are located at 2230
Rockefeller Drive; and,
WHEREAS, the following real property affected by this resolution is situated in
the City of Ceres, County of Stanislaus, and State of California and is described as
follows:
Lot 2 in Block 6261 of “Ceres Business and Industrial Park”, as per map filed for record
August 21, 1981 in Volume 29 of Maps, at Page 109, Stanislaus County Records.
APN: 040-089-024
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on May
21, 2018 at 6:00 p.m. and considered all testimony and comment presented whether
orally or in writing; and,
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WHEREAS, the Planning Commission based on the evidence within the staff
report and project file find that:
1. The proposed Site Plan Approval application is consistent with the purpose and
intent of the General Industrial (GI) designation of the Ceres General Plan.
2. The proposed Site Plan Approval application is consistent with the purpose and
intent of the M-2, General Industrial zoning designation.
3. With the conditions of approval imposed on this Site Plan Approval application, the
proposed use will have no adverse effect on surrounding properties or on any
wildlife or wildlife habitat.
4. The conditions stated in the decision are deemed necessary to protect the public
health, safety, and general welfare.
THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Commission of the City of
Ceres as follows:
Section 1.
The Planning Commission hereby confirms that this project is
Categorically Exempt from environmental review pursuant to Section 15332, class 32 of
the California Environmental Quality Act.
Section 2.
The establishment and operation of SPA 17-18 requires
compliance with the conditions of approval contained in this resolution and attached as
Exhibit “A” and on file in the Planning and Building Division, which shall be binding on all
heirs, assignees, and successors in interest of said property.
Section 3.
The Director of Community Development or designee is hereby
directed to record this Resolution at the office of the County Recorder of the County of
Stanislaus.
Section 4.
The conditions of project approval set forth herein include certain
fees, dedication requirements, reservation requirements, and other exactions. Pursuant
to Government Code Section 66020 (d) (1), these conditions constitute written notice of
a statement of the amount of such fees, and a description of the dedications,
reservations, and other exactions. You are hereby further notified that the ninety (90)
day appeal period in which you may protest these fees, dedications, and reservations
other exactions, pursuant to Government Code Section 66020 (a), has begun. If you
fail to file a protest within this ninety (90) day period complying with all of the
requirements of Section 66020, you will be legally barred from later challenging such
exaction.
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution was duly and regularly
adopted by the Planning Commission of the City of Ceres at a regular meeting of said
Planning Commission held on the 21st day of May 2018, by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

ATTEST:

____________________________________
TOM WESTBROOK, SECRETARY OF
THE CERES PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY OF CERES
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EXHIBIT “A”
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
SPA 17-18
City of Ceres
2230 Rockefeller Drive
Ceres, CA 95307
Prepared: May 10, 2018
Approved by the Planning Commission: May 21, 2018
Approved by the City Council: N/A
Amended by Staff/PC/CC on N/A

A.

PROJECT AUTHORIZATION
1. The project shall be in conformance with all City Ordinances, rules,
regulations, and policies. The conditions listed below are particularly
pertinent to this approval, but shall not be construed to permit violation of
other laws and policies not so listed.
2. Approval is limited to the conformance of the land use and zoning. Use of
the property shall be limited to those permitted uses per the M-2 (General
Industrial) zoning district as applicable, as it exists now or may be
amended in the future.
3. This Site Plan Approval entitlement shall expire within 18 months
(November 21, 2019) unless a building permit is issued, or the use is
exercised, or a request for extension is received by the City prior to
expiration of the permit and approved by the Planning Commission.

B.

PROJECT SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

Prior to issuance of a Final Site Plan Map, the applicant shall demonstrate
conformance to the following conditions to the satisfaction of the Planning and
Building Division:
1. The applicant shall respond in writing to all conditions contained in
this document and its attachments. Responses shall be in a letter
format with each condition numbered and indexed for reference and
shall describe how the condition has been met and shall, where
applicable, direct the plan checker to the page and/or drawing detail that
demonstrates compliance with the condition. These changes shall be
indicated with a delta or cloud symbol. A copy of these responses shall be
provided with each set of the final site map and improvement plans. These
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changes shall be approved by the Planning Division PRIOR to the submittal,
and City acceptance, of a Building Permit application.
2. This Site Plan Approval (SPA) entitlement is approved to allow for the
construction of a 14,000 square foot building for the manufacturing of
almond hopper trailers. The applicant shall incorporate colors, materials,
and architectural features as approved by the Planning Commission (e.g.
exterior metal siding for the main body and Dunn Edwards “Fossil” off white
exterior paint for the trim areas) and are represented with the project
elevations and colored renderings drawn by “L Street Architects, Limited”
received on December 4, 2017), to the satisfaction of the Planning Division.
Any change to the colors or materials for the project shall receive prior
approval from the Director of Community Development or designee and all
requests shall be made in writing prior to their installation.
3. The applicant shall ensure the project complies with the State of California’s
Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO) standards, and the
applicant shall also be required to landscape and irrigate the project area as
stipulated by the City of Ceres Water Efficient Guidelines and Standards.
Prior to granting approval of a grading permit/project improvement plans,
the applicant shall provide landscape and irrigation plans indicating the type,
size and location of planted material, water usage calculations and irrigation
plans. The Director of Community Development or his designee will review
and approve all landscape and irrigation plans. A Landscape Maintenance
Agreement form shall also be signed and executed prior to granting
approval of a grading permit/project improvement plans.
4. The manufacturing of the almond hopper trailers shall take place within the
proposed 14,000 square foot building. The manufacturing/fabrication of
these trailers shall not be permitted to be conducted outside of the proposed
building. The applicant is permitted to park and store the trucks and trailers
outdoors in the designated parking and storage area as noted on the site
plan when the Phase 1 improvements have been completed to the
satisfaction of the City. If the applicant desires to begin constructing the
hopper trailers prior to the completion of the Phase 2 improvements (i.e.
proposed building, etc.), then the applicant may do so within the existing
building located at south adjoining property (2224 Rockefeller Drive).
5. Prior to granting approval of a grading permit, project improvement plans, or
a building permit, the applicant shall remove all existing weeds and shall relandscape the frontage area of the south adjoining property (APN: 040-089023, 2224 Rockefeller Drive) as much of the frontage area has not been
properly maintained and some of the landscape is either dead or poor
condition.
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6. Prior to granting approval of a grading permit/project improvement plans,
the applicant shall record a reciprocal access and parking agreement
between the subject site (APN: 040-089-024, 2230 Rockefeller Drive) and
the south adjoining property (APN: 040-089-023, 2224 Rockefeller Drive).
7. Prior to granting approval of a grading permit/project improvement plans for
the project, the plans will need to demonstrate how drainage will be or has
been accommodated for both Phases 1 and 2 to the satisfaction of the
Engineering Services Department. The City will require all storm drainage
to be retained on site. The applicant will need to provide the necessary
improvements to ensure storm drainage is retained on site to the
satisfaction of the City. Permanent storm water quality features must be
incorporated into the project, and appropriate calculations must be provided,
demonstrating that proposed on-site stormwater retention facilities are
adequately sized for the project.
8. The applicant shall comply with the following conditions for Phase 1 of the
project as illustrated on the project site plan, which shall be completed prior
to allowing the parking and storage of trucks and trailers (associated with
the operation) to the satisfaction of the Planning Division and Engineering
Services Department:
a.

The applicant shall install all storm drainage system(s) with Phase 1.

b.

The applicant shall ensure that all water, sanitary sewer, and related
utilities required to serve the project are appropriately stubbed to the
property. Calculations for these utilities shall be prepared by a
licensed civil engineer for review and approval by the City Engineer.
stub

c.

The applicant shall provide a twenty-five (25’) foot wide landscaping
improvement along the entire project frontage area of Rockefeller
Drive.

d.

As the existing building on the north adjacent property (APN: 040-089025, 2250 Rockefeller Drive) has been constructed along the property
line, the applicant will need to work with that property owner to
establish a separate maintenance agreement so that said owner can
access the subject property to help maintain that building as
necessary. Additionally, the applicant shall provide a 6-inch curbing
along the north property line so as to help deter vehicles from hitting
the building when they enter or exit the subject site, which shall be
completed with Phase 1.

e.

With the exception of parking lot striping, improvements such as: the
entire project truck parking and trailer storage, access/driveways, and
landscape area along the front (as illustrated on the project site plan)
shall be completed during Phase 1 process. The striping for the
parking stalls can be completed with Phase 2. The applicant shall
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provide AC pavement for the entire parking and access/driveway areas
as aggregate base/gravel material shall not be permitted.
f.

The applicant shall maintain two 6-foot tall access gates at the
northwest and southeast ends of the site, and a 6-foot tall perimeter
fence along the north, east, and south property lines of the project area
as depicted on the Site Plan. The access gate at the northwest end
shall open inward into the proposed access driveway.

g.

The applicant is permitted to install a temporary 6-foot tall chain link
fence with slats along the project frontage area (as depicted on the site
plan), which shall be removed from the site with the completion of
Phase 2.

9. The applicant shall comply with the following conditions for Phase 2 of the
project, which shall be completed prior to occupancy of the proposed
building to the satisfaction of the Planning Division and Engineering
Services Department:
a.

The applicant shall install all water, sanitary sewer, and related utilities
required to serve the project. Calculations for these utilities shall be
prepared by a licensed civil engineer for review and approval by the
City Engineer.

b.

The applicant shall provide seventeen (17) parking employee/guest
stalls as illustrated on the site plan. The applicant shall ensure that all
parking stall lengths and widths and drive aisle widths are being met to
the City’s satisfaction. The striping of these designated parking stalls
shall comply with all City standards to the satisfaction of the Planning
Division and Engineering Services Department.

c.

The applicant shall provide a trash enclosure to serve the project. It
shall have 6-foot tall masonry walls on three sides with solid metal
gates in front. Final location of the enclosure shall be subject to the
review and approval by Planning Division and Engineering Services
Department. The applicant may be required to provide additional
landscaping to screen the enclosure.

d.

The temporary 6-foot tall chain link fence with slats along the project
frontage area (as depicted on the site plan) shall be removed from the
site upon the completion of the construction of the proposed building.

e.

The applicant shall install street lights, striping and signing, paving, and
any necessary transitions in accordance with the City of Ceres
Procedures, Standard Specifications and Standard Details.
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f.

The applicant shall ensure that the entire project complies with the
American Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements to the satisfaction of the
City of Ceres.

10. The applicant shall obtain approval of a City of Ceres building permit(s) for
the project and shall pay all applicable fees, including but not limited to: City
of Ceres Public Facility Fees, Stanislaus County Public Facility Fees, and
Ceres Unified School District fees. These fees are adjusted annually. The
applicant shall pay the fees in place at the time the building permit is issued.
The project is required to comply with the requirements of the California
Building Code that are in place at the time said building permit application is
made for the building.
11. The applicant shall obtain and maintain a valid City business license
through the City of Ceres for the operation.
12. The applicant shall provide entrance shelters for offices or man door
entrances. Entrance shelters may be addressed by the overhang, façade /
roof system, awnings and lower canopies.
13. The applicant shall ensure that all roof mounted mechanical units are to be
screened, and all exterior mechanical units visible from the street are
painted the same of the buildings’ fields color and must have screened
landscaping. Any wall mounted mechanical units need to be flush with the
exterior of the building. This shall be accomplished to the satisfaction of the
City.
14. The applicant shall comply with the requirements of the Turlock Irrigation
District (TID) per the District’s letter dated January 12, 2018.
15. Any proposed exterior lighting will need to be shielded and/or directed
downward and away so as not to create any glare onto Rockefeller Drive
and neighboring properties.
16. All signage for the proposed project shall be approved, prior to installation,
by the Director of Community Development consistent with the Signing
Standards as stated in section 18.42 of the Ceres Municipal Code.
17. Parking requirements shall be as listed in the M-2, Light Industrial zoning
designation.
18. The applicant shall provide “As-Built” drawings of the improvements
including plan and profiles of the water, sanitary sewer and storm drain
systems. Alignments shall be tied to a monumented property corner.
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C.

GENERAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Planning Division
1. Development shall conform to the plans designated by the City Planning
Division as “Final Exhibit”. Final exhibit shall consist of the submitted
map(s), site plan, floor plans, elevations and landscape plans amended by
the applicant to reflect any changes indicated above in Item B, Project
Specific Conditions or required by the City in the approval process. The
applicant shall submit any required amended site plans to the Planning
Division within 90-days of project approval. Failure to submit the
amended plans will result in a delay in processing and/or approval of
those plans.
2. The development impact fees and project processing fees due in
connection with this project shall be based upon the fees in effect at the
time the fee is paid unless modified by a Development Agreement or other
mechanism approved by the City. All developers of property within this
project site shall pay the appropriate City and County Public Facility Fees,
Ceres Unified School District Fees and other applicable fees in place.
These fees may be adjusted yearly based on the construction cost index
or other method as approved by the City.
3. Any plans associated with the permit shall be in substantial compliance to
the approved site plan and the development shall be consistent with
applicable sections of the General Plan, Zoning Ordinance and applicable
master plan. Violation of any provision(s) may result in Code Enforcement
action, which may include revocation of permit and/or monetary penalties.
4. As applicable, the applicant shall meet all requirements of Pacific Gas &
Electric, AT&T, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, Turlock
Irrigation District (TID) and other utility agencies serving the project site to
the satisfaction of the Planning Division.
5. The developer will defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City, its
agents, officers, employees and volunteers from and against all claims,
lawsuits, or causes of action (whether brought solely against the City or
jointly against both City, developer, or others), damages, losses, and
expenses, including attorney fees, arising in any manner out of the
approval or the application approved herein, including, without limitation,
all actions or proceedings to attack, set aside, void or annul the permit
granted pursuant to the City’s approval of the application referenced
herein, provided the City notifies the developer within a reasonable time of
any such claim, action or proceeding, and cooperates in the defense of
such claims, actions or proceedings.
6. Prior to any construction activity, the developer shall inform all contractors
of the possibility that human remains may be found on the site during
construction activities. The applicant shall consult with the Native

Planning Commission Meeting - May 21, 2018

Agenda Item 4 - Page 14

American Heritage Commission for recommended procedures if human
remains are found.
7. As determined by the City, the applicant shall secure all necessary
easements for reciprocal access, parking, landscaping and/or public
utilities over the proposed property. Where required, location of all
easements shall be agreed to with the City prior to the issuance of building
permits. These easements shall be recorded prior to issuance of a
Certificate of Occupancy.
8. The applicant shall comply with the visibility obstructions at public
intersections provisions in Chapter 12.26 of the City of Ceres Municipal
Code.
9. During the construction phase, the applicant shall ensure temporary
outdoor storage of items will be screened with a fence or wall, as required.
Depending on use, fences or walls shall not exceed eight (8’) feet in height
including security measures, unless required for environmental mitigation
or approval of the Planning Commission or City Council.
10. The applicant shall comply with the requirements of the San Joaquin
Valley Air Pollution Control District regarding Rule 9510 to the satisfaction
of the City of Ceres. If applicable, applicant shall submit verification of
compliance or payment of fee to the satisfaction of the Director of Permits
Services or designee from the Air District, prior to issuance of a building
permit. Additionally, the applicant shall incorporate measures per the
SJVAPCD guidelines to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to the
satisfaction of the SJVAPCD and to the City.
11. The Planning Division may approve minor amendments to the project,
provided that the amendment is still in substantial conformance with the
original approval of this entitlement (SPA 17-18). A request for a minor
amendment shall be submitted in writing to the Planning Division. Any
request that is not deemed minor in nature must be presented to the
Planning Commission through the amendment process and the applicant
shall pay the necessary processing fees.
12. The applicant and/or outside party have the right to appeal, within 10days, any decision of the Planning Commission to the City Council per the
provisions of Chapter 18.46 of the Ceres Municipal Code.
13. The applicant shall comply with the applicable sections of the Ceres
Municipal Code.
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Engineering Services Department/Public Works Department
The applicant shall comply with the requirements imposed by the City of Ceres
Engineering Services Department/Public Works Department, which may
include, but not be limited to the following:
1. The applicant shall submit to the City of Ceres for review and approval, a
grading and drainage plan prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer; shall
obtain a grading permit; and shall post sufficient surety guaranteeing
completion.
2. The applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Engineering
Services Department that surface water runoff from the proposed building,
including new paving and access/driveway/parking areas, is conveyed to
on-site stormwater retention facilities and that the facilities are adequately
sized for the proposed changes.
3. A soils report is required for the project. The applicant shall submit to the
City of Ceres for review and approval, a detailed soils report certified by a
Civil Engineer registered in the State of California and qualified to perform
soils work. The soils report shall comply with the requirements of the
current edition of the International Building Code with the current California
amendments.
The soils report shall provide design parameters for
proposed building foundation, soil preparation, and specifications and
recommendations for pavement sections, including loading areas and fire
lanes.
4. The project soils engineer shall submit a soils certification prior to placement
of building foundations and pavement.
5. The applicant shall submit pavement design sections to the Engineering
Services Department for review and approval prior to placement of
pavement.
6. The project may be subject to providing the Engineering Services
Department (209-538-5792) with water and sewer analysis to ensure the
City has sufficient capacity to serve the development.
7. All services shall be installed and protected as per City standards.
Additional utility easements may be needed for sewer, water, and storm
drainage.
8. Prior to issuance of building permits, a SWPPP plan for preventing
stormwater pollution and implementation of appropriate Best Management
Practices (BMP’s) must be submitted to, and approved by, the Ceres
Engineering Services Department. The plan shall comply with the State
Water Regional Control Board Storm water Best Management Practices
during construction.
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9. The project shall be designed to incorporate “Low Impact Development
(LID)” design parameters as well as a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP). The City needs a copy of the SWPPP prior to start of
construction (grading). The applicant will be required to implement
construction BMP's to prevent sediment from entering the street and the
City's stormdrain inlets, which includes gravel drives at entrance/exit points,
wattles, and stormdrain inlet filters, as well as keeping concrete wash,
chemicals, etc. out of the stormdrain system. This shall be done to the
satisfaction of the Engineering Services Department.
10. The applicant shall provide three (3) separate water related service lines,
including fire service, domestic service, and irrigation service.
11. Prior to any work being conducted within the City right-of-way and prior to
issuance of building permits, the applicant shall obtain an Encroachment
Permit from the City. Prior to issuance of the Encroachment Permit, the
applicant shall submit to the City of Ceres for review and approval,
improvement plans prepared by a registered Civil Engineer; shall pay plan
check and inspection fees; shall provide a cost estimate of the
improvements; and shall post sufficient surety guaranteeing the construction
of the improvements.
12. The applicant shall provide traffic control plans, prepared by a registered
civil engineer, for all proposed work within the City right-of-way.
13. The applicant shall indicate, in writing to the City, the disposition of any
septic tanks and water well(s) (and any other water) that may exist within
the site. If any septic tanks or water wells are proposed to be abandoned,
or if they are abandoned and have not been properly sealed, they must be
destroyed per County of Stanislaus requirements.
14. All improvements shall be constructed in accordance with City standards
and to the satisfaction of the Engineering Services Department.
15. The applicant shall comply with San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control
District regulations for the construction phase of this project.
DURING CONSTRUCTION, THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS SHALL
APPLY:
16. If any hazardous waste is encountered during the construction of this
project, then all work shall be immediately stopped and the Stanislaus
County Environmental Health Department, the Fire Department, the Police
Department, and the City Inspector shall be notified immediately. Work
shall not proceed until clearance has been issued by all of these agencies.
17. The developer shall keep adjoining public streets free and clean of project
dirt, mud, materials, and debris during the construction period, as is found
necessary by the City Engineer.
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18. If grading is to take place between October 1 and May 1, both temporary
and permanent erosion control plans shall be submitted for review and
approval along with the grading plan. Permanent erosion control measures
shall include hydro-seeding of all graded slopes within 60-days of
completion of grading.
19. Where soil or geologic conditions encountered in grading operations are
different from that anticipated in the soil and/or geologic investigation report,
or where such conditions warrant changes to the recommendations
contained in the original soil investigation, a revised soil or geologic report
shall be submitted for approval by the City Engineer.
20. Sufficient surety guaranteeing the public improvements for a period of one
year shall be provided.
21. If there are substantial changes in the size, alignment, grades, etc. during
construction, then original "as-built" plans on the standard size sheets will
be certified by the Project Civil Engineer and returned to the City
Engineering Services Department office.
Building Division
1. The proposed development requires the approval of building permit(s). All
construction shall meet the requirements of the current adopted California
Building Code, and disability accessibility as approved by the Building
Division.
2. The applicant shall list all color and materials on the construction drawings
when submitted to the City’s Building Division.
3. An automatic fire sprinkler system will be required for the project.
4. Approval of this project is not an authorization to commence construction.
Building construction, alterations, repairs, sign erection or occupancy shall
not be permitted without prior approval of the Building Division through
issuance of any required permits.
5. The applicant shall obtain approval of a City of Ceres building permit for
the project and shall pay all applicable fees, including but not limited to:
City of Ceres Public Facility Fees, Stanislaus County Public Facility Fees,
and Ceres Unified School District fees. These fees are adjusted annually
based on the construction cost index. The applicant shall pay the fees in
place at the time the building permit is issued.
6. As applicable, all construction shall meet the requirements of the currently
adopted California Building, Fire, Mechanical, Plumbing Code, as well as
the National Electrical Code, and disability accessibility as approved by
the Building Division.
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7. Construction of all improvements shall be completed by licensed
contractor(s).
8. The applicant shall provide temporary on-site restroom facilities during
construction.
9. Handicapped parking stalls shall have a dimension of 17’ x 19’ with the
access area on the passenger side. Handicapped accessibility to the
proposed building shall be required and comply with the American
Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements.
10. The project will be subject to approval from the San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District.
Fire Department
The project shall conform to any requirements imposed by the Fire Department,
which may include, but not be limited to:
1. All construction shall conform to the requirements of the Ceres Building
Division and Ceres Ordinance 84-625, as amended pertaining to the
Uniform Fire Code and Ordinance 80-546, as amended, pertaining to
Automatic Sprinklers.
2. An automatic fire sprinkler system is required for the project as the building
is over 5,000 square feet in size. All sprinkler systems must be approved by
the Fire Marshal. The Fire Department connection for the fire sprinkler
system shall be at a location approved by the Ceres Fire Department.
3. Emergency vehicle access shall meet the requirements of the Fire
Department. All emergency vehicle access points and proposed utilities
shall ensure cross-easements and shall be located per the proposed
development plans unless modified by these conditions.
4. All emergency vehicle access areas shall be constructed of an all weather
material approved by the Ceres Emergency Services.
5. The project shall include a “Puck” operating system for the gated entrances.
6. A Knox Box and locking Knox type Fire Department Connection (FDC) caps
with the location to be approved by the Fire Department.
7. The applicant shall ensure that the address is visible from the adjacent
roadway.
8. The applicant shall provide on-site security lighting to the satisfaction of the
Ceres Emergency Services.
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9. A fire alarm system is required for the project and is to be approved by Fire
Department. It shall be 24-hour monitored by an approved and UL listed
monitoring station.
10. A minimum of 24-hour notice is required for all inspections.
Police Department
1. The project will be required to conform to the provisions of the Public Peace,
Safety and Morals section of the Ceres Municipal Code.

I:\PLANNING\DEPT\PLANNING\PC\Resolutions\2018\Reso 18-15 (17-18 SPA - EO Trailer Manufacturing).doc
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STAFF REPORT AND
RECOMMENDATION

CITY COUNCIL
Chris Vierra, Mayor
Ken Lane
Bret Durossette
Mike Kline
Linda Ryno

MEETING DATE:

May 21, 2018

TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Daryl Jordan, City Engineer
Daryl.Jordan@ci.ceres.ca.us, 209-538-5775

SUBJECT:

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
FY 2018/2019 Project Priority List

APPLICATION FILED:

Not Applicable

DEEMED COMPLETE:

Not Applicable

LOCATION:

City-Wide

ZONING:

Not Applicable

GENERAL PLAN:

Various General Plan Policies relating to Capital
Improvements

SURROUNDING LAND
USES & ZONING:

City of Ceres
Ceres, CA 95307

APPLICANT:

Daryl Jordan, City Engineer

PROPERTY OWNER:

City of Ceres
Ceres, CA 95307
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PROJECT AND SITE DESCRIPTION
At the February 19, 2008 Planning Commission meeting, the Commission adopted
Resolution PC 08-04, finding the CIP consistent with the General Plan. On November
16, 2009, the Planning Commission adopted the 2009/10 updated project priority list and
found the new projects consistent with the General Plan. This report is a review of new
projects for a finding of consistency with the new 2018 General Plan.
BACKGROUND
The Capital Improvement Program is a capital planning and management program to assist
in identifying projects and infrastructure improvements needed to address the current
needs, as well as prepare the City for future growth and provision of services. The intent of
this effort is to ensure that appropriate projects are planned, funded and developed in a
timely way to shape Ceres into a comfortable, livable community as it continues to grow.
The last initial CIP document scheduled projects and funding from FY 2007-08 through FY
2011-12. The City Council last updated the CIP list on May 1, 2017 and included new
projects as part of the adoption of the FY 2017/18 budget. Following Planning Commission
review of the new projects, Council will make the decision as to whether to fully fund the
new projects for the 2018/19 fiscal year.
The 2018/19 CIP list is a plan to allocate the next year’s projects list. The completion of
Master Plan for Storm Drainage will be a foundational document for the creation of the
next CIP. The Draft CIP has been completed and is expected to be back for Planning
Commission review later this summer.
Government Code Section 65103(c) requires the Planning Commission to make a
recommendation to the City Council regarding the CIP’s consistency with the General Plan.
GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING COMPLIANCE
Multiple Implementation Programs, Goals and Policies of the General Plan are referenced
and identified in the CIP, pertaining to Land Use and Community Design, Transportation
and Circulation, Public Facilities and Services, Recreational and Cultural Resources,
Agricultural and Natural Resources, and Administration and Implementation.
CEQA
The determination of the consistency of the new Capital Improvement Program (CIP)
projects being considered for construction in FY 2018/19 with the City of Ceres General
Plan, as required by Government Code Section 65103(c), does not qualify as a project
under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); therefore, no environmental review is
required. However, individual projects within the CIP may be subject to CEQA, and
therefore will be reviewed for compliance at the time in which they are considered.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approval of the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) projects as
presented consistent with the General Plan and recommend the City Council review and
approve the additional projects as noted in Draft PC Resolution 2018-16.
REQUIRED ACTION
1. Adopt Resolution PC 2018-16.

Attachments:
1. Draft PC Resolution
2. CIP Budget FY 18-19
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY:
CITY OF CERES
When Recorded mail to:
City of Ceres
Planning and Building Division
2220 Magnolia Street
Ceres, CA 95307

DRAFT
RESOLUTION NO. PC 18-16
RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF CERES
PLANNING COMMISSION FINDING THE PROPOSED CAPITAL
IMPROVEMENT PLAN (CIP) FY 2018/19 CONSISTENT WITH THE GENERAL
PLAN AND RECOMMENDING THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVE THE CIP AND
INCLUDE IN THE FY 2018/19 BUDGET ACCORDINGLY

WHEREAS, the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) is a tool that will assist
the City in its future capital planning, implementation and financing strategies;
and,
WHEREAS, the Five Year CIP was approved in 2008. Additional projects
were last updated in 2017; and,
WHEREAS, in accordance with Government Code Section 65103(c), the
Planning Commission reviewed the Capital Improvement Program at its meeting
of May 21, 2018 and found that it is consistent with the General Plan.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Commission of
the City of Ceres as follows:
That the FY 2018/19 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) is consistent
with the General Plan and hereby recommends the City Council approve the CIP
and appropriate funds for active and new projects for FY 2018/19.
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution was duly and regularly
adopted by the Planning Commission of the City of Ceres at a regular meeting of
said Planning Commission held on the 21st day of May 2018, by the following
vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

ATTEST:

TOM WESTBROOK, SECRETARY OF
THE CERES PLANNING COMMISSION
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Attachment 2

New Project Funding 2018-19

CIP Projects - 2018/19

Fiscal Year

Prior Carry
Over

Total Project Cost

Fund 268
Federal
Funding

Fund 297
Fund 255 291 CDBG Rec. Fac.
Dev.
Fund
Gas Tax

Fund 527
water

Fund 567
Sewer

Fund 571
StanCOG

Fund 100 - Measure
L
General
Fund
271

PFF - PW PFF - PD PFF - Fire
Dept. 499
499
499

PFF - IT
499

Fund 253
Parks (PFF)

Account #

Park/Landscape Projects
1

Lions Park Construction

2018-19

$759,870

$509,870

$250,000 253.95.1703

2

Eastgate Park Construction

2018-19

$812,700

$562,700

$250,000 253.95.1704

3

Park Improvements

2018-2019

$50,000

$50,000 253.95.
$1,622,570

Facilities Projects
4

ACE Station Improvements

2018-2019

$50,000

5

PD Facility Design/Office & Lobby

2018-2019

$210,000

6

Fire #1 Generator

2018-2019

$35,000

7

Parks Auto gate

2018-2019

$15,000

8

PD Communiction Tower

2018-2019

$105,000

9

Security Improvements

2018-2019

$105,000

$50,000

571.95.

$80,000

$130,000

499.95.1722
$35,000

499.95.

$15,000

297.95.
$94,500
$15,000

$45,000

$45,000

$10,500

297.95.
297.95.

$520,000

Other Federal Funding
10

2018-2019

$235,000

11

2018-19 CDBG Project (includes ADA compliance)
ATP SRTS, Whitmore Corridor

2018-2019

$1,351,881

$1,001,881

12

Service Road Overlay, Phase II

2018-2019

$552,555

13

Blaker Road Overlay Phase I

2018-2019

14

Service Overlay Phase 1

2018-2019

$235,000

291.95.
$40,000

$80,000

$230,000

.95.1706

$532,555

$20,000

.95.1531

$579,681

$564,681

$15,000

.95.1707

$661,742

$646,742

$15,000

.95.1605

$3,380,859

CMAQ Funding
15

Traffic Signal Timing Optimazation

2018-2019

$105,779

$95,779

$10,000

.95.

16

ATP Roundabout El Camino/Pine

2018-2019

$96,758

$76,758

$20,000

.95.

17

Traffic Signal Morgan/Service

2018-2019

$491,880

$471,880

$20,000

.95.1607

18

ITS Signal Synchronization, Phase IV

2018-2019

$474,142

$459,142

$15,000

.95.1609

19

ITS Signal Synchronization, Phase III

2018-2019

$299,702

$289,702

$10,000

.95.1606

$1,468,261

Other Street Projects
20

Various Street Projects

2018-2019

$945,000

21

Traffic Signal Upgrades/Maintenance

2018-2019

$260,000

22

City Wide Traffic Speed Study

2018-2019

$20,000

23

City Wide Improvement to Ped. Heads

2018-2019

$146,300

24

Citywide Bike and Ped Improvements

2018-2019

$130,000

$50,000

$895,000
$260,000

$10,000
$136,300

$10,000

.95.
271.95
.95.

$10,000
$130,000

.95.1718
271.95.

$1,501,300

Planning Commission Meeting - May 21, 2018

Agenda Item 5 - Page 6

Sewer Projects
25

Plant Upgrades

2018-2019

$400,000

$400,000

567.95.

26

Annual Sewer Rehab 2017-18

2018-2019

$250,000

$250,000

567.95.

27

Sand Filter Lift Station

2018-2019

$1,444,065

$444,065

$1,000,000

567.95.1730

28

Export Pipe Line Maintenance

2018-2019

$750,000

$250,000

$500,000

567.95.1731

29

Walgreen's Lift Station

2018-2019

$572,000

$572,000

567.95.

2018-2019

$500,000

$500,000

567.95.

System Improvements; Rehab, Replace, Install
30

$3,916,065

Water Projects
31

Wellhead Treatment 2018-2019

32

Annual Well Rehab

2018-2019
2018-19

$2,300,000

$2,300,000

527.95.

$200,000

$100,000

$100,000

527.95.1738

2018-2019

$1,075,267

$75,267

$1,000,000

527.95.1739

System Improvements; Rehab,Replace,Install
33

34

Water Conservation, Irrigation/System
Improvements

2018-2019

$219,164

$119,164

$100,000

527.95.1621

35

SCADA System Improvements

2018-2019

$165,903

$115,903

$50,000

527.95.1526

36

Wellhead Treatment #28, 38

2018-2019

$1,500,000

37

Riverbluff Storage Tank Design

2018-2019

$642,700

$142,700

$500,000

527.95.1326

38

Well 21 Well Site/System Improvements

2018-2019

$150,000

$30,000

$120,000

527.95.1328

Totals
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$18,662,089

$1,500,000

$6,253,034
$18,662,089

$6,532,552

$172,537

$60,000

$235,000

$15,000

$5,710,000

527.95.

$3,302,000

$50,000

$25,000

$1,650,000

$45,000

$269,500

$35,000

$10,500

$550,000

$18,662,089
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City of Ceres
nd
2720 2 Street
Ceres, CA 95307
209-538-5756

CITY COUNCIL
Ken Lane
Mike Kline

Chris Vierra, Mayor
Bret Durossette
Linda Ryno

STAFF REPORT AND
RECOMMENDATION
Ceres Downtown Revitalization Area Board Meeting of May 21, 2018

DATE:

May 21, 2018

TO:

Ceres Downtown Revitalization Area Board

FROM:

Steven Hallam, Redevelopment & Economic Development Manager

SUBJECT:

Ceres Downtown Revitalization Area Board Annual Report

BACKGROUND
The Ceres Downtown Revitalization Area (CDRAB) was created in 1989 under the California
Streets and Highways Code Section 36500 as a Parking and Business Improvement District to
levy assessments on downtown businesses to fund activities that benefit the downtown
revitalization area, including general maintenance and promotional activities.
The rules and regulations for operating a Parking and Business Improvement District (PBID) are
established in the California Streets and Highways Code Section 36500. Section 36501(c) of the
same code states:
The Legislature also finds that it is of particular local benefit to allow cities to
fund property related improvements and activities through the levy of assessments
upon the businesses which benefit from those improvements and activities.
Under Municipal Code Section 3.36.030, revenues generated by the assessment on businesses
located in the Downtown Revitalization Area are used to fund programs and activities that
benefit businesses located in the district. The Ceres Downtown Revitalization Area utilizes the
revenue generated by the assessments which are used for general maintenance of the district,
electricity payments for downtown street lights, and landscape maintenance. Municipal Code
Section 3.36.070 provides that the City Manager shall have sole discretion to expend CDRAB
revenues for those activities, projects and programs included in the Annual Plan.
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DISCUSSION
The Annual Report for FY 2018-19 is attached to this report for your review and includes a map
of the CDRAB boundaries, legal description of the CDRAB area, and the method for calculating
the individual business assessments. The levy and assessments for the CDRAB have not been
increased since the PBID was created in 1989, and staff is proposing that the assessment for FY
2018-19 remain the same as FY 2017-18, which is outlined in the attached Exhibit C.
Proposed expenditures in FY 2018-19 are outlined in Exhibit “D” and include standard district
landscape maintenance activities, utility bills for Downtown street lights, and rotation of
overhead decorative banners and freeway billboard banner. This proposed budget continues to
reflect more austere plans for CDRA activities, based on a more reflective approach to the
reduced revenue from actual assessments, an action the Board initiated in FY 2016-17.
The proposed budget retains funding to support a component of the Ceres Downtown Façade
Improvement (DIF) program that is in place and still awaiting interested business or building
owners. As proposed, $5,000 in unbudgeted funds from the CDRA account will be allocated to
provide the matching funds for the Design Assistance component of the DIF program.
The proposed budget also retains the expenditure category that was added to the budget 3 years
ago, following input from the CDRAB resulting from public meetings and workshops held in
2014 with the property owners and representatives from the Chamber of Commerce. This
category will continue to serve as a place-holder for the potential new activities that include
development of a “way-finding” sign program and a potential downtown incentive program.
Additionally, the proposed budget for FY 18-19 includes a new budget category, titled
Downtown CDRAB Security Project and funding recommended at $10,000.00, in response to a
request from downtown merchants to increase security in the recently revitalized 4th Street
corridor. Specific details of the final security enhancement elements will be determined by the
Board, following input from the merchants and staff. These collective recommended budget
categories are identified as a positive effort to increase foot traffic downtown and enhance the
overall shopping experience. Similar to this past fiscal year, the proposed revenue expected in
FY 18-19 has been projected at $13,650.
Budget worksheets have been prepared to assist the Board, which are attached as Exhibits “D”
(Proposed Budget FY 18-19) and “E” (Adopted Budget FY 17-18) and are summarized below.
Total Proposed 2018-19 CDRAB Budget
Total Projected 2018-19 Revenues
Total Projected 2017-18 Budget Deficit

$39,675
-$13,650 (estimate)
($26,025)

Cumulative Fund Accounting FY 2017-18 through FY 2018-19
CDRAB Unencumbered Fund Balance as of 6/30/17
Plus projected FY2017-18 Revenue
Less projected FY2017-18 Expenditures
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$79,920 (beginning balance)
$13,396 (est.)
-$ 9,675 (est.)
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Total projected fund balance as of 6/30/2018
Plus project FY2018-19 Revenue
Less Proposed 2018-19 Budget
Projected Unencumbered Fund Balance as of 6/30/19

$83,641 (est.)
$13,650 (est.)
-$39,675
$57,616 (est.)

RECOMMENDED ACTION
Review the Annual Report and adopt Planning Commission Resolution 2018-01 (CDRAB)
Accepting the Annual Report of the Ceres Downtown Revitalization Area Board for the 2018-19
Fiscal Year and Recommending that the City Council Approve the Report and Set a Public
Hearing to Consider a Levy of the Proposed Assessments for FY 2018-19.
Attachments:

Planning Commission Resolution 2018-01
Annual Report of the Ceres Downtown Revitalization Area
Exhibit A – Boundary Map
Exhibit B – Legal Description
Exhibit C – Method of Calculating Assessment
Exhibit D – CDRAB 2018-19 Proposed Budget
Exhibit E – CDRAB 2017-18 Adopted Budget Summary
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RESOLUTION NO. 2018 – 01 (CDRAB)
A RESOLUTION ACCEPTING THE ANNUAL REPORT OF THE CERES DOWNTOWN
REVITALIZATION AREA BOARD FOR THE 2018-19 FISCAL YEAR AND
RECOMMENDING CERES CITY COUNCIL APPROVE THE REPORT AND SET A PUBLIC
HEARING TO CONSIDER A LEVY OF THE PROPOSED ASSESSMENTS
CERES DOWNTOWN REVITALIZATION AREA BOARD
Ceres, California
WHEREAS, Chapter 3.36 of the City of Ceres Municipal Code establishes a downtown parking
and business improvement area pursuant to the provisions of the Parking and Business Improvement Area
Law of 1979, which area was designated as the “Ceres Downtown Revitalization Area” (CDRA); and
WHEREAS, Ceres City Council Resolution No. 1989-18 requires than an Annual Report be
prepared and approved by City Council and that a public hearing be held prior to City Council approval of
the assessment for the next fiscal year; and
WHEREAS, the Ceres Downtown Revitalization Area Board has reviewed said Report, which
includes the proposed CDRA Budget for FY 2018-19, including the proposed business assessments to be
established for the 2018-19 fiscal year, and finds said report to be in the best interests of the businesses in
downtown Ceres; and,
WHEREAS, the Ceres Downtown Revitalization Area Board has requested that staff prepare a
quarterly report detailing the revenues and expenditures of the Ceres Downtown Revitalization Area and
provide said quarterly reports to the Board throughout the fiscal year.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Ceres Downtown Revitalization Area Board,
the Annual Report of the Ceres Downtown Revitalization Area Board a copy of which is on file in the
office of the City Clerk of the City of Ceres is hereby accepted, including a recommendation that the FY
2018-19 budget allocation therein to include $13,675 in expenditures allocated from the assessment
revenue expected in FY 2018-19, and $26,000 in expenditures for the DFI Program, Wayfinding Sign
Program, a planned Downtown Incentive Program, and a CDRA Board-approved security program, as
allocated from CDRA budget fund reserves; and,
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Ceres Downtown Revitalization Area Board to
recommend that the Ceres City Council approve the Annual Report and Budget for fiscal year 2018-19
and a public hearing be set to consider the proposed a levy on the businesses in the improvement area for
the 2018-19 fiscal year.
Passed and adopted by the Ceres Downtown Revitalization Area Board at a regular meeting
thereof held on the 21st day of May 2018, by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

ATTEST:

__________________________
Laurie Smith, Chairperson

__________________________
Tom Westbrook, Secretary
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CERES DOWNTOWN REVITATLIZATION AREA BOARD
FISCAL YEAR 2018-2019 ANNUAL REPORT

CERES DOWNTOWN REVITATLIZATION BOARD
The Ceres Downtown Revitalization Area Board (CDRAB) was formed by the City Council on
January 23, 1989 to assist business owners, merchants and land owners with the revitalization
and promotion of Downtown Ceres.
BOUNDARIES
The boundaries for the Ceres Downtown Revitalization Area are reflected in Exhibit A and
described with the attached legal description, Exhibit B. These boundaries generally include the
area between 6th Street to the east, Pine Street to the south, El Camino Avenue to the west and
include south-facing properties on Magnolia Street from El Camino Avenue, east to 6th Street.
This area covers approximately ten (10) city blocks and presently includes 41 businesses.
IMPROVEMENTS AND ACTIVITIES TO BE PROPOSED FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018-19
Revenue generated from assessments will fund maintenance of tree grates, landscaping and
sidewalks, rotation of decorative promotional banners and freeway billboard banner, payment of
electricity for street lights, funding for matching grants for design assistance as a component to
an approved downtown façade improvement program, investigation of wayside-finding sign
program, development of a new downtown incentive program, and development by the CDRA
Board of a program to enhance security in the CDRA.
ESTIMATE OF THE COST OF PROVIDING THE IMPROVEMENTS AND
ACTIVITIES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018-19
The CDRAB proposed budget for Fiscal Year 2018-19 is approximately $39,675, which funds
promotional banners, landscape maintenance, Christmas decorations, electricity, materials and
postage fees, and downtown façade improvement program design assistance matching grants.
Additional proposed expenditures include activities associated with a new way-finding signage
program, a future downtown incentive program, and a future program to enhance security in the
CDRA, details to be refined in FY 2018-19.
SURPLUS OR DEFICIT REVENUES TO BE CARRIED OVER FROM PRIOR FISCAL
YEARS
The Ceres Downtown Revitalization Area Board creates a separate stand-alone budget each year.
Any unexpended funds from this or prior fiscal years will be returned to fund balance. All
projects and activities proposed to be funded during the upcoming year shall be included in each
proposed budget approved by the City Council annually.
METHOD AND BASE OF LEVYING ASSESSMENT
The assessment for Fiscal Year 2018-19 will replicate the parking and business improvement
district assessment as outlined in Exhibit C.
EXISTING POLICY
The City Council of the City adopted an ordinance, Chapter 3.36 of the City of Ceres Municipal
Code, establishing a downtown parking and improvement area pursuant to the provisions of the
Parking and Business Improvement Area Law of 1979. The area was designated as the “Ceres
Downtown Revitalization Area.” (Ord. 88-708, 1988)
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EXHIBIT “D”
Ceres Downtown Revitalization Area Board
Proposed 2018-19 Budget
Revenue
Projected Revenues

Total Proposed 2018-19 CDRAB Budget
Total Projected 2018-19 Revenues
Total Projected 2018-19 Budget Deficit

Expenditure
$13,650

Proposed Department Expenditures
• Sub. & Memberships
• Electricity and Gas
• Postage
• Advertising
• Contract Services
• Office Supplies
• Duplicating Supplies
• Materials/Supplies
• Way Finding Signs
• Downtown Incentive Prg.
• Façade Renovation
• Downtown Security

$39,675
$
0
$ 6,000
$
25
$
50
$ 7, 500
$
50
$
25
$
25
$ 1,000
$ 10,000
$ 5,000
$ 10,000

$39,675
- $13,650______(estimate)
($26,025)

CDRAB Unencumbered Fund Balance as of 6/30/17
$79,920 (beginning balance)
Plus projected FY2017-18 Revenue
$13,396 (est.)
Less projected FY2017-18 Expenditures
- $ 9,675 (est.)
Total projected fund balance as of 6/30/2018
$83,641 (est.)
Plus Projected 2018-19 Revenue
$13,650 (est.)
Less Proposed 2018-19 Budget
-$39,675
Projected Unencumbered Fund Balance as of 6/30/19 $57,616 (est.)
Planning Commission Meeting - May 21, 2018
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EXHIBIT “E”
Ceres Downtown Revitalization Area Board
2017-18 Adopted Budget
Revenue
Projected Revenues

Expenditures
$12,750

FYT
Approved Department Expenditures
• Sub. & Memberships
• Electricity and Gas
• Postage
• Advertising
• Contract Services
• Office Supplies
• Duplicating Supplies
• Materials & Supplies
• Façade Renovation
• Downtown Incentive
• CIP – Wayside Finding

Appropriation
$39,675

$
0
$ 6,000
$
25
$
50
$ 7,500
$
50
$
25
$
25
$ 5,000
$ 20,000
$ 1,000

FY 2017-18 Year End Expectations
Total 2017-18 Expected CDRAB Expenditures
Total 2017-18 Expected Assessment Revenues
Total 2017-18 Expected FY 2017-18 Budget Surplus

Planning Commission Meeting - May 21, 2018

$ 9,675 (est.)
$13,396 (est.) [revenue should exceed budget expectations]
$ 3,721 (est.)
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