
 
TRACY CITY COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 

 
Tuesday, August 20, 2013, 7:00 p.m. 

 
City Council Chambers, 333 Civic Center Plaza Web Site:  www.ci.tracy.ca.us 

 
 
Americans With Disabilities Act - The City of Tracy complies with the Americans with Disabilities Act and 
makes all reasonable accommodations for the disabled to participate in Council meetings. Persons requiring 
assistance or auxiliary aids should call City Hall (209/831-6000) 24 hours prior to the meeting. 

 
Addressing the Council on Items on the Agenda - The Brown Act provides that every regular Council 
meeting shall provide an opportunity for the public to address the Council on any item within its jurisdiction before or 
during the Council's consideration of the item, provided no action shall be taken on any item not on the 
agenda.  Each citizen will be allowed a maximum of five minutes for input or testimony.  At the Mayor’s discretion, 
additional time may be granted. The City Clerk shall be the timekeeper. 

 
Consent Calendar - All items listed on the Consent Calendar are considered routine and/or consistent with 
previous Council direction. A motion and roll call vote may enact the entire Consent Calendar.  No separate 
discussion of Consent Calendar items will occur unless members of the City Council, City staff or the public request 
discussion on a specific item at the beginning of the meeting. 

 
Addressing the Council on Items not on the Agenda – The Brown Act prohibits discussion or action on 
items not on the posted agenda.  Members of the public addressing the Council should state their names and 
addresses for the record, and for contact information.  The City Council’s Procedures for the Conduct of Public 
Meetings provide that “Items from the Audience” following the Consent Calendar will be limited to 15 minutes.  “Items 
from the Audience” listed near the end of the agenda will not have a maximum time limit. Each member of the public 
will be allowed a maximum of five minutes for public input or testimony.  However, a maximum time limit of less than 
five minutes for public input or testimony may be set for “Items from the Audience” depending upon the number of 
members of the public wishing to provide public input or testimony.  The five minute maximum time limit for each 
member of the public applies to all "Items from the Audience."  Any item not on the agenda, brought up by a member 
of the public shall automatically be referred to staff.  In accordance with Council policy, if staff is not able to resolve 
the matter satisfactorily, the member of the public may request a Council Member to sponsor the item for discussion 
at a future meeting. When members of the public address the Council, they should be as specific as possible about 
their concerns. If several members of the public comment on the same issue an effort should be made to avoid 
repetition of views already expressed. 

 
Presentations to Council - Persons who wish to make presentations which may exceed the time limits are 
encouraged to submit comments in writing at the earliest possible time to ensure distribution to Council and other 
interested parties.  Requests for letters to be read into the record will be granted only upon approval of the majority of 
the Council.  Power Point (or similar) presentations need to be provided to the City Clerk’s office at least 24 hours 
prior to the meeting.  All presentations must comply with the applicable time limits. Prior to the presentation, a hard 
copy of the Power Point (or similar) presentation will be provided to the City Clerk’s office for inclusion in the record of 
the meeting and copies shall be provided to the Council. Failure to comply will result in the presentation being 
rejected. Any materials distributed to a majority of the Council regarding an item on the agenda shall be made 
available for public inspection at the City Clerk’s office (address above) during regular business hours. 

 
Notice - A 90 day limit is set by law for filing challenges in the Superior Court to certain City administrative decisions 
and orders when those decisions or orders require: (1) a hearing by law, (2) the receipt of evidence, and (3) the 
exercise of discretion. The 90 day limit begins on the date the decision is final (Code of Civil Procedure Section 
1094.6). Further, if you challenge a City Council action in court, you may be limited, by California law, including but 
not limited to Government Code Section 65009, to raising only those issues you or someone else raised during the 
public hearing, or raised in written correspondence delivered to the City Council prior to or at the public hearing. 

 
Full copies of the agenda are available at City Hall, 333 Civic Center Plaza, the Tracy Public 

Library, 20 East Eaton Avenue, and on the City’s website  www.ci.tracy.ca.us 

http://www.ci.tracy.ca.us/
http://www.ci.tracy.ca.us/
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CALL TO ORDER 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
INVOCATION 
ROLL CALL 
PRESENTATIONS     -  Employees of the Month 

- Swearing in Police Officers 
- Introduction of Public Works Director 

 
1. CONSENT CALENDAR 
 

A. Approval of Minutes 
 

B. Approve Professional Services Agreement No. RM-2 with Rajappan & Meyer 
Consulting Engineers, Inc., of San Jose, California, to Provide Professional Services 
for Completion of Final Design, Plans, Specifications and Cost Estimates (PS & E), 
and right-of-way Plates and Legal Descriptions for the I-205/Lammers 
Road/Eleventh Street New Interchange Project, CIP 73084, Federal Project No. 
Demo3LN-5192 (021), Authorize the Development Services Director to Approve 
Amendments to this Agreement for Additional Services, if Needed, up to the Amount 
of $200,000, and Authorize the Mayor to Execute the Agreement 
 

C. Award a Construction Contract to the Lowest Responsive Responsible Bidder for 
Installation of Fiber Optics from City Hall to the Transit Station CIP 77543, and 
Authorize the Mayor to Execute the Contract 
 

D. Acceptance of the Lincoln Park Well & Production Well #1 Rehabilitation Project – 
CIP 75076, Completed by Zim Industries of Fresno, California, and Authorization for 
the City Clerk to File the Notice of Completion 
 

E. Acceptance of the Road Closing and Improvements at Railroad Crossings Project – 
CIP 73137, Completed by MCI Engineering of Stockton, California, and Authorization 
for the City Clerk to File the Notice of Completion 
 

F. Approval of Master Professional Services Agreement (MPSA) HA13-01 with Harris 
and Associates, Approval of Task Order No. 1 To MPSA HA13- 01 for Providing 
Program Management Services for Multiple Projects 

 
G. Authorize Amendment of The City’s Classification and Compensation Plans and 

Position Control Roster by Establishing a New Classification and Salary Range for 
Building and Fire Inspector I/II; and Reallocate Two Vacant Fire Inspector Positions to 
Building and Fire Inspector I/II in the Building Safety and Fire Prevention Division of 
the Development Services Department 

 
H. Authorize an Amendment of the City’s Classification and Compensation Plans and 

Position Control Roster by Approving the Establishment of a New Limited Services 
Classification Specification and Salary Range for Facility Attendant; Reclassify Five 
(5) Incumbent Recreation Leader II Employees to the Facility Attendant Classification 
in the Community Facilities Division of the Public Works Department; and Authorize a 
FY 13/14 Supplemental Budget Appropriation 
 

I. The City Council of the City of Tracy Acting as the Governing Body of the Successor 
Agency for the Community Development Agency of the City of Tracy Approving the 
Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS) 
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J. Authorize the Purchase of Four Chevrolet Caprice PPV Sedans from Wondries Fleet 

Sales of Alhambra, California 
 

K. Accept a Grant From the California Office of Traffic Safety and Appropriate $69,731 of 
Reimburseable Funds From the General Fund to the Police Department’s Fiscal Year 
2013-14 Budget for the Selective Traffic Enforcement Program (STEP) Grant 

 
L. Accept a Grant From the California Office of Traffic Safety and Appropriate $39,118 of 

Reimburseable Funds From the General Fund to the Police Department’s Fiscal Year 
2013-14 Budget for the Sobriety Checkpoint Grant Program and Authorize the Police 
Chief to Execute the Grant Agreement 
 

2. ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE 
 
3. PUBLIC HEARING TO FORGO STANDARD PROCUREMENT PROCESSES TO 

CONTRACT WITH PG&E FOR LED STREET LIGHT RETROFIT PROGRAM; CONSIDER 
APPROVAL OF PG&E STREET LIGHT AGREEMENT, SUBMITTAL OF THE ON-BILL 
FINANCIAL SUPPLEMENT AND CUSTOMIZED RETROFIT INCENTIVE APPLICATION 
FOR STREET LIGHT RETROFIT PROGRAM AND AUTHORIZE THE MAYOR TO 
EXECUTE ANY ASSOCIATED AGREEMENTS AND APPLICATIONS 

 
4. PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER AN APPLICATION TO AMEND A VESTING TENTATIVE 

SUBDIVISION MAP ON AN 18.6-ACRE PARCEL TO CREATE 105 LOTS, AND A 
PRELIMINARY AND FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN (PDP/FDP) AMENDMENT TO ALLOW 
FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF 105 SINGLE-FAMILY HOMES LOCATED WITHIN THE 
18.6 ACRE INFILL SITE ON THE WEST SIDE OF MAC ARTHUR DRIVE, NORTH OF 
VALPICO ROAD.  THE APPLICANT IS VALLEY OAK PARTNERS AND OWNERS ARE 
DERONE W. AND D.A THRASHER- APPLICATION NUMBERS TSM13-0002 AND PUD13-
0002 

 
5. PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER REZONING A 47.1-ACRE PARCEL FROM LOW 

DENSITY RESIDENTIAL TO PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT, APPROVAL OF A 
CONCEPT, PRELIMINARY AND FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN, AND APPROVAL OF A 
VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVSION MAP FOR A 252-LOT RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION, 
KNOWN AS KAGEHIRO PHASE 3, LOCATED AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF 
CORRAL HOLLOW ROAD AND KAGEHIRO DRIVE, ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER 
242-040-36. THE APPLICANT AND PROPERTY OWNER IS CORRAL HOLLOW 
DEVELOPMENT, LLC. APPLICATION NUMBERS PUD13-0001 AND TSM12-0001 

  
6. PUBLIC HEARING TO ADOPT AND APPROVE BY IMPLEMENTING RESOLUTION, THE 

ESTABLISHMENT OF ROADWAYS, WATER, WASTEWATER,STORM, RECYCLED 
WATER, PARKS AND PUBLIC BUILDING DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES, FINANCE AND 
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN (FIP), INCLUDING INFRASTRUCTURE TECHNICAL ANALYSIS, 
REPORTS, STUDIES, AND THE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM FOR THE ELLIS 
PROGRAM AREA 

 
7. APPROVE AN EXCLUSIVE NEGOTIATING RIGHTS AGREEMENT BY AND BETWEEN 

THE CITY OF TRACY AND WT MITCHELL GROUP, INC. FOR THE CITY-OWNED 
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 729/741 CENTRAL AVENUE AND AUTHORIZE THE MAYOR 
TO SIGN THE AGREEMENT 

 
8. DISCUSS AND APPROVE THE FORMATION OF A SENIOR STEERING 

COMMITTEE AND AUTHORIZE A FY 13/14 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION OF 
$10,000 
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9. CONSIDERATION OF APPOINTMENT OF TWO COUNCIL MEMBERS TO SERVE AS 

CITY REPRESENTATIVES ON A JOINT CITY/COUNTY CRIMINAL JUSTICE TASK 
FORCE 

 
10. ACCEPT CONSULTANT UPDATE ON CITY COST ALLOCATION PLAN 
 
11. SECOND READING AND ADOPTION OF ORDINANCE 1185 AN ORDINANCE OF THE 

CITY OF TRACY INCREASING WASTEWATER RATES 
 
12. ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE 
 
13. STAFF ITEMS 
 

A. RECEIVE AND ACCEPT THE CITY MANAGER INFORMATIONAL UPDATE 
 
14. COUNCIL ITEMS 
 

A. THE LEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA CITIES REQUEST THAT THE CITY COUNCIL 
DETERMINE THEIR POSITION ON TWO RESOLUTIONS TO BE CONSIDERED AT 
THE 2013 ANNUAL BUSINESS MEETING OF THE LEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA CITIES 
ANNUAL CONFERENCE 
 

15. ADJOURNMENT 



 
 TRACY CITY COUNCIL                                                 SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES 

 
May 13, 2013, 4:00 p.m. 

 
Tracy Municipal Airport, 5749 S. Tracy Blvd             Web Site:  www.ci.tracy.ca.us 

 
 
 
 
1.  Call to Order – The meeting was called to order at 4:00 p.m. 
  
2.  Council Members Rickman, Young, Mayor Pro Tem Maciel and Mayor Ives were in 

attendance. 
 
3.  Items from the Audience – None 
  
4.  SITE VISIT/TOUR FOR REPRESENTATIVES FROM THE OFFICES OF SENATOR 

BOXER; SENATOR FEINSTEIN, AND CONGRESSMAN DENHAM TO LEARN ABOUT 
THE CITY OF TRACY’S 2013 AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM GRANT 
APPLICATION – Rod Buchanan, Interim Public Works Director, acknowledged Bob 
Rucker, District Director for Congressman Jeff Denham, Sarah Moffat, Field 
Representative for U.S. Senator Dianne Feinstein, and Ameen I. Khan, Director for 
Central and Eastern California, U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer, and thanked them for their 
support regarding the 2013 Airport Improvement Program Grant Application.  

 
At the end of January the City of Tracy submitted a grant application to the Federal 
Aviation Administration for the 2013 Airport Improvement Grant Program, which includes 
three engineering and construction projects that are required for the continued operation 
of the airport.   The application covers the following projects, which are proposed for 
2013: 

 
• Reimbursement for Pavement Evaluation/Pavement Maintenance Management  

Program 
• Reimbursement for Engineering Design – Reconstruction of Runways,  

Taxiways and Aprons 
• Reconstruction of Runways, Taxiways and Aprons 

 
Mr. Buchanan provided a copy of the Airport Layout Plan and indicated the location of 
the runways, taxiways, and ramp areas that are in need of reconstruction.  The overview 
was followed by a walking tour of Runway 08/26.   Staff indicated the pavement 
deficiencies, and led a discussion regarding structural issues and the consequent need 
for a more thorough reconstruction effort than what would be achieved by the 
application of an asphalt-overlay.   
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5.  Adjournment – The meeting adjourned at approximately 5:00 p.m. 
 
      
The above are summary minutes.  The above agenda was posted at Tracy City Hall on May 9, 
2013. 
 
 
 

_____________________________ 
Mayor 

 
Attest: 

       
 
 _________________________ 
City Clerk 
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AGENDA ITEM 1.B
 

REQUEST 
 

APPROVE A PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT NO. RM-2 WITH 
RAJAPPAN & MEYER CONSULTING ENGINEERS, INC., OF SAN JOSE, 
CALIFORNIA, TO PROVIDE PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR  COMPLETION OF 
FINAL DESIGN, PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS AND COST ESTIMATES (PS & E), AND 
RIGHT-OF-WAY PLATES AND LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS FOR THE I-205/LAMMERS 
ROAD/ELEVENTH STREET NEW INTERCHANGE PROJECT, CIP 73084, FEDERAL 
PROJECT NO. DEMO3LN-5192 (021), AUTHORIZE THE DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
DIRECTOR TO APPROVE AMENDMENTS TO THIS AGREEMENT FOR ADDITIONAL 
SERVICES, IF NEEDED, UP TO THE AMOUNT OF $200,000, AND AUTHORIZE THE 
MAYOR TO EXECUTE THE AGREEMENT 

 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The City has been working with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) for 
the last ten years to finalize the Project Study Report (PSR) and complete Environmental 
documentation for the proposed I-205/Lammers Road/ Eleventh Street Interchange 
project. 
 
The subject project Environmental Impact Report (EIR) documentation, based on the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), has been completed and was approved by Caltrans on November 11, 2012. 
The next phase is to complete the final design, right-of-way and probable construction 
cost estimates.  Due to work load constraints and the specialized nature of the work 
involved, services of a qualified consultant are required. 
 

 
DISCUSSION  
 

The City’s previous General Plan identified a new interchange at Interstate 205 (I-205) 
and Lammers Road.  This interchange will serve the west side of Tracy.  Since 
interchange projects on highways and freeways involve coordination and approval from 
various state and federal agencies, including Caltrans, the approval process takes a 
number of years before construction can start. In 2011, Cattellus Development 
Corporation, owner of the real property north of I-205 in the vicinity of this intersection, 
took the initiative to engage Caltrans to begin the concept design process of the 
interchange. The Project Study Report (PSR) has been completed and was approved by 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) on February 15, 2006.   

 
Project Environmental Impact Report (EIR) based on the requirements of California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State CEQA Guidelines, California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) Standard Environmental Reference, and Federal Highway 
Administration’s (FHWA) (US Department of Transportation’s) National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) regulations was completed and approved by Caltrans and the FHWA on 
November 7, 2012. 
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The next phase of this project is to complete the design, identify the right-of-way takes, 
probable construction cost estimates, and construction documents, which include project 
plans, specifications and construction cost estimates (PS&E). 
 
In order to complete this phase of work, a team of dedicated engineers and draft 
persons are needed for a longer period of time (minimum 2 years).  Due to staffing 
constraints and the specialized work involved, services of an experienced consultant are 
necessary. 

 
Therefore, proposals for this phase of work were solicited in accordance with the Tracy 
Municipal Code, Section 2.20 “Request for Proposals” (RFP) from qualified consultants 
and posted on the City website.  Staff received one proposal from Rajappan & Meyer 
Consulting Engineers, Inc. of San Jose, California.  City and Caltrans staff evaluated the 
proposal and the consultant was found to be the best qualified consultant based on 
project approach, understanding, and experience with similar projects. 
 
The scope of services is expected to extend over two years.  Staff negotiated an 
agreement (Attachment A) and fees for the above work based on a lump sum price not-
to-exceed $3,799,894, which is reasonable, fair, and within the available budget. 
 
Due to the complexity of work and extensive coordination with Caltrans, the Professional 
Services Agreement also provides a contingency amount of $200,000, which may be 
used on an as-needed basis for amendment of this agreement with approval from the 
Development Services Director.  This will streamline the approval process, reduce 
delays, and prevent the stoppage of work.  
 

 
STRATEGIC PLAN 
 

This agenda is a routine operational item and is not related to the City Council’s 
Strategic Priorities. 

 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 

There will be no impact to the General Fund as this was an approved CIP project in 
Fiscal Year 2011-2012.  Funding for the final design, right-of-way plates and legal 
descriptions, and preparation of construction documents is available from the Safe, 
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient, Transportation Equity Act, a Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU) grant. 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

That City Council approve, by resolution, Professional Services Agreement No. RM-2 
with Rajappan & Meyer, Inc., of San Jose, California, to provide professional services on 
a time and expense basis, for a not-to-exceed amount of $3,799,894 for the completion 
of final design plans, specifications and cost estimates (PS & E), and right-of-way plates 
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and legal descriptions for the I-205/Lammers Road/Eleventh Street new Interchange 
project, CIP 73084, Federal Project No. DEMO3LN-5192(021); authorize the 
Development Services Director to approve Amendments to this Agreement for additional 
services, if needed, up to an amount of $200,000; and authorize the Mayor to execute 
the Agreement. 

 
 
Prepared by: Zabih Zaca, Senior Civil Engineer 
 
Reviewed by: Kuldeep Sharma, City Engineer 
 
Approved by: Andrew Malik, Development Services Director 
  R. Leon Churchill, Jr. City Manager 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment A: Professional Services Agreement No. RM-2 with Rajappan & Meyer, Inc. 
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RESOLUTION 2013- _____ 

 
APPROVING A PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT NO. RM-2 WITH RAJAPPAN & 

MEYER CONSULTING ENGINEERS, INC., OF SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA, TO PROVIDE 
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR COMPLETION OF FINAL DESIGN, PLANS, 

SPECIFICATIONS AND COST ESTIMATES (PS & E), AND RIGHT-OF-WAY PLATES AND 
LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS FOR THE I-205/LAMMERS ROAD /ELEVENTH STREET NEW 

INTERCHANGE PROJECT CIP 73084, FEDERAL NO. DEMO3LN-5192 (021), FOR A NOT-
TO-EXCEED AMOUNT OF $3,799,894; AUTHORIZING THE DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

DIRECTOR TO APPROVE AMENDMENTS TO THIS AGREEMENT FOR ADDITIONAL 
SERVICES IF NEEDED UP TO AN AMOUNT OF $200,000; AND AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR 

TO EXECUTE THE AGREEMENT 
 
WHEREAS, The City’s General Plan identifies a new interchange at I-205 and Lammers 

Road to serve the western part of the City and future southwest Areas; and 
 

WHEREAS, The City has secured funding from the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient, 
Transportation Equity Act, a Legacy for Users (SAFTEA-LU) grant in the amount of $4,590,186 
for the Project final design and right-of-way services; and  

 
WHEREAS, The Project Study Report (PSR) and Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

have been approved by Caltrans and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and require 
completion of the final phase; and  

  
WHEREAS, In order for the City to start final design and complete the construction 

documents, the services of an experienced consultant are needed; and 
 

WHEREAS, Proposals for this phase of work were solicited from qualified consultants as 
advertised on the City’s website, from which staff received one proposal from an engineering 
consultant; and 

 
WHEREAS, City staff and Caltrans evaluated the proposals and Rajappan and Meyer 

Consulting Engineers, Inc. was found to be the most qualified consultant; and 
 
WHEREAS, Staff negotiated with Rajappan and Meyer Consulting Engineers to provide 

the required services on a lump sum basis, for an amount not-to-exceed $3,799,894; and 
 
WHEREAS, Due to the complexity of the project and the potential for additional 

requirements from both Federal and State agencies, it is recommended that a contingency in 
the amount of $200,000 be established for additional services if needed; and 

 
WHEREAS, There will be no fiscal impact to the General Fund.  Funds for the 

Professional Services Agreement will be paid from SAFEA-LU Grant Funding;   
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED That City Council approves Professional 

Services Agreement No. RM-2 with Rajappan and Meyer Consulting Engineers of San Jose, 
California, to provide professional services for completion of final design plans, specifications 
and cost estimates (PS &E), and right-of-way plates and legal descriptions for the I-205 
Lammers Road / Eleventh Street New Interchange Project – CIP 73084, Federal No. 
DOMO3LN-5192 (021) for a not-to-exceed amount of $3,799,894; authorizes the Development 
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Services Director to approve amendments to this agreement for additional services, if needed, 
up to an amount of $200,000; and authorizes the Mayor to execute the agreement. 

 
The foregoing Resolution __________ was adopted by the Tracy City Council on the 

20th day of August, 2013 by the following vote: 
 
 
AYES:   COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
ABSENT:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
ABSTAIN:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
 
 
      ________________________________ 
      MAYOR 
 
ATTEST 
 
 
_____________________________ 
CITY CLERK 



August 20, 2013 
 

AGENDA ITEM 1.C 
 
REQUEST 
 

AWARD A CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT TO THE LOWEST RESPONSIVE 

RESPONSIBLE BIDDER FOR INSTALLATION OF FIBER OPTICS FROM CITY HALL 

TO THE TRANSIT STATION CIP 77543, AND AUTHORIZE THE MAYOR TO 

EXECUTE THE CONTRACT 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The award of a construction contract for the installation of fiber optics from City Hall to 
the Transit Station (CIP 77543), will enhance communication with higher bandwidth 
between the two facilities and will provide the future ability to monitor and record existing 
security.  

 
DISCUSSION 
 

This project involves the installation of fiber optics from City Hall to the Transit Center. 
The fiber optic installation will enable the Transit Center to have WIFI network and 
enhance the communication system between City Hall and the Transit Station including 
the future monitoring of security cameras installed at the facility.  
 
The fiber optics installation will use most of the existing traffic signal interconnect 
conduits along Eleventh Street and Central Avenue. The project will provide some 
upgrades to the conduits to allow fiber optics installation and includes installation of 
communication equipment. 
 
The funding for this project is provided from a Proposition 1B grant in the amount of 
$250,000.  
 
Plans and specifications were prepared by Kimley Horn and Associates.  The project 
was advertised for construction bids on June 28, and July 5, 2013.  A total of six bids 
were received on August 5, 2013 as follows: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The lowest monetary bid is from Kertel Communication Inc. (dba Sebastian) of Fresno, 
California, in the amount of $142,345.  The bid analysis indicates that the bid is 
responsive and bidder is responsible.  The contractor has good references and has 
completed similar projects for other Cities and public agencies. 
 
 
 
 

Contractors  Base Bid  Amount 
Kertel Communication, Inc., (dba Sebastian), Fresno, CA $142,345.00 
Pacific Excavation Inc., Elk Grove $155,346.00 
Bockman & Woody Electric, Stockton $190,996.00 
Alessandro Electric Inc., Sacramento,  $204,400.00 
Cable Links Construction, Fresno $208,793.11 
West Tech Industries, Galt $320,629.00 
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The anticipated cost for construction of this project, if awarded to Kertel Communication 
Inc. (dba Sebastian), is estimated as follows: 

   
Construction Bid Amount (Base Bid + Additive Bid ) $   142,345 
Contingency (~15%)  $     21,000 
Construction Management & Inspection (~7%)  $     11,000 
Design   $     35,000 
City Wide Project Management  $     31,000 
Total Project Cost  $   240,345 
Available Budget $   250,000 

  
A total of $250,000 is budgeted for this project.  If the project is awarded to Kertel 
Communication Inc. (dba Sebastian) of Fresno, California, it is anticipated that 
construction will commence by September 1, 2013, with completion expected by the end 
of November 2013. 
 

STRATEGIC PLAN 
 

This agenda item supports objective 1.c of the Economic Development Strategic Plan in 
ensuring quality infrastructure to meet future development needs. 

 
FISCAL IMPACT 

 
There will be no impact to the General Fund.  This is an approved Fiscal Year 2012-
2013 Capital Improvement Program project. Funds are available from the Transit Capital 
Fund (F573).  
 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

 
Staff recommends City Council award, by resolution, a construction contract to Kertel 
Communication Inc. (dba Sebastian) of Fresno, California, in the amount of $142,345 
for the installation of fiber optics from City Hall to the Transit Station CIP 77543, and 
authorize the Mayor to execute the construction contract. 

 
Prepared by: Ripon Bhatia, Senior Civil Engineer 
  
Reviewed by: Kuldeep Sharma, City Engineer 
 
Approved by: Andrew Malik, Development Services Director  

R. Leon Churchill, Jr., City Manager 
 

 
 



 
RESOLUTION 2013 - ___________ 

 
 

AWARDING A CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT TO THE LOWEST RESPONSIVE 
RESPONSIBLE BIDDER FOR INSTALLATION OF FIBER OPTICS FROM CITY HALL TO THE 

TRANSIT STATION CIP 77543 AND AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE THE 
CONTRACT 

 

 
WHEREAS, The project involves the installation of fiber optics from City Hall to the 

Transit Center, and  
 
WHEREAS, The fiber optic installation will enable the Transit Station to have a WIFI 

network and enhance the communication system between City Hall and the Transit Center, 
including the future installation and monitoring of security cameras installed at the facility, and  

 
WHEREAS, The fiber optics installation will use part of the existing traffic signal 

interconnect conduits along Eleventh Street and Central Avenue; and 
 
WHEREAS, The funding for this project is provided from a Proposition 1B grant in the 

amount of $250,000; and 
 

WHEREAS, Plans and specifications were prepared by Kimley Horn and Associates.  
The project was advertised for construction bids on June 28, and July 5, 2013; and 

 
WHEREAS, A total of six bids were received on August 5, 2013 as follows: 
 

 
 

WHEREAS, The lowest monetary bid is from Kertel Communication Inc. (dba 
Sebastian) of Fresno, California, in the amount of $142,345; and  

 
WHEREAS, The bid analysis indicates that the bid is responsive and bidder is 

responsible; and  
 
WHEREAS, The contractor has good references and has completed similar projects for 

other Cities and public agencies; and  

Contractors  Base Bid  Amount 
Kertel Communication, Inc., (dba Sebastian), Fresno, CA $142,345.00 
Pacific Excavation Inc., Elk Grove $155,346.00 
Bockman & Woody Electric, Stockton $190,996.00 
Alessandro Electric Inc., Sacramento,  $204,400.00 
Cable Links Construction, Fresno $208,793.11 
West Tech Industries, Galt $320,629.00 
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 WHEREAS, The anticipated cost for construction of this project, if awarded to Kertel 
Communication Inc. (dba Sebastian) is estimated as follows: 
   

Construction Bid Amount (Base Bid + Additive Bid ) $   142,345 
Contingency (~15%)  $     21,000 
Construction Management & Inspection (~7%)  $     11,000 
Design   $     35,000 
City Wide Project Management  $     31,000 
Total Project Cost  $   240,345 
Available Budget $   250,000 

  
  

 WHEREAS, A total of $250,000 is budgeted for this project. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That City Council awards a construction 
contract to Kertel Communication Inc. (dba Sebastian) of Fresno, California, in the amount of 
$142,345 for Fiber Optics Installation from City Hall to the Transit Station CIP 77543, and 
authorizes the Mayor to execute the construction contract. 

 
 The foregoing Resolution ___________ was adopted by the City Council on the 20th  
day of August, 2013, by the following vote: 
 
 
AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
 
 
       ______________________ 
       Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________ 
City Clerk 

 



August 20, 2013 
 

AGENDA ITEM 1.D 
 
REQUEST 
 

ACCEPTANCE OF THE LINCOLN PARK WELL & PRODUCTION WELL #1 
REHABILITATION PROJECT – CIP 75076, COMPLETED BY ZIM INDUSTRIES OF 
FRESNO, CALIFORNIA, AND AUTHORIZATION FOR THE CITY CLERK TO FILE THE 
NOTICE OF COMPLETION 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The contractor has completed construction of the Lincoln Park Well and Production Well 
#1 CIP 75076, in accordance with project plans, specifications, and contract documents.  
Project costs are within the available budget.  Staff recommends Council accept the 
project to enable the City to release the contractor’s bonds and retention. 

 
DISCUSSION 
 

On June 7, 2011, City Council awarded a construction contract to Zim Industries of 
Fresno, California, in the amount of $451,975, for construction of the Lincoln Park Well 
& Production Well #1 Rehabilitation Project – CIP 75076. 
 
The scope of work for this project included replacement of the well pumps; well cleaning 
and rehabilitation including video survey, mechanical cleaning, chemical treatment, well 
development, and disinfecting.  The project plans and specifications were prepared by 
GEI Consultants, Inc. of Rancho Cordova, California, and the contract documents for 
the project were prepared by in-house engineering staff.  
 
Three change orders were issued during construction in the amount of $36,592.90 for 
this project which consisted of installation of 450 feet of 4-inch access casing, 
replacement of bearings for 200 HP pump motors, installation of check valves and 
completion of miscellaneous work required after review of the video surveys and as 
directed by the design engineer. 
 
The project construction contract unit prices are based on estimated engineering 
quantities. Actual payment is based on field measured quantities installed by the 
contractor. According to the City’s inspection records, actual field measurement 
quantities are less than the contract quantities in the amount of ($43,345). These 
quantities were deducted in accordance with the bid unit prices listed in the contract and 
are listed as under run quantities 
  
Status of estimated budget and project costs: 
      
      A. Construction Contract Amount                      $  451,975.00  

B. Change Orders     $    36,592.90 
C.  Under run of Contract Quantities   $   (43,345.00) 
D. Design, Construction Management, Inspection, 

  Testing, & Miscellaneous expenses   $    69,408.00 
E. Project Management Charges   $    19,418.00 
 

  Total Project Costs     $  534,048.90 
 Budgeted Amount         $  634,900.00 
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The project has been completed within the available budget, on schedule, per plans, 
specifications, and City of Tracy standards.    
 

STRATEGIC PLAN 
 

This agenda item is a routine operational item and does not relate to the Council’s 
strategic plans. 

 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 

CIP 75076 is an approved Capital Improvement Projects with sufficient funding with no 
fiscal impact to the General Fund. All remaining funds will be transferred back into  
Water Fund 513.       
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

That City Council accept, by resolution, construction of the Lincoln Park Well & 
Production Well #1 CIP 75076, completed by Zim Industries, of Fresno, California, and 
authorize the City Clerk to record the Notice of Completion with the San Joaquin County 
Recorder’s Office.  The City Engineer, in accordance with the terms of the construction 
contract, will release the bonds and retention payment. 

    
 
Prepared by: Paul Verma, Senior Civil Engineer 
   
Reviewed by: Kuldeep Sharma, City Engineer 
 
Approved by: Andrew Malik, Development Services Director  
  R. Leon Churchill, Jr., City Manager 



RESOLUTION 2013- ______ 
 

ACCEPTING THE LINCOLN PARK WELL & PRODUCTION WELL #1 REHABILITATION 
PROJECT – CIP 75076, COMPLETED BY ZIM INDUSTRIES OF FRESNO, CALIFORNIA, 
AND AUTHORIZING THE CITY CLERK TO FILE THE NOTICE OF COMPLETION 

 
WHEREAS, On June 7, 2011, City Council awarded a construction contract to Zim 

Industries, of Fresno, California, in the amount of $451,975, for construction of the Lincoln Park 
Well & Production Well #1 Rehabilitation Project – CIP 75076; and 

  
 

WHEREAS, The contractor has completed construction of the Lincoln Park Well & 
Production Well #1 CIP 75076, in accordance with project plans, specifications, and contract 
documents; and  
 

WHEREAS, Three change orders were issued in the net amount of $36,592.90; and 
 

WHEREAS, Status of budget and project costs are estimated to be as follows: 
 
      A. Construction Contract Amount                      $ 451,975.00  

B. Change Orders     $   36,592.90 
C.  Under run of Contract Quantities   $  (43,345.00) 
D. Design, Construction Management, Inspection, 

  Testing, & Miscellaneous expenses   $    69,408.00 
E. Project Management Charges   $    19,418.00 
 

  Total Project Costs     $ 534,048.90 
 Budgeted Amount         $ 634,900.00 
 
WHEREAS, CIP 75076 is an approved Capital Improvement Project with sufficient 

funding and there will be no fiscal impact to the General Fund. All remaining funds will be 
transferred back into Enterprise Fund 513;       

 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That City Council accepts 

construction of the Lincoln Park Well & Production Well #1 CIP 75076, completed by Zim 
Industries, of Fresno, California, and authorizes the City Clerk to record the Notice of Completion 
with the San Joaquin County Recorder.  The City Engineer, in accordance with the terms of the 
construction contract, will release the bonds and retention payment.   

  
 
 
 
 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
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 The foregoing Resolution 2013-_______ was adopted by City Council on the 20th day of 
August, 2013, by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
 
           
       Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
    
City Clerk 



August 20, 2013 
 

AGENDA ITEM 1.E 
 
REQUEST 
 

ACCEPTANCE OF THE ROAD CLOSING AND IMPROVEMENTS AT RAILROAD 
CROSSINGS PROJECT – CIP 73137, COMPLETED BY MCI ENGINEERING OF 
STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA, AND AUTHORIZATION FOR THE CITY CLERK TO FILE 
THE NOTICE OF COMPLETION 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The contractor has completed construction of the Road Closing and Improvements at 
Railroad Crossings Project – CIP 73137 in accordance with project plans, specifications, 
and contract documents.  Project costs are within the available budget.  Staff 
recommends Council accept the project to enable the City to release the contractor’s 
bonds and retention. 

 
DISCUSSION 
 

On May 7, 2013, City Council awarded a construction contract for the Road Closing and 
Improvements at Railroad Crossings Project – CIP 73137, in the amount of $165,530, to 
MCI Engineering of Stockton, California.  
 
Union Pacific Railroad planned to resurface the railroad crossings within their right-of-
way. Since the city streets have access easements over the railroad right-of-way, the 
City was required to provide road closures and paving improvements. 
 
The scope of work for this construction contract included providing support for road 
closures, traffic control, and repaving the existing streets to facilitate replacement of 
railroad crossing pads at the following four locations:  
 

•  Central Avenue at 6th Street 
•  MacArthur Drive at 6th Street 
•    Eleventh Street West of Lincoln Boulevard 
•    Tracy Boulevard at 6th Street  

 
One change order was issued for this project, which consisted of construction of two 
more crossings (Tracy Boulevard/Linne Road and Corral Hollow Road/Linne Road). The 
net amount for this change order is $8,646.69 after credits for deletion of contract items 
not used for the project. 
 
Status of budget and project costs is as follows: 
      
      A. Construction Contract Amount                      $ 165,530.00 

B. Change orders     $     8,646.69 
C. Design, construction management, inspection, 

  Testing, & miscellaneous expenses   $     6,397.63 
      D. Project Management Charges (Estimated)  $     6,442.80 



Agenda Item 1.E 
August 20, 2013 
Page 2 
 
 

 
  Total Project Costs     $ 187,017.12 

 Budgeted Amount         $ 230,000.00     
 

The project has been completed within the available budget, on schedule, per plans, 
specifications and City of Tracy standards.    
 

STRATEGIC PLAN 
 

This agenda item is a routine operational item and does not relate to the Council’s 
strategic plans. 

 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 

CIP 73137 is an approved Capital Improvement Project with sufficient funding and 
there will be no fiscal impact to the General Fund. All remaining funds will be transferred 
back into the Gas Tax Fund.       
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

That City Council accept, by resolution, construction of the Road Closing and 
Improvements at Railroad Crossings Project – CIP 73137, completed by MCI 
Engineering of Stockton, California, and authorize the City Clerk to record the Notice of 
Completion with the San Joaquin County Recorder’s Office.  The City Engineer, in 
accordance with the terms of the construction contract, will release the bonds and 
retention payment. 

    
 
Prepared by:  Paul Verma, Senior Civil Engineer 
   
Reviewed by: Kuldeep Sharma, City Engineer 
 
Approved by: Andrew Malik, Development Services Director  
  R. Leon Churchill, Jr., City Manager 



RESOLUTION 2013- ______ 
 

ACCEPTING THE ROAD CLOSING AND IMPROVEMENTS AT RAILROAD CROSSINGS 
PROJECT – CIP 73137, COMPLETED BY MCI ENGINEERING OF STOCKTON, 

CALIFORNIA, AND AUTHORIZING THE CITY CLERK TO FILE THE NOTICE OF 
COMPLETION 

 
WHEREAS, On May 7, 2013, City Council awarded a construction contract for the Road 

Closing and Improvements at Railroad Crossings Project – CIP 73137, in the amount of 
$165,530, MCI Engineering of Stockton, California; and 
 

WHEREAS, The contractor has completed construction of the Road Closing and 
Improvements at Railroad Crossings Project – CIP 73137, in accordance with project plans, 
specifications, and contract documents; and 
 

WHEREAS, One change order was received in the net amount of $8,646.69; and 
 

WHEREAS, Status of budget and project costs are estimated to be as follows: 
 
      A. Construction Contract Amount                    $ 165,530.00 

B. Change orders     $     8,646.69 
C. Design, construction management, inspection, 

  Testing, & miscellaneous expenses   $     6,397.63 
      D. Project Management Charges (Estimated)  $     6,442.80 

  Total Project Costs     $ 187,017.12 
 Budgeted Amount         $ 230,000.00 
  
WHEREAS, CIP 73137 is an approved Capital Improvement Project with sufficient 

funding and there will be no fiscal impact to the General Fund. All remaining funds will be 
transferred back into the Gas Tax Fund; 

 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That City Council accepts construction of the 

Road Closing and Improvements at Railroad Crossings Project – CIP 73137, completed by MCI 
Engineering of Stockton, California and authorizes the City Clerk to record the Notice of 
Completion with the San Joaquin County Recorder.  The City Engineer, in accordance with the 
terms of the construction contract, will release the bonds and retention payment. 
 
 The foregoing Resolution 2013-_______ was adopted by City Council on the 20th day of 
August, 2013, by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS:   
           
       Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
    
City Clerk 



       August 20, 2013 
 

AGENDA ITEM 1.F 
 

REQUEST 
 

APPROVAL OF MASTER PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT (MPSA) HA13-
01 WITH HARRIS AND ASSOCIATES, APPROVAL OF TASK ORDER NO. 1 TO 
MPSA HA13-01 FOR PROVIDING PROGRAM MANAGEMENT SERVICES FOR 
MULTIPLE PROJECTS 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The City is currently implementing various programs throughout the City for 
developments of new areas. Services of a consultant are needed to supplement staff to 
provide program management services. Approval of the MPSA and Task Order No. 1 
will facilitate hiring of qualified consultants to assist the City in implementation of such 
development programs. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
The City is currently implementing various development programs throughout the City as 
listed below: 
 

• South MacArthur Development 
Area 

• I-205 Specific Plan 
• Northeast Industrial Area (NEI) 

Phase 1 
• Northeast Industrial Area (NEI) 

Phase 2 
• South Industrial Specific Plan 

• Infill Development Area 
• Plan C Development Area 
• Gateway 
• Ellis Specific Plan 
• Cordes Ranch 
• Tracy Hills Specific Plan 
• Citywide Master Plan Area 

 
The City is also working on certain areas, in which either developments are near 
completion or are in the initial stages (e.g. Presidio and Downtown Specific Plan).  The 
Residential Specific Plan (RSP) developments are almost complete and the Plan C area 
developments are near completion and require final update of fees.  The implementation 
of development programs primarily involve updating of development impact fees, 
updating the Finance and Implementation Plans (FIP), forecasting of fee revenue and 
project expenses, updating of construction cost estimates, formation of benefit districts, 
calculating reimbursements and managing infrastructure master plans.  The costs of 
such services are a part of the development impact fees and are included in the cost of 
infrastructure improvement projects.  Thus, those development programs are financially 
self-sufficient and fully pay for the program management and implementation services. 
 
The City has provided these program management services either through staff or by 
use of consultants.  Due to the existing workload and staffing constraints, services of a 
consultant are needed to continue providing effective program management services in 
these development areas. 
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Staff solicited a request for proposals from various consultants and posted it on the 
City’s web site in January 2013.  The proposals required that the consultants provide 
services on multiple projects for a period of two years, on an as needed basis, on a time 
and expenses basis, with possible extension for another year upon approval by the 
Development Services Director.  It was intended that a Master Professional Services 
Agreement be executed with the most qualified consultant, and multiple task orders 
would be entered into between the City and the consultant to provide services on an as 
needed basis.  A total of three proposals were received on February 12, 2013.  After 
careful review of proposals, two consultants were short-listed. 
 
After further review of the proposals, and based upon the qualifications, experience, and 
knowledge of work, Harris and Associates was found to be the most qualified 
consultant.  Harris and Associates maintains an office in Tracy as well.  Their proposal 
is responsive and the consultant is responsible. The cost of services in the proposals is 
based upon the estimated hours on a time and expense basis.  For purpose of 
comparison, all consultants were provided with a total estimate for costing their 
proposal.  The actual number of hours will depend on the needs of various projects 
depending upon how fast the developments occur in project areas. It is estimated that 
the cost of services will be approximately $495,000 each year based upon hourly rates 
on an as needed basis. It is also recommended to authorize the Director of 
Development Services to add additional scope to this Task Order for a not-to-exceed 
amount of $150,000 if needed to extend services of Harris & Associates to work on 
Tracy Hills and other developments. 
 
The proposed MPSA will be valid for a period of two years from the date of execution of 
the agreement and can be further extended for a period of one year upon approval of 
City Council.  Task Order No. 1 will provide services as follows: 
 

Program Total Cost 
Plan C Development Area $   60,000 
South MacArthur Development Area $   30,000 
North East Industrial Phase I $   40,000 
North East Industrial Phase II $   80,000 
ISP South $   60,000 
Gateway $ 130,000 
Presidio $   20,000 
Infill $   40,000 
Ellis $   20,000 
I-205 Specific Plan $   15,000 
Task Order No. 1 $ 495,000 

 
Harris and Associates has executed the MPSA and Task Order No. 1 to MPSA HA13-
01, and they are available for review upon request in the City Engineer’s office in the 
Development Services Department. 
 
Approval of the Master Professional Agreement will allow execution of additional task 
orders with Harris and Associates for work related to new developments such as Cordes 
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Ranch and Tracy Hills without re-advertising and going through the selection process for 
acquiring consulting services. 

 
STRATEGIC PLAN 
 

This agenda item supports objective 1.c of the Economic Development Strategic Plans 
in ensuring quality infrastructure to meet future development needs.  

 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 

There is no fiscal impact to the General Fund.  The cost of program management 
services is part of the development impact fees and is paid by the developers. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

That City Council, by resolution, approve MPSA HA13-01 and Task Order No. 1 to 
MPSA HA13-01 with Harris and Associates to provide program management services 
for multiple projects for a not to exceed amount of $495,000.  It is further recommended 
that City Council authorize the Director of Development Services to extend the Task 
Order Agreement for additional services if needed to serve new developments for a not 
to exceed amount of $150,000.  It is also recommended that City Council consider 
extension of this Master Professional Services Agreement for another year after its 
satisfactory completion.  

 
Prepared by: Kuldeep Sharma, City Engineer 
Reviewed by: Andrew Malik, Development Services Director 
Approved by: R. Leon Churchill, Jr., City Manager 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment A – Master Professional Agreement HA13-01 and Task Order No. 1 
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RESOLUTION________ 

 
APPROVING A MASTER PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT (MPSA) 

HA13-01 WITH HARRIS AND ASSOCIATES, APPROVING TASK ORDER 
NO. 1 TO MPSA HA13-01 FOR PROVIDING PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 

SERVICES FOR MULTIPLE PROJECTS 
  

WHEREAS, The City has provided program management services either through staff 
or by use of consultants; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Due to workload and staffing constraints in the Engineering Division of the 
Development Services Department, services of a consultant are needed to continue providing 
effective program management services; and 
 

WHEREAS, Staff solicited a request for proposals from various consultants and posted 
it on the City’s web site in January 2013; and 

 
WHEREAS, A total of three proposals were received on February 12, 2013; and 
 
WHEREAS, Harris and Associates was found to be the most qualified consultant, and 
 
WHEREAS, The proposed MPSA will be valid for a period of two years from the date of 

execution of the agreement and can be further extended for a period of one year upon approval 
of the Development Services Director; and 

 
WHEREAS, Task Order No. 1 will provide services as follows: 
  

Program Total Cost 

Plan C Development Area $   60,000 
South MacArthur Development Area $   30,000 
North East Industrial Phase I $   40,000 
North East Industrial Phase II $   80,000 
ISP South $   60,000 
Gateway $ 130,000 
Presidio $   20,000 
Infill $   40,000 
Ellis $   20,000 
I-205 Specific Plan $   40,000 
Task Order No. 1 $ 495,000 

 
WHEREAS, Approval of the MPSA will allow approval of additional task orders to Harris 

and Associates in the event the City needs professional services on projects such as Cordes 
Ranch and Tracy Hills; and 

 
WHEREAS, The cost of program management services is part of the development 

impact fees and is paid by the developer; 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That City Council, approves MPSA  

HA13-01 with Harris and Associates to provide program management services for multiple 
projects for a period of two years and it may be extended by another year if needed after 
satisfactory completion of the agreement; 
 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That City Council hereby approves Task Order No. 
1 to MPSA HA13-01 for a not to exceed amount of $495,000, and authorizes the Director 
of Development Services to extend the agreement for additional services if needed to 
serve new developments for a not to exceed amount of $150,000. 

 
The foregoing Resolution ________was adopted by the City Council on the 20th day of 

August 2013, by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

 
      

 ______________________ 
       Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_______________________ 
City Clerk  
 



                                                August 20, 2013 
 

AGENDA ITEM 1.G 
 
REQUEST 
 

AUTHORIZE AMENDMENT OF THE CITY’S CLASSIFICATION AND 
COMPENSATION PLANS AND POSITION CONTROL ROSTER BY ESTABLISHING 
A NEW CLASSIFICATION AND SALARY RANGE FOR BUILDING AND FIRE 
INSPECTOR I/II; AND REALLOCATE TWO VACANT FIRE INSPECTOR POSITIONS 
TO BUILDING AND FIRE INSPECTOR I/II IN THE BUILDING SAFETY AND FIRE 
PREVENTION DIVISION OF THE DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This report recommends establishing a new classification and salary range for Building 
and Fire Inspector I/II, which combines the duties currently performed by two separate 
classifications; Building Inspector I//II and Fire Inspector.  This consolidation of duties will 
improve service delivery, organizational effectiveness and operational efficiencies as 
well as provide some enhanced career opportunities for staff.  There is no fiscal impact 
associated with this request. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
Periodically, the Human Resources Division receives requests for classification studies 
and conducts classification reviews as necessary, to allow for changes in areas such as 
job responsibilities, organizational structure, and service needs.   
 
As part of the City’s efforts to provide more efficient and effective customer service 
delivery systems, the Human Resources Division recommends the establishment of a 
new classification of Building and Fire Inspector I/II to consolidate duties currently 
performed separately by Building Inspectors and Fire Inspectors. The new classification 
can be flexibly staffed and hiring can be done at either the entry/trainee level (Building 
and Fire Inspector I) or journey level (Building and Fire Inspector II) depending on 
qualifications.  
 
City Management met with potentially affected City personnel and General Teamsters 
Local No. 439, IBT representatives to initiate discussions on transitioning Department 
oversight and merging the classifications.  The premise remains the same.  Both the 
Building Inspector and Fire Inspector classifications perform duties in the areas of 
property inspections, plan review and public education, with one focusing on building 
codes and regulations, and the other on fire codes and regulations.  With the new 
combined classification, one person certified in both building and fire codes and 
regulations will perform duties previously performed by two classifications.  This is a 
pragmatic approach to shore up customer service efforts, streamline and shorten service 
delivery time, and maximize overall service efficiencies.  It also provides an opportunity 
for advancement of personnel skill sets and knowledge base. 
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It is the City’s intent to reallocate vacant positions in the Building Inspector and Fire  
Inspector classifications in the Building Safety and Fire Prevention Division of the 
Development Services Department to the new classification and recruit as soon as  
possible.  Current employees in the existing Building Inspector and Fire Inspector 
classifications have an opportunity to transition to the newly created classification(s) and 
obtain qualifying certificates until fully qualified to perform both building and fire 
inspections.  Those who do not wish to move to the new classification will remain as 
currently classified.   
 
Classification Study Findings 
 
Existing Structure 
 
Both Building Inspectors and Fire Inspectors perform inspection duties for properties at 
various stages of construction, alteration, and repair to ensure compliance with 
applicable laws, codes, ordinances and regulations; assist in review of plans and 
specifications, and provide public education resources.  The notable difference is that 
one classification is certified in Building codes and regulations and the other in Fire 
codes and regulations. 
 
However, in addition to types of duties, the scope of responsibility in terms of nature and 
variety of assignments; judgment and initiative involved in achieving work objectives; 
types of problems solved; impact of decision-making; and types and nature of 
interpersonal contacts by both classifications are all similar. 

 
New Structure 
 
The new recommended classification, Building and Fire Inspector I/II is a flexibly staffed 
classification with an entry/trainee level and a journey level.  Hiring can be done at either 
level depending on qualifications, and incumbents have the opportunity to work to 
acquire certifications from the International Code Council so that they are fully qualified 
as both building and fire inspectors.  
 
Benefits to the City 
 
The City has already combined permit issuance, plans checking and contract sourcing to 
one location for the benefit of contractors and the general public.  The logical next step is 
to combine building and fire inspection staffing so that there is a single inspector from 
start to finish on a project; a single source of information and contact providing savings 
of time and money and more satisfied customers and contractors.  Combining the two 
existing classifications into one makes practical sense in terms of facilitating more 
efficient and customer friendly City operations by streamlining and shortening service 
delivery time. 

 
Additionally, the new classification structure provides City employees with pathways and 
incentives to obtain additional education and skills making them even more valuable  
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assets to assist the City in achieving organizational effectiveness goals and 
strengthening customer value.  More cities are moving toward this new combination 
model or are exploring the option to do so.   

 
Classification Study Recommendations 
 
Based on the results of the classification study, Human Resources recommends that the 
City’s Classification and Compensation Plans and the Position Control Roster be 
amended to incorporate the following adjustments. 
 
Establish Classification Specification and Salary Range:  Building and Fire 
Inspector I/II; Development Services Department, Building Safety and Fire 
Prevention Division; and reallocate two vacant Fire Inspector positions to Building 
and Fire Inspector I/II in the Development Services Department, Building Safety 
and Fire Prevention Division 
 
Staff recommends that the monthly salary range for Building and Fire Inspector I/II be as 
follows:  Building and Fire Inspector I $4,340.00 - $5,275.30 per month 
Building and Fire Inspector II $5,542.90 - $6,737.43 per month 

 
STRATEGIC PLAN 
 

This agenda item supports the City’s Governance Strategy and Business Plan and 
specifically implements the following goal and objectives: 

 
Governance Strategy 
 
Goal 1:  Further develop an organization that attracts, motivates, develops and retains a  

 high quality, engaged, informed and high-performing workforce. 
 
Objective 1b:  Affirm organizational values. 

 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 

Establishment of the classification of Building and Fire Inspector I/II does not impact the 
General Fund.  No additional funding is required since currently budgeted positions in 
the existing classes of Building Inspector II and Fire Inspector will be reallocated to 
Building and Fire Inspector I/II as they become vacant. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

That the City Council, by resolution authorize the Administrative Services Director to 
amend the City’s Classification and Compensation Plans and the Position Control Roster 
by approving the establishment of a classification specification and salary range for 
Building and Fire Inspector I/II; and reallocating two vacant Fire Inspector positions to  
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Building and Fire Inspector I/II in the Development Services Department, Building Safety 
and Fire Prevention Division. 
 
 

Prepared by: Arlene Roberts, Human Resources Analyst II  
           
Reviewed by: Jenny Haruyama, Administrative Services Director 
 
Approved by:  R. Leon Churchill, Jr., City Manager 
                       
 
Attachment:   Exhibit A: Building and Fire Inspector I/II 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

City of Tracy 
BUILDING AND FIRE SAFETY INSPECTOR I / II 

 
Class Title:     Building and Fire Inspector I/II          Class Code:    
Department:   Development Services  
                      Building Safety & Fire Prevention             Bargaining Unit: Teamsters 
EEO Code: 75 Effective Date:  August 20, 2013 
FLSA Status: Non-Exempt Revision History:       
 
DESCRIPTION 
Under supervision, this non-safety classification performs combined building and fire inspection 
duties for industrial, commercial, and residential properties at various stages of construction, 
alteration, and repair to ensure compliance with applicable laws, codes, ordinances and 
regulations; assists in review of building and fire prevention plans and specifications; and 
performs other job related duties as assigned. 
  
DISTINGUISHING CHARACTERISTICS 
The Building and Fire Inspector I/II is a flexibly staffed entry/journey level class and may be 
filled at either level depending on qualifications.  Building and Fire Inspector II positions are 
normally filled by advancement from the lower level of Building and Fire Inspector I; or when 
filled from the outside, require prior building and fire inspection experience and possession of 
required building and fire inspection certificates.  Advancement from Building and Fire 
Inspector I to Building and Fire Inspector II, is based on satisfactory completion of a 
probationary period and after all experience, education, proficiency and certificate requirements 
are met. Incumbents in the Building and Fire Inspector I/II class receive supervision from the 
Supervising Building and Fire Inspector and/or the Building Official.  Building and Fire 
Inspector I/II incumbents do not normally supervise. However, Building and Fire Inspector II 
incumbents may exercise functional technical supervision and training over less experienced 
staff as directed by their supervisor. 
 
BUILDING AND FIRE INSPECTOR I is the entry/trainee level in the Building and Fire 
Inspector series. Incumbents are expected to initially have experience in an area such as building 
trades/construction/building inspector or fire inspection/fire prevention, and learn to perform 
duties in both building and fire inspection.  Incumbents are expected to make steady progress in 
eventually obtaining a total of five certificates as detailed under the Education and Experience 
Requirements. 
 
BUILDING AND FIRE INSPECTOR II is the journey level performing the full range of 
moderate to difficult combination building and fire inspection duties including but not limited to 
infrastructure, building, electrical, plumbing, mechanical, operational permits, and fire 
prevention, suppression and alarm systems, in a variety of residential, commercial and industrial 
buildings.  Incumbents at this level are expected to possess five certificates at the time of hire, 
and ultimately to possess a total of seven certificates as detailed under the Education and 
Experience Requirements. 
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EXAMPLES OF IMPORTANT AND ESSENTIAL DUTIES 
The Building and Fire Inspector I performs, or learns to perform, the following duties at 
trainee/entry level 
The Building and Fire Inspector II performs the following duties at the journey level: 
 
Perform combined building/fire inspections of industrial, commercial, and residential buildings, 
both existing and under construction to ensure compliance with provisions of various codes, 
ordinances and laws related to fire, building, plumbing, mechanical and electrical operational 
permits, state mandated inspections, accessibility, special events, development review and 
business operations 
 
Review documents and plans for buildings and structures to ensure compliance with all 
applicable fire and building codes, ordinances, laws; Review documents and plans for fire 
prevention, fire suppression systems and fire notification devices and systems  
 
Issue permits for work to be performed; Confer with architects, engineers, contractors, builders, 
property owners and others both in the field and office; Explain and interpret fire, building and 
other code requirements and restrictions  
 
Investigate complaints pertaining to violations of fire and building codes and laws; Research 
code related issues for clarification; Assist in the code revisions/adoption process and 
development/revisions of relevant policies and procedures  
 
Assist in investigations related to fire origin and cause 
 
Keep abreast of new developments in building/fire code enforcement and safety provisions; 
attend educational/informational activities to develop increased skills and proficiency; participate 
in staff growth activities including training and development of lower level/trainee staff 
 
Represent the Division in various department, civic and community meetings as required; engage 
in public outreach opportunities 
 
Assist in development and maintenance of educational materials for the general public and staff 
to increase awareness of construction regulation and fire safety requirements and the benefits of 
code compliance in order to reduce property loss and ensure life safety benefits; participate in 
meetings with the public  
 
Coordinate inspection activities with other City departments and divisions and assist in the 
development of inspection check lists 
 
Conduct, calculate and report fire flow data for the purpose of incorporating the data into specific 
designs of fire suppression systems, on-site private water hydrant and operating systems; review 
data, plans and calculations for on-site static water supply and demand 
 
Perform related duties as assigned 
 



  

MINIMUM QUALIFICATIONS 
Applied at the appropriate level as described under Distinguishing Characteristics 
 
Knowledge of: 
All applicable Federal, State and local codes, ordinances and regulations specific to building 
inspection, fire inspection, protection and prevention; plan reading and review 
 
Principles, practices, techniques and equipment related to fire inspection, protection, prevention; 
building inspection and code enforcement operations 
 
Practices, procedures and equipment used in fire investigation, including recognition and 
collection of evidence 
 
Plan reading and review techniques for construction and fire; permit process and handling of 
plans and related documents 
 
Research methods and sources of information and reference materials related to building/fire 
code enforcement  
 
Public presentation techniques and teaching aids; types of informational and educational 
materials 
 
Ability to: 
Conduct comprehensive fire and building inspections; read, understand, interpret and accurately 
apply and enforce codes and standards related to fire and building inspections; issue corrective 
action with firmness and tact and keep relevant records; resolve complaints 
 
Read, interpret and understand building and civil drawings and correctly apply codes and 
standards; review applications, plans and documents for completeness; use a scaled ruler and 
accurately perform mathematical computations as relates to job duties and functions 
 
Communicate effectively both orally and in writing and maintain effective working relationships 
with those encountered in the course of carrying out job duties and functions; Conduct oneself in 
a professional manner 
 
Successfully conduct a fire flow test, including operation and functionality of required apparatus 
 
Prepare or assist in the preparation of informational documents for the public; make 
presentations, use teaching aids such as power point, slides, projection, illustrations, white board 
 
Manage time effectively; work independently; apply good decision making skills 
 
Successfully use applicable computer programs and applications, radio, phones and other 
communication devices 
 
 



  

EDUCATION AND EXPERIENCE 
Any combination of experience and training that would likely provide the required knowledge 
and abilities is qualifying.  A typical way to obtain the knowledge and abilities would be: 
 
BUILDING AND FIRE INSPECTOR I 

Education:     
High School Graduation or GED required. College level courses in fire 
science, fire prevention, building inspection, construction or related course 
work are desirable 

                                        
Experience: 

Four years of experience in the building construction field as an inspector, 
contractor, journey level plumber, electrician, carpenter or related 
craftsperson or four years of experience in fire prevention, fire service, fire 
protection installation or fire protection engineer, architect or engineer 

 
CERTIFICATES 

 
Building Inspection and Fire Inspection Certificates 
As a condition of continued employment, incumbents in this classification are required to 
possess within 6 months of hire a Building Inspection Certificate issued by the 
International Code Council (ICC). This requirement could extend the probationary period 
of 6 months up to, but not more than a total of 12 months.   
 

♦ NOTE: As a condition of continued employment, incumbents are required to 
ultimately possess a total of five certificates: Building Inspector, and Fire 
Inspector I and II, as well as two certificates from among the following: 
Electrical Inspector, issued by the ICC; Mechanical Inspector and Plumbing 
Inspector both issued by the International Association of Plumbing and 
Mechanical Officials (IAPMO); or CASP (Certified Access Specialist 
Program) issued by the Division of the State Architect.  Incumbents will be 
granted up to 60 months, from date of hire, to secure the five certificates.  

 
LICENSES:   Possession of or ability to obtain, and subsequently maintain, an appropriate, valid  

California Driver License. 
   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

EDUCATION AND EXPERIENCE 
Any combination of experience and training that would likely provide the required knowledge 
and abilities is qualifying.  A typical way to obtain the knowledge and abilities would be: 
 
BUILDING AND FIRE INSPECTOR II  

Education:     
High School Graduation or GED required. College level courses in fire 
science, fire prevention, building inspection, construction or related course 
work are desirable  

Experience: 
One year successfully performing increasingly difficult work in the 
Building and Fire Inspector I classification in the City of Tracy conducting 
inspections for both Fire Prevention and Building Inspection;  

             
OR 3 years Journey Level or above experience in a comparable 
classification in another jurisdiction performing combined Fire Prevention 
and Building Inspection duties in commercial structures;  

 
OR three years of Journey level or above experience in a public agency as 
a Fire Inspector AND three years of Journey level experience or above in 
a public agency as a Building Inspector for a total of six years’ experience. 

 
CERTIFICATES 

 
Building Inspection and Fire Inspection Certificates 

            At time of hire must possess a minimum of five certificates as follows: 
♦ Building Inspector certification issued by the ICC 
♦ Fire Inspector I certification issued by the ICC 
♦ Fire Inspector II certification issued by the ICC 
♦ Two certificates from among the following: Electrical Inspector issued by the 

ICC; Mechanical Inspector and Plumbing Inspector issued by the International 
Association of Plumbing and Mechanical Officials (IAPMO); or CASP 
(Certified Access Specialist Program) issued by the Division of the State 
Architect. 

 
NOTE:  As a condition of employment, incumbents in this classification are required to possess  
 within 6 months of hire, one additional certification for a total of six certificates.  This  
 requirement could extend the probationary period of 6 months up to, but not more than  
 a total of 12 months.   

 
 Moreover, as a condition of employment, incumbents are required to ultimately possess  

 a total of seven certificates: Building Inspector, Fire Inspector I and II, Electrical  
 Inspector, Mechanical Inspector, Plumbing Inspector and CASP (Certified Access  

Specialist Program), all from approved issuing agencies as shown above; an additional 
12 months following completion of probation. 

 



  

LICENSES:  Possession of, or ability to obtain, and subsequently maintain, an appropriate,  
 valid California Driver License. 
 
TOOLS AND EQUIPMENT USED 
Computers, including word processing and permitting software; distance, sound and light 
measuring devices; portable radio, phone, ladder or scaffolding; tape measure; vehicles, 
wrenches/other tools as necessary 
 
PHYSICAL REQUIREMENTS 
The physical demands described here are representative of those that must be met by an 
employee to successfully perform the essential functions of this job.  Reasonable 
accommodations may be made to enable individuals with disabilities to perform the essential 
functions. 
 
Work is often performed outdoors in the inspection of land use developments and construction 
sites.  Hand-eye coordination is necessary to operate computers and various pieces of equipment. 
 
While performing the duties of this job, the employee is frequently required to stand; walk, 
sometimes on uneven ground; use hands to finger, handle, or operate objects, tools, or controls; 
and reach with hands and arms.  The employee is occasionally required to sit; climb or balance; 
stoop, kneel, crouch, or crawl; talk, hear, and smell.  
 
The employee must frequently lift and/or move up to 20 pounds and occasionally lift and/or 
move up to 60 pounds.  Specific vision abilities as per DMV requirements. 
 
WORK ENVIRONMENT 
The work environment characteristics described here are representative of those an employee 
encounters while performing the essential functions of this job. Reasonable accommodations 
may be made to enable individuals with disabilities to perform the essential functions.  
 
While performing the duties of this job, the employee occasionally works in difficult outside 
weather conditions.  The employee occasionally works near moving mechanical parts; attic 
under-floor and confined spaces; and in high, precarious places and is occasionally exposed to 
wet and/or humid conditions, fumes or airborne particles, toxic or caustic chemicals, risk of 
electrical shock, and vibration. 
 
The noise level in the work environment is usually quiet to moderate, but occasionally noisy and 
loud at outside locations.  Occasionally the employee must work in extreme temperatures below 
32 and above 110 degrees F. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
The duties listed above are intended only as illustrations of the various types of work that 
may be performed. The omission of specific statements of duties does not exclude them from 
the position if the work is similar, related or a logical assignment to the position. 

 
The job description does not constitute an employment agreement between the City of Tracy 
and employee and is subject to change by the City as the needs of the City and requirements 
of the job change.  



  

RESOLUTION ________ 
 
AUTHORIZING AMENDMENT OF THE CITY’S CLASSIFICATION AND COMPENSATION PLANS 

AND POSITION CONTROL ROSTER BY APPROVING THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A 
CLASSIFICATION SPECIFICATION AND SALARY RANGE FOR BUILDING AND FIRE 

INSPECTOR I/II; AND APPROVING THE REALLOCATION OF TWO VACANT FIRE INSPECTOR 
POSITIONS TO BUILDING AND FIRE INSPECTOR I/II WITHIN THE BUILDING SAFETY AND 

FIRE PREVENTION DIVISION OF THE DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT  
 
WHEREAS, The City has Classification and Compensation Plans and a Position Control 

Roster, and 
 
WHEREAS, The City has completed classification reviews and determined for organizational 

efficiency purposes, to establish a new classification specification of Building and Fire Inspector I/II  
 
WHEREAS, It is necessary to amend the City’s Classification and Compensation Plans and 

the Position Control Roster as follows: 
 
1. Establish a new classification and Salary Range for Building and Fire Inspector I/II as 

described in Exhibit A;  
 
a. Salary Range: Building and Fire Inspector I $4,340.00 - $5,275.30 per month 
b. Salary Range: Building and Fire Inspector II $5,542.90 - $6,737.43 per month 

 
2. Reallocate two vacant Fire Inspector positions to Building and Fire Inspector I/II in 

Development Services Department, Building Safety and Fire Prevention Division 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the City Council authorizes the Administrative 
Services Director to amend the City’s Classification Plan for the established classification; and 
 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Budget Officer is authorized to amend the 
Compensation Plan and the Position Control Roster to reflect the approved changes.  

 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  

 
The foregoing Resolution ________ was adopted by the Tracy City Council on the 20th day 

of August, 2013 by the following votes: 
 
AYES:              COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
NOES:             COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
ABSENT:         COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
ABSTAIN:        COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 

     ____________________________ 
                                                                                                  Mayor 
ATTEST: 
_____________________ 
City Clerk 



          August 20, 2013 
 

AGENDA ITEM 1.H 
 
REQUEST 
 

AUTHORIZE AN AMENDMENT OF THE CITY’S CLASSIFICATION AND 
COMPENSATION PLANS AND POSITION CONTROL ROSTER BY APPROVING THE 
ESTABLISHMENT OF A NEW LIMITED SERVICES CLASSIFICATION 
SPECIFICATION AND SALARY RANGE FOR FACILITY ATTENDANT; RECLASSIFY 
FIVE (5) INCUMBENT RECREATION LEADER II EMPLOYEES TO THE FACILITY 
ATTENDANT CLASSIFICATION IN THE COMMUNITY FACILITIES DIVISION OF THE 
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT; AND AUTHORIZE A FY 13/14 SUPPLEMENTAL 
BUDGET APPROPRIATION  
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Staff recommends establishment of a limited services classification of Facility Attendant 
as part of achieving organizational efficiency goals and objectives to meet service needs 
and reclassification of incumbents to Facility Attendant.  The proposed reclassification will 
require a supplemental appropriation of approximately $4,200. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
Periodically, the Human Resources Division conducts classification reviews as necessary 
to allow for changes in job responsibilities, organizational structures, and/or service 
needs.  
 
There are times when it is necessary for part-time temporary employees to fill service 
needs in the City.  A number of limited services classifications already exist for that 
purpose.  The existing limited services Recreation Leader II classification is designed for 
part-time temporary employees who lead and conduct activities and programs at various 
City facilities.  The Recreation Leader II classification has been used to fill positions 
where duties are focused on the oversight of the use of City facilities and not on planning 
or leading the programs and activities occurring at facilities.  The classification has also 
been used because no other appropriate job classification was available.  
 
However, with the evolution of the duties governing facilities oversight and increasing 
demand for use of/access to City facilities, there needs to be an associated increase in 
City staffing and resources to meet the demand.  Based on a review of the Recreation 
Leader II classification, it is clear that this classification is not appropriate for the different 
duties, knowledge, skills and abilities required for positions responsible for oversight of 
City facilities.  As such the new classification is recommended to capture duties and 
responsibilities that are position-focused and more accurate.  
 
This report recommends establishing a job classification and salary range for the new 
position of Facility Attendant. 
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Establish Classification Specification and Salary Range:   Facility Attendant, 
Community Facilities Division of the Public Works Department.  
 
The Human Resources Division recommends approval of the job classification of Facility 
Attendant.  The position is a limited service classification within the Community Facilities 
Division of the Public Works Department.  The Facility Attendant assists the public, 
renters, sports organizations and other groups who use City facilities; understands and 
follows City policies related to the use of City facilities, maintains good customer 
relations, and responds appropriately to unexpected situations that may arise. 
 
The Facility Attendant is supervised by management in the Community Facilities Division 
and is paid on an hourly basis.  The hourly rate for the Facility Attendant is established at 
$13.32 to $16.19.  This pay range is midway between the Recreation Leader II and 
Recreation Leader III.   

 
Classification Study Findings 
 
The existing Recreation Leader II classification is designed for use by employees who 
primarily lead and conduct recreation programs and community events, assist staff in  
planning programs and events, prepare program materials, and work with program 
supplies and materials.  
 
However, as job responsibilities and service needs have evolved, the Recreation Leader 
II classification is also used for employees who do not conduct and work with recreation 
programs and community events, but instead perform duties related to the oversight of 
the City’s recreation facilities and assisting facility users.  The difference in job duties 
requires different qualifications, knowledge, skill and abilities and therefore a different 
recruitment and hiring focus. Therefore, the Recreation Leader II classification is not 
appropriate for employees performing job duties related to facility oversight.  Because no 
appropriate job classification currently exists, a new classification of Facility Attendant will 
meet the Public Works Department’s need for an accurate job description. 
 
Classification Study Recommendations 
 
Based on the results of the classification study, staff recommends that the City’s 
Classification and Compensation Plans and the Position Control Roster be amended to 
incorporate the following adjustments:  
 
 Establish a new limited services class specification for Facility Attendant 
 Establish a pay range of $13.32 to $16.19 per hour 
 Reclassify and reallocate existing, applicable Recreation Leader II positions to Facility 

Attendant in the Community Facilities Division of the Public Works Department per 
Personnel Rule 8.10. 

 It is anticipated that approximately five (5) positions will be reclassified and 
reallocated.  
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STRATEGIC PLAN 
 

This agenda item supports the City’s Governance Strategy and Business Plan, and 
specifically implements the following goals and objectives: 

 
Governance Strategy 
 
Goal 1:  Further develop an organization to attract, motivate, develop and retain a  

 high quality, engaged, high-performing and informed workforce. 
 
Objective 1b:  Affirm organizational values. 

 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 

The proposed reclassification of five (5) Recreation Leader II positions to the newly 
created Facility Attendant classification will require a FY 13/14 General Fund 
supplemental budget appropriation in the amount of $4,200.  It is anticipated that the 
reclassification will become effective January 1, 2014.  The estimated, ongoing annual 
cost to the General Fund for FY 14/15 and beyond is $8,400.  
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

That the City Council, by resolution authorizes the Administrative Services Director to 
amend the City’s Classification and Compensation Plans and the Position Control Roster 
to establish a Limited Services class specification and salary range for Facility Attendant; 
reclassify five (5) incumbents to Facility Attendant within the Community Facilities 
Division of the Public Works Department; and authorize a FY 13/14 supplemental 
appropriation in the amount of $4,200. 
 
 

Prepared by:  Arlene Roberts, Human Resources Analyst II 
 
Reviewed by:  Jenny Haruyama, Administrative Services Director 
 
Approved by:  R. Leon Churchill Jr., City Manager 
 
Attachment:   A - Facility Attendant (Temporary/Limited Services) Job Description 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

ATTACHMENT A 
City of Tracy 
 

FACILITY ATTENDANT 
(Temporary/Limited Service) 

 
Class Title:      Facility Attendant                                          Class Code:      
Department:    Public Works, Community                             Bargaining Unit: Limited Services                               
                       Facilities Division                                                      Employee (LSE) 
EEO Code:      73                                                                                                                          
FLSA Status:  Non-Exempt                               Effective Date: 8/20/13               
         
DESCRIPTION 
 
Under general supervision, the Facility Attendant provides support for the use and rental of City 
facilities, buildings, and parks; provides information and assistance to users and renters; ensures 
user compliance with policies, regulations and laws pertaining to facility use, safety and 
acceptable activities; performs other duties as assigned. 
 
DISTINGUISHING CHARACTERISTICS 
 
The Facility Attendant works with and assists the public, renters, sports organizations and other 
groups who use City facilities. Working independently, the Facility Attendant must be able to 
make sound and well thought-out decisions, solve problems, understand and follow City policies 
relating to the use of City facilities, effectively assist and communicate appropriately with facility 
users, maintain good customer relations, and respond appropriately to unexpected situations 
that may arise. 
 
The Facility Attendant is distinguished from the Recreation Leader II in that the latter conducts 
recreation programs and community events, assists staff in planning programs and sets up 
facilities for specific programs and events.  
 
Supervision is received from management in the Community Facilities Division of the Public 
Works Department.  The Facility Attendant does not supervise but may assist in training other 
temporary employees. 
 
EXAMPLES OF IMPORTANT AND ESSENTIAL DUTIES 
 
Duties may include, but are not limited to, the following: 
 

Meet and greet facility users at various sites 
 
Perform facility check-in or check-out as needed 
 
Follow established facility use guidelines, policies and procedures 
 
Provide assistance and information to park and facility users 

 



 

 

 

Inform facility users of City laws, policies and procedures pertaining to facility use and safety, 
and ensure that users are in compliance 
 
Prepare sports fields for games and tournaments: set up bases, drag and water fields, clean 
dugouts, turn off/ on lights.  
 
Monitor rosters during baseball games and tournaments  
 
Monitor dugouts at Tracy Sports Complex for prohibited alcohol use, outside food and 
littering  
 
Perform minor clean-up or repairs as needed  
 
Perform inspections of facilities to ensure safety and cleanliness 
 
Attend staff meetings and training as needed  
 
May assist in training other staff 
 
Perform other duties as assigned 

 
MINIMUM QUALIFICATIONS 
 
Knowledge of: 
 

Successful methods for providing positive customer service 
 
Effective customer communication techniques 
 
Methods for conflict resolution 
 
Applicable City laws, rules and regulations 
 
Safety and cleanliness standards 

 
Ability to: 

 
Effectively communicate verbally with the public and facility users 
 
Successfully carry out written and oral instructions 
 
Work independently to carry out duties 
 
Mediate disputes between individuals 
 
Prioritize and track work assignments 
 
Operate a motorized vehicle 
 
Perform unskilled maintenance tasks such as clean up and minor repairs 



 

 

 

 
Take immediate action in emergency situations 
 
Exercise good judgment  
 
Maintain a professional demeanor as a representative of the City 

 
Establish and maintain effective working relationships within the department and the 
community 
 

EDUCATION AND EXPERIENCE 

Any combination of experience and training that would likely provide the required knowledge and 
abilities is qualifying.  A typical way to obtain the knowledge and abilities would be: 
 
Education:     

   
A high school diploma or GED.  Training or coursework that would provide the necessary 
knowledge for a successful Facility Attendant are desirable 
 
Experience: 
 
Equivalent to one year experience either paid or volunteer as a facility monitor, attendant or 
manager; in the hospitality industry; recreation field; or other similar positions which require close 
interaction with the public and would provide relevant experience necessary for successful 
performance as a Facility Attendant  
 
SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS 
 
This job requires working variable hours from five (5) to thirty (30) hours per week. Most hours 
worked are evenings and weekends 
 
In accordance with Education Code 10911.5, employees having direct contact with minors must 
be fingerprinted. Applicants selected must pass a physical exam, which includes drug screening 
and TB testing, fingerprint background check.  
 
Certification in First Aid/CPR 
 
Must be at least 18 years of age 
 
LICENSES AND CERTIFICATES 
 
Possession of, or ability to obtain, by the date of hire, a valid California Class C driver’s license. 
 
PHYSICAL DEMANDS 
 
The physical demands described here are representative of those that must be met by an 
employee to successfully perform the essential functions of this job.  Reasonable 
accommodations may be made to enable individuals with disabilities to perform the essential 
functions.  



 

 

 

 
The employee is frequently required to stand and talk or hear;  navigate open turf, non-
landscaped areas and/or uneven terrain; and  lift objects up to 25 pounds  
WORK ENVIRONMENT 
 
The work environment characteristics described here are representative of those an employee 
encounters while performing the essential functions of this job.  Reasonable accommodations 
may be made to enable individuals with disabilities to perform the essential functions. 
 
While performing the duties of the job, the employee will regularly be called upon to perform the 
functions of the position in outside weather conditions.  Such conditions could expose the 
employee to extreme hot and cold temperatures, humid or wet conditions.  The employee may 
also be exposed to dust, dirt, mud fumes or airborne particles, toxic or caustic chemicals and the 
risk of electric shock.  
 
 
 
` 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The duties listed above are intended only as illustrations of the various types of work that may be 
performed. The omission of specific statements of duties does not exclude them from the position if the 
work is similar, related or a logical assignment to the position. 

 
This job description does not constitute an employment agreement between the City of Tracy and 
employee and is subject to change by the City as the needs of the City and requirements of the job change.  



 

 

 

 
RESOLUTION ______ 

 
AUTHORIZING AMENDMENT OF THE CITY’S CLASSIFICATION AND 

COMPENSATION PLANS AND POSITION CONTROL ROSTER BY APPROVING THE 
ESTABLISHMENT OF A NEW LIMITED SERVICES CLASSIFICATION SPECIFICATION 

AND SALARY RANGE FOR FACILITY ATTENDANT; RECLASSIFYING FIVE (5) 
INCUMBENT RECREATION LEADER II EMPLOYEES TO THE FACILITY ATTENDANT 

CLASSIFICATION IN THE COMMUNITY FACILITIES DIVISION OF THE PUBLIC 
WORKS DEPARTMENT; AND AUTHORIZING A F/Y 13/14 SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET 

APPROPRIATION 
 

WHEREAS, The City has Classification and Compensation Plans, and a Position Control 
Roster, and 

 
WHEREAS, The City has completed a classification review and determined it is in the 

best interest and efficiency of the Public Works Department to establish a new Facility Attendant 
classification and salary range and reclassify incumbents to Facility Attendant to further the 
organizational effectiveness goals of the City; 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, as follows: 
 
1. City Council authorizes the Administrative Services Director to amend the City’s  

Classification and Compensation Plans and the Position Control Roster as follows: 
 

a. Establish Limited Services Classification: Facility Attendant  in the Community 
Facilities Division of the Public Works Department at a Salary Range of $13.32 to 
$16.19 per hour. 

b. Reclassify incumbents to Facility Attendant in the Community Facilities Division of 
the Public Works Department. 

 
2. The Budget Officer is authorized to amend the Position Control Roster, reclassify  

incumbents to reflect the amendments set forth above, and authorize a FY13/14 
supplemental budget appropriation, effective January 1, 2014. 

 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  

 
The foregoing Resolution ________ was adopted by the Tracy City Council on the 20th 

day of August, 2013 by the following votes: 
 
AYES: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
NOES: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 

____________________________ 
Mayor 

ATTEST: 
 
________________ 
City Clerk 



August 20, 2013 
 

AGENDA ITEM 1.I 
 

REQUEST 
 

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TRACY ACTING AS THE GOVERNING BODY 
OF THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY FOR THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
OF THE CITY OF TRACY APPROVING THE RECOGNIZED OBLIGATION 
PAYMENT SCHEDULE (ROPS) 

 
DISCUSSION 
 

Effective February 1, 2012, the State of California dissolved redevelopment agencies 
through the passage of ABX1 26 and replaced them with successor agencies. The City 
of Tracy City Council elected to serve as the successor agency for the former City of 
Tracy Community Development Agency (CDA).  The City Council previously approved 
an Enforceable Obligation Payment Schedule (EOPS) which listed various financial 
obligations of the City’s former CDA. The law now requires that successor agencies 
adopt a Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS) listing all enforceable 
obligations proposed for payment.  Attached is ROPS 13-14B for the period  
January 1, 2014 thru June 30, 2014. 
 

STRATEGIC PLAN 
 
This item is routine and not related to one of the City Council’s Strategic Plans. 

 
FISCAL IMPACT 

 
There is no fiscal impact to the City’s General Fund. Recognized obligations are paid 
from property tax revenue that previously was allocated to the Tracy Community 
Development Agency. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

 
It is recommended the City Council adopt the attached resolution approving the 
Recognized Obligation Payments Schedule of the former Tracy Community 
Development Agency for the period January 1, 2014 through June 30, 2014. 
 
 
 
 

Prepared by: Robert Harmon, Senior Accountant 
Reviewed by: Jenny Haruyama, Finance and Administrative Services Director 
Approved by: R. Leon Churchill, Jr., City Manager 
Attachments: Attachment A 

 
 



TRACY (SAN JOAQUIN)
RECOGNIZED PAYMENT OBLIGATION SCHEDULE (ROPS 13-14B)

January 1, 2014 through June 30, 2014

Item # Project Name/Debt Obligation

Contract/
Agreement

Execution Date Payee Description/Project Scope
Project
Area

Total Outstanding
Debt or 

Obligation

Total Due During
Fiscal Year

2013-14
Bond

Proceeds
Reserve
Balance

Admin
Allowance RPTTF Other

Six-Month
Total

$86,774,084 $4,374,287 $0 $0 $125,000 $2,518,144 $0 $2,643,144

1 2003 Tax Allocation Bonds A 12/1/2003 BNY Mellon Debt Principal Thru 2034 1 28,580,000 850,000 0 0 0 850,000 0 850,000

2 2003 Tax Allocation Bonds A 12/1/2003 BNY Mellon Debt Interest Thru 2034 1 16,831,809 1,345,044 0 0 0 672,522 0 672,522

3 2003 Tax Allocation Bonds B 12/1/2003 BNY Mellon Debt Principal Thru 2034 1 17,695,000 450,000 0 0 0 450,000 0 450,000

4 2003 Tax Allocation Bonds B 12/1/2003 BNY Mellon Debt Interest Thru 2034 1 13,005,275 1,067,243 0 0 0 533,622 0 533,622

5 2008 Lease Revenue Bonds 12/16/2008 City of Tracy Agency Share of Cit Debt Thru 2038 1 10,400,000 400,000 0 0 0 0 0 0

6 Successor Agency Admin Costs 7/1/2013 City of Tracy Successor Agency Administration 1 250,000 250,000 0 0 125,000 0 0 125,000

7 2003 Tax Alloc. Bonds A & B 12/1/2003 BNY Mellon Payee and Trustee Expenses 1 12,000 12,000 0 0 0 12,000 0 12,000

Funding Source
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RESOLUTION ________ 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TRACY, ACTING AS THE 
GOVERNING BOARD OF THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY FOR THE COMMUNITY 

DEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY OF TRACY, APPROVING THE RECOGNIZED 
OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE 

 
WHEREAS, The California state legislature enacted Assembly Bill x1 26 (the 

"Dissolution Act") to dissolve redevelopment agencies formed under the Community 
Redevelopment Law (Health and Safety Code Section 33000 et seq.); and 
 

WHEREAS, On January 19, 2012 and pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 
34173, the City Council of the City of Tracy (the "City Council") declared that the City of Tracy, a 
municipal corporation (the "City"), would act as successor agency (the "Successor Agency") for 
the dissolved Community Development Agency of the City of Tracy (the "Former CDA") 
effective February 1, 2012; and 
 

WHEREAS, On February 1, 2012, the Former CDA was dissolved pursuant to Health 
and Safety Code Section 34172; and 
 

WHEREAS, The Dissolution Act provides for the appointment of an oversight board (the 
"Oversight Board") with specific duties to approve certain Successor Agency actions pursuant to 
Health and Safety Code Section 34180 and to direct the Successor Agency in certain other 
actions pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34181; and 
 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 34177(l)(2)(A) requires the Successor 
Agency to prepare a draft recognized obligation payment schedule (the "ROPS") and make 
associated notifications and distributions; 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That City Council, acting as the Governing 
Board of the Successor Agency, hereby authorizes and directs the City Manager or the City 
Manager's designee, acting on behalf of the Successor Agency, to organize and call the 
meetings of the Oversight Board to facilitate the Oversight Board's approval of the ROPS. 
 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That City Council, acting as the Governing Board of the 
Successor Agency, hereby approves the ROPS which contains the Successor Agency 
Administrative Cost Estimates. 
 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That City Council, acting as the Governing Board of the 
Successor Agency, hereby authorizes and directs the City Manager or the City Manager's 
designee, acting on behalf of the Successor Agency, to file, post, mail or otherwise deliver via 
electronic mail, internet posting, and/or hardcopy, all notices and transmittals necessary or 
convenient in connection with approval of the ROPS, and other actions taken pursuant to this 
Resolution. 
 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Resolution shall take immediate effect upon 
adoption. 
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ADOPTED August 20, 2013, by the City Council of the City of Tracy, acting in its 
capacity as the Successor Agency of the Redevelopment Agency of the City of Tracy, by the 
following vote, to wit: 
 
AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSTAIN: 
ABSENT: 

 
 

______________________________ 
Chair 
 

 ATTEST: 
 
_______________________________ 
Successor Agency Secretary 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Successor Agency Counsel 
 



August 20, 2013 
 

AGENDA ITEM 1.J 
 

REQUEST 
 

AUTHORIZE THE PURCHASE OF FOUR CHEVROLET CAPRICE PPV SEDANS 
FROM WONDRIES FLEET SALES OF ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 As part of the FY 2013/14 operating budget, funds were appropriated to replace and up 

fit four existing police patrol vehicles that exceeded their life expectancy. The patrol 
vehicles will be replaced with a new make and model using Chevrolet Caprice Police 
Patrol Vehicles (PPVs) for a cost of approximately $128,247. 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
 The FY 2013/14 operating budget designated approximately $164,000 to replace four 

Crown Victoria Police Interceptor police patrol vehicles. However, because Ford Motor 
Company halted production of the Interceptor patrol vehicle, the Police Department will 
replace part of its fleet with a new make and model using Chevrolet Caprice Police 
Patrol Vehicles (PPVs). After researching several other vehicle manufacturers and 
model options, the Chevrolet Caprice PPV was found to be the best product available to 
meet the Department’s public safety needs.  

 
The City will purchase the four police patrol vehicles from Wondries Fleet Group, dba 
National Auto Fleet Group (NAFG) through the National Joint Powers Alliance, contract 
number 102811-NAF. The National Joint Powers Alliance® (NJPA) is a municipal 
contracting government agency that serves education and government agencies 
nationally through competitively bid and awarded contract purchasing solutions.  The 
City of Tracy is an established customer with the Alliance (customer number 18531) and 
is authorized to make purchases using cooperative purchasing agreements via Tracy 
Municipal Code section 2.20.220. 
 
The purchase price of the replacement vehicles is approximately $128,247. 

 
STRATEGIC PLAN 
 
 This agenda item is a routine operational item and does not relate to Council’s strategic 

plans. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 
 The replacement of the four police patrol vehicles will not impact the General Fund.  

Approximately $164,000 was appropriated as part of the FY 2013/14 operating budget.   
The Wondries Fleet Sales bid was $128,247, allowing the remainder of $35,753 to be 
used for up fitting costs. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
 
 Staff recommends that City Council approve, by resolution, the purchase of four 

Chevrolet Caprice PPVs from Wondries Fleet Sales in the amount of $128,247 from the 
approved FY 2013/14 vehicle replacement budget. 

 
 
Prepared by: David Sant, Police Lieutenant 
 
Reviewed by: Jeremy Watney, Acting Chief of Police 
 
Approved by: R. Leon Churchill, Jr. City Manager 



RESOLUTION ________ 
 

AUTHORIZING AWARD OF THE PURCHASE OF FOUR CHEVROLET CAPRICE POLICE 
PATROL VEHICLES TO WONDRIES FLEET SALES OF ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 

 
 WHEREAS, The procurement of four replacement police vehicles including the purchase 
and outfitting of all four vehicles with associated emergency equipment has been budgeted in 
the 2013-14 fiscal year vehicle replacement budget, and 
 
 WHEREAS, As of March 2011, Ford Motor Company has halted production of the Crown 
Victoria Police Interceptor, and 
 
 WHEREAS, Wondries Fleet Group is able to acquire the Chevrolet Caprice Police Patrol 
Vehicle, and 
 
 WHEREAS, These vehicles are available to purchase under the National Joint Powers 
Alliance Contract #102811-NAF (expires 2016);  
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That City Council does hereby authorize the 
purchase of four Chevrolet Caprice Police Patrol Vehicles from Wondries Fleet Sales in the 
amount of $128,247 as authorized in account number 606-59310-682-E1089. 
 

************** 
 
 The foregoing Resolution ________ is hereby passed and adopted by the Tracy City 
Council this 20th day of August, 2013, by the following vote: 
 
AYES:   COUNCIL MEMBERS 
 
NOES:   COUNCIL MEMBERS 
 
ABSENT:  COUNCIL MEMBERS 
 
ABSTAIN:  COUNCIL MEMBERS 
 

__________________________________ 
            MAYOR 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_____________________________________ 
CITY CLERK 



  August 20, 2013 
 

AGENDA ITEM  
 
 
REQUEST 
  

ACCEPT A GRANT FROM THE CALIFORNIA OFFICE OF TRAFFIC SAFETY AND 

APPROPRIATE $69,731 OF REIMBURSEABLE FUNDS FROM THE GENERAL FUND 

TO THE POLICE DEPARTMENT’S FISCAL YEAR 2013-14 BUDGET FOR THE 

SELECTIVE TRAFFIC ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM (STEP) GRANT  

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The City of Tracy has been awarded $69,731 from the Office of Traffic Safety (OTS) for 
the Selective Traffic Enforcement Program (STEP) to reduce the number of persons 
killed and injured in crashes involving alcohol, speed, red light running, and other 
primary collision factors.  The grant is 100% reimbursable and requires no matching of 
City funds.  The grant will require an upfront appropriation of $69,731 which will be 
reimbursed as it is expensed. 

DISCUSSION 
  
 The funded strategies may include: DUI saturation patrols to apprehend drunk drivers; 

concentrate on speed, aggressive driving, seatbelt enforcement, intersection operations, 
and special enforcement operations encouraging motorcycle safety, warrant service 
operations targeting multiple DUI offenders who violate probation terms or fail to appear 
in court, and distracted driving enforcement operations.  

  
 The budget will consist of personnel overtime costs, travel for training, and equipment. 
 
  
 
  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXPENSES BUDGET 

Personnel Overtime  

Traffic Enforcement $18,136.83 
Saturation Patrols $18,136.83 
Motorcycle Enforcement  $1,787.49 
Warrant Service $5,900.20 
Distracted Driving $11,800.75 
Subtotal Personnel Overtime $55,762.10 
  

Travel/Training  
In-State $2,523.17 
Out-of-State $2,000.00 
Subtotal Travel/Training $4,523.17 
  

Other Direct Costs  
Lidar Device $2,495.72 
Educational Materials $3,050.00 
Radar Device $3,900.00 
Subtotal Other Direct Costs $9,445.72 
TOTAL $69,731 
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STRATEGIC PLAN 
 
 This agenda item relates to the Public Safety Strategy Priority in the Council’s Strategic 

Plan. The Public Safety Strategy Plan focuses on promoting a responsive public safety 
system that includes civic engagement and partnerships, community involvement, public 
education and offering prevention, intervention and suppression services that meet the 
needs of Tracy residents.  Specifically, Goal 4 is to reduce the number of major injury 
collisions through public awareness of traffic safety and increasing traffic related 
enforcement by 5%. 

 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 
 Receiving the grant will require an initial appropriation to the police department in the 

amount of $69,731.  The OTS grant is 100% reimbursable with no matching 
requirement of the City.  Reimbursement is requested as funds are expended. 

  
 The grant funds cover all costs related to administering the grant objectives including 

purchases of supplies, printing of educational materials, training and travel expenses 
and overtime costs of personnel.  

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
 That the City Council, by resolution, authorize acceptance of the grant and the 

appropriation of $69,731 of reimbursable funds from the general fund to the police 
department’s Fiscal Year 2013-14 budget for the Selective Traffic Enforcement Program 
(STEP) Grant. 

 
Prepared by: Lani Smith, Division Manager 
 
Reviewed by: Gary R. Hampton, Chief of Police 
  Jenny Haruyama, Administrative Services Director 
 
Approved by:  Leon Churchill, Jr., City Manager 
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RESOLUTION ________ 

 
AUTHORIZING THE ACCEPTANCE OF A GRANT FROM THE OFFICE OF  

TRAFFIC SAFETY AND THE APPROPRIATION OF $69,731 OF REIMBURSEABLE 
FUNDS FROM THE GENERAL FUND TO THE POLICE DEPARTMENT’S  

FISCAL YEAR 2013-2014 BUDGET FOR THE  
SELECTIVE TRAFFIC ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM (STEP) GRANT 

 
 WHEREAS, The California Office of Traffic Safety has awarded the City of Tracy with 
the Selective Traffic Enforcement Program (STEP) Grant to reduce the number of persons 
killed and injured in crashes involving alcohol, speed, red light running, and other primary 
collisions factors, and 
 
 WHEREAS, The City of Tracy was awarded $69,731 of reimbursable funds, and 
 
 WHEREAS, The Tracy Police Department intends to use the appropriation to purchase 
equipment, provide training and overtime costs of personnel  
 
 NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That City Council hereby authorizes the 
appropriation of $69,731 from the California Office of Traffic Safety to reduce the number of 
major injury collisions through public awareness of traffic safety and increasing traffic related 
enforcement. 
 

* * * * * * * * 
 

 The foregoing Resolution ________ was passed and adopted by the Tracy City Council 
on the ________day of ________, 2013, by the following vote: 
 
 
AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
       __________________________________ 

      Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
___________________________________ 
City Clerk 
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  August 20, 2013 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM  
 
REQUEST 
  

ACCEPT A GRANT FROM THE CALIFORNIA OFFICE OF TRAFFIC SAFETY AND 

APPROPRIATE $39,118 OF REIMBURSEABLE FUNDS FROM THE GENERAL FUND 

TO THE POLICE DEPARTMENT’S FISCAL YEAR 2013-14 BUDGET FOR THE 

SOBRIETY CHECKPOINT GRANT PROGRAM AND AUTHORIZE THE POLICE 

CHIEF TO EXECUTE THE GRANT AGREEMENT 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The City of Tracy has been awarded $39,118 from the Office of Traffic Safety (OTS) for 
the Sobriety Checkpoint Grant Program to reduce the number of persons killed and 
injured in crashes involving alcohol.  The grant is 100% reimbursable and requires no 
matching of City funds.  The grant will require an upfront appropriation of $39,118 which 
will be reimbursed as it is expensed. 

DISCUSSION 
  
 The approval is for the operation of four checkpoints in Tracy in the period, October 1, 

2013 to September 30, 2014.  The grant funding reimburses for the actual overtime cost 
for checkpoint operations and approved checkpoint supplies.  The checkpoint supplies 
include items such as traffic cones, signage, safety vests, PAS device, lighting device, 
portable generator, portable heaters, and fatigue mats. The total reimbursement will not 
exceed the award amount.  

  
 The budget will consist of personnel costs and equipment. 
 

EXPENSES BUDGET 

Personnel Overtime  
(4 checkpoints) 

$28,180 

Checkpoint Supplies $10,938 

TOTAL $39,118 

 
STRATEGIC PLAN 
 
 This agenda item relates to the Public Safety Strategy Priority in the Council’s Strategic 

Plan. The Public Safety Strategy Plan focuses on promoting a responsive public safety 
system that includes civic engagement and partnerships, community involvement, public 
education and offering prevention, intervention and suppression services that meet the 
needs of Tracy residents.  Specifically, Goal 4 is to reduce the number of major injury 
collisions through public awareness of traffic safety and increasing traffic related 
enforcement by 5%. 
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FISCAL IMPACT 
 
 Receiving the grant will require an initial appropriation to the Police Department in the 

amount of $39,811.  The OTS grant is 100% reimbursable with no matching 
requirement of the City.  Reimbursement is requested as funds are expended. 

  
 The grant funds cover all costs related to administering the grant objectives including 

purchases of supplies, printing of signage, and overtime costs of personnel.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
 That the City Council, by resolution, authorizes the acceptance of the grant and the 

appropriation of $39,118 of reimbursable funds from the general fund to the police 
department’s Fiscal Year 2013-14 budget for the Sobriety Checkpoint Grant Program 
and authorizes the Police Chief to execute the Grant Agreement.   

 
Prepared by: Lani Smith, Division Manager 
 
Reviewed by: Gary R. Hampton, Chief of Police 
  Jenny Haruyama, Administrative Services Director 
 
Approved by:  Leon Churchill, Jr., City Manager 

sandrae
Typewritten Text
1.L



   
RESOLUTION ________ 

 
 

AUTHORIZING THE ACCEPTANCE OF A GRANT FROM THE OFFICE OF TRAFFIC 
SAFETY AND THE APPROPRIATION OF $39,118 OF REIMBURSEABLE FUNDS 

FROM THE GENERAL FUND TO THE POLICE DEPARTMENT’S FISCAL YEAR 2013-
2014 BUDGET FOR THE SOBRIETY CHECKPOINT GRANT PROGRAM AND 
AUTHORIZE THE POLICE CHIEF TO EXECUTE THE GRANT AGREEMENT 

 
 

 WHEREAS, The California Office of Traffic Safety has awarded the City of Tracy with 
the Sobriety Check Point Grant to reduce the number of persons killed and injured in crashes 
involving alcohol as the primary collisions factor, and 
 
 WHEREAS, The City of Tracy was awarded $39,118 of reimbursable funds, and 
 
 WHEREAS, The Tracy Police Department intends to use the appropriation to purchase 
equipment and overtime costs of personnel. 
 
 NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That City Council hereby authorizes the 
appropriation of $39,118 from the California Office of Traffic Safety to reduce the number of 
major injury collisions through public awareness of traffic safety and increasing traffic related 
enforcement and authorizes the Police Chief to execute the Grant Agreement. 
 

* * * * * * * * 
 

 The foregoing Resolution ________ was passed and adopted by the Tracy City Council 
on the ________day of ________, 2013, by the following vote: 
 
 
AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
       __________________________________ 

      Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
___________________________________ 
City Clerk 
 



          August 20, 2013 
 

AGENDA ITEM  
 
REQUEST 
 

PUBLIC HEARING TO FORGO STANDARD PROCUREMENT PROCESSES 
TO CONTRACT  WITH PG&E FOR LED STREET LIGHT RETROFIT PROGRAM; 
CONSIDER APPROVAL OF PG&E STREET LIGHT AGREEMENT, SUBMITTAL OF 
THE ON-BILL FINANCIAL SUPPLEMENT AND CUSTOMIZED RETROFIT 
INCENTIVE APPLICATION FOR STREET LIGHT RETROFIT PROGRAM AND 
AUTHORIZE THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE ANY ASSOCIATED AGREEMENTS AND 
APPLICATIONS  

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
The City owns and maintains 4,602 street lights which are primarily high pressure 
sodium fixtures. Light Emitting Diode (LED) fixtures are now readily available and tested, 
and take considerably less energy. The City has an opportunity to collaborate with 
PG&E, to accomplish a partial change out of overhead street lights to lower energy-use 
fixtures, and realize an annual cost savings through lower per-fixture electricity rates. 
The work would be accomplished by obtaining a zero-interest loan through the PG&E 
On-Bill Financing (OBF) Program and PG&E would complete the change out through a 
licensed installation contractor. The City would reimburse PG&E for its work from the 
loan proceeds, and the annual cost savings would then be used to repay the loan. 
Savings would then be realized in future years after the loan is repaid.   

DISCUSSION 

 Light Emitting Diode (LED) Technology – Street Lights 

In early deployments, LED street light technology was met with varying degrees of 
community acceptance. This technology has been continuously tested and improved 
over time and has entered the mainstream as the best overall economic solution for 
community lighting. As evidence of the viability of LED technology for outdoor area 
lighting, the City of Los Angeles is well on their way to replacing over 100,000 street 
lights and 50+ communities in the PG&E service area have successfully installed LED 
street lights over the past 4 years. LED street lights last longer than traditional high 
pressure sodium (HPS) lighting currently installed throughout the City. The LED light 
increases clarity and color distinction for the viewer. The LED light head has the ability to 
direct light down as opposed to the HPS fixtures that allow light to spill all around the 
head. LED technology reduces energy consumption thereby reducing energy costs. LED 
street lights will require less maintenance/replacement over time and will reduce the 
level of light pollution currently generated by City street lights. 

City staff has recently installed LED lighting during the road widening project on Corral 
Hollow Road; North of Grant Line Road to the West Valley Mall entrance.  

LED lighting provides a number of benefits to the community. The lighting consumes 
less energy than traditional lighting, which costs less, supporting Council’s commitment 
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to increased operational efficiencies. LED lighting can be better directed, reducing light 
pollution, contains no mercury and lasts three to five times longer than the existing HPS.   

 
Conversion to LED Street Lights 
 
The City spends approximately $550,000 each year on electricity for 4,602 street lights 
throughout the City. The lighting system includes a variety of light fixtures, but the 
majority are high pressure sodium (HPS), which have been the standard for many years. 
Converting approximately 400 lights of the overall system to Light Emitting Diode (LED) 
technology will cost the City approximately $250,000 and reduce the City’s electric bill by 
about one-half for those converted (see Attachment 1, PG&E Project Preliminary 
Proposal).  
 
PG&E has met with City representatives and conducted an inventory of the street light 
system. Working together, the inventory was refined and finalized. This has allowed 
PG&E to provide a highly accurate assessment of the City’s potential energy savings. 

 
The general locations of the approximate 400 lights that are proposed to be replaced are 
shown in Attachment 2 (Proposed LED Installation Map). These lights were chosen 
because they are 200 Watt or higher which allows the most energy cost savings per 
location and are concentrated in industrial areas and on major arterials such as Grant 
Line Road, MacArthur Drive, Schulte Road, and Eleventh Street.    
 
PG&E On Bill Financing Program  
 
The On-Bill Financing (OBF), allows government agencies to make facility improvements 
without large outlays of cash. PG&E will finance the project, and the City will pay the 
loan – interest-free – through monthly utility bills.  
 
OBF is available to fund many technologies, including lighting, refrigeration, HVAC, and 
LED street lights. Loan funds must be used to purchase and install qualifying energy-
efficient equipment. Loan terms and monthly payment amounts are determined based 
on your estimated monthly savings from the new products. Government agencies may 
qualify for loans between $5,000 and $250,000, with loan periods of up to 120 months.  
 
PG&E Street Light Replacement Turnkey Program 
 
The PG&E turnkey program allows for a streamlined solution to implementing energy 
conservation projects. The goal of the program is to implement energy saving projects at 
facilities and use the money saved from reduced energy consumption and operational 
maintenance costs to pay the debt service for the design and construction of the project. 
The program has the flexibility to allow participants to finance the entire project by this 
method or to pay for part of it out of existing funds and finance the remainder. The 
program does not provide for the addition of new fixtures, poles or electrical 
infrastructure. 
 
The program is divided into phases as shown below. The City would be responsible to 
apply for, and obtain the loan. There is no direct cost, only staff time required to do this. 
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PG&E will provide necessary documents to support the loan application; will prepare the 
paperwork to convert the applicable fixtures to a new billing rate, and process PG&E 
rebates which are currently estimated at $53,500 for this project. The rebate funding will 
be applied to the purchase of the fixtures to reduce the overall project cost to 
approximately $250,000 in line with OBF limits. PG&E handles all project construction 
tasks, including obtaining low bid contractors, obtaining and disposing of fixtures, 
construction oversight, and warranty of the work. The work is anticipated to take about 
four months from start to finish, based on PG&E’s experience with past projects. 
 
Schedule  
 
The following is the tentative schedule for the project and has been reviewed by PG&E: 
 
PG&E prepares streetlight replacement preliminary bid. 
 

Completed 

PG&E completes customer credit check to verify eligibility. 
 

Completed 

Council holds public hearing; considers approval of submitting PG&E 
Products and Services Agreement (Attachment 3); OBF Supplement 
(Attachment 4); and Customized Retrofit Incentive Application to 
PG&E.   

08-20-13 

Staff submits application materials to PG&E Account Rep and 
proposed lights to be changed. 

08/13 

PG&E verifies customer and project eligibility. 
 

09/13 

PG&E inspects existing equipment and estimates energy savings 
from proposed retrofit. 

09/13 

PG&E determines loan terms, verifies funds availability and issues 
Loan Agreement to customer. 

10/13 

Council considers approval of Loan Agreement PG&E 
 

11/13 

Staff submits signed Loan Agreement and Final Services Agreement 
to PG&E 

11/13 

PG&E begins project installation 
 

01/14 

PG&E completes project installation 
 

03/14 

PG&E completes post-installation inspection and energy savings 
verification 

04/14 

PG&E bills loan installments to customer through PG&E statement 
 

05/14 

 
Procurement Process for Energy Services  
There are advantages to collaborating with PG&E for an energy efficiency project. As the 
City’s local energy provider, it has access to all relevant billing rate structure information 
and available incentives. PG&E benefits from these projects by being able to add 
renewable/sustainable projects to its energy portfolio which defers the expense of 
building future electricity sources. 
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Participation in the Turnkey Program would involve the City executing an agreement with 
PG&E to convert approximately 400+/- street lights, and complete paperwork for billing 
and rebates. PG&E would then develop the project and contract the work in cooperation 
with the City, and assist the City in providing final information for the funding. PG&E will 
carry the entire expense of the project.  
 
The proposed agreement with PG&E is atypical of the City’s usual contracting 
procedures. In a typical scenario, the City would identify a project and solicit proposals 
for the design of that project, then award a construction contract to the lowest 
responsible bidder. This proposal falls within an exceptions to the usual procedures. 
California Government Code Sections 4217.12 and 4217.13 allow the City to forgo 
standard procurement processes for “energy services contracts” and “energy financing 
contracts” if it finds it best serves the City interest. Based on the cost and payback 
period on investment and the long term benefit to the City in reduced energy use and 
costs, it is recommended the City Council support participation in the Turnkey Program 
by holding a public hearing and approving the proposed resolution. By authorizing the 
Mayor to execute the subsequent energy financing contract, the City Council also finds 
that the subsequent contract is a qualified energy financing contract and that the 
contract is in the best interest of the City, that public notice was properly given, and that 
funds for the repayment are projected to be available from revenues available from 
funding that would otherwise have been used for purchase of electrical energy.  Included 
in this report is a proposed resolution and service agreement that supports energy 
efficiency and energy upgrades utilizing the procurement process allowed by California 
Government Code Sections 4217.12 and 4217.13. The required notice of this public 
hearing was given at least two weeks in advance, as required by those statutes. 

 

STRATEGIC PLAN 
 

This agenda item supports the City Council approved Governance Strategy; Goal 
2:  Ensure continued fiscal sustainability through financial and budgetary stewardship; 
Objective 2: Development of revenue growth and expenditure reduction strategies. 

 

FISCAL IMPACT  

 
Participation in the PG&E Street Light Replacement Turnkey program will require a loan 
in the amount of $250,000 from PG&E’s On-Bill Financing, which allows government 
agencies to make facility improvements without large outlays of cash.  Loan terms are 
based on monthly savings; therefore there will be no impact on the General Fund during 
the repayment period.  It is anticipated that the loan repayment will take approximately 8-
10 years, after which the City will realize an annual savings of $31,170, based on today’s 
utility rates.  There will likely be other smaller annual savings for maintenance. LED 
fixtures have a good reputation for needing little to no maintenance work for an extended 
period, and the fixtures will all be new with a ten year warranty on the fixture, and eight 
year warranty on the photo controls, and a one year warranty on the installation. 
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RECOMMENDATION  
 

Staff recommends City Council hold a public hearing to forgo standard procurement 
processes to contract with PG&E for LED street light retrofit program; approve PG&E 
Street Light Agreement, submittal of On Bill Financing Supplement and Customized 
Retrofit Incentive Application for Street Light Retrofit Program and authorize the Mayor 
to execute any associated agreements and applications.  
 

Prepared by: Rod Buchanan, Interim Public Works Director 
Reviewed by: Kuldeep Sharma, City Engineer 
  Gary Hampton, Police Chief 
Approved by: R. Leon Churchill, Jr., City Manager 

Attachments:   
1. PG&E Project Preliminary Bid  
2. Proposed LED Installation Map 
3. PG&E Products and Services Agreement  
4. On Bill Financing (OBF) Supplement  
5. Customized Retrofit Incentive Application for Street Light Retrofit Program  
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Attachment 1

Non-binding price estimate to be used for budgetary purposes only

City of: 

Date of this estimate: 12-Dec-2012 Expiration date of this estimate: 11-Jan-2013

Number of Lights to be Replaced Voltage Type

Wattage  

(Nominal/A

ctual) Rate Suggested Replacement LED

428 240 HPS 200/237 LS-2 60 LED Gen D 525 @ 98 Watts

428

Total Project Price: $303,027
Total PG&E Rebates: $53,500
Net Estimated Price: $249,527 Installation Cost Percentage 42%

Energy cost savings in first year*: $31,170 CEC 1% Loan: $405,214.99 CEC 3% Loan: $342,874.22

Energy savings (kWh/year): 244,987
CO2 reduction (lbs/year): 128,373
Avoided maintenance expenses in first year**: $2,996

Simple Payback (Energy Only): 8.01

*Project Price Notes:

Price includes purchase of requested street lights, installation and field verification of installed lights, disposal service,  

rate change and rebate application processing. 

No permitting costs included in total project price.

Project price assumes all lights to be replaced will be cobra head fixtures and will not include post top, shoe box, 

tear drop, or decorative fixtures

Project price assumes all street lights to be replaced are currently in operating condition.

Project price assumes no restrictions on installations will be made (e.g.--heavy traffic area, special hours for installation, etc.)

Project price assumes all street lights to be replaced are at an operating voltage between 120-240 volts AC.

Notes:

*Future year savings will grow with the expected increase in electricity and labor costs.

**Avoided maintenance expenses are compared to maintaining HPSV lights.

***The street light manufacturer is BETA LED. 

Assumptions:

»   4100 operating hours annually

»   $0.12723 $/kWh  electricity cost

»   0.524 lbs/kWh emission factor

»   $26 per year maintenance cost for HPSV

»   $19 per year average maintenance cost for LED

»   City has full jurisdiction over street lights

PG&E LED Street Light Turnkey Replacement Service

Tracy OBF

Total Equipment/Material Cost Total Non-equipment Cost

$145,591 $103,936
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240V-High Pressure-250W 25500L (4)

Mercury Vapor-400W 21000L SL (8)

Mercury Vapor-250W 11000L SL (19)

240V-High Pressure-200W 22000L Double Lights (250)

# 240V-High Pressure-200W 22000L (166)
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PG&E PRODUCTS AND SERVICES AGREEMENT 
 

 
This PG&E Products and Services Agreement (the “Agreement”) is made and entered 

into as of ______________, 20__ (“Effective Date”) by and between City of Tracy with offices at 
333 Civic Center Plaza, Tracy, CA (“Customer”) and Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
(“PG&E”). 
 

RECITALS 
 
WHEREAS, Customer requires street light replacement services and PG&E desires to do 

so pursuant to the terms and conditions set forth in this Agreement. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the promises and the mutual covenants and 

agreements set out in this Agreement, Customer and PG&E agree as follows: 
 

AGREEMENT 
 

1.  The Service.  PG&E offers street light replacement service (the “Service”) which 
comprises a turnkey project that includes: the ordering of Customer specified street light fixtures 
by PG&E at Customer’s expense, and installation of these PG&E-authorized street light fixtures 
as replacements to existing Customer-owned street lights operating at 120 or 240 volts.  As part 
of the Service, PG&E will also process Customer-requested rate changes to PG&E rates and any 
applicable PG&E rebate applications as requested by Customer.  PG&E will arrange for waste 
disposal of removed street light fixtures.  

 
2.  Development, Acceptance, and Performance of Proposals.  Upon receipt of a request 

for Service, PG&E will consult with Customer and develop a Proposal covering the Service in the 
form of proposal attached hereto as Exhibit A.  Once a Proposal is signed by both Customer and 
PG&E, the Proposal will become a binding contract and shall be deemed an “Accepted 
Proposal” for purposes of this Agreement.  Accepted Proposals shall be numbered sequentially 
and must reference this Agreement specifically.  The terms of this Agreement are incorporated 
into each Proposal as if fully set forth therein by virtue of this reference.  If any conflict arises 
between the terms of an Accepted Proposal and the terms of this Agreement, the terms of this 
Agreement shall prevail.  PG&E agrees to provide the Service in accordance with the Accepted 
Proposal subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement.  PG&E will notify Customer 
upon its completion of the work specified in an applicable Accepted Proposal, and Customer shall 
have five (5) business days to review and accept, after which time PG&E’s performance 
responsibilities under the Accepted Proposal will be deemed to have been fulfilled.  If Customer 
identifies any outstanding items to be corrected, a punch list will be developed to reflect such 
items, and PG&E will correct them.   Any change to an Accepted Proposal must be agreed to by 
both Customer and PG&E in writing.   
 

3.  Additional Work.  If in the process of performing the Service, a condition is 
discovered that prevents PG&E from performing the Service as specified such as but not limited 
to 1) access to the street light such as overgrown trees or blocked roadway, 2) broken street light 
bracket, or 3) wiring defect that prevents delivery of energy to the street light fixture, PG&E will 
notify Customer in writing of such condition and the work necessary to remedy the condition 
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using Exhibit B (Additional Repair Work Agreement).  If the work required is estimated by 
PG&E at less than $1,000, then PG&E may perform such work and invoice Customer 
periodically for actual time and materials to perform such work without completing Exhibit B. 

 
If, for any reason, Customer chooses not to correct such condition, as specified in Exhibit 

B (Additional Repair Work Agreement), PG&E shall be relieved of any and all responsibility for 
performing the Service for that street light or group of street lights.   

 
If in the process of performing the Service, active bird nests, and/or bee hives, wasps are 

discovered, PG&E will notify Customer of such condition and discontinue work on affected 
equipment. 

 
4.  Fees.  Customer shall pay PG&E for Service performed in accordance with the 

payment terms set forth in each Accepted Proposal. Work specified in any Additional Repair 
Work Agreement will be done on a time and materials basis, at PG&E’s then current hourly 
commercial rates as specified in Exhibit B and with reimbursement of PG&E’s actual out-of-
pocket expenses.  Customer shall pay PG&E for the Service based on the payment schedule set 
forth in the applicable Accepted Proposal.  Each payment made by Customer must reference this 
Agreement, the Accepted Proposal and invoice number and be mailed to: 

 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Attn: Sales and Service Manager, Business Development 
P.O. Box 770000, Mailcode: N10D 
San Francisco, CA 94177 
 
5.  Limited Warranties.   
 

5.1. Limited Service Warranty. PG&E warrants that the Service will be 
performed in a commercially reasonable manner consistent with the level of care and skill 
exercised by others when performing services of a similar nature under similar circumstances.  
Customer must notify PG&E of any defect in workmanship within one (1) year of completion of 
installation of all streetlight fixtures (“Installation”). If Customer notifies PG&E within one year 
of installation of a potential defect in workmanship, and PG&E confirms the defect, PG&E will 
either re-perform the Service at no additional charge to Customer, or, if PG&E so elects, refund 
the applicable fees paid to PG&E by Customer for the Service.  This warranty extends to 
Customer only and cannot be assigned by Customer.  This warranty is in lieu of all other 
warranties.  All other warranties are expressly disclaimed. 

 
5.2. Limited Material Warranty. The manufacturer of the material to be installed 

will provide a warranty which is attached as Exhibit C.  PG&E will provide to the Customer all 
documentation covering the warranty including contact information for the manufacturer or 
manufacturer’s warranty agent.   During the first year following completion of Installation, 
Customer may contact PG&E (as part of the Limited Service Warranty) to request that PG&E 
remove the defective light and reinstall the repaired light or an equivalent replacement light.  For 
those years following the Limited Service Warranty period but still within   the Limited Material 
Warranty period, Customer must contact the manufacturer to make a warranty claim.  Customer 
is responsible for removal of the equipment, arranging and paying for shipping and insurance for 
the equipment to and from the manufacturer’s designated facility (and for all risk of loss to the 
equipment while in transit), and installation of the equipment upon return, unless otherwise 
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instructed in the manufacturer’s designated warranty.  This warranty extends to Customer only 
and cannot be assigned by Customer.  This warranty is in lieu of all other warranties relating to 
installed materials.  ALL OTHER WARRANTIES (WHETHER EXPRESS OR IMPLIED) 
RELATING TO INSTALLED MATERIAL ARE HEREBY EXPRESSLY DISCLAIMED.    

 
5.3. Disclaimers.  Except for warranties expressly set forth in Sections 5 and 6 of 

this Agreement, PG&E HEREBY EXPRESSLY DISCLAIMS ANY AND ALL WARRANTIES 
(WHETHER EXPRESS OR IMPLIED OR ARISING FROM A COURSE OF DEALING OR 
USAGE OF TRADE, AND INCLUDING WITHOUT LIMITATION IMPLIED WARRANTIES 
OF MERCHANTABILITY, INTEROPERABILITY, AND FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR 
PURPOSE) RELATING TO THE SERVICE.  Customer acknowledges and agrees that the 
specific remedies described in Sections 5 and 6 of this Agreement respectively shall be 
Customer’s sole and exclusive remedies for any and all warranty claims arising under or 
pertaining to this Agreement. 

 
6.  Customer’s Responsibilities. To the extent that performance of the Service by PG&E 

depends upon approvals or other decisions by Customer, or on Customer furnishing particular 
documents or information, including but not limited to work permits, and that Customer does not 
timely perform or provide the same, the minimum time estimate for PG&E's completion of the 
Service shall be extended to take into account Customer's delay with respect thereto.  Customer 
shall reimburse PG&E for the costs on any required work permits.  If Customer or a competent 
governmental authority requires any other compliance efforts, including but not limited to 
flagging, traffic control, or neighborhood notifications, as a condition for work to proceed, then 
Customer shall reimburse PG&E for the costs related to these efforts.  Notwithstanding PG&E’s 
arrangement or performance of waste disposal services for removed street light fixtures (or any 
other materials an applicable Accepted Proposal may specify for removal), Customer 
acknowledges and agrees that it is the “generator” of such fixtures and/or materials and therefore 
bears ultimate responsibility for their proper disposition.  Provided that PG&E adheres to any 
disposal instructions contained in an Accepted Proposal, Customer agrees to hold PG&E 
harmless from any and all claims brought by third parties (including by governments or 
regulators) relating to the disposal services arranged or performed by PG&E.   

 
7.  Data.  Customer shall own any documents or information prepared or created by 

PG&E during the performance of the Service under this Agreement (“Data”).  PG&E may retain 
copies of Data for PG&E use, but shall keep the Data confidential and shall not publish or 
otherwise disclose or knowingly permit PG&E employees to publish or otherwise disclose any 
Data without Customer’s prior written consent unless such disclosure is required by law or by a 
court or regulatory agency having authority over PG&E. 

 
8.  PG&E’s Utility Obligations.  Customer acknowledges that PG&E has an obligation to 

maintain, repair and service PG&E-owned facilities in order to perform its duties as a public 
utility.  If PG&E determines at any time, in its sole discretion, that it requires any personnel or 
resources previously committed to the performance of services for Customer under this 
Agreement in order to maintain adequate service to PG&E’s other customers or to fulfill its duties 
as a public utility, then PG&E shall have the right to divert the use of such personnel or resources 
to satisfy such requirements.  PG&E shall be excused from whatever performance is affected by 
such action, all to the extent and for the duration its resources are so constrained, and PG&E shall 
not be considered in default under this Agreement by virtue of such diversion of resources.  
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PG&E shall use diligent efforts to resume and complete its performance of the Service when 
diverted resources become available again.     

 
9.  Limitation of Liability.  In the event that P&GE is held liable to Customer or to any 

party claiming by or through Customer for damages arising under or pertaining to this 
Agreement, the aggregate liability of PG&E to Customer or to any party claiming by or through 
Customer shall be limited to the lesser of (a) the estimated price for the Service giving rise to the 
claim, or (b) the amount actually paid to PG&E with respect to such Service.  IN NO EVENT 
SHALL PG&E BE LIABLE TO CUSTOMER OR ANY THIRD PARTY FOR INCIDENTAL, 
INDIRECT, SPECIAL, PUNITIVE, OR CONSEQUENTIAL DAMAGES INCLUDING, BUT 
NOT LIMITED TO, LOSS OF USE, COST OF DELAYS, REPLACEMENT OF POWER, OR 
LOSS OF PROFITS, LOSS OF OR FAILURE TO REALIZE ANTICIPATED SAVINGS, 
EVEN IF ADVISED OF THE POSSIBILITY OF SUCH DAMAGES, AND EVEN IF ANY 
SUCH CONSEQUENCES WERE FORESEEABLE.  The parties agree that the limitations on 
liability expressed in this Agreement will apply at all times, whether in contract, equity, tort or 
otherwise, regardless of the fault, negligence (in whole or in part), strict liability, breach of 
contract or breach of warranty of PG&E, and will extend to the affiliates, subsidiaries, parent 
company, officers, managers, directors, agents and employees of PG&E.  Customer 
acknowledges and agrees that the limitations of liability set forth in this section may be far less 
than Customer’s loss in the event of any loss or damage to Customer’s equipment while in 
PG&E’s care or custody, and Customer expressly assumes the risk of any such deficiency of 
recovery.  The parties acknowledge and agree that the limitations of liability set forth in this 
Section 9 are an essential element of their bargain as well as a material inducement for PG&E’s 
entry into this Agreement, and that PG&E’s price for the Service reflects their inclusion in this 
Agreement. 

 
10.  Term and Termination.  The term of this Agreement shall be for five years from the 

Effective Date unless sooner terminated by Customer or PG&E as permitted by this Agreement.  
Each party may terminate this Agreement or any Accepted Proposal at any time for convenience 
by giving the other party 5 days written notice, provided, however, that any such termination shall 
neither affect PG&E’s obligation to perform under any Accepted Proposals during the 5 day 
notice period, nor Customer’s obligation to pay PG&E for material procured or services rendered 
under any Accepted Proposal through the effective date of termination, including during the 5-
day notice period.  Termination of any individual Accepted Proposal by either party shall not 
affect the continued validity of this Agreement or of any other Accepted Proposals.  Additionally, 
each party may terminate this Agreement and any then-outstanding Accepted Proposals upon 
written notice to the other party if the other party: (i) is in default of any obligation hereunder 
which default is incapable of being cured, or which, being capable of being cured, has not been 
cured within seven days after receipt of written notice of such default; or (ii) becomes insolvent, 
makes a general assignment for the benefit of creditors, suffers or permits the appointment of a 
receiver for its business or assets, becomes subject to any proceeding under any bankruptcy or 
insolvency law whether domestic or foreign, or has been liquidated, voluntarily or otherwise.  
Also, PG&E may terminate this Agreement immediately and without prior notice in the event that 
the California Public Utilities Commission issues a ruling or order prohibiting or otherwise 
preventing PG&E from fulfilling, or substantially interfering with PG&E’s ability to fulfill, its 
obligations under this Agreement, or finding that this Agreement is contrary to the policies of the 
California Public Utilities Commission.  The following Sections of this Agreement shall survive 
expiration, cancellation or other termination of this Agreement: 4 Fees, 5 Limited Warranties, 6 
Customer Responsibilities, 7 Data, 9 Limitation of Liability and 11 General.  Any other 
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provisions of this Agreement that would generally be construed as intended to survive the 
expiration, cancellation or other termination of this Agreement shall also survive such expiration, 
cancellation or other termination. 

 
11.  General.   
 

11.1. Assignment.  This Agreement may not be assigned or otherwise transferred by 
either Customer or PG&E without the prior written consent of the other party, such consent not to 
be unreasonably withheld.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, PG&E may, without such consent, 
assign this Agreement to a parent, subsidiary or other affiliate.  PG&E may also subcontract all or 
part of the Service.  Subject to the foregoing, this Agreement shall inure to the benefit of and be 
binding upon Customer and PG&E and their respective successors and assigns.   

 
11.2. Force Majeure.  Neither PG&E nor Customer shall be considered in default in 

the performance of its obligations under this Agreement, to the extent that (and only for so long 
as) the performance of any such obligation is prevented or delayed by any cause, existing or 
future, which is beyond the reasonable control of the affected party; provided, however, that 
Customer shall be excused from the obligation to make payments hereunder for services which 
PG&E is prevented from performing due to circumstances beyond its reasonable control. 

 
11.3. Notices.  Any notice required or permitted by this Agreement shall be in writing 

and shall be delivered as follows, with notice deemed given as indicated:  (i) by personal delivery, 
when delivered personally; (ii) by overnight courier, upon written verification of receipt; or (iii) 
by certified or registered mail, return receipt requested, upon verification of receipt.  Notices shall 
be addressed, if to Customer, to the primary business contact address given in the Accepted 
Proposal and, if to PG&E, to the address set forth above for payment. 

 
11.4. Reporting Requirements.  Customer must notify PG&E whether or not federal 

funds granted or otherwise awarded to Customer by or through the United States Department of 
Energy (collectively, the “Federal Funds”) will be used to pay PG&E for the Service.  If such 
Federal Funds are used to pay PG&E, in whole or in part, the specific compliance obligations and 
reporting requirements associated with the use of such Federal Funds shall be as set forth under 
Section 11.5 hereof. If Customer decides to use such Federal Funds in connection with an 
Accepted Proposal, then Customer must notify PG&E within 5 days of its decision to use such 
Federal Funds.  If Customer is required by any law or regulation to amend or revise the terms and 
conditions of any Accepted Proposal in a manner unacceptable to PG&E or if in PG&E’s sole 
discretion PG&E determines it cannot comply with such obligations as amended or revised, 
whether or not PG&E has begun to perform such Accepted Proposal, PG&E shall have the right, 
in its discretion, to terminate such Accepted Proposal upon five (5) days’ notice without further 
obligation or liability to Customer (except for the return of any funds Customer may have pre-
paid for the Service and which remain uncommitted as of the effective date of such termination).  
CUSTOMER HEREBY WAIVES ANY CLAIM OF PROMISSORY ESTOPPELS WITH 
RESPECT TO PG&E’S TERMINATION OF ANY ACCEPTED PROPOSAL UNDER THE 
CIRCUMSTANCES DESCRIBED IN THE FOREGOING SENTENCE. 

 
11.5. Disputes.  The parties will negotiate in good faith to expeditiously resolve any 

dispute, claim or controversy arising under or relating to this Agreement (including, without 
limitation, as to its formation, validity, binding effect, interpretation, performance, breach, or 
termination, as well as non-contractual claims) on a negotiated basis.  If, in either party’s 
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reasonable judgment, such negotiations do not result in an amicable outcome after such party’s 
good faith efforts over a period of at least thirty (30) days, such party shall be free to pursue all 
available remedies under law in any competent forum. 

 
 
IN WITNESS THEREOF, the parties have caused this Agreement to be executed as of 

the Effective Date first set forth above. 
 

 
 

CUSTOMER   PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
    
Print Name:   Print 

Name: 
 

    
Signature:   Signature:  
     
Date:   Date:  
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EXHIBIT A: PROPOSAL 1 

 
This Proposal is made and entered into as of ______________, 20_ by and between City 

of Tracy (“Customer”) and Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”).  This Proposal is 
subject to the terms and conditions of the PG&E Products and Services Agreement between 
Customer and PG&E dated as of _____________, 20_ (the “Agreement”).  
 
DESCRIPTION OF SERVICES 
 

 Scope of Work: Replace 428 (200 watt) HPSV lights with LED lights in the City of 
Tracy. 

 Number any light poles that are not numbered using badge number stickers provided by 
PG&E. 

 Change the rates to LED and provide documentation on the changes and cost for the 
street lights.   

 Process the rebates and provide documentation on the changes and cost for the street 
lights.  

 Provide a revised GIS-based inventory.  
 
Estimated minimum number of days to complete scope of work: 9 to 12 weeks from date of 
signature on Proposal. 

 
Date work is estimated to begin: To be determined. 
 
Type and number of street light fixtures to be replaced: To be determined. 

 
Locations may change if street lights are added to or deleted from the project during installation.  
A final spreadsheet will be given to Customer upon completion of the work. 
 
If in the process of performing the Service, active bird nests, and/or bee hives, wasps are 
discovered, PG&E will notify Customer of such condition and discontinue work on affected 
equipment. 

 
Contact information and warranty for the LED street light manufacturer is attached to this 
Proposal. 

 
MATERIALS DISPOSAL 
 
Customer will make space available at Customer-owned property for material storage and 
disposal during construction. PG&E will hold Customer harmless for damage to stored materials 
while on Customer’s property. Customer site where PG&E may store materials and waste 
disposal bins:  
 
PG&E will store the materials at the following site:  
Address: To be determined.  
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PG&E’s Contractor will keep the lights that have been replaced in a locked container until taking 
them to PG&E’s yard. Contractor will separate the lamp from the fixture and put them in the 
appropriate bins. PG&E will label the bins and ship them to a registered disposal facility.  
 
TRAFFIC CONTROL PLAN 
 
PG&E Contractor shall be required to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local laws, 
rules, regulations, permits, and codes including without limitation such laws, rules, regulations, 
permits, and codes with respect to safety and traffic control.  
 
COST AND PAYMENT SCHEDULE 
 
The services under this Proposal will cost Two Hundred Forty Nine Thousand, Five Hundred 
Twenty Seven dollars and no cents ($249,527). 

 
This price does  does not  subtract the value of the LED streetlight rebates from the cost to 
provide the Services. 
 
Payment Schedule: 

 
Final Payment: Customer will be invoiced for final 100% payment upon completion of this 
Proposal or when punch list items (if any) have been completed. 

 
If Customer chooses to terminate this Proposal prior to completion of the Services, then Customer 
shall pay PG&E for all costs accrued up to the date of termination, including all materials 
purchased. 

 
PG&E will submit invoices to Customer based on the Payment Schedule.   Each invoice will 
reference the Agreement and this Proposal and be submitted to Customer’s billing address as set 
forth below.  Customer will remit payment to PG&E within 14 days after receipt of the invoice. 

   
BUSINESS CONTACTS 

 
PG&E’s primary business contact for this Proposal: 

 
Name: Brent Patera 
Address: 245 Market Street, Mail Code N10D 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
Telephone: 415-973-535 or 415-265-7232 
Email: bxpl@pge.com 
 
Customer’s primary business contact for this Proposal: 

 
Name: Kevin Tobeck   
Address: 333 Civic Center Plaza, Tracy, CA  
Telephone: (209) 831-4433  
Email: kevin.tobeck@ci.tracy.ca.us 

mailto:kevin.tobeck@ci.tracy.ca.us
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CUSTOMER BILLING CONTACT 
 
Customer’s billing contact for this Proposal: 

 
Name: Kevin Tobeck   
Address: 333 Civic Center Plaza, Tracy, CA  
Telephone: (209) 831-4433  
Email: kevin.tobeck@ci.tracy.ca.us 
 
AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT DISCLOSURE 
 
PG&E and Customer acknowledge and agree that, to the extent the Services described in this 
Proposal are, at any point in time, funded in whole or in part using federal funds awarded or 
granted directly or indirectly to Customer by or through the United States Department of Energy 
by virtue of appropriations under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, Pub. L. 
111-5 (the “ARRA”), the special terms and conditions set forth in Section 11.5 of the Agreement 
will apply. 
 
This Proposal is  is not  funded (in whole or in part) by federal funds appropriated under the 
ARRA. 
 

IN WITNESS THEREOF, the parties agree to be bound by this Proposal as of the date 
first set forth above.   
 

CUSTOMER   PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
    
Print Name:   Print 

Name: 
 

    
Signature:   Signature:  
     
Date:   Date:  
    

 

mailto:kevin.tobeck@ci.tracy.ca.us
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EXHIBIT B 

FORM OF ADDITIONAL REPAIR WORK AGREEMENT 
 

REPAIR WORK AGREEMENT NUMBER _____ 
 

 
This Additional Repair Work Agreement is made and entered into as of 

______________, 20__ by and between City of Tracy (“Customer”) and Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company (“PG&E”).  This Repair Work Agreement is subject to the terms and conditions of the 
PG&E Products and Services Agreement between Customer and PG&E dated as of 
_____________, 20__ (the “Agreement”).  
 

 
PG&E has informed the Customer of a repairable condition as described below.  The 

Customer has requested that PG&E provide the necessary labor, equipment, and material to 
repair, replace or correct the condition on the Customer’s equipment described below. 

 
Description of repairable condition: 
 
 
 
 
 
PG&E will invoice the Customer on a time and materials basis at the following labor 

rates (rates valid through 12/31/__): 
 
Straight time (8AM-5PM M-F):  $____/hour 
Overtime:      $____/hour 
 
 
Executed this ___ day of ___________________, 20__. 
 
Facility name:  ____________________________________ 
 
IN WITNESS THEREOF, the parties agree to be bound by this Repair Work Agreement 

as of the date first set forth above.   
 

CUSTOMER   PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
    
Print Name:   Print 

Name: 
 

    
Signature:   Signature:  
     
Date:   Date:  
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EXHIBIT C 
MANUFACTURER’S WARRANTY INFORMATION 

 
 

Street light manufacturer’s contact information: 
 
The street light manufacturer’s contact information and warranty will be attached to each 
Proposal. 

 
Cree LED Lighting Fixtures 
1200 92nd Street 
Sturtevant, WI 53177-1854 
Phone: (800)236-6800 
 
Warranty period: 
 
10 years.  

 
Photo control warrantor’s contact information: 

 
Ripley Lighting Controls 
 
2023 Platt Springs Road        
P.O. Box 3229 
West Columbia, SC 29169 
Phone: 803-939-4700 
Fax:      803-939-4777 

 
Warranty period: 

 
8 years. 

 
Warranty is attached.  
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LIMITED WARRANTY FOR CREE® LED LIGHTING FIXTURES 
(INCLUDING BETALED® TECHNOLOGY; TRUEWHITE® TECHNOLOGY; AND 

ESSENTIA® FIXTURES) 
 
This limited warranty is provided by the Cree company described below ("Seller") to you as the 
original purchaser of the LED lighting product that is identified on Seller's invoice reflecting its 
original purchase (the "Product"). The Seller is the Cree company identified as such on the 
invoice. This limited warranty may be transferred to subsequent purchasers of the Product, 
provided that such Product is resold in new condition and in its original packaging. Seller 
warrants that the Product, when delivered in new condition and in its original packaging, will be 
free of defects in material and workmanship for a period of TEN (10) YEARS from the date of 
original purchase. The determination of whether the Product is defective shall be made by Seller 
in its sole discretion with consideration given to the overall performance of the Product. A 
Product shall not be considered defective solely as a result of the failure of individual LED 
components to emit light if the number of inoperable components is less than 10% of the total 
number of LED components in the Product.  
 
If Seller determines the Product is defective, Seller will elect, in its sole discretion, to refund you 
the purchase price of the Product, repair the Product or replace the Product. This limited warranty 
will not apply to loss or damage to the Product caused by: negligence; abuse; misuse; 
mishandling; improper installation, storage or maintenance; damage due to fire or acts of God; 
vandalism; civil disturbances; power surges; improper power supply; electrical current 
fluctuations; corrosive environment installations; induced vibration; harmonic oscillation or 
resonance associated with movement of air currents around the Product; alteration; accident; 
failure to follow installation, operating, maintenance or environmental instructions prescribed by 
Seller or applicable electrical codes; or improper service of the Product performed by someone 
other than Seller or its authorized service provider. This limited warranty excludes field labor and 
service charges related to the repair or replacement of the Product. THIS LIMITED 
WARRANTY IS VOID IF THE PRODUCT IS NOT USED FOR THE PURPOSE FOR 
WHICH IT IS DESIGNED.  
 
Seller reserves the right to utilize new, reconditioned, refurbished, repaired or remanufactured 
products or parts in the warranty repair or replacement process. Such products and parts will be 
comparable in function and performance to an original product or part, as determined by Seller in 
its sole discretion, and warranted for the remainder of the original warranty period.  
 
In order to make a warranty claim, you must notify Seller in writing within sixty (60) days after 
your discovery of the defect, provide proof of purchase such as the invoice and comply with 
Seller's other warranty requirements. Upon receiving that notice, Seller may require you to 
promptly return the Product to Seller, or its authorized service provider, freight prepaid. Your 
warranty claim should be addressed to Cree c/o Ruud Lighting, Inc., 9201 Washington Avenue, 
Racine, WI 53406.  
This limited warranty only applies to specified LED fixtures. Any warranties applicable to finish, 
poles, lamps, CR Series downlights, LR24™ troffers, certain BetaLED® Technology outdoor 
fixtures (specifically Class II as defined per IEC/EN60598), backup batteries, controls, occupancy 
sensors, photocells and other fixture accessories can be found at 
www.cree.com/lighting/products/warranty.  
 



 

                   Agreement No:  SLT-061_City of Tracy 
 

   
 

  

Page 13 of 14 
 

THE FOREGOING WARRANTY PROVISIONS ARE EXCLUSIVE AND ARE GIVEN AND 
ACCEPTED IN LIEU OF ANY AND ALL OTHER WARRANTIES, WHETHER EXPRESS 
OR IMPLIED, INCLUDING WITHOUT LIMITATION ANY WARRANTY AGAINST 
INFRINGEMENT AND ANY IMPLIED WARRANTIES OF MERCHANTABILITY OR 
FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE.  
 
IN NO EVENT SHALL SELLER BE LIABLE FOR INCIDENTAL, COMPENSATORY, 
CONSEQUENTIAL, INDIRECT, SPECIAL OR OTHER DAMAGES. SELLER'S 
AGGREGATE LIABILITY WITH RESPECT TO A DEFECTIVE PRODUCT SHALL IN ANY 
EVENT BE LIMITED TO THE MONIES PAID TO SELLER FOR THAT DEFECTIVE 
PRODUCT.  
 
This warranty is effective for purchases of Product on or after the effective date set forth below. 
Seller reserves the right to modify this warranty from time to time. Any modification of this 
warranty shall be effective for all orders placed with Seller on or after the effective date of such 
revised warranty. 
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2023 Platt Springs Road        
P.O. Box 3229 
West Columbia, SC 29169 
Phone: 803-939-4700 
Fax:      803-939-4777 
 
 
 
 
 
 

WARRANTY 
 
 
 
 

The 6300 Series carries an 8-year warranty. If the product fails due to manufacturing 
defect within its warranted period, Ripley Lighting Controls will choose to either 
replace or repair the lighting control unit. This warranty does not cover damage 
caused by accident, abuse, misuse or lightning strikes. Ripley’s liability hereunder shall 

be limited to replacement or repair and shall not cover the cost of removal or 

installation of the unit, nor any consequential damages. Ripley Lighting Controls 
assumes no further liability with respect to the sale or use of this product. This 
warranty is in lieu of other warranties, expressed or implied, including the warranty of 
merchantability. Ripley Lighting Controls makes no warranty with respect to the 
suitability of the user’s particular application. This warranty gives the user specific 
legal rights. 

 
 



The Energy Efficiency Retrofit Loan Program (the “Program”) is funded
by California utility customers and administered by Pacific Gas and
Electric Company (PG&E) under the auspices of the California Public
Utilities Commission (CPUC). The Program provides qualified PG&E
customers with ameans to finance energy-efficient (EE) retrofit projects
implemented under select PG&E EE Programs (the "Qualified
Program"). The loans issued under the Program are interest-free,
unsecured loans to fully or partially reimburse qualified PG&E
customers for the costs they incur in connection with a qualified retrofit
project (the "Retrofit Project"), which term shall mean the energy
efficiency retrofit project described in Customer's relevant Energy
Efficiency Program Application.

1. Conditions for Eligibility: Participation in the Program is limited to
PG&E customers that meet the following conditions and satisfy
these conditions throughout the duration of the Retrofit Project up to
and including the date of Final Verification (defined below in Section
8): (a) the PG&E customermust be a business (“Commercial
Customer”) or a federal, state, county or local government agency
(“Government Customer”).* Commercial Customers and
Government Customers are collectively referred to as “Customer;”
(b) Customer currently receives service from PG&E at the location of
the Retrofit Project (the “Location”); (c) Customer has continually
maintained an active PG&E account for the previous 24months and
has aminimum of 12months of historical metered energy usage at
Customer’s current Location; (d) at the time the Customer's
Program Application is Approved and Customer’s Loan Agreement is
executed, and at the time the loan is to be funded following
completion of the Retrofit Project and satisfaction of all other
requirements of the Loan Agreement, Customermust be in good
credit standing, as determined by PG&E through credit review which
may include a commercial credit check and a bill history review,
whichmay be based upon the following and other criteria:
a.No 24-hour disconnection notices in the last 12 months;
b.No returned payments within the last 12 months;
c. Nomore than 1 payment arrangement in the last 12 months;
d.No broken payment arrangements within the last 12 months;
e.No deposit assessed within the last 12 months; and
f. The Retrofit Project qualifies and Customer is eligible for

an incentive under the Qualified Program.

2. Loan Features: The loans offered under the Program are interest-
free (0%) and free of any fees, late payment penalties or other
charges. The loan terms and conditions are set to provide simple
payback from energy savings during themaximum allowed loan
term, and are calculated by dividing the loan amount (eligible project
cost less Qualified Program Incentives) by the estimatedmonthly
energy savings resulting from the Retrofit Project. The ensuing
number of monthly payments must not exceed the Maximum Loan
Term set forth in chart below ("Loan Amount and Term Limitations").

3. Eligibility:Prior to purchasing and installing any energy-efficient
measures or equipment under the Qualified Program, Customer
must satisfy the eligibility requirements of both the Program and
Qualified Program. Because energy efficiency projects in progress
are ineligible under the Program, Customermust have an inspection
of the Retrofit Project and Location conducted and completed by
PG&E before commencing any work or purchasing any equipment
for the Retrofit Project.

4. Inspection: PG&E will assist Customers in understanding the energy
efficiency measures available under the Qualified Program and will
answer their questions concerning this Program. After Customer
has decided upon themeasures that comprise the Retrofit Project,
PG&E will request an engineering review, perform an inspection of
the Location, calculate the Loan Terms and prepare the Loan
Documents. Thereafter, PG&E will provide Customer with a copy of
the inspection report, a Loan Agreement, the Application, the
applicable On-Bill Financing (OBF) Gas and/or Electric Rate
Schedule and Loan Calculation Summary Sheet (collectively, the
“Loan Documents”).

5. LoanDocuments: If the terms of the loan are acceptable, Customer
shall execute the Loan Documents and return them to PG&E prior to
the commencement of the Retrofit Project. Incomplete or incorrect
applications cannot be processed andmay result in the delay of
PG&E’s approval and possible disqualification from the Program.
Customermay withdraw this Application for any reason without
penalty by sending written notice to PG&E.

6. Customer’s Responsibilities for Contractor and Vendor:Upon
PG&E’s notification to Customer that the Retrofit Project is eligible
for the Program, Customermay begin the Retrofit Project pursuant
to the contract agreed upon by Customer, its contractor or vendor.
PG&E does not endorse or recommend any particular contractor or
vendor nor does PG&E review any contractor or vendor proposals.
Rather, Customer shall be solely responsible for reviewing the
feasibility of the contractor’s and vendor’s proposal(s) and verifying
their respective qualifications, pricing, energy savings, warranties
and the terms and conditions of the contractor’s and/or vendor’s
contract with Customer.

Page 1 of 2

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Energy Efficiency Retrofit Loan Program

FinancingSupplement to theEnergy
EfficiencyRetrofitProgramApplication

Loan Amount and Term Limitations

Interest 0%, with no additional fees or charges

Minimum Loan Amount $5,000

Maximum Loan Amount Commercial Customer:
$100,000 / premises

Government Customer:
$250,000 / meter

Maximum Loan Term, not
to exceed the Expected
Useful Life (EUL) of the
measures

Commercial Customer: 60 months

Government Customer: 120 months

*Residential customers are ineligible.
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7. PG&EDisclaimers: CUSTOMER’S DESIGN OF THE RETROFIT
PROJECT AND SELECTION ANDUSE OF ENERGY EFFICIENCY
EQUIPMENT, MEASURES AND SELECTION OF CONTRACTORS AND
VENDORS IS AT CUSTOMER’S SOLE DISCRETION AND AT
CUSTOMER’S SOLE RISK. TO THE EXTENT PERMITTED BY
APPLICABLE LAW, PG&E EXPRESSLY AND SPECIFICALLY
DISCLAIMS ANY LIABILITY IN RESPECT OF ANY ADVICE,
INFORMATION OR OTHER INSTRUCTION PROVIDED BY OR ON
BEHALF OF PG&E TO CUSTOMER IN CONNECTIONWITH THE
QUALIFIED PROGRAM, PROGRAMOR RETROFIT PROJECT. PG&E
DOES NOTWARRANT OR BEAR ANY RESPONSIBILITY FOR ANY OF
THE FOLLOWING:
a. THEWORK PERFORMED BY CUSTOMER’S CONTRACTOR(S) OR
VENDOR(S), THAT THE RETROFIT PROJECT IS APPROPRIATE FOR
THE LOCATION;
b. THE RETROFIT WILL RESULT IN OR YIELD ANY ENERGY
EFFICIENCY SAVINGS OR A SPECIFIC AMOUNT OF ENERGY
EFFICIENCY SAVINGS OR OTHER REDUCTION IN CUSTOMER’S
PG&E UTILITY BILL AFTER COMPLETION OF THE RETROFIT
PROJECT;
c. THE CONTRACTOR’S OR VENDOR’S SERVICESWILL BE TIMELY,
COMPLETE OR ERROR-FREE, OR THAT DEFECTS IN THE RETROFIT
PROJECTWILL BE CORRECTED BY SUCH INDIVIDUALS;
d. ANY ERRORS, OMISSIONS, DEFECTS OR DELAYS IN THE DESIGN
OR CONSTRUCTION OF THE RETROFIT PROJECT OR THE
OPERATION OF ANY ENERGY EFFICIENCYMEASURES INSTALLED
AT THE LOCATION.

8. Verification:Upon completion of the Retrofit Project, Customer shall
request PG&E’s post-completion inspection and final verification that
the Retrofit Project has been completed in conformity with the
requirements of the Qualified Program and that customer remains
eligible (the “Final Verification”).
a. If there has been any change to the Retrofit Project’s scope, cost
and/or incentives available under the Qualified Program or energy
savings, Customer will be required to enter into a Loan Modification
Agreement with PG&E, whichmay include new contract terms
reflecting the changes in the Retrofit Project. (If a Loan Modification
Agreement is required, it shall be deemed part of the “Loan
Documents.”)

b. If the changes to the Retrofit Project are such that it no longer
meets the Program’s payback criteria or other conditions, the
Retrofit Project will be considered ineligible, the Loan Agreement will
be terminated and no loan proceeds will be disbursed.
c. IF PG&EDETERMINES, IN ITS ABSOLUTEDISCRETION, THAT
CUSTOMER’S CREDIT HASDETERIORATEDORHASOTHERWISE
PLACED CUSTOMER’S REPAYMENTOF THE LOANAT RISK, THE
LOANPROCEEDS SHALLNOTBE ISSUED, EVEN THOUGH THE
RETROFIT PROJECTMAYHAVEBEEN SATISFACTORILY
COMPLETED AT CUSTOMER’S EXPENSE.

9. Disbursements: Subject to and following PG&E’s satisfactory Final
Verification, an incentive check and the loan proceeds will be issued
to Customer or, at Customer’s written direction, to Customer’s
contractor or vendor.

10. General Provisions:
a. Applications for loans under the Programwill be accepted from
qualified Customers on a first-come, first-served basis until the
funds allocated by PG&E for the Program are no longer available.
The Programmay bemodified or terminated by the CPUC or PG&E
at any time and without prior notice. However, termination of the
Program following execution of a Loan Agreement by Customer will
not affect that Loan Agreement, or, if Customer thereafter satisfies
all Program conditions, the disbursement.
b. The loan proceedsmay only be used to pay or reimburse
Customer for implementing or installing energy-efficient measures
or equipment through the Qualified Program.
c. If there is any conflict between the terms of any document relating
to the Program, the Loan Documents shall control.
d. For all retrofit projects, including but not limited to streetlight,
HVAC and lighting retrofits, Customer acknowledges and
understands that Customer is able to use the installation vendor or
contractor of their choice.

I have read, understand and agree to all of the Energy Efficiency Retrofit Loan Program requirements and terms and conditions set forth
in this Program description. I understand that loan calculations will be based on pre-inspection results and on the applicable program
documentation, and that my agency/company must meet all eligibility criteria and requirements in order to participate in the Program.
Any unapproved changes to project scope, costs or run hours, or to my agency’s/company’s creditworthiness, between the time the Loan
Documents are accepted and signed and the Retrofit Project is completed and the project’s and my agency’s/company’s continued eligibility
are verified, could result in loan ineligibility.

Legal Name of Business (i.e., the formal name on your tax return) Authorized Representative's Printed Name

Authorized Representative's Signature Title Date

Tax identification information (select one):
□ Federal Tax ID Number: ____________________________________

□ Social Security Number: ____________________________________

FOR PG&E USE ONLY:

PG&E OBF Administrator Printed Name Date

Retrofit Program Application Number OBF Application Number

"PG&E" refers to Pacific Gas and Electric Company, a subsidiary of PG&E Corporation. ©2011 Pacific Gas and Electric Company. All rights reserved.
These offerings are funded by California utility customers and administered by PG&E under the auspices of the California Public Utilities Commission.

April 2011 CTM-0710-0660
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2013 Program Application
Energy Efficiency - Demand Response

Section 1 Customer Contact Information

PG&E Customer Name Name of PG&E Local Gov't/Statewide Partnership, if applicable

Customer Contact Name Title

Contact Telephone Number Contact Fax Number E-Mail Address

Mailing Address City State Zip

Project Name/Description Using On-Bill Financing?

Project Site Address City State Zip

Estimated Project Installation/Completion Date (required)

*For multiple site applications, enter identifier for each site and PG&E Service ID number (not Account Number) on the savings summary sheet.

Project Site ID Number* Electric Service ID Number Gas Service ID Number

Facility Description/Type Years since built/lastmajor renovation Total Sq. Ft. of Facility

Customer Type: Industrial Commerical Agricultural

Section 2 Project Sponsor Information (if applicable)

Business Name of Project Sponsor

Mailing Address City State Zip

Project Sponsor Contact Name Title

Contact Telephone Number Contact Fax Number E-Mail Address

Section 3 Payee Information
Select only ONE for each area below:

Payee Tax Identification Type Tax Status

Owner Vendor Employer ID Number (EIN) Corporation Individual

Leasee Federal Tax ID SSN Exempt
Tax Identification Number Exempt Reason

Payee Telephone Number Fax Number

Mailing Address City State Zip

Contact Name Title E-Mail

Section 4 Agreement

I have read and agree to the Terms and Conditions and Manual (link below)

PO IM ID
Implementation Mgr Name

I certify the information I have provided on this application and attachment(s) is true and correct.

ES&S Rep ID

ES&S Rep Name

Customer Contact Name (Please Print) Title

_ -

Customer Signature Date Rep Phone #

Project Sponsor Name  (Leave blank if the Customer is the Project Sponsor.) Title

Service Code Date Received

Project Sponsor Signature (Leave blank if the Customer is the Project Sponsor.) Date LIA measure? Y N

See Terms and Conditions on the Following Pages If Yes, Auditor's name

FOR PG&E USE ONLY: Project No. Application No. 

http://www.pge.com/mybusiness/energysavingsrebates/rebatesincentives/ief/.

For Utility Use Only

Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

Customized Incentive Program

Non-Corp

Yes No 

http://www.pge.com/mybusiness/energysavingsrebates/rebatesincentives/ief/


®

2013 Customized Retrofit Savings Summary

Project Name Project Sponsor

Customer Type: Industrial Commerical Agricultural

Section 4 Energy Efficiency Measure Information

If you need assistance completing this application, please contact your PG&E account representative.
1. Indicate the Site Name and Site Service ID Number.
2. Indicate the measure type by checking L for Lighting, AI for Air Conditioning and Refrigeration I (AC&R I), AII for Air Conditioning and Refrigeration II (AC&R II), O for other, or G for Natural Gas.
3. Select the Measure Type. Choose ER if the measure is to be claimed as Early Retirement (e.g. if the equipment being replaced is still operational). Choose ROB if the measure is to be claimed as
 Replace on Burnout (e.g. if the equipment being replaced is not operational). Choose REA if the measure is to be claimed as Retrofit Add-On (e.g. if this is a controls measure or a measure resulting in added load).
 Choose NEW if the measure is to be claimed as New Load (e.g. Installation of new, high-efficiency equipment to meet expanded process needs or new production loads, that does not involve: 
 Change in facility function/footprint, Movement of key equipment/operations or Construction/removal of walls)

#

1

2

3

4

Section 5 Energy Efficiency Savings and Incentive Summary
ENERGY/PERMANENT ON-PEAK DEMAND MEASURE DETAILS (Attach calculation sheets to this form and enter the energy savings and demand reduction parameters for Calculated Saving Measure below)

Estimated Energy Savings Totals kWh Total Retrofit Cost ($) On-Peak Demand Reduction kW

Estimated Subtotal Incentive ($)

therms Retrofit Cost Adjustment ($) Lighting $0.05/kWh Other $0.09/kWh

Estimated Total Incentive ($) AC&R I $0.15/kWh AC&R II $0.09/kWh

Natural Gas $1.00/therm All $100.00/peak kW

*The total retrofit cost includes, but is not limited to, audits, design, engineering, construction, materials, permits, fees, overhead and labor. Written forms must have separate measure entries for each measure type included in the project. The total incentive cannot exceed 50% of the total retrofit cost and the total site incentive cannot exceed the 
Project Site Cap for single site applications. An adjustment may be made after review of measure costs. Please provide project invoices upon project completion. See 2013 Statewide Customized Offering Manual for details.

"PG&E" refers to Pacific Gas and Electric Company, a subsidiary of PG&E Corporation. ©2013 Pacific Gas and Electric Company. All rights reserved. These offerings are funded by California utility customers and administered by PG&E under the auspices of the California Public Utilities Commission.
PG&E prints its materials with soy based inks on recycled paper.

January 2013 CTM-1209-345

CUSTOMIZED RETROFIT INCENTIVE RATES

Retrofit Cost ($)*

Energy Savings

Site Name (and site Service ID#, if multiple sites)

Permanent On-Peak Demand Reduction

Calculated

Measure

from # above

Existing Equipment 

Baseline Usage

(kWh/yr or therm/yr)

Code/Standard Equip 

Baseline Usage (kWh/yr or 

therm/yr)
(leave blank if unknown)

Installed Usage

(kWh/yr or therm/yr)

Existing Equipment 

Baseline On-Peak 

Demand (kW)

Code/Standard 

Equipment Baseline 

On-Peak Demand 

(kW)

Installed

On-Peak

Demand (kW)

On-Peak

Demand

Reduction (kW)

Peak kW

Incentive ($)

Pacific Gas and Electric Company Customized Incentive Program

4

Enter data in blue cells

Calculated Measures
Technology Type

1

2

Energy Savings

(kWh/yr or therm/yr)

Incentive

Rate

($/kWh or $/therm)

Description of the Proposed MeasureMeasure Type

3

Energy

Incentive ($)

 L  AI  AII  O  G 

 L  AI  AII  O  G 

 L  AI  AII  O  G 

 L  AI  AII  O  G 

 ER  ROB  REA 

 ER  ROB  REA 

 ER  ROB  REA 

 ER  ROB  REA 

NEW 

NEW 

NEW 

NEW 



®

2013 Automated Demand Response Application Form: ADR Calculation Page

Project Name Vendor Customer Contact

Customer Type: Industrial Commerical Agricultural

Automated Demand Response Dispatchable On-Peak Demand Reductions Measure Details

1

2

3

4

Dispatchable Peak Demand Reduction kW
ADR Incremental Project Costs $
ADR Incentive: 60% Payment $

DR ADR Incentive: 40% Perf. Payment $
AutoDR

Applicants Eligibility for ADR and Semi-DR: All non-residential customers who: 1) are not installing communicating thermostats project as a small or medium business, 2) receive electric service from PG&E, 3) have a PG&E interval 
meter installed at the site, 4) have an existing Utility service account with at least 12 months of billing and usage history, and 5) pays the PPP surcharge on the electric meter on which the demand response and energy efficient equipment is 
proposed. 

Peak Demand Period - Weekdays 12:00 noon through 6:00 p.m. from May 1 through October 31 (excluding holidays).

Technology Eligibility for Semi-ADR:  Technology must have previously demonstrated Demand Response capability and technology must either 1) have been evaluated in a independent assessment, or 2) be currently installed and 
available for evaluation by program staff at a site in PG&E territory or other location easily accessed by the program staff, and where both pre- and post-project conditions are documented or currently verifiable, and 3) must be under 
manufacturer warranty for a minimum of 3 years.

Technology Eligibility for ADR: 1) Technology must have previously demonstrated Demand Response capability.  2) Technology must have been evaluated in an independent assessment; or be currently installed and available for 
evaluation by program staff at a site in PG&E territory or other location easily accessed by the program staff, and where both pre- and post-project conditions are documented or currently verifiable. 3) Technology must be under 
Manufacturer warranty for a minimum of 3 years. 4) For 2012, Technology must be either OpenADR-1.0 compliant or OpenADR-2.0 Certified. 5) For applications received after January 1st, 2013, technologies must be OpenADR-2.0 
certified.  

"PG&E" refers to Pacific Gas and Electric Company, a subsidiary of PG&E Corporation. ©2012 Pacific Gas and Electric Company. All rights reserved. These offerings are funded by California utility customers and administered by PG&E under the auspices of the California Public Utilities 
Commission.
PG&E prints its materials with soy based inks on recycled paper.

$350

$400

PDP, CBP, DBP, or 

AMP

Per CPUC Decision D.12-04-045, this program begins September 17, 2012.

Emerging & Advanced 

Technology Lighting

PDP, CBP, DBP, or 

AMP
TOTALS

* Incentive limited to 100% of incremental ADR Project Cost

† Incentive Payments: Customers will receive 60% of the total program incentive after successful verification of equipment installation and testing of the committed DR strategies. The remaining 40% incentive will be paid upon verification 
of participant performance in the immediate following full DR season, which may be up to 12 months after the first payment. The second incentive payment is furthermore prorated based on a minimum performance of 60% of the verified kW 
curtailment averaged across all events called during the DR season.

$200

Technology Category
DR Program 

Enrollment Options

Incentive

Rate

$125Semi-Automated DR
PDP, CBP, DBP, AMP, 

OBMC, or E-SLRP

Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

Customized Incentive Program

Incentive

Rate

Technology Category 

Installed 

On-Peak 

Demand (kW)

Enter data in blue boxes

4

3

2

Baseline 

On-Peak 

Demand (kW)

Meas. #
Final Incentive† 

($)

Incentive

Adjustment*

($) 

1

($/kW)

Gross

Incentive

($)

Incremental 

ADR Project 

Cost ($)

Dispatchable 

On-Peak Demand 

Reductions (kW)

Emerging & Advanced 

Technology HVAC

Automated Demand Response 

On-Peak Demand Reduction Rates

Automated DR
PDP, CBP, DBP, or 

AMP

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 



RESOLUTION ________ 
 

 
APPROVING TO FORGO STANDARD PROCUREMENT PROCESSES TO CONTRACT WITH 

PG&E FOR LED STREET LIGHT RETROFIT PROGRAM; APPROVING PG&E STREET 
LIGHT AGREEMENT, APPROVING SUBMITTAL OF THE ON-BILL FINANCIAL 

SUPPLEMENT AND CUSTOMIZED RETROFIT INCENTIVE APPLICATION FOR STREET 
LIGHT RETROFIT PROGRAM AND AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE ANY 

ASSOCIATED AGREEMENTS AND APPLICATIONS 
 

 
WHEREAS, The City owns and maintains 4,602 street lights which are primarily high 

pressure sodium fixtures and Light Emitting Diode (LED) fixtures are now readily available and 
tested, and take considerably less energy; and  

 
WHEREAS, The City has an opportunity to collaborate with PG&E, to accomplish a 

partial change out of overhead street lights to lower energy-use fixtures, and realize an annual 
cost savings through lower per-fixture rates by obtaining a zero-interest loan through the PG&E 
On-Bill Financing (OBF) Program and the annual cost savings would then be used to repay the 
loan; and  

 
WHEREAS, California Government Code Sections 4217.12 and 4217.13 allow the City 

to forgo standard procurement processes for energy service contracts and for energy financing 
contracts if it finds it best serves the City interest; and 

 
WHEREAS, Based on the cost and payback period on investment and the long term 

benefit to the City in reduced energy use and costs it is in the City’s best interest to participate in 
the Turnkey Program with PG&E; and 

 
WHEREAS, Public notice of this City Council meeting item was given at least two weeks 

before the meeting. 
  
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council: 
 
1.  approves to forgo standard procurement processes to contract with PG&E for 

LED Street Light Retrofit Program, based on the authority of Government Code section 
4217.12.  The Council finds that the anticipated cost under the contract will be less than the 
anticipated cost to the City that would have been consumed in the absence of this purchase;  

2. approves PG&E Street Light Agreement (PG&E Products and Services 
Agreement);  

3. approves submittal of the On-Bill Financial Supplement and Customized Retrofit 
Incentive Application for Street Light Retrofit Program; and  

4. authorizes the Mayor to execute any associated agreements and applications. In 
authorizing the Mayor to execute the anticipated energy financing agreement, the City Council 
finds under Government Code section 4217.13 that:  the proposed financing arrangement is in 
the best interest of the City in that funds for the repayment of the financing are projected to be 
available from revenues resulting from funding that otherwise would have been used for the 
purchase of electrical energy required by the City. 

  
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

 



Resolution________ 
Page 2 
 
 
 

The foregoing Resolution ________ was passed and adopted by the Tracy City Council 
on the 20th day of August, 2013, by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
 

       
MAYOR  

 
ATTEST: 
 
       
CITY CLERK  



August 20, 2013 
AGENDA ITEM 4 

 
 

REQUEST 
 

PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER AN APPLICATION TO AMEND A VESTING 
TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP ON AN 18.6-ACRE PARCEL TO CREATE 105 
LOTS, AND A PRELIMINARY AND FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN (PDP/FDP) 
AMENDMENT TO ALLOW FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF 105 SINGLE-FAMILY 
HOMES LOCATED WITHIN THE 18.6 ACRE INFILL SITE ON THE WEST SIDE OF 
MAC ARTHUR DRIVE, NORTH OF VALPICO ROAD.  THE APPLICANT IS VALLEY 
OAK PARTNERS AND OWNERS ARE DERONE W. AND D.A THRASHER- 
APPLICATION NUMBERS TSM13-0002 AND PUD13-0002 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

This agenda item involves amendments to an existing Vesting Tentative Subdivision 
Map, and Preliminary and Final Development Plans for the construction of 105 single-
family homes.  Approval of this agenda item would enable the land to be subdivided and 
homes built. 

 
BACKGROUND 

 
The subject property is located on the west side of Mac Arthur Drive, south of and 
adjacent to the Ashley Park subdivision and north of and adjacent to the Valpico and 
Mac Donald Apartment projects, properties with approvals in place that have not yet 
commenced construction (Attachment A).  The project consists of 18.6 acres that the 
applicant wishes to subdivide for the construction of 105 single-family homes, herein 
called the project site.  The proposed project will connect with two stubbed streets from 
the Ashley Park subdivision to the north, and with a street (Glenbriar Drive) and 
pedestrian walkway to the Valpico and Mac Donald Apartment projects to the south.  
The project site, along with the adjacent existing Ashley Park subdivision, was annexed 
to the City in 1973.  The project site falls within the Infill development and finance plan 
area. 
 
In 2007 this property was rezoned from Low Density Residential (LDR) to Planned Unit 
Development (PUD), along with the adjacent out-parcels along Mac Arthur Drive.  With 
that rezoning, a Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map, and Concept, Preliminary and Final 
Development Plans were approved for the development of 103 single-family homes on 
the project site.  
 
Site and Project Area Description 
 
The current zoning designation is Planned Unit Development (PUD), with a General Plan 
designation of Residential Low, allowing for 2.1 to 5.8 dwelling units per gross acre.  The 
property to the west of the project site is zoned M-1 (but has a General Plan designation 
of Residential High), and is currently vacant.  The southern border of the project site is 
zoned High Density Residential (HDR), and two apartment projects have been approved 
for the site, but not yet constructed.  The applicant of this project and the applicants of 
the adjacent apartment projects worked together with the City to incorporate both 
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vehicular and pedestrian access points between the two sites for convenient future 
access.  The 18.6-gross acre site is bordered on the north side by existing single-family 
homes zoned Low Density Residential (LDR).     
 

DISCUSSION 
 
PUD Amendment 
 
In accordance with current Tracy Municipal Code regulations, in order to establish a 
Planned Unit Development (PUD) zone, the minimum and maximum standards must be 
established for the project in the Concept, Preliminary and Final Development Plan 
(Attachment B).  The Concept Development Plan (CDP) is the first step, which describes 
the proposed uses in a very general manner, showing potential building locations, 
parking areas, and proposed land uses.  The Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) 
supplies all of the detailed information, such as architectural renderings, site plans 
showing open space and circulation, landscape, and utility plans.  The Final 
Development Plan (FDP) must be approved prior to any construction, and typically 
finalizes all of the details laid out by the Preliminary Development Plan, and any changes 
proposed.  It is typical for the CDP to be approved upon annexation or rezoning, and 
then later the PDP and FDP are often reviewed concurrently, showing their conformity 
with the adopted CDP.   
 
When this property was rezoned to PUD in 2007, a CDP/PDP/FDP was approved for the 
land that encompassed the 103 lots that were proposed for development at the time.  In 
addition, the CDP only was approved for the five “out-parcels”, as the project proponent 
did not own or plan to develop those lots.  That situation remains today, and the CDP will 
provide for the provision of streets, utilities and development standards upon the 
redevelopment of those lots (upon property owner request). 
 
Subdivision 
 
The proposal is to divide the property into 105 lots in order to develop 105 detached 
single-family homes on approximately 18.6 acres (Attachment C). The proposed lot 
sizes range from 4,176 to 8,544 square feet and are divided into three different lot size 
groups with varying building regulations (such as setbacks and lot coverage, as shown 
in Attachment B).  The three lot size groups are 55’x100’, 50’x100’, and 48’x87’.  The 
gross density of the proposed subdivision is 5.6 units per acre, within the range 
allowable under the site’s General Plan designation of Residential Low. 
 
The subdivision design utilizes the existing street patterns from the property to the north, 
and connects to the apartment projects to the south, ultimately creating a street 
connection from the existing and proposed residences to Valpico Road.  The design of 
this project relating to the existing, proposed, and future development through the use of 
existing stubbed streets and the creation of new ones to future development is a direct 
result of the City’s discussions regarding connectivity.  The proposed subdivision has 
produced a layout that promotes both pedestrian and vehicular connections to reduce 
the need for the use of automobiles while at the same time retaining the hometown feel 
that defines neighborhoods in Tracy.  
 



Agenda Item 4 
August 20, 2013 
Page 3 
 

Parking 
 
Each unit within the project will include two side-by-side parking spaces within an 
enclosed garage as provided within Tracy Municipal Code.  This garage space is to be 
no smaller than 20 feet by 20 feet of clear unobstructed space.  These garages will be 
accessed from public streets.  On-street parking has also been provided on the project 
site, as the street sections as designed allow on-street parking on both sides of the 
streets.  The plotting of the houses on the lots will occur in a manner to pair driveways 
when possible to maximize the number of on-street parking spaces within the project.   
 
Building Setbacks, Development Standards 
 
The minimum building setbacks are to be as shown in the revised Preliminary and Final 
Development Plan as shown in Attachment B.  The minimum setbacks, lot coverage, 
and other requirements vary for each of the three lot sizes, and the housing product is 
appropriately sized to fit on the proposed lots.  Staff worked with the applicant to create 
the development standards for the subdivision so the end result would be a well-planned 
but flexible subdivision that accounts for the needs of the future residents of the 
proposed houses, with regards to building and shade structure additions, pools, and the 
like. 
 
Building Height 
 
The proposed houses are one and two stories in height.  The Tracy Municipal Code 
provides that height limits can be established in each PUD, as appropriate.  The 
proposed maximum building height is 35 feet, which is consistent with the zoning 
regulations of all of the adjacent single-family homes in the LDR zone, which are allowed 
to be up to two and a half stories, or 35 feet, whichever is less. 
 
Architecture 
 
Upon submittal of a vesting tentative subdivision map application (or map amendment), 
as well as a PUD, the applicant is required by Tracy Municipal Code Sections 
12.28.040(b)(2) and 10.08.1830 to submit architectural floor plans and elevations for 
review and approval by the Planning Commission and City Council.  The proposed 
architecture for the 105 units contains a total of six floor plans, some with three and 
some with four different architectural elevations, including Spanish, Craftsman, English 
Country, and Italian (Attachment D).  In total, the combination of floor plans and 
elevations amounts to a total of 20 different houses, which is in compliance with the 
City’s Design Goals and Standards for a subdivision of this size.  The garages are de-
emphasized within the subdivision because all six floor plans are designed with their 
garage facades five or more feet behind the front façade of the living space of each 
house.  Some of the garages are set back even further, allowing the project have some 
garages set back 30 feet from the street.  The combination of these six floor plans, and 
their varying architectural styles complies with the City’s Design Goals and Standards 
and should create an interesting streetscape.   
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Residential Growth Allotments (RGAs) 
 
Because this project is an amendment to the existing Vesting Tentative Subdivision 
Map, the requirements for allocation of RGAs are vested to the requirements of the 2005 
Growth Management Ordinance (GMO) and its Guidelines.  The project does not 
currently have any RGAs and will apply for RGAs in accordance with the 2005 GMO 
prior to the issuance of any building permits for the project.  The project falls within the 
“Primary Area” of the 2005 GMO and is eligible to apply for RGAs in accordance with the 
2005 GMO Guidelines.  
 
Schools 
 
The Tracy Joint Unified School District has determined that the Tiburon Village project 
does not need to dedicate property for a school site within the subdivision.  However, in 
order to mitigate the proposed developments’ impacts on school facilities, a 
Memorandum of Understanding was executed with the School District, which will cause 
a per-unit fee to be charged for each of the 105 units constructed.  
 
Parks 
 
Parks are required to be established within residential neighborhoods to serve the 
residents of the homes that are established in Tracy.  In order to meet the need for park 
land, projects are either required to build their own park, or pay park in-lieu fees.  Since 
the minimum park size within the City is typically required to be two acres, this project 
will pay the park in-lieu fees, as the 105 homes proposed would only constitute a need 
for a 1-acre park. (The total population estimate for the project area is 344 residents, 
based on 105 dwelling units, and 3.28 people per unit.)  In addition, community parks 
are required at a rate of 1 acre of park land per every 1,000 residents, resulting in 0.34 
acres of community park area required, or mitigation fees paid.   
 
Environmental Document 
  
A joint Initial Study/Negative Declaration was prepared for the project site and the 
adjacent commercial project (Valpico Town Center), as both projects were being 
processed in the same time frame and each required environmental documentation.  
The Valpico Town Center project has since been amended to accommodate an 
apartment project.  That Initial Study was completed, and went through the required 
review period as prescribed by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) before 
the Initial Study and the Negative Declaration were presented to and approved by the 
Planning Commission during the review and approval of the Valpico Town Center 
project.  The study included analyses of various potential effects of the projects in 
compliance with CEQA, including specific studies regarding traffic and air quality.  This 
project is consistent with the Valpico/South Mac Arthur Development Projects Initial 
Study and Negative Declaration, approved by the Planning Commission in April of 2004.  
The project is also consistent with the analyses completed in the General Plan 
Environmental Impact Report approved by City Council February 1, 2011. 
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Planning Commission Discussion 
 
The Planning Commission held a public hearing to discuss this project on July 24, 2013.  
They inquired about details regarding traffic impacts, variety in the streetscape (plotting 
of single and two-story units) park land, and RGAs.  Two neighboring property owners 
also addressed the Commission with their concerns about traffic on Mac Arthur Drive 
and with requests to plot single-story units adjacent to their existing homes.  After their 
questions were addressed by staff, the Planning Commission recommended approval of 
the project as presented by staff. 
 

FISCAL IMPACT 
 

This agenda item will not require any expenditure of funds.  The applicant paid the 
application fees for the staff time that was required for review of the proposed project.  
The applicant will also pay all of the appropriate building permit and development impact 
fees upon the commencement of construction of the dwelling units and other 
improvements.  Development of the 105 homes will also result in an increase to property 
tax revenues. 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Staff and the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council approve the 
amendment to the Tiburon Village Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map, Application 
Number TSM13-0002, and the amendment to the Preliminary and Final Development 
Plans, Application Number PUD13-0002, based on the findings and subject to the 
conditions contained in the City Council Resolution dated August 20, 2013. 

 
 
Prepared by Victoria Lombardo, Senior Planner 
 
Reviewed by Bill Dean, Assistant Development Services Director 
 
Approved by R. Leon Churchill, City Manager 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

Attachment A—Location Map 
Attachment B—PUD Guidelines 
Attachment C—Subdivision Map 
Attachment D—Architectural Renderings 
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ATTACHMENT B 
 
 

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) 
TIBURON VILLAGES 

 
1. PURPOSE 

 
The purpose of the PUD is to allow a mix of unit types and size within the project and to 
maximize the efficiency of open space for recreation, pedestrian usage, and 
enhancement of public improvements, including vehicular and pedestrian connectivity 
with adjacent developments. 
 

2. PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 
 

a. Location 
 
The proposed project is approximately 18.6 acres in area, located off South 
MacArthur Drive, south of and abutting the existing Ashley Park Community, and 
in the proximity of the intersection of South MacArthur Drive and Valpico Road. 
 

b. Site Description 
 
The site is currently undeveloped, fallow land with topography consisting of a 
series of terraced benches stepping up from west to east with a change in 
elevation from 92 feet in the southwest corner to elevation 100 feet in the 
northeast corner 
 

c. Access 
 
The main access to the site will be via a neighborhood entry intersecting at South 
MacArthur Drive as depicted on the Tentative Map plans dated July 2013. Two 
secondary points of access from the north are proposed from existing stubbed 
streets, Stalsburg Drive and Bently Lane, both constructed as part of the Ashley 
Park Development. Tung M. Nguyen Lane will be stubbed to the vacant parcel to 
the west providing a third access point.  There is an additional fourth access 
point stubbed to the apartment site to the south for extension of Glenbriar Drive 
to Valpico Road.  
 

d. Circulation within the subdivision shall consist of a series of 55-foot wide public 
streets connecting to the neighborhood entry and extending to Stalsburg Drive 
and Bently Lane to the Ashley Park Development. Residents and visitors will 
have multiple paths of travel throughout the subdivision. 
 

3.  DESIGN CONCEPT 
a. Land Use 

 
The project shall be developed with single family detached product types 
including six floor plans across three typical lot sizes: (i) 55’ x 100’ typical, (ii) 50’ 
x 100’ typical, and (iii) 48’ x 87’ typical. Two of the six floor plans shall be single 
story level homes.  
 



b. Development Standards 
 
Except as otherwise specified herein and when not in conflict with the standards 
outlined herein, all development standards shall be those of the Low Density 
Residential (LDR) Zone. All standards for fence, wall and hedge heights, 
swimming pools, portable buildings, shade structures, projections into yards and 
courts shall be consistent with Tracy Municipal Code Article 24 of Chapter 10.08 
– Zoning Regulations.  Parking of boats or recreation vehicles and motor homes 
within driveways or within any required front yard areas is prohibited within the 
PUD. 
 
 

 
Typical Lots 

 
55' x 100' 50' x 100' 48' x 87' 

Yard       
        
Front 
Setback to 
Garage 18' Minimum 18' Minimum 18' Minimum 
        
Front 
Setback to 
House/Porc
h 10' Minimum 10' Minimum 10' Minimum 
        
Side Yard 
Setback 5' Minimum 5' Minimum 5' Minimum 
        

Side Yard 
Setback on 
Corner Lot 
(street side) 

10' Minimum; Any 
part of structure 
within 20' of 
adjacent lot 
driveway must be 
15' minimum 

10' Minimum; Any 
part of structure 
within 20' of 
adjacent lot 
driveway must be 
15' minimum 

10' Minimum; Any 
part of structure 
within 20' of 
adjacent lot 
driveway must be 
15' minimum 

        
Rear Yard 
Setback 

10' Minimum; 15' 
average 

10' Minimum; 15' 
average 

10' Minimum; 15' 
average 

 

 
 
 

        
Area 5,500 sq ft minimum 5,000 sq ft minimum 4,175 sq ft minimum 
        
Width at Front 
Yard Setback 

55' (Minimum 45' on cul-
de-sac or knuckle) 

50' (Minimum 45' on cul-
de-sac or knuckle) 

48' (Minimum 45' on cul-
de-sac or knuckle) 

        
Minimum Lot 
Depth 100' 100' 87' 



        
Height 35' (Max) 35' (Max) 35' (Max) 
        

Maximum Lot 
Coverage 

55% (Max) - Single Story 
only;   50% (Max) all 
other 

55% (Max) - Single Story 
only;   50% (Max) all 
other 

55% (Max) - Single 
Story only;   50% (Max) 
all other 

        

Parking On-Site 
20' x 20' 2 Car 
Garage/Unit Minimum 

20' x 20' 2 Car 
Garage/Unit Minimum 

20' x 20' 2 Car 
Garage/Unit Minimum 

 
 

 
 
c. Architectural/Site Design/Open Space 

 
i. Design of the Site 

 
The design of streets and individual lots, including the conceptual 
footprint of buildings, is shown on the Tentative Map development plans 
in accordance with the provisions contained herein.  
 

ii. Design and Distribution of Floor Plans and Architectural Elevations 
 
The Development Plan prepared for the subdivision shall incorporate plan 
variety. A minimum of six floor plans with three different elevations shall 
be utilized within the development, as shown on the architectural 
renderings. The same floor plan shall occur at least once for every nine 
(9) lots in a row, and no more than two (2) times for every six (6) lots. No 
exact plan and elevation shall be located on adjacent lots. The single 
story plans will generally be interspersed within the community where lot 
dimensions allow.  
 

iii. Vehicular Circulation 
 
Circulation through the subdivision shall be provided as shown on the 
Tentative Map. 
 

iv. Pedestrian Circulation 
 
Five foot “separated” pedestrian sidewalks (adjacent to five foot 
landscape strips) are proposed on both sides of all residential streets 
providing for pedestrian access for the development. 
 

v. On-Street Parking 
 
Building footprints, garage locations and “curb cuts” shall be designed 
and located to maximize where feasible the number of on-street parking 
locations within the PUD. 
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RESOLUTION________ 

 
APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO THE 105-LOT TIBURON VILLAGE VESTING 

TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP AND AN 
AMENDMENT TO THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

 FOR AN 18.6-ACRE SITE LOCATED ON THE WEST SIDE OF MAC ARTHUR DRIVE, 
APPROXIMATELY 600 FEET NORTH OF VALPICO ROAD 
APPLICATION NUMBERS TSM13-0002 AND PUD13-0002 

 
 WHEREAS, The subject property was annexed to the City of Tracy in 1973 and 
is a part of the Infill Finance Plan; and 
 
 WHEREAS, The project will amend an existing Vesting Tentative Subdivision 
Map to create 105 single-family dwelling units on 18.6 gross acres, with an overall 
density of approximately 5.6 dwelling units per acre, which is consistent with the General 
Plan land use and density requirements; and 
 
 WHEREAS, The proposed map amendment is consistent with the General Plan, 
and Title 12, the Subdivision Ordinance, of the Tracy Municipal Code.  The General Plan 
designation of the property is Residential Low, which provides for a density range of 2.1 
to 5.8 dwelling units per acre.  The General Plan identifies that the characteristic 
housing for the Low Density Residential categories includes single family homes; and 

 
WHEREAS, The site is physically suitable for the type of development, as the 

site, once graded will be virtually flat and the characteristically high clay content of 
Tracy’s soils may require amendments and treatment for proposed landscaping, 
foundations, and other surface and utility work.  The physical qualities of the property 
make it suitable for residential development in accordance with City standards; and 

 
WHEREAS, The site is physically suitable for the proposed density of 

development.  The 5.6 dwelling units per acre proposed is consistent with the allowable 
density range prescribed by the General Plan.  Traffic circulation is designed in 
accordance with City standards for the proposed density to ensure adequate traffic 
service levels are met; and 

 
WHEREAS, The design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements will not 

cause substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or 
wildlife or their habitat.  An Initial Study and Negative Declaration was approved for the 
project site in April of 2004.  Significant fish or wildlife or their habitat have not otherwise 
been identified on the site and no further environmental documentation is required; and 

 
WHEREAS, The design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will not 

conflict with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access through or use of, 
property within the proposed subdivision; and 

 
WHEREAS, The project complies with all other applicable ordinances, 

regulations and guidelines of the City, including but not limited to, the local floodplain 
ordinance.  The subject property is not located within any floodplain and the project, with 
conditions, will meet all applicable City design and improvement standards; and 
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WHEREAS, All the public facilities necessary to serve the subdivision will be in 

place prior to the issuance of building permits.  All the public facilities necessary to serve 
the subdivision or mitigate the impacts created by the subdivision will be assured 
through a subdivision improvement agreement prior to the approval of a final map; and 

 
WHEREAS, the architectural renderings are in compliance with Tracy’s Design 

Goals and Standards because they have incorporated significant variation between floor 
plans and elevations, located garages set back from the facades of the living space, and 
used architectural features on all four sides of each house; and 
 
 WHEREAS, The Planning Commission conducted a public hearing to review and 
consider the amendments to the Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map and Preliminary and 
Final Development Plan on July 24, 2013 and recommended City Council approval of 
said amendments; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the Tracy City Council does 
hereby approve the amendments to the Tiburon Village Vesting Tentative Subdivision 
Map and Preliminary and Final Development Plan, Application Numbers TSM13-0002 
and PUD13-0002, subject to conditions stated in Exhibit “1”, attached and made part 
hereof. 
  
 The foregoing Resolution ________was adopted by the City Council on the 20th 
day of August, 2013, by the following vote: 
 
 
AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 

 ______________________ 
 Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_______________________ 
City Clerk 
  
 



Exhibit 1 
 

Conditions of Approval for the 
Tiburon Village Revised Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map, and 

Preliminary and Final Development Plan Amendment 
Application Numbers TSM13-0002, and PUD13-0002 

 
These Conditions of Approval shall apply to the real property described as the Tiburon 
Village Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map Amendment, Preliminary and Final 
Development Plan Amendment, Application Numbers TSM13-0002, and PUD13-0002 
(hereinafter “Project”), generally located on approximately 18.1 acres on the west side of 
Mac Arthur Drive, approximately 600 feet north of Valpico Road, Assessor’s Parcel 
Numbers 246-140-02 and 03. 
 

A.  The following definitions shall apply to these Conditions of Approval: 
 

1. “Applicant” means any person, or other legal entity, defined as a 
“Developer”. 

 
2. “City Engineer” means the City Engineer of the City of Tracy, or any other 

duly licensed engineer designated by the City Manager, or the Public 
Works Director, or the City Engineer to perform the duties set forth 
herein. 

 
3. “City Regulations” means all written laws, rules, and policies established 

by the City, including those set forth in the City of Tracy General Plan, the 
Tracy Municipal Code, ordinances, resolutions, policies, procedures, and 
the City’s Design Documents (including the Standard Plans, Standard 
Specifications, Design Standards, and relevant Public Facility Master 
Plans). 

 
4. “Development Services Director” means the Development Services 

Director of the City of Tracy, or any other person designated by the City 
Manager or the Development Services Director to perform the duties set 
forth herein. 

 
5. “Conditions of Approval” shall mean the conditions of approval applicable 

to the Tiburon Village Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map Amendment, 
and Preliminary and Final Development Plan Amendment, Application 
Numbers TSM13-0002, and PUD13-0002.  The Conditions of Approval 
shall specifically include all Development Services Department Conditions 
set forth herein. 

 
6. “Project” means the real property consisting of approximately 18.1 acres 

located on the west side of Mac Arthur Drive, approximately 600 feet 
north of Valpico Road, Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 246-140-02 and 03. 

 
7. “Subdivider” means any person, or other legal entity, who applies to the 

City to divide or cause to be divided real property within the Project 
boundaries, or who applies to the City to develop or improve any portion 
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of the real property within the Project boundaries.  “Subdivider” also 
means the Developer.  The term “Subdivider” shall include all successors 
in interest. 

 
 

B.  Planning Division Conditions of Approval: 
 

1. The Developer shall comply with all laws (federal, state, and local) related to the 
development of real property within the Project, including, but not limited to: the 
Planning and Zoning Law (Government Code sections 65000, et seq.), the 
Subdivision Map Act (Government Code sections 66410, et seq.), the California 
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code sections 21000, et seq., 
“CEQA”), and the Guidelines for California Environmental Quality Act (California 
Administrative Code, title 14, sections 15000, et seq., “CEQA Guidelines”). 

 
2. Unless specifically modified by these Conditions of Approval, the Developer shall 

comply with all City Regulations.   
 

3. Unless specifically modified by these Conditions of Approval, the Developer shall 
comply with all mitigation measures identified in the General Plan Environmental 
Impact Report, approved February 1, 2011 and the “Valpico/South Mac Arthur 
Development Projects Initial Study and Negative Declaration” approved by the 
Planning Commission in April of 2004. 

 
4. Pursuant to Government Code Section 66020, including Section 66020 (d)(1), 

the City HEREBY NOTIFIES the Developer that the 90-day approval period (in 
which the Developer may protest the imposition of any fees, dedications, 
reservations, or other exactions imposed on this Project by these Conditions of 
Approval) has begun on the date of the conditional approval of this Project.  If 
the Developer fails to file a protest within this 90-day period, complying with all of 
the requirements of Government Code Section 66020, the Developer will be 
legally barred from later challenging any such fees, dedications, reservations or 
other exactions. 

 
5. The applicant shall pay all applicable fees for the project, including, but not 

limited to, development impact fees, building permit fees, plan check fees, 
grading permit fees, encroachment permit fees, inspection fees, school fees, or 
any other City or other agency fees or deposits that may be applicable to the 
project. 

 
6. All improvements shall be consistent with the Tracy Municipal Code, Standard 

Plans, and other applicable City Regulations. 
 

7. All final maps shall be consistent with the Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map 
received by the Development Services Department on July 18, 2013, unless 
modified herein. 
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8. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the developer shall document 
compliance with all applicable school mitigation requirements consistent with City 
Council standards and obtain certificate of compliance from Tracy Unified School 
District for each new residential building permit. 

 
9. Prior to approval of the first Final Map, the Developer shall obtain approval of all 

street names from the Traffic Engineering Division.  At least one street shall be 
named after a deceased veteran in accordance with City Council Resolution 
Number 87-041. 

 
10. Prior to the approval of the first Final Map, the developer shall submit plans that 

show, to the satisfaction of the Development Services Director, the detailed 
plans for the construction of the pedestrian connection along MacArthur Drive to 
the commercial site (Rite Aid) to the south. 

 
11. Prior to the recordation of the first Final Map, the Subdivider shall show public 

utility easements necessary to accommodate the needs of local utility providers 
in accordance with City standards, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.  

 
12. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall pay all park in-lieu 

fees required for the project. 
 

13. The floor plans and architectural elevations, except as modified herein, shall be 
consistent with the plans received by the Development Services Department on 
July 15, 2013. 

 
14. All of the development standards for the 105 lots shall comply with the 

standards as listed in the “Planned Unit Development Tiburon Villages” 
document, received by the Development and Engineering Services Department 
on July 17, 2013.  The development standards for the 3.35-acre “Thrasher” out-
parcel (located generally at the northwest area of the site) shall be in compliance 
with the standards established within said document for the 5,500 square foot 
minimum lots.  The development standards for the out-parcels on the southeast 
corner of the site, adjacent to MacArthur Drive shall be in compliance with the 
standards established for the 5,000 square foot minimum lots. 
 

15. The Developer shall comply with all applicable requirements of the San Joaquin 
Valley Air Pollution Control District (APCD), including District Rule 9510, 
Regulation VIII, and payment of all applicable fees. 
 

16. The Developer shall comply with all applicable provisions of the San Joaquin 
County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan, including 
Incidental Take Minimization Measures applicable at the time of permit, a pre-
construction survey prior to ground disturbance, and payment of all applicable 
fees, to the satisfaction of San Joaquin Council of Governments. 
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17. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Developer shall provide proof of 
compliance with the Construction General Permit through a Waste Discharge ID 
number or Notice of Intent submittal; and provide proof of compliance with the 
City of Tracy Manual of Stormwater Quality Control Standards for New 
Development and Redevelopment (Manual), which includes the requirements for 
Site Design, Source and Treatment Control Measures, in a project Stormwater 
Quality Control Plan (SWQCP), to the satisfaction of the Public Works Director 
or his/her designee.  Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Developer shall 
provide proof of compliance with CalGreen Building Standards for Residential 
Properties, to the satisfaction of the Public Works Director or his/her designee. 
  Prior to building permit final inspection, a Storm Water Treatment Device 
Access and Maintenance Agreement must be approved and notarized between 
the Developer and the City, to the satisfaction of the Public Works Director or 
his/her designee. 

18. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the Developer shall prepare a detailed 
landscape and irrigation plan for all landscape areas (e.g. back yards, front 
yards, and public right of way) consistent with City standards and shall show 
compliance with adopted Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance and mandatory 
CalGreen Building Standards for Residential Properties through submittal and 
approval of the required Landscape Package, which includes project information, 
a water efficient landscape worksheet, a soil management report and 
Landscape, Irrigation, Drainage and Grading Plans, to the satisfaction of the 
Public Works Director or his/her designee. 
 

 
C.  Engineering Division Conditions 
 
 Contact: Criseldo Mina, P. E. (209) 831-6425  cris.mina@ci.tracy.ca.us 
 

C.1. Tentative Subdivision Map 
Prior to signature of the Tentative Subdivision Map by the City Engineer, the 
Subdivider shall comply with the requirements set forth in this section, to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer.  

 
 C.1.1.  Revise the Tentative Subdivision Map to show the locations of the 1-

foot wide strip reserve street dedications and restricted access to 
MacArthur Drive for Lots 77 through 83 (7 lots). 

 
 C.1.2.  Other street names not specifically changed by these conditions of 

approval shall be reviewed and approved by the City’s Fire 
Department, prior to approval of the first final map. 

 
 C.1.3.  Revise the Tentative Subdivision Map to show the 27.5 feet wide strip 

of land needed from the Texaco Downstream  Properties, Inc., for the 
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extension of street and utilities improvements on Stalsburg Drive from 
Tung Nguyen to the southern boundary of the Property. The 27.5 feet 
wide strip of land will be the westerly-half of the right-of-way of 
Stalsburg Drive. 

 
 C.1.4. Submit one (1) reproducible copy of the approved tentative 

subdivision map for the Project within ten (10) days after Subdivider’s 
receipt of notification of approval of the tentative subdivision map. 
The owner(s) of the Property must sign the Tentative Subdivision 
Map, or provide documentation their consent to the preparation of the 
tentative subdivision map. 

 
C.2. Final Map Applications  

No application for any final map within the Project boundaries will be accepted 
by the City as complete until the Subdivider provides all documents as required 
by City Regulations and these Conditions of Approval, to the satisfaction of the 
City Engineer, including, but not limited to, the following: 
 
C.2.1. The Subdivider has completed all the requirements set forth in this 

section, and Condition C.1., above. 
 
C.2.2. The Final Map prepared in accordance with the Tracy Municipal Code 

and the City Design Documents, and in substantial conformance with 
the Tentative Subdivision Map. 

 
C.2.3. The final map application, which includes tract boundary, street right-

of-way, and lot closure calculations, preliminary title report, updated 
subdivision map guarantee, copies of recorded deeds and/or 
easements and documents that are necessary to complete the 
technical accuracy review of the final map. 

 
C.2.4. Improvement Plans for in-tract and offsite improvements required to 

serve the Property described by the final map and Tentative 
Subdivision Map in accordance with the Tracy Municipal Code, the 
City Design Documents, and these Conditions of Approval. The 
Improvement Plans shall specifically include all the requirements 
specified in Conditions C.5., C.6., C.7., C.8., and C.9., below. 

 
a) Location and size of existing utilities such as electric, gas, 

telephone, TV-cable, sewer, water, storm drain, and others on 
MacArthur Drive and within the Property. 
 

b) All supporting and engineering calculations, material and technical 
specifications, and reports related to the design of the subdivision 
improvements, and as required by the City Engineer. The 
engineering calculations shall include calculations for determining 
the size and capacity of sewer, water and storm drain lines. 
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c) The Improvement Plans shall consist of the Grading and Storm 

Drainage Plans, Irrigation and Landscaping Plans, Composite / 
Joint Utility Plans, In-tract Civil and Utility Plans, Street Lighting 
Plans, Signing and Striping Plans, Masonry Wall Plans, and 
Storm Water Plans prepared in accordance with the Tracy 
Municipal Code and City Regulations. The Grading Plans shall be 
submitted together with the calculations of earthwork quantities or 
specifically the volumes of cut and fill in cubic yards. 
 
The Masonry Wall Plans shall be submitted together with the 
necessary structural calculations, and construction details, if 
necessary, signed and stamped by a Structural of Civil Engineer 
licensed to practice in the State of California. 
 

d) If multiple final maps are to be filed, the Improvement Plans, as 
described above, must be prepared with a detailed phasing plans 
showing construction limits and logical sequence or order of 
constructing street and utilities improvements. The phasing plan 
shall clearly identify the improvements to be constructed with each 
construction phase. 
 

e) If it is necessary to close or interrupt the operation of travel lane(s) 
on MacArthur Drive during construction, a Traffic Control Plan 
prepared and/or signed by a Registered Civil or Traffic Engineer 
licensed to practice in the State of California, must be submitted 
for review and approval. No work shall start within City’s right 0f-
way or no lane closure shall be made without obtaining City 
Engineer’s approval on the Traffic Control Plan. 

 
C.2.5. Engineer’s Estimate for the construction cost of subdivision 

improvements and public facilities that are required to be constructed 
to serve the Project, prepared in accordance with City Regulations. 
Add ten (10) percent for construction contingencies. 

    
C.2.6. Initial payment of plan and map checking, agreement(s) processing, 

and other fees required by these Conditions of Approval and City 
Regulations. 

  
C.3. Final Map  

No final map within the Project boundaries will be approved by the City until the 
Subdivider demonstrates, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, compliance 
with all required Conditions of Approval, including, but not limited to, the 
following: 
 
C.3.1. The Subdivider has completed all the requirements set forth in this 

section, and Condition C.1., and C.2., above. 
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C.3.2. The Subdivider has obtained the approval of all other public agencies 

with jurisdiction over the required public facilities. 
 

C.3.3. The Final Map shall include dedications or offers of dedication of all 
right(s)-of-way and/or easement(s) required to serve the Project 
described by the Final Map and Tentative Subdivision Map, in 
accordance with City Regulations and these Conditions of Approval. 

 
 C.3.4. The existing residential house owned by Derone W. and Dorlane A. 

Thrasher will remain on a parcel (Thrasher Parcel) that will be created 
by a separate Final Parcel Map after the Tentative Subdivision Map is 
approved. The Subdivider shall provide access and utilities 
connections stubbed to the Thrasher Parcel from future public 
street(s), at the Subdivider’s sole cost and expense. The Subdivider 
shall design and construct concrete curb, gutter and sidewalk 
including the typical landscaping improvements between the curb and 
sidewalk along the frontage of the Thrasher Parcel on Stalsburg Drive 
and complete the frontage improvements, prior to final inspection of 
first the residential building to be constructed on any of the lots 
located along the west side of Stalsburg Avenue north of Derone 
Drive. 

 
 C.3.5. The Subdivider shall dedicate a 10-foot wide Public Utility Easement 

(PUE) along the lot frontages within the Property, for the installation, 
repair, use, operation, and maintenance of other public utilities such 
as electric, gas, telephone, cable TV, and others. The Subdivider 
shall coordinate with the respective owner(s) of these utilities 
including PG&E, AT&T, and Comcast, for the design and installation 
of these utilities within the Property. Engineering design and 
construction details of these utilities must be prepared as part of the 
joint utility trench plans to be submitted for City’s approval.   

 
C.3.6. Horizontal and vertical control for the Project shall be based upon the 

City of Tracy coordinate system and at least three 2nd order Class 1 
control points establishing the "Basis of Bearing" and shown as such 
on the final map.  The final map shall also identify surveyed ties from 
two of the control points to a minimum of two separate points 
adjacent to or within the property described by the Final Map. 

  
C.3.7. A detailed construction phasing plan showing the limits and logical 

sequence of construction of street and utilities improvements.  The 
construction phasing plan shall clearly identify the improvements to 
be constructed with each construction phase of the Project.     

 
C.3.8. All the required improvement plans are prepared in accordance with 

City Regulations and these Conditions of Approval. The improvement 
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agreements are executed, improvement security is submitted and 
documentation of insurance are provided, as required by these 
Conditions of Approval. The amounts of improvement security shall 
be approved by the City and the form of improvement security shall 
be in accordance with the Tracy Municipal Code. 

 
C.3.9. The Subdivider shall participate in any applicable Benefit Districts, 

Assessment Districts, or sub-regional reimbursement areas, in 
accordance with City Regulations.  

 
 The Subdivider is required to pay the Property’s proportional share of 

cost of design and construction of the street extension of Stalsburg 
Drive extension south of the Property through the proposed high 
density residential projects (Valpico and Peter MacDonald 
Apartments) to the intersection of Valpico Road/ Glenbriar Drive. 
Payment of the Property’s proportional share of cost which includes 
cost of right-of-way, design and plan checking, construction, and 
inspection shall be delivered, prior to the issuance of the first building 
permit within the Property. The proportional share of cost shall be 
determined based on the number of trips from benefitting properties. 

 
C.3.10. Payment of all fees required by these Conditions of Approval and City 

Regulations.  
 

C.3.11. All public facilities that are required to serve the proposed 
development within the final map boundaries, including water 
distribution, sewer conveyance, and water and wastewater treatment 
capacities have been financially assured by the Subdivider. The 
Subdivider acknowledges that complex planning and financing are 
involved in providing the public facilities required to serve the 
Property. Such public facilities are not available now.  The City will 
make reasonable efforts to facilitate the necessary planning, but 
cannot and does not guarantee that sufficient public facilities, and the 
resulting capacity, will be available before expiration of the Tentative 
Map for this Project (under Government Code Section 66452.6 and 
relevant City Regulations 

 
C.3.12. In order to provide adequate wastewater treatment facilities to serve 

the Project, the Subdivider shall secure rights to wastewater 
treatment capacity, and contribute appropriate funding toward 
expansion of the municipal wastewater treatment facilities. 

 
C.3.13. The Subdivider shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the City 

Engineer, and a finding made by the City Engineer that City’s water 
and wastewater facilities (capacities at the treatment plant and 
distribution or transmission lines, and sewer conveyance) are be 
adequate to meet Project’s water and sewer flow demands, and are 
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consistent with the City's Water and Wastewater Facilities Master 
Plans.  The Subdivider shall pay the costs of analysis by City 
consultants required to make such finding, if necessary. 

 
C.3.14. All engineering calculations such as the pavement design, hydrologic 

and storm drainage calculation, sanitary sewer design, water line 
design, soil report, technical specifications, and other documents 
related to the design of the subdivision improvements. 

 
C.4. Improvement Plans 

The Improvement Plans that are required in this section shall contain the 
design and construction details of street and utilities improvements on 
MacArthur Drive, and all subdivision improvements that are required to serve 
the Project. The Improvement Plans shall consist of the Grading and Drainage 
Plans, Irrigation and Landscaping Plans, Composite and Joint Utility Trench 
Plans, Retaining Wall Plans, In-tract and Off-tract Civil and Utility Improvement 
Plans, Street Lighting Plans, Signing and Striping Plans, Storm Water 
Management Plans, and others. The Improvement Plans shall contain all the 
requirements specified in Conditions C.5., C.6., C.7., C.8., and C.9., below, 
and these Conditions of Approval. Improvement Plans to be signed by the City 
Engineer must be provided on a 4-mil thick 24” x 36” size polyester film (mylar) 
and prepared under the supervision of, and stamped and signed by a 
Registered Civil Engineer. Prior to obtaining the City Engineer’s signature on 
the Improvement Plans, all the requirements set forth in this section shall be 
completed, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, including Conditions C.1., 
C.2., and C.3., above. 

 
C.5.  Street Improvements 

C.5.1. All traffic control devices and appurtenances, including stop sign, 
street name sign, pavement legend, and pavement marking and 
striping shall be installed in accordance with City Regulations and a 
detailed signing and striping plan approved by the City Engineer. 

  
C.5.2. Street lights shall be installed in accordance with City Regulations and 

at locations approved by the City Engineer. As part of the 
Improvement Plans, a street lighting plan that shows the street lights, 
conduits, wires and electrical connection to PG&E facility including all 
pertinent construct details must be submitted for City’s review and 
approval. 

 
C.5.3. Landscaping improvements along MacArthur Drive shall be installed 

with an automatic irrigation system (Motorola Controller) as approved 
by the City Engineer, and shall be completed by the Subdivider, prior 
to the final inspection of the first residential building to be constructed 
within the Property (excluding model homes). Irrigation and 
Landscape Plans shall be signed and stamped by a registered 
Landscape Architect licensed to practice in the State of California. 
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The kind and size of street trees to be planted on MacArthur Drive 
and within the Property shall be per City Regulations, or as provided 
by the City Engineer.  

 
C.5.4. The Subdivider is required to complete the design and construction of 

frontage improvements on MacArthur Drive (MacArthur Drive 
Improvements), prior to the final inspection of the first residential 
building to be constructed on the Property. MacArthur Drive 
Improvements shall include but not limited to, saw-cutting, removal, 
and disposal of existing asphalt concrete pavement, grinding of 
existing pavement for 2” thick asphalt concrete overlay, curb, gutter, 
meandering sidewalk, handicap ramp, street light, fire hydrant, storm 
drain and catch basin, masonry wall, pavement marking, signing, 
striping and other improvements that are deemed necessary to create 
a safe pavement transition from wider to narrower street section such 
as pavement marking and striping, temporary paving, and barricade 
and guardrail. The limit of the new asphalt pavement shall be from the 
gutter to the existing asphalt concrete pavement. The Subdivider shall 
install a 2” thick asphalt concrete overlay over a portion of the existing 
pavement on MacArthur Drive to retain existing pavement crown 
grades and uniform cross slope, and as determined by the City 
Engineer. MacArthur Drive Improvements when completed shall 
provide for a one (1) 8 feet wide bike lane, two (2) 12 feet wide travel 
lanes and a striped median not less than 16 feet wide.  

 
 The Subdivider shall design and construct all improvements including 

pavement marking, and signing and striping at the Property’s 
entrance on MacArthur Drive that are necessary to provide for a safe 
“right-turn in”, “right-turn out”, and “left-turn in” vehicular and 
pedestrian access to and from the Project, as part of the MacArthur 
Drive Improvements.  In order to prevent a “left-turn out” traffic 
movement from Derone Drive, a temporary raised median may be 
necessary on MacArthur Drive. The configuration, shape and location 
of the temporary raised median shall be submitted by the Subdivider, 
for City’s approval. The design and improvement plans of the 
temporary raised median will be required to be submitted, prior to the 
approval of the First Final Map. MacArthur Drive Improvements shall 
be completed by the Subdivider, all at the Subdivider’s sole cost and 
expense. 

 
C.5.5. As part of the frontage improvements on MacArthur Drive, the 

Subdivider shall design and construct a 4 feet wide temporary 
pedestrian walkway along the west side of MacArthur Drive from 
Derone Drive to the northern boundary of the commercial parcel at 
the northwest corner of Valpico Road and MacArthur Drive.  The City 
must approve location, grades and construction detail of the 
temporary pedestrian walkway.  Cost of the pedestrian walkway 
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including cost of acquiring permission(s) or right-of-way(s) and/or 
easement(s), if necessary, and modifying or adjusting existing 
driveway that are impacted by the installation of the walkway will be 
paid by the Subdivider. The design and construction details of the 
temporary pedestrian walkway shall be in accordance with City 
Regulations. The temporary pedestrian walkway is required to be 
completed, prior to final inspection of the 1st residential building to be 
constructed within the Property. The Subdivider may propose an 
alternative solution, for providing a pedestrian connection from this 
Project to the commercial parcel at the northwest corner of Valpico 
Road and MacArthur Drive, subject to approval by the City Engineer. 

   
 C.5.6. The Subdivider shall install a handicap ramp at the southwest corner 

of Derone Drive and MacArthur Drive, if necessary, to provide a safe 
transition to the temporary pedestrian walkway on MacArthur Drive. 
The handicap ramp shall be installed within City’s right-of-way and as 
part of the frontage improvements on MacArthur Drive.  

 
C.5.7. Pavement design shall be based on State of California "R" value 

method, using Traffic Indices specified in the Design Standards, to 
the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The street longitudinal grade on 
any street shall be more than 0.30%.  Street crown shall have a 
minimum slope of 2%. Valley gutters shall not be used to provide 
drainage across any through street or through intersections.   
 

C.5.8. The street extension of Stalsburg Drive from the Property to Valpico 
Road will provide vehicular and pedestrian access to Valpico Road 
and improve better traffic circulation for the Project. For the portion of 
Stalsburg Drive north of the Valpico and Peter MacDonald 
Apartments site (approved high density residential projects to be 
located north of Valpico Road), it will require acquisition of right-of-
way approximately 27.5 feet from the adjacent property or the Texaco 
Downstream Properties, Inc. In order to guarantee completion of 
right-of-way acquisition, design, and construction of Stalsburg Drive 
from Tung Nguyen Lane to the southern boundary of the Property, 
the Developer shall sign a Deferred Improvement Agreement and 
post improvement security, concurrent with the approval of the first 
final map. The street alignment and grades of Stalsburg Drive shall 
be consistent with the preliminary site plan of the Valpico Apartments 
and Peter MacDonald Apartments. 

 
 Prior to the issuance of the 100th building permit, the Subdivider may 

submit cash payment equivalent to the cost of acquiring right-of-way 
and/or easement(s), design, preparing improvement plans, and 
constructing that portion of Stalsburg Avenue. The cash payment 
shall include plan checking, and engineering inspection fees. Upon 
receipt of the cash payment and after City Council’s approval of the 
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termination of or amendment to the deferred improvement 
agreement, the City shall return the improvement security posted by 
the Subdivider for this specific deferred improvement within thirty 
calendar (30) days. 

  
C.5.9. A standard barricade and guardrail with appropriate traffic sign will be 

required at the east end of Tung Nguyen Lane and south end of 
Stalsburg Drive. The space behind the barricade shall be paved to 
prevent growth of weeds and provide easier access for removing 
accumulated debris. To prevent street runoff from draining to 
adjacent property(s), a concrete curb shall be installed through the 
entire width of the pavement or curb-to-curb. Asphalt concrete berm 
or curb is an acceptable alternative solution. A wooden fence shall be 
installed at the east end of Tung Nguyen Lane for the entire right of 
way width of the street. 

 
 C.5.10. A warning sign mounted on an invert “U” railing made of galvanized 

iron pipes shall be installed at the west end of Tung Nguyen Lane 
stating that pedestrian traffic will not be allowed beyond the sign the 
location. 

 
 C.5.11. Prior to the final building inspection of the residential house to be 

constructed on Lots 12 and 13, and if at that time the portion of 
Stalburg Drive south of Tung Nguyen Lane is not constructed and it is 
not utilized as an emergency vehicle access, a typical 6-foot high 
wooden fence shall be installed along the western and southern sides 
of the unimproved portion of Stalsburg Drive within the Property. 

 
 C.5.12. As part of the responsibility to construct frontage improvements on 

MacArthur Drive, the Subdivider is required to underground existing 
overhead facilities or electric lines carrying not more than 34 kilovolts 
and the Property’s electrical service. If the overhead facilities or 
electric lines are more than 34 kilovolts, the Subdivider shall 
coordinate with the respective owner(s) of the utilities, for the 
relocation of their facilities, if necessary, to clear the construction of 
frontage improvements. The limits of undegrounding work shall be the 
entire frontage of the Property on MacArthur Drive and to the nearest 
utility pole(s) on both sides of the Property. If the nearest pole is more 
than 100 feet, the nearest utility pole can be relocated or an additional 
pole can be added such that it is 100 feet away from the Property. All 
electrical transformer(s), pad-mounted switch(s), and other above-
ground installations on MacArthur Drive will not be allowed unless 
otherwise it is specifically approved by the City Engineer. 

 
C.5.13.  The Subdivider shall coordinate with the Tracy Post Master for 

location of, and installation (by the Subdivider) of, cluster type mailbox 
units.  Design and construction criteria shall be in accordance with 
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City requirements. The US Postal Services is responsible for repairing 
and maintaining all cluster mailboxes located within City’s right-of-
way. 

 
C.5.14. Prior to recordation of any final map within the Project, the Subdivider 

shall coordinate with the City and the School District(s) regarding 
vehicular and pedestrian access to schools from this residential 
development.  The Subdivider shall submit plans to the City showing 
pedestrian routes, facilities for bus transportation and bike paths for 
approval by the City. 

 
C.5.15. The Subdivider shall abandon or remove all on-site existing irrigation 

and drainage structures, channels and pipes as directed by the City 
after coordination with the involved irrigation district, if the facilities are 
no longer required for irrigation and /or drainage purposes.  If 
irrigation facilities including the tile drain are to remain to serve 
existing adjacent agricultural uses, the Subdivider will design, 
coordinate and perform required modifications to the facilities to the 
satisfaction of the affected agency and the City.  Written permission 
from irrigation district or affected owner(s) will be required to be 
submitted prior to City approval of the final map(s). 

 
C.5.16. The Subdivider shall, to the satisfaction of the affected utility 

companies and the City Engineer, underground or relocate all 
overhead utilities within the Property and along the residential lots on-
site street frontages and on MacArthur Drive, all at the Subdivider’s 
cost and expense. The Subdivider shall submit joint utility trench 
plans for City’s review and approval.  

 
 
 
C.6 Grading 
 C.6.1. Retaining or engineered walls shall be designed and constructed 

where cuts and fills do not match existing/ final grades and if the 
difference in elevation between two adjacent lots or adjacent 
property(s) is more than 12 inches. The use of engineered slope and 
slope easement(s) is subject to approval by the City Engineer, and 
will not be allowed, if a retaining or engineered wall can mitigate the 
grading issue. 

  
 C.6.2. Site and lot grading shall be designed and constructed in such a way 

that storm water generated within the Property including street runoff 
will not drain to adjacent property(s). Catch basins are to be installed 
where it is necessary. 

 
 C.6.3. The masonry wall along MacArthur Drive shall be at least 8 feet high 

measured from the top of curb (highest) on MacArthur Drive and not 
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less than 6 feet measured from the finish lot grade behind the wall. 
Top/base of wall grades at every lot corner must be shown on the 
Grading Plans. The type of wall to be installed and the exterior finish 
of the wall shall require approval from the City’s Public Works 
Department.   

 
C.7 Sanitary Sewer 

C.7.1. The Subdivider shall design and install sanitary sewer facilities 
including the Project’s sewer connection on Stalsburg Drive and 
Bentley Lane in accordance with City Regulations.  The Subdivider is 
hereby notified that the City will not provide maintenance of the sewer 
lateral within the public right-of-way unless the sewer cleanout is 
located and constructed in conformance with Standard Plan No. 203. 
The City’s responsibility to maintain on the sewer lateral is from the 
wye fitting to the point of connection with the sewer main. 
 

C.7.2. Installation of the sanitary sewer lateral and cleanout for Lots 106, 
107, and 108 on Stalsburg Drive shall be deferred and will be part of 
the offsite improvements for the Thrasher Parcel when it is 
developed. 
 

C.7.3. The proposed 8-inch diameter sanitary sewer line on Tung Nguyen 
Lane west of Stalsburg Drive shall extend and terminate with a 
flushing inlet (for future extension) not closer than 10 feet from the 
western boundary of the Property. 

 
C.8. Storm Drainage Facilities 

 C.8.1. The Subdivider shall design and install storm drainage facilities 
including the Project’s permanent storm drainage connection in 
accordance with City Regulations. 

 
C.8.2. The 30-inch diameter storm drain line on Tung Nguyen Lane shall 

extend to the western boundary of the Property and shall be capped 
with concrete mortar. The design and invert elevation of this storm 
drain line shall be consistent with the City’s Storm Drainage Master 
Plan. 

  
 C.8.3. In accordance with the City’s Storm Drainage Master Plan, storm 

water generated from the Property must drain to the permanent storm 
drainage detention facility known as “Detention Basin 2B” or “DB 2B”, 
in the ultimate condition. DB 2B’s final location is where the City’s 
existing storm drainage basin located south of the Sycamore Village 
Apartments and the City’s Westside Storm Drainage Channel. 
However, in order for this Property to access and use DB 2B, it is 
necessary to install new storm drain line and manholes starting from 
the Project’s permanent storm drainage connection to be located 
west of the Property through the Texaco Downstream Properties, Inc. 
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and the Union Pacific Railroad Company (UPRR) properties to DB 
2B, and expand the City’s existing storm drainage basin to create 
storage capacity (Downstream Storm Drainage Facilities). It is also 
necessary to acquire right-of-way and/or easement(s) from involved 
properties such as the Texaco Downstream Properties, Inc., UPRR, 
and the property west of the City’s existing storm drainage basin to 
complete the construction of the Downstream Storm Drainage 
Facilities. 

 
 The Subdivider has the option to complete the design and 

construction of the Downstream Storm Drainage Facilities, including 
the necessary acquisition of rights-of-way and/or easements with prior 
approval from the City. If the Subdivider decides to undertake the 
work, the Subdivider will be required to sign a construction and 
reimbursement agreement and post improvement security, to 
guarantee completion of the work. The Subdivider will also be 
required to submit improvement plans, engineering calculations, soils 
condition report, and documents to show that permission has been 
granted by Texaco Downstream Properties, Inc. and UPRR.  

 
  The Downstream Storm Drainage Facilities shall be designed and 

constructed to have sufficient capacity to drain the intended drainage 
areas, and shall be completed in accordance with City Regulations, 
the City’s Storm Drainage Master Plan, and the technical report dated 
July 2000 titled “South Industrial Specific Plan (South ISP) Storm 
Drainage Analysis” prepared by Stantec Consulting, Inc. (City Storm 
Consultant). 

 
  The width of the new storm drain line right-of-way or permanent utility 

easement within the Texaco Downstream Properties, Inc. and UPRR 
shall not be less than 15 feet. The alignment and location of the new 
storm drain line shall be consistent with the South ISP Storm 
Drainage Analysis and as determined by the City Engineer. 

 
 Prior to the installation of the storm drain crossing within the UPRR 

property, the Subdivider shall obtain written permission from UPRR. 
The Subdivider may be required by UPRR to sign a Contractor’s 
Right of Entry Agreement for the installation of the storm drain 
crossing. The City may be required to sign a Pipeline Crossing 
Agreement, for the repair, operation and maintenance of the storm 
drain crossing. The Subdivider shall pay for the cost of the 
agreements and all costs associated with obtaining permission from 
UPRR. These agreements must be fully executed by all involved 
parties, prior to starting any work within UPRR’s right-of-way. 

     
 C.8.4. On-site temporary storm drainage retention basin with sufficient 

capacity is an acceptable solution in the interim condition, for 
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disposing storm water generated from the Property. The required on-
site temporary storm drainage retention basin shall have a storage 
capacity not less than and equivalent to two (2) ten year 48 hour 
event, for the storage and disposal of storm runoff that will be 
draining from the drainage areas that will serve the residential lots 
created by the First Final Map and from streets that are required to be 
constructed by the First Final Map. The on-site storm drainage 
retention basin shall remain functional and shall not be removed by 
the Subdivider until after the Downstream Storm Drainage Facilities 
which includes the expansion of the City’s storm drainage retention 
facility described as Detention Basin No. 2B (DB #2B) and the 
Project’s storm drain connection are completed and made 
operational.  The cost of installing, maintaining and removing the on-
site temporary storm drainage retention basin shall be paid by the 
Subdivider. 

 
 If excavated soil and materials on the basin site are to be kept within 

the basin site, the excess soil and excavated materials shall be stored 
as an embankment around the on-site temporary basin and within the 
fenced area. The height of the embankment shall not be more than 6 
feet. The fence for the basin site shall be at least 6 feet high, a chain 
link fence with plastic slats, and with an access gate. The access gate 
shall be secured with a padlock that can be unlocked by a City master 
key. The on-site temporary retention basin shall be accessible from a 
public street. 

 
 C.8.5. The City will allow reduction of the holding capacity of the on-site 

temporary storm drainage retention basin to 50% (one 10-year storm 
drain event), subject to verification by submitting a storm drainage 
calculation and subject to City Engineer’s approval, only if the 
Subdivider proceed with the construction of the storm drain line from 
Tiburon Village through the Texaco/Chevron/Union Pacific Railroad 
Company (UPRR) property to DB #2B.  The actual reduction in size 
can only be allowed and may begin at the time the construction of the 
storm drain line described on section 1 is actually started. The cost of 
reconstructing the on-site temporary storm drainage retention basin 
or reducing the basin capacity shall be the sole responsibility of the 
Subdivider. 

  
 C.8.6. When it becomes necessary and at the request of the Subdivider, the 

City shall make available its condemnation powers to acquire right of 
way and/or easements (temporary construction easement & 
permanent utility easement) that are necessary to construct the storm 
drain line within the Texaco Downstream Properties, Inc. and the 
UPRR properties and the expansion of the City’s storm drainage 
basin.  All costs associated with the acquisition of right of way or 
easements by condemnation process and other costs such appraisal 
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services, title search, and property ownership reports, preparing an 
alignment plan, legal services, and administrative costs including City 
staff, City’s consultants and costs incurred by attorneys and 
appraisers working for the City will be the responsibility of the 
Subdivider. 

 
 C.8.7. If the Subdivider completes the construction of the Downstream 

Storm Drainage Facilities and dedicate or convey to the City, all 
rights-of-way and/or permanent easements (including temporary 
construction easement, if necessary) obtained by the Subdivider from 
involved properties associated with the construction of the 
Downstream Storm Drainage Facilities, the Subdivider will be entitled 
to reimbursement. The terms of reimbursement specifically the 
amount and timing of payment of reimbursement will be specified in 
the construction and reimbursement agreement between the City and 
the Subdivider. The City will be responsible for preparing the 
agreement. 

 
 C.8.8. The Property is within the drainage area of the South ISP Storm 

Drainage Zone 1.  The City has plans to construct the South ISP 
Storm Drainage Zone 1 Infrastructure as part of a capital storm 
drainage improvement project when funds become available through 
the City’s collection of storm drainage development impact fees. The 
City has no definite time to start and complete the design and 
construction of the South ISP Storm Drainage Zone 1 Infrastructure.  

 
 C.8.9. Prior to the approval of the First Final Map, the Subdivider shall 

demonstrate to the satisfaction of the City Engineer that storm 
drainage facilities with sufficient capacity to meet project demands on 
the interim condition will be constructed by the Subdivider, and it is 
consistent with City Regulations. Due to uncertainty on the schedule 
of completing the right-of-way acquisition, design and preparation of 
improvement plans and specifications, and the availability of funds, 
the City cannot provide a timeline or a definite time of completion of 
the South ISP Storm Drainage Zone 1 Infrastructure, and the City will 
allow the use of a temporary on-site storm drainage retention as a 
temporary solution of disposing storm water from developed portion 
of the Property. 

 
 C.8.10. In order to guarantee Developer’s obligation and responsibility to 

repair, maintain and remove the temporary on-site storm drainage 
retention basin, and the re-grading of the basin site after the basin is 
removed, the Subdivider is required to sign an improvement 
agreement (Deferred Improvement Agreement) and post 
improvement security in the amounts approved by the City Engineer, 
prior to the approval of the First Final Map. The temporary on-site 
storm drainage retention basin shall remain on the Property until the 
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Downstream Storm Drainage Facilities or the South ISP Storm 
Drainage Zone 1 Infrastructure is completed or made operational. 
The Subdivider will be required to obtain a grading permit and pay 
grading plan checking, permit processing, and inspection fees, prior 
to starting the grading work. 

 
 C.8.11. A hydrologic and storm drainage calculations for the sizing of the 

temporary on-site storm drainage basin, signed and stamped by a 
Registered Civil Engineer licensed to practice in the State of 
California and a copy of the Project’s Geo-technical/ Soils Report with 
the Project’s percolation rate information, signed and stamped by a 
Registered Geo-technical Engineer licensed to practice in the State of 
California must be submitted as part of a complete submittal of the 
Grading and Storm Drainage Plans. 

 
 C.8.12. The Subdivider shall record a temporary storm drainage easement to 

grant rights to the City to access the temporary on-site storm 
drainage retention basin for any emergency repair or maintenance 
work the City may have to perform within the basin site. The 
temporary access easement shall be recorded after the First Final 
Map is recorded and shall have a sunset clause that such easement 
will automatically terminate after recordation of a notice of completion. 

 
C.9. Water System 

 C.9.1. All water lines that will serve this Project shall be designed in 
accordance with City Regulations and the recommendations shown 
on the technical report dated February 20, 2013 titled “Hydraulic 
Evaluation of Tiburon Village” prepared by West Yost & Associates, 
and as approved by the City Engineer. The Subdivider will be 
responsible for constructing all water line improvements that are 
required in the technical report. 
 

C.9.2. Domestic water service shall be installed in accordance with City 
Regulations and at the location approved by the City Engineer. City’s 
responsibility to maintain individual water service shall be from the 
water main on the street to the back of the water meter (inclusive) 
only.  Repair and maintenance of all on-site water lines, laterals, sub-
meters, valves, fittings, fire hydrant and appurtenances shall be the 
responsibility of the Subdivider. 

 
 C.9.3. The 8-inch diameter water main at Tung Nguyen Lane west of 

Stalsburg Drive shall extend to the southern boundary of the Property 
with a blow-off assembly per City standards for future water main 
extension.  

  
 C.9.4. Water main loop through residential lot(s), even on a temporary basis, 

will not be permitted. 
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 C.9.5. If the landscaping improvements along the frontage of this Property 
on MacArthur Drive and within the project cannot be serviced by an 
existing irrigation controller, the Subdivider shall design and install a 
new irrigation controller including new irrigation water service with 
backflow prevention device, electrical service, and appurtenances. 
The location of the new irrigation controller shall be determined during 
the plan review process. 

  
C.9.6. The Improvement Plans shall contain the Tracy’s Chief Building 

Official and Fire Safety Officer’s signature indicating their approval on 
the Project’s fire service connection, fire and emergency vehicle 
access to the Project, and compliance of the City’s Building and 
Safety Division and the Fire Department’s fire protection 
requirements.  Written approval from the City’s Chief Building Official 
and Fire Safety Officer required in this section shall be obtained by 
the Subdivider, prior to City Engineer’s signature on the Improvement 
Plans. 

  
 C.9.7. The Subdivider shall design and install fire hydrants at locations 

approved by the City’s Chief Building Official and Fire Safety Officer. 
 

 C.9.8. Prior to the issuance of the 61st building permit, the Subdivider shall 
provide a second access road to an improved public street for fire and 
medical emergency vehicle(s) use. The second access shall be 
paved and at least 20 feet wide with 8 feet wide aggregate base 
shoulder on both sides of the access road. The location and 
construction detail of the paved second access road will require 
approval from the Chief Building Official and Fire Safety Officer. 

 
C.9.9 Installation of water service and meter for Lots 106, 107, and 108 on 

Stalsburg Drive shall be deferred and will be part of the offsite 
improvements for the Thrasher Parcel when it is developed. 

 
C.10. Community and Neighborhood/Mini Park 
 C.10.1. The Subdivider will be required to pay development impact fees for 

community and neighborhood/mini park fees, in lieu of dedicating 
land for park site, and designing and constructing a park within the 
Property at the time of issuance of the building permit.  

 
C.11. Grading Permit 

No application for grading permit within the Project boundaries will be accepted 
by the City as complete until the Subdivider provides all documents required by 
City Regulations and these Conditions of Approval, to the satisfaction of the 
City Engineer, including but not limited to, the following: 
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C.11.1. The Subdivider has completed all the requirements set forth in this 
section and Conditions C.1, C.2, C.3., and C.4., above. 

 
C.11.2. A Grading and Storm Drainage Plan prepared by a Registered Civil 

Engineer, and accompanied by Soils Engineering and Engineering 
Geology reports shall be submitted to the City with the Improvement 
Plans.  The engineering reports shall provide recommendations 
regarding adequacy of sites to be developed by the proposed grading 
and also information relative to the stability of soils.  Slope 
easements, if necessary, shall be recorded per City Regulations.  
Prior to the issuance of the first building permit within the Property, 
the Subdivider shall submit a letter, signed and stamped by a 
Registered Geo-technical Engineer, certifying that grading work, 
including excavation, backfilling, compacting and backfilling work 
performed by the Subdivider, meets the requirements of the Project’s 
Soils Report and was completed under the supervision of the 
Project’s Geo-technical Engineer (licensed to practice in the State of 
California). 

 
C.11.3. All grading shall require a Grading Permit.  Erosion control measures 

shall be implemented in accordance with plans approved by the City 
Engineer for all grading work not completed before the 15th of 
October of that year.  Improvement Plans shall designate all erosion 
control methods and materials to be employed. 

 
C.11.4. Prior to the issuance of the Grading Permit, the Subdivider shall 

submit three (3) sets of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans 
(SWPPP) and a copy of the Notice of Intent (NOI) submitted to the 
State Water Quality Control Board (SWQCB) and any documentation 
or written approvals from the SWQCB, including the Wastewater 
Discharge Identification Number (WDID#). After the completion of the 
Project, the Subdivider is responsible for filing the Notice of 
Termination (NOT) required by SWQCB.  The Subdivider shall 
provide the City, a copy of the completed Notice of Termination.  Cost 
of preparing the SWPPP, NOI and NOT including the filing fee of the 
NOI and NOT shall be paid by the Subdivider. The Subdivider shall 
provide the City with the WDID#, prior to the issuance of the Grading 
Permit.  The Subdivider shall comply with all the requirements of the 
SWPPP and applicable Best Management Practices (BMPs), City’s 
Storm Water Regulations, and the City’s Storm Water Management 
Program. 

 
C.11.5. All existing on-site wells shall be abandoned in accordance with the 

City and San Joaquin County requirements.  All costs associated with 
the abandonment of existing wells including the cost of permits, if 
required, shall be the responsibility of the Subdivider.  The Subdivider 
shall provide the City documentation or copy of permit issued by the 
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San Joaquin County, approving the removal or destruction of existing 
well(s), if applicable, prior to the issuance of the Grading Permit. 

 
C.11.6. The Project’s on-site storm drainage system and site grading shall be 

designed such that the Project has a functional overland storm 
drainage release point.  The purpose of the overland storm drainage 
release point is to provide a low spot or an area where water leaves 
the Project site and drains directly to an improved public street with a 
functional storm drain system, in the event the on-site storm drainage 
system fails to function or it is clogged. The building finish floor is 
recommended to be at least 0.70 feet higher than the finish grade of 
the overland storm drainage release point. The Grading and Drainage 
Plans must indicate the location and elevation of the overland storm 
drainage release point and specify any improvements that may be 
necessary to create a functional overland storm drainage release 
point. 

 
C.11.7. Subdivider shall coordinate with the owner(s) of the property(s) to the 

west, for the construction of the retaining structure along the western 
and southern boundaries of the Project.  Subdivider will be required to 
show documentation that the adjacent owner(s) of the adjacent 
property(s) to the south and west have granted permission (temporary 
construction easement, slope easement, and agreement) for the 
installation of the soil retaining structure, and that the Subdivider has 
obtained rights to encroach on their property during the construction 
of the soil retaining structure.  Subdivider shall coordinate with the 
property owner of the adjacent property(s) for the drainage that may 
be necessary to be installed with the soil retaining structure. The 
Subdivider shall provide structural calculations for the design and 
improvement plans with construction detail of the soil retaining 
structure, as part of the Grading and Drainage Plan. The 
documentation requested in this section must be presented to the 
City for review, prior to the approval of the final map.  Subdivider is 
responsible for obtaining all necessary permits, including paying 
permit and inspection fees, associated with the installation of the soil 
retaining structure.  If a building permit is necessary, the Subdivider 
shall obtain such permit and pay all permit and building inspection 
fees associated with the installation of the soil retaining structure.  
Subdivider shall be responsible for installing all improvements 
necessary to prevent soil erosion and any improvements deemed 
necessary to be in-place, as a result or due to the existence of the 
soil retaining structure along the western boundary of the residential 
project.  If necessary, the temporary construction easement and slope 
easement for the soil retaining structure must be recorded, prior to 
the start of construction. Subdivider will not be allowed to begin 
construction until after these easements are obtained and recorded, 
and copies of the recorded easement(s) and/or agreements are 
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provided to the City. Cost of soil retaining structure and associated 
improvements including temporary construction easement and slope 
easement(s) are Subdivider’s sole responsibility. 

 
C.11.8. The Subdivider shall provide documentation of the Project’s 

compliance to the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District’s 
(SJVAPCD) dust control requirements and program. The Subdivider 
is responsible for all costs associated with compliance of this 
requirement including the cost of obtaining necessary permit(s) from 
SJVAPCD.    

 
C.12. Encroachment Permit 

No application for encroachment permit within the Project boundaries will be 
accepted by the City as complete until the Subdivider provides all documents 
required by City Regulations and these Conditions of Approval, to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer, including but not limited to, the following: 
 
C.12.1. The Subdivider has completed all requirements set forth in this 

section and Conditions C.1., C.2., C.3., and C.4., above. 
 

C.12.2. A construction cost estimate for all required public improvements or 
facilities, prepared in accordance with City Regulations.  Total 
construction cost shall include fifteen percent (15%) construction 
contingencies. Engineering review fees are calculated based on the 
approved Engineer’s Estimate. 

 
C.12.3. Payment of all applicable processing fees, including improvement 

plan check fees, engineering fees for processing Conditions of 
Approval, encroachment and grading permits and inspection fees, 
and other fees as required by these Conditions of Approval and City 
Regulations. 

 
C.13. Building Permit 

No building permit within the Project boundaries will be approved by the City 
until the Subdivider demonstrates, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, 
compliance with all required Conditions of Approval, including, but not limited 
to, the following: 
 
C.13.1. The Subdivider has completed all requirements set forth in this 

section, and Conditions C.1., C.2., C.3., C.4., C.10., C.11., and C.12., 
above. 

 
C.13.2. The Final Map is approved by the City and recorded at the Office of 

the San Joaquin County Recorder. 
 
C.13.3. Payment of all applicable development impact fees (a.k.a. capital in-

lieu fees), San Joaquin County Facilities Fees, Regional 
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Transportation Impact Fees, School Mitigation Fees, and all fees 
required by these Conditions of Approval and City Regulations. 
Development impact fees are adjusted annually based on the 
Construction Cost Index (CCI) published in the Engineering News 
Record (ENR). The final development impact fees to be paid by the 
Subdivider are the development impact fees that are in effect at the 
time of issuance of the building permit.  

 
C.13.4. A letter signed and stamped by the Project’s Geo-technical Engineer 

certifying that all grading work that were performed by the Subdivider 
within the Project meets the requirements of the Project’s Geo-
technical/Soils Report and the recommendations of the Project’s Geo-
Technical Engineer, and that the grading work was performed under 
the direct supervision of the Project’s Geo-technical Engineer, as 
required in Condition C.10.3., above. 

  
 C.13.5. The 61st building permit within the Project boundaries will not be 

approved by the City until the Subdivider provides and demonstrates 
that there are two (2) vehicular access points to an improved public 
street, to the satisfaction of the Chief Building Official and Fire Safety 
Officer. 

 
C.14. Agreements, Improvement Security, and Insurance 

C.14.1. Inspection Improvement Agreement - Prior to City approval of a final 
map, the Subdivider may request to proceed with construction with 
the public facilities required to serve the real property described by 
the final map only if the Subdivider satisfies all of the following 
requirements to the satisfaction of the City Engineer: 

 
a.  The Subdivider has submitted all required improvement plans in 

accordance with the requirements of City Regulations and these 
Conditions of Approval, and the improvement plans have been 
approved by the City Engineer. 

 
b.  The Subdivider has submitted a complete application for a final 

map which is served by the required public improvements, and the 
final map is in the process of being reviewed by the City. 

 
c.  The Subdivider has paid all required processing fees including plan 

check and inspection fees. 
 

d.  The Subdivider executes an Inspection Improvement Agreement, 
in substantial conformance with the City’s standard form 
agreement, by which (among other things) the Subdivider agrees 
to complete construction of all required improvements, and the 
Subdivider agrees to assume the risk that the proposed final map 
may not be approved by the City. 
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e.  The Subdivider posts all required improvement security and 

provides required evidence of insurance. 
 

C.14.2. Subdivision Improvement Agreement - Concurrently with the City’s 
processing of a final map, and prior to the City’s approval of the final 
map, the Subdivider shall execute a Subdivision Improvement 
Agreement (for the public facilities required to serve the real property 
described by the final map), which includes the Subdivider’s 
responsibility to complete all of the following requirements to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer: 

   
a.  The Subdivider has submitted all required improvement plans in 

accordance with the requirements of City Regulations and these 
Conditions of Approval, and the improvement plans have been 
approved by the City Engineer. 
 

b.  The Subdivider has submitted a complete application for a final 
map which is served by the required public improvements, and the 
final map has been approved by the City Engineer. 

 
c.  The Subdivider has paid all required processing fees including plan 

check and inspection fees. 
 

d.  The Subdivider executes a Subdivision Improvement Agreement, 
in substantial conformance with the City’s standard form 
agreement, by which (among other things) the Subdivider agrees 
to complete construction of all required improvements. 

 
e.  The Subdivider posts all required improvement security and 

evidence of insurance. 
 

C.14.3. Deferred Improvement Agreement - Prior to the City’s approval of the 
first final map within the Project, the Subdivider shall execute a 
Deferred Improvement Agreement, in substantial conformance with 
the City’s standard form agreement, by which (among other things) the 
Subdivider agrees to complete construction of all remaining public 
facilities (to the extent the public facilities are not included in the 
Subdivision Improvement Agreement) which are required by these 
Conditions of Approval.  The Deferred Improvement Agreement shall 
identify timing requirements for construction of all remaining public 
facilities, in conformance with the phasing plan submitted by the 
Subdivider and approved by the City Engineer. 

 
C.14.4. Improvement Security - The Subdivider shall provide improvement 

security for all public facilities, as required by an Inspection 
Improvement Agreement or a Subdivision Improvement Agreement.  
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The form of the improvement security may be a bond, or other form in 
accordance with City Regulations.  The amount of the improvement 
security shall be in accordance with City Regulations, generally, as 
follows:  Faithful Performance (100% of the approved estimates of the 
construction costs of public facilities), Labor & Material (100% of the 
approved estimates of the construction costs of public facilities), and 
Warranty (10% of the approved estimates of the construction costs of 
public facilities). 

 
C.14.5. Insurance - For each Inspection Improvement Agreement and 

Subdivision Improvement Agreement, the Subdivider shall provide the 
City with evidence of insurance, as follows: 

 
a.  General. The Subdivider shall, throughout the duration of the 

Agreement, maintain insurance to cover Subdivider, its agents, 
representatives, contractors, subcontractors, and employees in 
connection with the performance of services under the Agreement 
at the minimum levels set forth below. 
 

b.  Commercial General Liability (with coverage at least as broad as 
ISO form CG 00 01 01 96) coverage shall be maintained in an 
amount not less than $3,000,000 general aggregate and 
$1,000,000 per occurrence for general liability, bodily injury, 
personal injury, and property damage. 

 
c.  Automobile Liability (with coverage at least as broad as ISO form 

CA 00 01 07 97, for “any auto”) coverage shall be maintained in 
an amount not less than $1,000,000 per accident for bodily injury 
and property damage. 

 
d.  Workers’ Compensation coverage shall be maintained as required 

by the State of California. 
 

e.  Endorsements.  Subdivider shall obtain endorsements to the 
automobile and commercial general liability with the following 
provisions: 

 
1) The City (including its elected and appointed officials, officers, 

employees, agents, and volunteers) shall be named as an 
additional “insured.” 
 

2) For any claims related to this Agreement, Subdivider’s 
coverage shall be primary insurance with respect to the City.  
Any insurance maintained by the City shall be excess of the 
Subdivider’s insurance and shall not contribute with it. 

 



Tiburon Villages  
Application Numbers TSM13-0002 and PUD13-0002 
August 20, 2013 
Page 26 
 
 

f.  Notice of Cancellation.  Subdivider shall obtain endorsements to 
all insurance policies by which each insurer is required to provide 
thirty (30) days prior written notice to the City should the policy be 
canceled before the expiration date.  For the purpose of this 
notice requirement, any material change in the policy prior to the 
expiration shall be considered a cancellation. 
 

g.  Authorized Insurers.  All insurance companies providing coverage 
to Subdivider shall be insurance organizations authorized by the 
Insurance Commissioner of the State of California to transact the 
business of insurance in the State of California. 

 
h.  Insurance Certificate.  Subdivider shall provide evidence of 

compliance with the insurance requirements listed above by 
providing a certificate of insurance, in a form satisfactory to the 
City. 

 
i.  Substitute Certificates.  No later than thirty (30) days prior to the 

policy expiration date of any insurance policy required by the 
Agreement, Subdivider shall provide a substitute certificate of 
insurance. 

 
j.  Subdivider’s Obligation.  Maintenance of insurance by the 

Subdivider as specified in the Agreement shall in no way be 
interpreted as relieving the Subdivider of any responsibility 
whatsoever (including indemnity obligations under the 
Agreement), and the Subdivider may carry, at its own expense, 
such additional insurance as it deems necessary. 

 
C.14.6. Release of Improvement Security – Release of improvement security 

shall be in accordance with the requirements of the Tracy Municipal 
Code.  The City shall not release any improvement security until after 
the Subdivider provides as-built plans, to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer.  Within twenty (20) days after the City’s approval of the final 
map, the City shall provide the Subdivider one (1) set of reproducible 
duplicates on polyester film of all approved Improvement Plans.  
Upon completion of the construction by the Subdivider, the City shall 
temporarily release the originals to the Subdivider so that the 
Subdivider will be able to document revisions to show the "As Built" 
configuration of all improvements.  The Subdivider shall submit these 
As-Built Plans (or Record Drawings) to the City Engineer within 30 
days after City Council acceptance of the public improvements. 

 
C.15. Final Building Inspection 

The City shall not conduct a final building inspection on any building within the 
Project boundaries until the Subdivider provides documentation which 
demonstrates, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, that: 
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C.15.1. The Subdivider has completed all requirements set forth in this 

section, and Conditions C.1., C.2., C.3., C.4., C.5., C.6., C.11., and 
C.12., above. 

 
C.15.2. The Subdivider has completed construction of public facilities or 

improvements required to serve the Project for which a building 
certificate of occupancy is requested or a Final Map is approved.  
Unless specifically provided in these Conditions of Approval or other 
City Regulations, the Subdivider shall take all actions necessary to 
construct all public facilities required to serve the Project, and the 
Subdivider shall bear all costs related to the construction of the public 
facilities (including all costs of design, construction, construction 
management, improvement plans check, inspection, land acquisition, 
program implementation, and contingency). 

 



August 20, 2013 
 

AGENDA ITEM 5 
 
 
REQUEST 
 

PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER REZONING A 47.1-ACRE PARCEL FROM LOW 
DENSITY RESIDENTIAL TO PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT, APPROVAL OF A 
CONCEPT, PRELIMINARY AND FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN, AND APPROVAL OF 
A VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVSION MAP FOR A 252-LOT RESIDENTIAL 
SUBDIVISION, KNOWN AS KAGEHIRO PHASE 3, LOCATED AT THE SOUTHEAST 
CORNER OF CORRAL HOLLOW ROAD AND KAGEHIRO DRIVE, ASSESSOR’S 
PARCEL NUMBER 242-040-36.  THE APPLICANT AND PROPERTY OWNER IS 
CORRAL HOLLOW DEVELOPMENT, LLC.  APPLICATION NUMBERS PUD13-0001 
AND TSM12-0001 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

This agenda item involves a proposed rezoning from Low Density Residential to Planned 
Unit Development, approval of a Concept, Preliminary and Final Development Plan, and 
approval of a Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map for the construction of 252 single-family 
homes.  Approval of this agenda item would enable the land to be subdivided and the 
homes built. 

 
BACKGROUND 
 

The subject property is a portion of the 141-acre Kagehiro property that was annexed to 
the City of Tracy on January 17, 1997.  The subject property consists of a 47.1-acre 
parcel located at the southeast corner of Kagehiro Drive and Corral Hollow Road 
(Attachment A: Location Map).   
 
The project consists of a rezoning from Low Density Residential (LDR) to Planned Unit 
Development (PUD), approval of a Concept, Preliminary and Final Development Plan, 
and approval of a Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map to create 252 residential lots for 
single-family homes (Application Numbers PUD13-0001 and TSM12-0001).     
 

DISCUSSION 
 
Rezone from LDR to PUD 
 
The subject property has a General Plan designation of Residential Low and zoning of 
LDR.  The surrounding area includes single-family residential neighborhoods to the north 
and east (General Plan designation of Residential Low and zoning of LDR).  A City park 
is located to the northeast (Gretchen Talley Park).  The adjacent areas to the south and 
west are located in the jurisdiction of San Joaquin County and consist of rural residential 
lots and agricultural lands, and an irrigation ditch (West Side Irrigation District property) 
along the southern boundary of the subject property. 
      
The applicant’s proposal includes rezoning the subject property from LDR to PUD 
(Attachment B: Existing and Proposed Zoning).  PUD zoning has been used throughout 
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many areas of the City to achieve creative site plans that do not fit within the constraints 
of a particular zone, such as LDR.   
 
The proposed Kagehiro Phase 3 PUD has a density of 5.3 dwelling units per gross acre.  
The proposed average lot size is 5,885 square feet with a low of 5,000 square feet and a 
high of approximately 13,000 square feet (Attachment C: Lot Size Table).  The majority 
of the lots are sized at 55 feet wide by 100 feet deep (5,500 square feet).  This varies 
from the LDR zone, which has a minimum lot size of 5,600 square feet.    The proposed 
PUD would be consistent with the General Plan designation of Residential Low, 
including the density range of 2.1 to 5.8 dwelling units per gross acre. 
 
The proposed PUD zoning regulations (Attachment D: Concept Development Plan/ PUD 
Zoning Regulations) would allow lot sizes that are slightly smaller and narrower than 
allowed in the LDR zone (50 to 55 feet wide compared to 56 feet in the LDR), houses 
that are slightly closer together (five-foot minimum side setbacks with 10 feet between 
houses compared to side setbacks of four feet and ten feet with 14 feet between houses 
in the LDR), and houses that cover slightly more of the lot (up to 55% maximum lot 
coverage compared to 45% in the LDR).  The proposed setbacks and lot sizes are 
similar to many other PUDs that have been approved throughout the City.     
     
Preliminary and Final Development Plan 
 
The Preliminary and Final Development Plan consists of the proposed site plan and 
architecture (Attachment E: Preliminary and Final Development Plan/ Architectural 
Packet).  The site has some constraints due to its dimensions and being an infill parcel 
surrounded by existing development with stubbed streets and a West Side Irrigation 
District ditch along the southern property boundary.   
 
The proposed site plan consists of 252 single-family residential lots on approximately 47 
acres.  The general layout for the subdivision includes modified grid pattern streets with 
small blocks and short street lengths to reduce traffic speeds, increase connectivity and 
pedestrian friendliness.  The subdivision would have its primary access from Corral 
Hollow Road be from Kagehiro Drive, with secondary access points from existing streets 
to the north and east.  The project would feature sidewalks separated from the street by 
a five-foot wide landscape strip to enhance the visual appeal of the streetscape, 
increasing shade coverage on both the street and sidewalk, and further creating a 
pedestrian friendly neighborhood.       
 
The proposed architecture consists of six plan types (all single-family detached homes) 
with four to five different elevation types per plan (total of 28 different house designs).  
The proposed houses range in size from approximately 2,400 square feet to 3,500 
square feet, with one single-story plan type and the rest two-story.  The proposed 
architecture includes a variety of building materials and interesting details.  The 
architectural details are carried around to all four sides of the houses.  The proposal 
includes setting back the garages a minimum of 30 feet from the front property line on at 
least 20% of the lots.     
 
The proposed project includes one single-story floor plan and is proposing to use it on 
15% to 25% of the lots.  The City’s Design Goals and Standards state that there should 
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be at least one single-story floor plan designed with each subdivision and used on 
approximately 25% of the lots.  The proposed project meets all other requirements of the 
City’s Design Goals and Standards, including the mix of housing types and frequency of 
each house used, as shown in Condition of Approval number B.11 (Exhibit 1 of City 
Council Resolution) and depicted in the conceptual house plotting plan (Attachment F: 
Conceptual House Plotting Plan).   
 
Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map 
 
The proposed Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map would subdivide the 47.1 acre parcel 
into 252 residential lots and public streets with sidewalks and landscaping (Attachment 
G: Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map).  The street sections would be 35 feet wide curb 
to curb with parking on both sides (total public right of way width of 55 feet).  The public 
right of way would include a five-foot wide landscape strip between the curb and 
sidewalk on both sides of the street. 
 
The applicant has proposed a revision to the Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map, which 
would extend Mia Way as a through street into the Kagehiro Phase 3 subdivision, as 
shown in the attached exhibit (Attachment H: Revision to Mia Way) and described in 
Condition of Approval number C.6.10 (Exhibit 1 of City Council Resolution).  This 
revision would include having lots 34 and 35 fronting onto Mia Way, including driveway 
access, rather than on Kagehiro Drive.  This proposed revision is the result of a request 
from some of the neighbors on Kagehiro Drive.  The applicant will lose one lot (lot 36) 
with the extension of Mia Way.  However, the applicant will have an opportunity to make 
minor adjustments during the Final Map process to maintain 252 total lots.  
 
Notwithstanding the vested rights this Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map is entitled to 
under the provisions of the Subdivision Map Act, the applicant has expressly requested 
that the project be subject to those applicable fees anticipated to be adopted by the City 
Council to implement the Citywide Master Plans (Attachment I: Letter from Applicant 
regarding Vesting Rights and Development Impact Fees).  These fees will relate to: 
water, recycled water, wastewater, storm drainage, roadways, parks, public facilities and 
public safety.  The requirement for payment of such fees has been incorporated into the 
Conditions of Approval (Exhibit 1 of City Council Resolution).  Therefore, the project 
would be subject to such fees at the time they are adopted. 
 
RGAs 
 
The project will require 252 RGAs for the construction of the 252 proposed residential 
units.  The project will be eligible to apply for and receive RGAs per the regulations set 
forth in the Growth Management Ordinance and Growth Management Ordinance 
Guidelines after a Tentative Subdivision Map is approved.  The RGAs will be required 
prior to the issuance of any building permits. 
 
Schools 
 
The Tracy Unified School District has determined that the project does not need to 
dedicate property for a school site within the subdivision.  However, in order to mitigate 
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the proposed project’s impacts on school facilities, the Tracy Unified School District and 
the developer executed an MOU, which requires the payment of school fees.   

 
Parks 

  
Parks are required to be established within residential neighborhoods to serve the 
residents of the homes that are established in Tracy.  In order to meet the need for park 
land, projects are either required to build parks or pay park in-lieu fees.   
Rather than including land dedicated for park uses within the proposed project, the 
project applicant will be paying park in-lieu fees, which could be used to acquire property 
and expand the adjacent existing Gretchen Talley Park.  This is consistent with the 
findings that larger parks (such as mid-sized Neighborhood Parks and Community 
Parks) are more desirable to the community, as described in the City’s Parks Master 
Plan.  City Council will ultimately determine whether the funds are used to expand 
Gretchen Talley Park or develop parks elsewhere in the City. 
 
Neighborhood Meeting 
 
The applicant conducted a neighborhood meeting on June 25, 2013 to present the 
project to the nearby residents, as requested by staff.  Approximately thirty neighbors 
were present at the meeting.  The project was generally well-received by the neighbors, 
although some concerns were expressed.  The primary concerns were related to traffic 
congestion at the intersection of Corral Hollow Road and Valpico Road, the potential for 
high-speed traffic on Kagehiro Drive, and the plans for the West Side Irrigation District 
canal. 
 
The intersection of Corral Hollow Road and Valpico Road is located in the jurisdiction of 
San Joaquin County, outside of the City limits.  Under existing conditions, the four-way-
stop intersection operates at LOS E with an average delay of 44 seconds in the PM peak 
hour (worst peak hour).  The County has a Capital Improvement Project to signalize this 
intersection and provide minor improvements to the intersection, including a left-turn 
lane added to all four approaches and an eight phase signal.  Design of these 
improvements is expected to begin next month, with construction tentatively planned for 
August of 2014.   
 
In order to identify roadway facility and intersection improvements needed to 
accommodate the traffic generated by buildout of the City’s General Plan, the City 
prepared and adopted the 2012 Citywide Roadway and Transportation Master Plan 
(Transportation Master Plan).  The Transportation Master Plan identified a range of 
roadway and intersection improvements that would be needed for buildout of the 
General Plan.  The Kagehiro Phase 3 project is responsible for the payment of fair-share 
traffic mitigation fees to the City of Tracy.  The payment of these fair-share traffic 
mitigation fees would assist the City with implementation of the various improvements 
identified in the Transportation Master Plan. 
 
Regarding the concerns for the potential of high-speed traffic on Kagehiro Drive, the City 
will require a sign warrant analysis prior to construction of the project and also 
incrementally at every 50th building permit.  It is likely that two additional stop signs will 
be needed along Kagehiro Drive before full buildout of the project.  Once the warrant 
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analysis identifies the need for new stops signs, the stop signs will be installed at the 
Developer’s expense (unless the stop signs are warranted under existing conditions, in 
which case the signs would be installed at the City’s expense). 
 
Concerns were also raised regarding the plans for the West Side Irrigation District 
property and the location of the perimeter fence for the project.  As it was explained at 
the neighborhood meeting, the West Side Irrigation District (WSID) property would 
remain the same as existing.  The WSID property is outside of the City limits and outside 
of the project area.  The southern perimeter of the project would be adjacent to the 
northern edge of the WSID property, and would consist of a standard residential fence 
(six foot high wood fence).  The WSID has stated that their plans for the irrigation canal 
are to leave it in its existing, open state. This explanation relieved the neighbors’ concern 
that the canal would be covered and the project would be located immediately adjacent 
to their property.    
 
Environmental Document 

 
The project is consistent with the Residential Low designation and density requirements 
of the General Plan, for which an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was certified on 
February 1, 2011.  As described in the attached document (Attachment J: CEQA 15183 
Analysis), all cumulative and offsite impacts associated with development and buildout of 
the project were fully addressed in the General Plan EIR and there are no site specific or 
peculiar impacts associated with the project that cannot be substantially mitigated to a 
less-than-significant level through the application of uniformly applied standards and 
policies that would be applied to the project.  Therefore, in accordance with California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15183, no further environmental 
assessment is required.  
 
Planning Commission Discussion 
 
The Planning Commission held a public hearing to discuss this project on July 24, 2013.  
There were no comments from the public, except for the applicant.  Following questions 
from the Planning Commissioners for staff and the applicant, which included questions 
regarding the requirements for single-story houses, the revisions to Mia Way, and the 
signal warrant analysis for Kagehiro Drive, the Planning Commission recommended 
approval of the project as presented by staff. 
 

FISCAL IMPACT 
 

This agenda item will not require any expenditure of funds.  The applicant paid the 
application fees for the staff time that was required for review of the proposed project.  
The applicant will also pay all of the appropriate building permit and development impact 
fees upon the commencement of construction of the dwelling units and other 
improvements.  Development of the 252 homes will also result in an increase to property 
tax revenues. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
 

Staff and the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council take the following 
actions: 
 

1. Introduce an Ordinance of the City of Tracy rezoning a 47.1 acre parcel, 
located at the southeast corner of Corral Hollow Road and Kagehiro Drive, 
Assessor’s Parcel Number 242-040-36, from Low Density Residential Zone to 
Planned Unit Development Zone, Application Number PUD13-0001; and 
 

2. Adopt a Resolution, approving a Concept, Preliminary and Final Development 
Plan for Kagehiro Phase 3, a 252-lot residential subdivision, Application 
Number PUD13-0001, subject to the conditions and based on the findings 
contained in the City Council Resolution dated August 20, 2013.   

 
3. Adopt a Resolution, approving a Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map for 

Kagehiro Phase 3, a 252-lot residential subdivision, Application Number 
TSM12-0001, subject to the conditions and based on the findings contained 
in the City Council Resolution dated August 20, 2013.   

 
 
Prepared by: Scott Claar, Associate Planner 
 
Reviewed by: Bill Dean, Assistant Development Services Director 
 
Approved by: Andrew Malik, Development Services Director 

R. Leon Churchill, Jr., City Manager 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment A: Location Map 
Attachment B: Existing and Proposed Zoning 
Attachment C: Lot Size Table 
Attachment D: Concept Development Plan/ PUD Zoning Regulations 
Attachment E: Preliminary and Final Development Plan/ Architectural Packet  

(Oversized: Available at Development Services Department in City Hall) 
Attachment F: Conceptual House Plotting Plan 
  (Oversized: Available at Development Services Department in City Hall) 
Attachment G: Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map 
  (Oversized: Available at Development Services Department in City Hall) 
Attachment H: Revision to Mia Way 
Attachment I: Letter from Applicant regarding Vesting Rights and Development Impact Fees 
Attachment J: CEQA 15183 Analysis 
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KAGEHIRO PHASE III 

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 

CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN / PUD ZONING REGULATIONS 

 

I.  PURPOSE 
The purpose of the Kagehiro Phase III  PUD is to achieve (1) a new 252 lot subdivision with 
lot types and residential homes which are compatible with the existing single family 
residential uses in the project’s surrounding areas; (2) a creative site plan which  is designed 
to provide (i) adequate parking and emergency safety vehicle access,  (ii) shorter streets for 
reduced  automobile speeds,  and  (iii) the necessary connectivity to all parts of the 
subdivision, including pedestrian and automobile access to Corral Hollow Road, Gretchen 
Talley Park, Hirsch Elementary School, Tracy Area Rapid Transit and all points North, South, 
East and West;  (3)  onsite Storm Water Pollution Prevention Control Treatment within the 
subdivision,  and  (4) separated sidewalks enhancing the visual aesthetics of the subdivision 
with the planting of trees and groundcover immediately adjacent to streets, providing 
separation of pedestrian traffic from cars and the reduction of the “street heat island” by 
the shading of streets and parked cars. 
 

II. PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 
The subject parcel consists of approximately 47.1 acres located at the Southeast corner of 
Corral Hollow Road and Kagehiro Drive.  The subject parcel is the third phase of an original 
approximate 140 acre parcel.  The first phase was developed by Standard Pacific Homes and 
is known as the Muirfield Unit 7 Subdivision, the second phase was developed by Meritage 
Homes and is known as Eastgate Subdivision.  The subject parcel is bordered by Corral 
Hollow Road to the west, Kagehiro Drive and the Meritage Subdivision and Gretchen Talley 
Park to the north, an older phase of the Standard Pacific Homes project, also known as 
Muirfield Subdivision, is located to the east, and unincorporated land containing a Westside 
Irrigation District Canal borders the project to the south. 
 

III. PERMITTED USES 
Permitted uses shall comply with the requirements of the Low Density Residential (LDR) 
zone. 
 

IV. DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
Except as otherwise specified herein, the Kagehiro Phase III PUD shall comply with all 
requirements of the Tracy Municipal Code that apply to the Low Density Residential (LDR) 
zone, including requirements for height limits, off-street parking, swimming pools, shade 
structures, detached accessory buildings, fences and projections into yards. 
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A. Lot area and width and depth. 
The Lot area and width and depth requirements shall be consistent with the approved 
Final Development Plan. 
 

B. Density 
The density requirements shall be consistent with the approved Final Development 
Plan. 
 

C. Minimum yards 
1. Front Yard-The minimum front yard setback shall be ten  feet from the back of 

the sidewalk, except garages, which shall be setback a minimum of eighteen 
feet from the  back of the sidewalk to the face of the garage door.  There shall 
be a minimum two foot differential between neighboring main buildings, except 
at knuckles where the benefit of such variation is not needed due to the 
curvature of the street. 

2. Side Yards-The minimum side yard setbacks shall be five feet on each side of the 
lots, including corner lots.  In addition to the projections into yards, which are 
permitted in the LDR zone, the following encroachments into the side yard 
setback areas are permitted, provided that at least one side of the property 
maintains a 5-foot minimum setback (on the garage-side) to allow for access to 
the rear yard, including movement of trash containers and other objects:  (a) 
walled patios at the front of a house, as shown on the approved architectural 
plans and (b) air conditioning equipment, including such air conditioning 
equipment that is in excess of two feet in depth.  

3. Rear Yard-The minimum rear yard setbacks shall be an average of fifteen feet 
and a minimum of ten feet.   
 

D. Lot Coverage 
The maximum lot coverage of all buildings shall not exceed fifty-five percent of the lot 
area.  The computation of lot coverage shall exclude porches, terraces, courtyards, 
patios, patio covers, and shade structures. 
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CEQA	  15183	  ANALYSIS	  	  
	  

FOR	  THE	  
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Prepared	  for:	  
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Prepared	  by:	  
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INTRODUCTION	  
The	  following	  pages	  provide	  an	  analysis	  of	  the	  proposed	  Kagehiro	  Phase	  3	  Development	  Project	  
(project)	   with	   respect	   to	   the	   project’s	   consistency	   with	   the	   City	   of	   Tracy	   General	   Plan,	   the	  
analysis	   contained	   in	   the	   General	   Plan	   EIR,	   and	   any	   site-‐specific	   environmental	   impacts	   or	  
cumulative	  impacts	  that	  may	  result	  from	  project	  implementation.	  	  	  	  	  

As	  explained	  in	  the	  following	  pages,	  the	  proposed	  project	   is	  consistent	  with	  the	  City’s	  General	  
Plan,	  for	  which	  an	  EIR	  was	  prepared	  and	  certified,	  and	  there	  are	  no	  site-‐specific	  or	  cumulative	  
impacts	  associated	  with	  the	  proposed	  project	  that	  have	  not	  been	  fully	  addressed	  in	  a	  previous	  
environmental	  document,	  or	  that	  cannot	  be	  mitigated	  to	  a	  less	  than	  significant	  level	  through	  the	  
application	   of	   uniformly	   applied	   development	   policies	   and/or	   standards.	   	   The	   findings	  
presented	  below	  demonstrate	  that	  no	  additional	  environmental	  analysis	  is	  required	  under	  the	  
California	  Environmental	  Quality	  Act	  (CEQA)	  prior	  to	  approval	  of	  the	  proposed	  project.	  	  	  

PROJECT	  OVERVIEW	  
The	   subject	   property	   consists	   of	   a	   vacant	   47.1-‐acre	   parcel	   located	   at	   the	   southeast	   corner	   of	  
Kagehiro	  Drive	  and	  Corral	  Hollow	  Road	  (Assessor’s	  Parcel	  Number	  242-‐040-‐36).	  	  The	  General	  
Plan	   designation	   is	   Residential	   Low	   and	   the	   zoning	   is	   Low	   Density	   Residential	   (LDR).	  	   The	  
applicant’s	  proposal	  consists	  of	  rezoning	  the	  property	  from	  LDR	  to	  Planned	  Unit	  Development	  
(PUD)	  and	  a	  Vesting	  Tentative	  Subdivision	  Map	  to	  create	  252	  residential	   lots	  for	  single-‐family	  
homes	  (Application	  Numbers	  PUD13-‐0001	  and	  TSM12-‐0001).	  	  	  	  	  

The	   surrounding	   area	   includes	   single-‐family	   residential	   neighborhoods	   to	   the	   north	   and	   east	  
(General	  Plan	  designation	  of	  Residential	  Low	  and	  zoning	  of	  LDR).	  	  A	  City	  park	  is	  located	  to	  the	  
northeast.	  	   The	   adjacent	   areas	   to	   the	   south	   and	   west	   are	   located	   in	   the	   jurisdiction	   of	   San	  
Joaquin	   County	   and	   consist	   of	   rural	   residential	   lots	   and	   agricultural	   lands,	   and	   an	   irrigation	  
ditch	   (West	   Side	   Irrigation	   District	   property)	   along	   the	   southern	   boundary	   of	   the	   subject	  
property.	  	  	  	  	  

The	   subject	  property	   is	   a	  portion	  of	   the	  141-‐acre	  Kagehiro	  property	   that	  was	  annexed	   to	   the	  
City	   of	   Tracy	   on	   January	   17,	   1997.	  	   A	   Mitigated	   Negative	   Declaration	   was	   adopted	   by	   City	  
Council	  for	  the	  Kagehiro	  Annexation	  on	  September	  17,	  1996.	  	  

PREVIOUS	  ENVIRONMENTAL	  ANALYSES	  OF	  THE	  PROPOSED	  PROJECT	  	  
Two	  previous	  environmental	  analyses	  have	  been	  prepared	  and	  certified	  which	  are	  applicable	  to	  
the	  proposed	  project.	  	  

On	  February	  1,	  2011,	  the	  City	  adopted	  a	  new	  General	  Plan	  and	  certified	  the	  associated	  General	  
Plan	  EIR	  (SCH#	  2008092006).	  	  The	  proposed	  project	  will	  be	  consistent	  with	   the	  General	  Plan	  
designation	   of	   Residential	   Low	   and	   the	   density	   range	   of	   2.1	   to	   5.8	   dwelling	   units	   per	   gross	  
acre.	  The	  General	  Plan	  EIR	  assumed	  full	  development	  and	  buildout	  of	  the	  project	  site,	  consistent	  
with	   the	   uses	   and	   residential	   densities	   proposed	   by	   the	   project.	   	   The	   cumulative	   impacts	  
associated	  with	  buildout	  of	  the	  City	  of	  Tracy	  General	  Plan,	  including	  the	  project	  site,	  were	  fully	  
addressed	  in	  the	  General	  Plan	  EIR.	  	  	  
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The	   subject	  property	   is	   a	  portion	  of	   the	  141-‐acre	  Kagehiro	  property	   that	  was	  annexed	   to	   the	  
City	  of	  Tracy	  on	  January	  17,	  1997.	  	  A	  Mitigated	  Negative	  Declaration	  (MND)	  was	  adopted	  by	  City	  
Council	  for	  the	  Kagehiro	  Annexation	  on	  September	  17,	  1996	  (SCH#	  96042046).	  	  The	  1996	  MND	  
addressed	   site-‐specific	   impacts	   associated	   with	   annexation	   and	   development	   of	   the	   subject	  
property.	  	  	  

PUBLIC	   RESOURCES	   CODE	   SECTION	   21083.3	   AND	   CEQA	   GUIDELINES	   SECTION	  
15183	  EXEMPTIONS	  
Public	   Resources	   Code	   Section	   21083.3	   and	   California	   Environmental	   Quality	   Act	   (CEQA)	  
Guidelines	   Section	   15183	   allow	   for	   a	   streamlined	   environmental	   review	   process	   for	   projects	  
that	  are	  consistent	  with	  the	  densities	  established	  by	  existing	  zoning,	  community	  plan	  or	  general	  
plan	  policies	   for	  which	  an	  Environmental	   Impact	  Report	   (EIR)	  was	  certified.	   	  As	  noted	  above,	  
the	  proposed	  project	   is	   consistent	  with	   the	   land	  use	  designation	  and	  densities	  established	  by	  
the	   Tracy	   General	   Plan,	   for	  which	   an	   EIR	  was	   certified.	   	   The	   provisions	   contained	   in	   Section	  
15183	  of	  the	  CEQA	  Guidelines	  are	  presented	  below.	  	  	  

15183.	  PROJECTS	  CONSISTENT	  WITH	  A	  COMMUNITY	  PLAN	  OR	  ZONING	  
(a)	  CEQA	  mandates	  that	  projects	  which	  are	  consistent	  with	  the	  development	  density	  established	  by	  
existing	  zoning,	  community	  plan,	  or	  general	  plan	  policies	  for	  which	  an	  EIR	  was	  certified	  shall	  not	  
require	  additional	  environmental	  review,	  except	  as	  might	  be	  necessary	  to	  examine	  whether	  there	  
are	  project-specific	  significant	  effects	  which	  are	  peculiar	  to	  the	  project	  or	  its	  site.	  This	  streamlines	  
the	  review	  of	  such	  projects	  and	  reduces	  the	  need	  to	  prepare	  repetitive	  environmental	  studies.	  

(b)	  In	  approving	  a	  project	  meeting	  the	  requirements	  of	  this	  section,	  a	  public	  agency	  shall	  limit	  its	  
examination	  of	  environmental	  effects	  to	  those	  which	  the	  agency	  determines,	  in	  an	  initial	  study	  or	  
other	  analysis:	  

(1)	  Are	  peculiar	  to	  the	  project	  or	  the	  parcel	  on	  which	  the	  project	  would	  be	  located,	  

(2)	  Were	  not	  analyzed	  as	   significant	   effects	   in	  a	  prior	  EIR	  on	   the	  zoning	  action,	  general	  
plan,	  or	  community	  plan,	  with	  which	  the	  project	  is	  consistent,	  

(3)	   Are	   potentially	   significant	   off-site	   impacts	   and	   cumulative	   impacts	   which	   were	   not	  
discussed	  in	  the	  prior	  EIR	  prepared	  for	  the	  general	  plan,	  community	  plan	  or	  zoning	  action,	  
or	  

(4)	   Are	   previously	   identified	   significant	   effects	   which,	   as	   a	   result	   of	   substantial	   new	  
information	  which	  was	   not	   known	   at	   the	   time	   the	   EIR	  was	   certified,	   are	   determined	   to	  
have	  a	  more	  severe	  adverse	  impact	  than	  discussed	  in	  the	  prior	  EIR.	  

(c)	  If	  an	  impact	  is	  not	  peculiar	  to	  the	  parcel	  or	  to	  the	  project,	  has	  been	  addressed	  as	  a	  significant	  
effect	   in	   the	   prior	  EIR,	   or	   can	   be	   substantially	  mitigated	   by	   the	   imposition	   of	   uniformly	   applied	  
development	  policies	  or	   standards,	  as	  contemplated	  by	  subdivision	  (e)	  below,	   then	  an	  additional	  
EIR	  need	  not	  be	  prepared	  for	  the	  project	  solely	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  that	  impact.	  

(d)	  This	  section	  shall	  apply	  only	  to	  projects	  which	  meet	  the	  following	  conditions:	  
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(1)	  The	  project	  is	  consistent	  with:	  

(A)	  A	  community	  plan	  adopted	  as	  part	  of	  a	  general	  plan,	  

(B)	   A	   zoning	   action	  which	   zoned	   or	   designated	   the	   parcel	   on	  which	   the	   project	  
would	  be	  located	  to	  accommodate	  a	  particular	  density	  of	  development,	  or	  

(C)	  A	  general	  plan	  of	  a	  local	  agency,	  and	  

(2)	  An	  EIR	  was	  certified	  by	  the	  lead	  agency	  for	  the	  zoning	  action,	  the	  community	  plan,	  or	  
the	  general	  plan.	  

(e)	  This	  section	  shall	  limit	  the	  analysis	  of	  only	  those	  significant	  environmental	  effects	  for	  which:	  

(1)	   Each	   public	   agency	   with	   authority	   to	   mitigate	   any	   of	   the	   significant	   effects	   on	   the	  
environment	   identified	   in	  the	  planning	  or	  zoning	  action	  undertakes	  or	  requires	  others	  to	  
undertake	   mitigation	   measures	   specified	   in	   the	   EIR	   which	   the	   lead	   agency	   found	   to	   be	  
feasible,	  and	  

(2)	   The	   lead	   agency	   makes	   a	   finding	   at	   a	   public	   hearing	   as	   to	   whether	   the	   feasible	  
mitigation	  measures	  will	  be	  undertaken.	  

(f)	  An	  effect	  of	  a	  project	  on	  the	  environment	  shall	  not	  be	  considered	  peculiar	  to	  the	  project	  or	  the	  
parcel	  for	  the	  purposes	  of	  this	  section	  if	  uniformly	  applied	  development	  policies	  or	  standards	  have	  
been	   previously	   adopted	   by	   the	   city	   or	   county	   with	   a	   finding	   that	   the	   development	   policies	   or	  
standards	  will	   substantially	  mitigate	   that	   environmental	   effect	  when	   applied	   to	   future	   projects,	  
unless	   substantial	   new	   information	   shows	   that	   the	   policies	   or	   standards	   will	   not	   substantially	  
mitigate	  the	  environmental	  effect.	  The	  finding	  shall	  be	  based	  on	  substantial	  evidence	  which	  need	  
not	  include	  an	  EIR.	  Such	  development	  policies	  or	  standards	  need	  not	  apply	  throughout	  the	  entire	  
city	   or	   county,	   but	   can	   apply	   only	   within	   the	   zoning	   district	   in	   which	   the	   project	   is	   located,	   or	  
within	  the	  area	  subject	  to	  the	  community	  plan	  on	  which	  the	  lead	  agency	  is	  relying.	  Moreover,	  such	  
policies	  or	  standards	  need	  not	  be	  part	  of	  the	  general	  plan	  or	  any	  community	  plan,	  but	  can	  be	  found	  
within	  another	  pertinent	  planning	  document	  such	  as	  a	  zoning	  ordinance.	  Where	  a	  city	  or	  county,	  
in	   previously	   adopting	   uniformly	   applied	   development	   policies	   or	   standards	   for	   imposition	   on	  
future	   projects,	   failed	   to	   make	   a	   finding	   as	   to	   whether	   such	   policies	   or	   standards	   would	  
substantially	  mitigate	  the	  effects	  of	  future	  projects,	  the	  decision-making	  body	  of	  the	  city	  or	  county,	  
prior	  to	  approving	  such	  a	  future	  project	  pursuant	  to	  this	  section,	  may	  hold	  a	  public	  hearing	  for	  the	  
purpose	   of	   considering	   whether,	   as	   applied	   to	   the	   project,	   such	   standards	   or	   policies	   would	  
substantially	  mitigate	  the	  effects	  of	  the	  project.	  Such	  a	  public	  hearing	  need	  only	  be	  held	  if	  the	  city	  
or	  county	  decides	  to	  apply	  the	  standards	  or	  policies	  as	  permitted	  in	  this	  section.	  

(g)	  Examples	  of	  uniformly	  applied	  development	  policies	  or	  standards	  include,	  but	  are	  not	  limited	  
to:	  

(1)	  Parking	  ordinances.	  

(2)	  Public	  access	  requirements.	  
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(3)	  Grading	  ordinances.	  

(4)	  Hillside	  development	  ordinances.	  

(5)	  Flood	  plain	  ordinances.	  

(6)	  Habitat	  protection	  or	  conservation	  ordinances.	  

(7)	  View	  protection	  ordinances.	  

(8)	  Requirements	  for	  reducing	  greenhouse	  gas	  emissions,	  as	  set	  forth	  in	  adopted	  land	  use	  
plans,	  policies,	  or	  regulations.	  

(h)	  An	  environmental	  effect	  shall	  not	  be	  considered	  peculiar	  to	  the	  project	  or	  parcel	  solely	  because	  
no	  uniformly	  applied	  development	  policy	  or	  standard	  is	  applicable	  to	  it.	  

(i)	   Where	   the	   prior	   EIR	   relied	   upon	   by	   the	   lead	   agency	   was	   prepared	   for	   a	   general	   plan	   or	  
community	  plan	  that	  meets	  the	  requirements	  of	  this	  section,	  any	  rezoning	  action	  consistent	  with	  
the	  general	  plan	  or	  community	  plan	  shall	  be	  treated	  as	  a	  project	  subject	  to	  this	  section.	  

(1)	   “Community	   plan”	   is	   defined	  as	   a	   part	   of	   the	   general	   plan	  of	   a	   city	   or	   county	  which	  
applies	   to	   a	   defined	   geographic	   portion	   of	   the	   total	   area	   included	   in	   the	   general	   plan,	  
includes	   or	   references	   each	  of	   the	  mandatory	   elements	   specified	   in	   Section	  65302	  of	   the	  
Government	   Code,	   and	   contains	   specific	   development	   policies	   and	   implementation	  
measures	  which	  will	  apply	  those	  policies	  to	  each	  involved	  parcel.	  

(2)	  For	  purposes	  of	  this	  section,	  “consistent”	  means	  that	  the	  density	  of	  the	  proposed	  project	  
is	  the	  same	  or	  less	  than	  the	  standard	  expressed	  for	  the	  involved	  parcel	  in	  the	  general	  plan,	  
community	  plan	  or	  zoning	  action	  for	  which	  an	  EIR	  has	  been	  certified,	  and	  that	  the	  project	  
complies	  with	   the	  density-related	  standards	  contained	   in	   that	  plan	  or	  zoning.	  Where	   the	  
zoning	  ordinance	   refers	   to	   the	  general	   plan	  or	   community	  plan	   for	   its	   density	   standard,	  
the	  project	  shall	  be	  consistent	  with	  the	  applicable	  plan.	  

(j)	   This	   section	   does	   not	   affect	   any	   requirement	   to	   analyze	   potentially	   significant	   offsite	   or	  
cumulative	  impacts	  if	  those	  impacts	  were	  not	  adequately	  discussed	  in	  the	  prior	  EIR.	  If	  a	  significant	  
offsite	  or	  cumulative	   impact	  was	  adequately	  discussed	   in	   the	  prior	  EIR,	   then	  this	   section	  may	  be	  
used	  as	  a	  basis	  for	  excluding	  further	  analysis	  of	  that	  offsite	  or	  cumulative	  impact.	  

PROJECT-SPECIFIC	  ENVIRONMENTAL	  REVIEW	  	  
The	  attached	  Environmental	  Checklist	  includes	  a	  discussion	  and	  analysis	  of	  any	  peculiar	  or	  site-‐
specific	   environmental	   impacts	   associated	   with	   construction	   and	   operation	   of	   the	   proposed	  
project.	   	   The	   Environmental	   Checklist	   identifies	   the	   applicable	   City	   of	   Tracy	   development	  
standards	  and	  policies	  that	  would	  apply	  to	  the	  proposed	  project	  during	  both	  the	  construction	  
and	  operational	  phases,	  and	  explains	  how	  the	  application	  of	  these	  uniformly	  applied	  standards	  
and	   policies	  would	   ensure	   that	   no	   peculiar	   or	   site-‐specific	   significant	   environmental	   impacts	  
would	  occur.	  	  	  
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CONCLUSION	  
As	  described	  above,	  the	  proposed	  Kagehiro	  Phase	  3	  Development	  Project	  is	  consistent	  with	  the	  
land	   use	   designations	   and	   development	   intensities	   assigned	   to	   the	   project	   site	   by	   the	   City	   of	  
Tracy	  General	  Plan.	  	  Cumulative	  and	  offsite	  impacts	  associated	  with	  development	  and	  buildout	  
of	   the	   project	   site,	   as	   proposed,	   were	   fully	   addressed	   in	   the	   City	   of	   Tracy	   General	   Plan	   EIR	  
(SCH#	   2008092006).	  	   Since	   the	   proposed	   project	   is	   consistent	  with	   the	   land	   use	   designation	  
and	   development	   intensity	   for	   the	   site	   identified	   in	   the	   General	   Plan	   and	   analyzed	   in	   the	  
General	   Plan	   EIR,	   implementation	   of	   the	   proposed	   project	   would	   not	   result	   in	   any	   new	   or	  
altered	  cumulative	  impacts	  or	  offsite	  impacts	  beyond	  those	  addressed	  in	  the	  General	  Plan	  EIR.	  	  	  

The	  analysis	  in	  the	  attached	  CEQA	  Environmental	  Checklist	  demonstrates	  that	  there	  are	  no	  site-‐
specific	  or	  peculiar	  impacts	  associated	  with	  the	  project	  that	  cannot	  be	  substantially	  mitigated	  to	  
a	  less-‐than-‐significant	  level	  through	  the	  application	  of	  uniformly	  applied	  standards	  and	  policies	  
that	   would	   be	   applied	   to	   the	   project.	   	   The	   Project	   Requirements	   identified	   in	   the	   attached	  
environmental	  analysis	  include	  measures	  that	  must	  be	  implemented	  by	  the	  proposed	  project	  in	  
order	  to	  ensure	  that	  any	  site-‐specific	  impacts	  or	  construction-‐related	  impacts	  are	  reduced	  to	  a	  
less	   than	   significant	   level.	   	  All	  Project	  Requirements	   identified	   in	   the	  attached	  Environmental	  
Checklist	   shall	  be	  made	  a	   condition	  of	  project	   approval,	   and	   shall	  be	   implemented	  within	   the	  
timeframes	  identified.	  	  	  
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ENVIRONMENTAL	  CHECKLIST	  

I.	  AESTHETICS	  --	  WOULD	  THE	  PROJECT:	  

	  
Potentially	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  with	  
Mitigation	  

Incorporation	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

No	  Impact	  

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

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

	   	   	   X	  

c)	   Substantially	   degrade	   the	   existing	   visual	  
character	   or	   quality	   of	   the	   site	   and	   its	  
surroundings?	  

	   	   X	   	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

RESPONSES	  TO	  CHECKLIST	  QUESTIONS	  
Response	  a):	  	  Less	  Than	  Significant.	  	  There	  are	  no	  scenic	  vistas	  located	  on	  or	  adjacent	  to	  the	  
project	  site.	  The	  proposed	  project	  is	  considered	  an	  infill	  project,	  and	  the	  proposed	  uses	  on	  the	  
site	   are	   consistent	   and	   compatible	   with	   the	   surrounding	   land	   uses.	   The	   surrounding	   area	  
includes	   single-‐family	   residential	   neighborhoods	   to	   the	   north	   and	   east	   (General	   Plan	  
designation	  of	  Residential	  Low	  and	  zoning	  of	  LDR).	  	  A	  City	  park	  is	  located	  to	  the	  northeast.	  	  The	  
adjacent	  areas	  to	  the	  south	  and	  west	  are	  located	  in	  the	  jurisdiction	  of	  San	  Joaquin	  County	  and	  
consist	   of	   rural	   residential	   lots	   and	   agricultural	   lands,	   and	   an	   irrigation	   ditch	   (West	   Side	  
Irrigation	  District	  property)	  along	  the	  southern	  boundary	  of	  the	  subject	  property.	  	  	  	  	  

Implementation	  of	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  provide	  for	  additional	  residential	  development	  
in	  an	  area	  of	  the	  City	  that	  is	  largely	  developed.	  	  The	  project	  site	  is	  not	  topographically	  elevated	  
from	  the	  surrounding	  lands,	  and	  is	  not	  highly	  visible	  from	  areas	  beyond	  the	  immediate	  vicinity	  
of	   the	   site.	   	  There	  are	  no	  prominent	   features	  on	   the	   site,	   such	  as	   trees,	   rock	  outcroppings,	   or	  
other	  visually	  distinctive	  features	  that	  contribute	  to	  the	  scenic	  quality	  of	  the	  site.	   	  The	  project	  
site	  is	  not	  designated	  as	  a	  scenic	  vista	  by	  the	  City	  of	  Tracy	  General	  Plan.	  	  

Implementation	   of	   the	   proposed	   project	   would	   not	   significantly	   change	   the	   existing	   visual	  
character	  of	  the	  project	  area,	  as	  much	  of	  the	  areas	  immediately	  adjacent	  to	  the	  site	  are	  used	  for	  
residential	  purposes.	  	  

Implementation	   of	   the	   proposed	   project	   would	   introduce	   residential	   development	   to	   the	  
project	  area,	  and	  would	  be	  generally	  consistent	  with	  the	  surrounding	  residential	  development.	  	  
Therefore,	  this	  impact	  is	  considered	  less	  than	  significant.	  	  	  
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Response	  b):	   	  No	  Impact.	  As	  described	  in	  the	  Tracy	  General	  Plan	  EIR,	  there	  are	  two	  officially	  
designated	  California	  Scenic	  Highway	  segments	  in	  the	  Tracy	  Planning	  Area,	  which	  extend	  a	  total	  
length	  of	  16	  miles.	  The	   first	  designated	  scenic	  highway	   is	   the	  portion	  of	   I-‐580	  between	   I-‐205	  
and	  I-‐5,	  which	  offers	  views	  of	   the	  Coast	  Range	  to	  the	  west	  and	  the	  Central	  Valley’s	  urban	  and	  
agricultural	  lands	  to	  the	  east.	  The	  second	  scenic	  highway	  is	  the	  portion	  of	  I-‐5	  that	  starts	  at	  I-‐205	  
and	   continues	   south	   to	   Stanislaus	   County,	   which	   allows	   for	   views	   of	   the	   surrounding	  
agricultural	  lands	  and	  the	  Delta-‐Mendota	  Canal	  and	  California	  Aqueduct.	  	  

The	  project	  site	  is	  not	  visible	  from	  any	  of	  the	  above-‐referenced	  scenic	  highways.	  	  Development	  
of	   the	   proposed	   project	   would	   not	   result	   in	   the	   removal	   of	   any	   trees,	   rock	   outcroppings,	   or	  
buildings	   of	   historical	   significance,	   and	  would	   not	   result	   in	   changes	   to	   any	   of	   the	   viewsheds	  
from	  the	  designated	  scenic	  highways	  in	  the	  vicinity	  of	  the	  City	  of	  Tracy.	  	  There	  is	  no	  impact.	  

Response	   c):	   Less	   than	   Significant.	   	  As	   described	   under	   Response	   a),	   above,	   the	   proposed	  
project	   would	   add	   additional	   residential	   uses	   to	   an	   area	   that	   currently	   contains	   numerous	  
residential	  uses.	  	  The	  proposed	  project	  would	  be	  visually	  compatible	  with	  the	  surrounding	  land	  
uses	   and	   would	   not	   significantly	   degrade	   the	   existing	   visual	   quality	   of	   the	   site	   or	   the	  
surrounding	  area.	  	  Additionally,	  the	  project	  will	  comply	  with	  City	  standards,	  including,	  but	  not	  
limited	  to,	  the	  City’s	  Design	  Goals	  and	  Standards,	  which	  would	  ensure	  that	  the	  exterior	  facades	  
of	   the	   proposed	   residential	   structures,	   streetscape	   improvements	   and	   exterior	   lighting	  
improvements	  are	  compatible	  with	  the	  surrounding	  land	  uses.	   	  This	  is	  a	  less	  than	  significant	  
impact.	  	  	  

Response	   d):	   	   Less	   than	   Significant.	   Daytime	   glare	   can	   occur	   when	   the	   sunlight	   strikes	  
reflective	  surfaces	  such	  as	  windows,	  vehicle	  windshields	  and	  shiny	  reflective	  building	  materials.	  	  
The	  proposed	  project	  would	  introduce	  new	  residential	  structures	  into	  the	  project	  site,	  however,	  
reflective	  building	  materials	   are	  not	   proposed	   for	   use	   in	   the	  project,	   and	   as	   such,	   the	  project	  
would	  not	  result	  in	  increases	  in	  daytime	  glare.	  	  	  

The	   residential	   streets	  within	   the	  project	  area	  would	  have	   street	   lights	   that	   comply	  with	  City	  
standards	   and	   are	   consistent	   with	   lighting	   in	   the	   surrounding	   residential	   areas.	   	   Due	   to	  
compliance	  with	  these	  standards,	   the	  potential	  nighttime	   lighting	   impacts	  would	  be	   less	  than	  
significant.	  	  	  
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II.	  AGRICULTURE	  AND	  FOREST	  RESOURCES:	  WOULD	  THE	  PROJECT:	  
	   Potentially	  

Significant	  
Impact	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  with	  
Mitigation	  

Incorporation	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

No	  
Impact	  

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

	   	   	   X	  

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

c)	   Conflict	   with	   existing	   zoning	   for,	   or	   cause	  
rezoning	   of,	   forest	   land	   (as	   defined	   in	   Public	  
Resources	  Code	  section	  1222(g))	  or	  timberland	  (as	  
defined	  in	  Public	  Resources	  Code	  section	  4526)?	  

	   	   	   X	  

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

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

	   	   	   X	  

RESPONSES	  TO	  CHECKLIST	  QUESTIONS	  
Response	   a):	   	   No	   Impact.	   	   The	   project	   site	   is	   underlain	   by	   soils	   that	   are	   considered	   prime	  
farmland	   soils	   by	   the	   California	   Department	   of	   Conservation,	   Farmland	   Mapping	   and	  
Monitoring	  Program	  and	  the	  USDA	  Soil	  Conservation	  Service.	  	  

Development	  of	  the	  site	  for	  urban	  uses	  and	  the	  subsequent	  removal	  of	  prime	  farmland	  soil	  for	  
agricultural	  use	  was	  taken	  into	  consideration	  in	  the	  City	  of	  Tracy	  General	  Plan	  and	  General	  Plan	  
EIR.	   	   On	   February	   1,	   2011	   the	   Tracy	   City	   Council	   adopted	   a	   Statement	   of	   Overriding	  
Considerations	   (Resolution	   2011-‐028)	   for	   the	   loss	   of	   prime	   agricultural	   land	   resulting	   from	  
adoption	  of	  the	  General	  Plan	  and	  certification	  of	  the	  General	  Plan	  EIR.	  	  	  

The	  proposed	  project	  is	  identified	  for	  urban	  land	  uses	  in	  the	  Tracy	  General	  Plan.	  	  The	  proposed	  
project	  is	  consistent	  with	  the	  overriding	  considerations	  that	  were	  adopted	  for	  the	  General	  Plan.	  	  
As	  such,	  implementation	  of	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  create	  new	  impacts	  over	  and	  above	  
those	   identified	   in	   the	   General	   Plan	   Final	   EIR,	   nor	   significantly	   change	   previously	   identified	  
impacts.	   	   The	   project	   is	   subject	   to	   the	   City’s	   Agricultural	   Mitigation	   Fee,	   pursuant	   to	   Tracy	  
Municipal	  Code	  Chapter	  13.28,	  and	  the	  developer	  must	  pay	  the	  applicable	  fee.	  	  	  

There	   is	   no	   impact	   related	   to	   this	   environmental	   topic	   beyond	   what	   was	   identified	   in	   the	  
General	  Plan	  EIR,	  and	  no	  additional	  mitigation	  is	  required.	  	  	  
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Response	  b):	  	  No	  Impact.	  The	  project	  site	  is	  not	  under	  a	  Williamson	  Act	  Contract,	  nor	  are	  any	  
of	   the	   parcels	   immediately	   adjacent	   to	   the	   project	   site	   under	   a	   Williamson	   Act	   Contract.	  	  
Therefore,	   implementation	   of	   the	   proposed	   project	  would	   not	   conflict	  with	   a	  Williamson	  Act	  
Contract.	  	  The	  project	  site	  is	  currently	  zoned	  Low	  Density	  Residential	  (LDR)	  by	  the	  City’s	  Zoning	  
Map.	   	   As	   such,	   the	   proposed	   project	   would	   not	   conflict	   with	   any	   agricultural	   zoning	   or	  
Williamson	  Act	  Contract.	  	  There	  is	  no	  impact.	  	  	  

Responses	   c)	   and	   d):	   	   No	   Impact.	   	   The	   project	   site	   is	   located	   in	   an	   area	   predominantly	  
consisting	  of	  residential	  development.	  There	  are	  no	  forest	  resources	  on	  the	  project	  site	  or	  in	  the	  
vicinity	  of	  the	  project	  site.	  	  Therefore,	  there	  is	  no	  impact.	  	  	  

Response	   e):	   No	   Impact.	   As	   described	   under	   Responses	   (a)	   and	   (b)	   above,	   the	   proposed	  
project	  site	   is	  not	  currently	  designated	  or	  zoned	  for	  agricultural	  uses.	   	  The	  project	  site	   is	  also	  
not	  currently	  used	  for	  agricultural	  purposes.	  	  There	  is	  no	  impact	  related	  to	  this	  environmental	  
topic.	  	  	  	  	  
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III.	  AIR	  QUALITY	  --	  WOULD	  THE	  PROJECT:	  

	  
Potentially	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  with	  
Mitigation	  

Incorporation	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

No	  
Impact	  

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

b)	   Violate	   any	   air	   quality	   standard	   or	   contribute	  
substantially	   to	  an	  existing	  or	  projected	  air	  quality	  
violation?	  

	   	   X	   	  

c)	   Result	   in	   a	   cumulatively	   considerable	   net	  
increase	   of	   any	   criteria	   pollutant	   for	   which	   the	  
project	   region	   is	   non-‐attainment	   under	   an	  
applicable	   federal	   or	   state	   ambient	   air	   quality	  
standard	   (including	   releasing	   emissions	   which	  
exceed	   quantitative	   thresholds	   for	   ozone	  
precursors)?	  

	   	   X	   	  

d)	   Expose	   sensitive	   receptors	   to	   substantial	  
pollutant	  concentrations?	   	   	   X	   	  

e)	  Create	  objectionable	  odors	  affecting	  a	  substantial	  
number	  of	  people?	   	   	   X	   	  

EXISTING	  SETTING	  
The	  project	  site	  is	  located	  within	  the	  boundaries	  of	  the	  San	  Joaquin	  Valley	  Air	  Pollution	  Control	  
District	  (SJVAPCD).	  	  This	  agency	  is	  responsible	  for	  monitoring	  air	  pollution	  levels	  and	  ensuring	  
compliance	  with	  federal	  and	  state	  air	  quality	  regulations	  within	  the	  San	  Joaquin	  Valley	  Air	  Basin	  
(SJVAB)	  and	  has	  jurisdiction	  over	  most	  air	  quality	  matters	  within	  its	  borders.	  	  	  

RESPONSES	  TO	  CHECKLIST	  QUESTIONS	  
Responses	  a),	  b),	  c):	  Less	  than	  Significant.	  	  Air	  quality	  emissions	  would	  be	  generated	  during	  
construction	  of	  the	  proposed	  project	  and	  during	  operation	  of	  the	  proposed	  project.	  	  Operational	  
emissions	  would	   come	   primarily	   from	   vehicle	   emissions	   from	   vehicle	   trips	   generated	   by	   the	  
proposed	  project.	  	  Construction-‐related	  air	  quality	  impacts	  and	  operational	  air	  quality	  impacts	  
are	  addressed	  separately	  below.	  	  	  

Construction-Related	  Emissions	  

The	   SJVAPCD’s	   approach	   to	   analysis	   of	   construction	   impacts	   is	   to	   require	   implementation	   of	  
effective	  and	  comprehensive	  control	  measures,	  rather	  than	  to	  require	  detailed	  quantification	  of	  
emission	  concentrations	  for	  modeling	  of	  direct	  impacts.	  	  PM10	  emitted	  during	  construction	  can	  
vary	   greatly	   depending	   on	   the	   level	   of	   activity,	   the	   specific	   operations	   taking	   place,	   the	  
equipment	   being	   operated,	   local	   soils,	   weather	   conditions,	   and	   other	   factors,	   making	  
quantification	  difficult.	   	  Despite	   this	  variability	   in	  emissions,	  experience	  has	  shown	  that	   there	  
are	  a	  number	  of	  feasible	  control	  measures	  that	  can	  be	  reasonably	  implemented	  to	  significantly	  
reduce	   PM10	   emissions	   from	   construction	   activities.	   	   The	   SJVAPCD	   has	   determined	   that	  
compliance	  with	  Regulation	  VIII	  for	  all	  sites	  and	  implementation	  of	  all	  other	  control	  measures	  
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indicated	  in	  Tables	  6-‐2	  and	  6-‐3	  of	  the	  Guide	  for	  Assessing	  and	  Mitigating	  Air	  Quality	  Impacts	  (as	  
appropriate)	   would	   constitute	   sufficient	   mitigation	   to	   reduce	   PM10	   impacts	   to	   a	   level	  
considered	  less	  than	  significant.	  	  	  

Construction	  would	  result	  in	  numerous	  activities	  that	  would	  generate	  dust.	  The	  fine,	  silty	  soils	  
in	   the	   project	   area	   and	   often	   strong	   afternoon	   winds	   exacerbate	   the	   potential	   for	   dust,	  
particularly	   in	   the	   summer	   months.	   	   Grading,	   leveling,	   earthmoving	   and	   excavation	   are	   the	  
activities	   that	   generate	   the	   most	   particulate	   emissions.	   	   Impacts	   would	   be	   localized	   and	  
variable.	   	   The	   initial	   phase	   of	   project	   construction	   would	   involve	   grading	   and	   leveling	   the	  
project	   site	   and	   installation	   of	   supporting	   underground	   infrastructure,	   such	   as	  water,	   sewer,	  
storm	  drain,	  and	  electrical	  lines.	  	  	  	  

Construction	  activities	  that	  could	  generate	  dust	  and	  vehicle	  emissions	  are	  primarily	  related	  to	  
grading	   and	   other	   ground-‐preparation	   activities	   in	   order	   to	   prepare	   the	   project	   site	   for	   the	  
construction	  of	  the	  residential	  subdivision.	  	  	  	  	  

Control	   measures	   are	   required	   and	   enforced	   by	   the	   SJVAPCD	   under	   Regulation	   VIII.	   	   The	  
SJVAPCD	   considers	   construction-‐related	   emissions	   from	   all	   projects	   in	   this	   region	   to	   be	  
mitigated	   to	   a	   less	   than	  significant	   level	   if	   SJVAPCD-‐recommended	  PM10	   fugitive	  dust	   rules	  
and	  equipment	  exhaust	  emissions	  controls	  are	  implemented.	  	  The	  following	  requirements	  shall	  
be	   imposed	   upon	   the	   project	   during	   all	   phases	   of	   construction	   to	   reduce	   the	   potential	   for	  
construction-‐related	  emissions.	  

The	  City’s	  General	  Plan,	  Air	  Quality	  Element,	  Objective	  AQ-‐1.2,	  contains	  the	  following	  policies:	  

Policy	   3	   (page	   10-‐24)	   –	   Developers	   shall	   implement	   best	   management	   practices	   to	  
reduce	   air	   pollutant	   emissions	   associated	   with	   the	   construction	   and	   operation	   of	  
development	  projects.	  

Policy	  13	  (page	  10-‐25)	  –	  Dust	  control	  measures	  consistent	  with	  San	  Joaquin	  Valley	  Air	  
Pollution	   Control	   District	   rules	   shall	   be	   required	   as	   a	   condition	   of	   approval	   for	  
subdivision	  maps,	  site	  plans,	  and	  all	  grading	  permits.	  

	  The	  City’s	  General	  Plan	  EIR	  describes	   the	  SJVAPCD	  rules	  and	  regulations	  on	  pages	  4.15-‐11	  to	  
4.15-‐43	  of	   the	  2010	  Draft	  Recirculated	   Supplemental	  EIR,	   including	   SJVAPCD	  Regulation	  VIII,	  
and	  states	  that	  these	  rules	  and	  regulations	  apply	  to	  projects	  in	  the	  City.	  	  	  

Project	  Requirements	  
Pursuant	  to	  the	  above	  General	  Plan	  policies	  and	  relevant	  sections	  of	  the	  General	  Plan	  EIR,	  the	  
following	   requirements	   (Requirement	   1	   and	   2),	   which	   are	   uniformly	   applied	   throughout	   the	  
City,	  shall	  apply	  to	  the	  project:	  

Requirement	   1:	   Prior	   to	   the	   commencement	   of	   grading	   activities,	   the	   City	   shall	   require	   the	  
contractor	  hired	  to	  complete	  the	  grading	  activities	  to	  prepare	  a	  construction	  emissions	  reduction	  
plan	   that	   meets	   the	   requirements	   of	   SJVAPCD	   Rule	   VIII.	   The	   construction	   emissions	   reductions	  
plan	  shall	  be	  submitted	   to	   the	  SJVAPCD	  for	  review	  and	  approval.	   	  The	  City	  of	  Tracy	  shall	  ensure	  
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that	  all	  required	  permits	  from	  the	  SJVAPCD	  have	  been	  issued	  prior	  to	  commencement	  of	  grading	  
activities.	   	   The	   construction	   emissions	   reduction	  plan	   should	   include	   the	   following	   requirements	  
and	  measures:	  	  	  

• Properly	   and	   routinely	   maintain	   all	   construction	   equipment,	   as	   recommended	   by	  
manufacturer’s	  manuals,	  to	  control	  exhaust	  emissions.	  

• Shut	   down	   equipment	   when	   not	   in	   use	   for	   extended	   periods	   of	   time,	   to	   reduce	   exhaust	  
emissions	  associated	  with	  idling	  engines.	  

• Encourage	   ride-‐sharing	   and	   use	   of	   transit	   transportation	   for	   construction	   employees	  
commuting	  to	  the	  project	  site.	  

• Use	   electric	   equipment	   for	   construction	   whenever	   possible	   in	   lieu	   of	   fossil	   fuel-‐powered	  
equipment.	  	  	  

• Curtail	  construction	  during	  periods	  of	  high	  ambient	  pollutant	  concentrations.	  
• Construction	  equipment	  shall	  operate	  no	  longer	  than	  eight	  cumulative	  hours	  per	  day.	  
• All	  construction	  vehicles	  shall	  be	  equipped	  with	  proper	  emission	  control	  equipment	  and	  kept	  

in	  good	  and	  proper	  running	  order	  to	  reduce	  NOx	  emissions.	  
• On-‐road	   and	   off-‐road	   diesel	   equipment	   shall	   use	   aqueous	   diesel	   fuel	   if	   permitted	   under	  

manufacturer’s	  guidelines.	  	  	  
• On-‐road	  and	  off-‐road	  diesel	  equipment	  shall	  use	  diesel	  particulate	  filters	  if	  permitted	  under	  

manufacturer’s	  guidelines.	  	  	  
• On-‐road	   and	   off-‐road	   diesel	   equipment	   shall	   use	   cooled	   exhaust	   gas	   recirculation	   (EGR)	   if	  

permitted	  under	  manufacturer’s	  guidelines.	  	  	  
• Use	  of	  Caterpillar	  pre-‐chamber	  diesel	  engines	  or	  equivalent	  shall	  be	  utilized	  if	  economic	  and	  

available	  to	  reduce	  NOx	  emissions.	  
• All	  construction	  activities	  within	  the	  project	  site	  shall	  be	  discontinued	  during	  the	  first	  stage	  

smog	  alerts.	  	  
• Construction	  and	  grading	  activities	  shall	  not	  be	  allowed	  during	  first	  stage	  ozone	  alerts.	  	  (First	  

stage	  ozone	  alerts	  are	  declared	  when	  ozone	  levels	  exceed	  0.20	  ppm	  for	  the	  1-‐hour	  average.)	  	  	  

Implementation	   of	   the	   above	   requirements	   shall	   occur	   during	   all	   grading	   or	   site	   clearing	  
activities.	  The	  SJVAPCD	  shall	  be	  responsible	  for	  monitoring.	  

Requirement	  2:	  The	  following	  requirements,	  in	  addition	  to	  those	  required	  under	  Regulation	  VIII	  
of	   the	   SJVAPCD,	   shall	   be	   implemented	   by	   the	   Project’s	   contractor	   during	   all	   phases	   of	   project	  
grading	  and	  construction	  to	  reduce	  fugitive	  dust	  emissions:	  

• Water	   previously	   disturbed	   exposed	   surfaces	   (soil)	   a	   minimum	   of	   three-‐times/day	   or	  
whenever	  visible	  dust	  is	  capable	  of	  drifting	  from	  the	  site	  or	  approaches	  20	  percent	  opacity.	  

• Water	   all	   haul	   roads	   (unpaved)	   a	  minimum	  of	   three-‐times/day	  or	  whenever	   visible	   dust	   is	  
capable	  of	  drifting	  from	  the	  site	  or	  approaches	  20	  percent	  opacity.	  

• All	  access	   roads	  and	  parking	  areas	  shall	  be	  covered	  with	  asphalt-‐concrete	  paving	  or	  water	  
sprayed	  regularly.	  

• Dust	   from	   all	   on-‐site	   and	   off-‐site	   unpaved	   access	   roads	   shall	   be	   effectively	   stabilized	   by	  
applying	  water	  or	  using	  a	  chemical	  stabilizer	  or	  suppressant.	  

• Reduce	  speed	  on	  unpaved	  roads	  to	  less	  than	  15	  miles	  per	  hour.	  
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• Install	  and	  maintain	  a	  trackout	  control	  device	  that	  meets	  the	  specifications	  of	  SJVAPCD	  Rule	  
8041	   if	   the	   site	  exceeds	  150	  vehicle	   trips	  per	  day	  or	  more	   than	  20	  vehicle	   trips	  per	  day	  by	  
vehicles	  with	  three	  or	  more	  axles.	  

• Stabilize	  all	  disturbed	  areas,	  including	  storage	  piles,	  which	  are	  not	  being	  actively	  utilized	  for	  
construction	   purposes	   using	   water,	   chemical	   stabilizers	   or	   by	   covering	   with	   a	   tarp,	   other	  
suitable	  cover	  or	  vegetative	  ground	  cover.	  

• Control	  fugitive	  dust	  emissions	  during	  land	  clearing,	  grubbing,	  scraping,	  excavation,	  leveling,	  
grading	  or	  cut	  and	  fill	  operations	  with	  application	  of	  water	  or	  by	  presoaking.	  

• When	   transporting	  materials	   offsite,	  maintain	   a	   freeboard	   limit	   of	   at	   least	   six	   inches	   and	  
over	  or	  effectively	  wet	  to	  limit	  visible	  dust	  emissions.	  

• Limit	  and	  remove	  the	  accumulation	  of	  mud	  and/or	  dirt	  from	  adjacent	  public	  roadways	  at	  the	  
end	   of	   each	   workday.	   	   (Use	   of	   dry	   rotary	   brushes	   is	   prohibited	   except	   when	   preceded	   or	  
accompanied	  by	   sufficient	  wetting	   to	   limit	   visible	  dust	  emissions	  and	   the	  use	  of	  blowers	   is	  
expressly	  forbidden.)	  

• Remove	  visible	  track-‐out	  from	  the	  site	  at	  the	  end	  of	  each	  workday.	  
• Cease	  grading	  activities	  during	  periods	  of	  high	  winds	  (greater	  than	  20	  mph	  over	  a	  one-‐hour	  

period).	  
• Asphalt-‐concrete	  paving	   shall	   comply	  with	   SJVAPCD	  Rule	  4641	  and	   restrict	  use	  of	   cutback,	  

slow-‐sure,	  and	  emulsified	  asphalt	  paving	  materials.	  

Implementation	   of	   the	   above	   requirements	   shall	   occur	   during	   all	   grading	   or	   site	   clearing	  
activities.	  The	  SJVAPCD	  shall	  be	  responsible	  for	  monitoring.	  

Operational	  Emissions	  

For	  the	  purposes	  of	  this	  operational	  air	  quality	  analysis,	  actions	  that	  violate	  Federal	  standards	  
for	   criteria	   pollutants	   (i.e.,	   primary	   standards	   designed	   to	   safeguard	   the	   health	   of	   people	  
considered	   to	   be	   sensitive	   receptors	   while	   outdoors	   and	   secondary	   standards	   designed	   to	  
safeguard	  human	  welfare)	  are	  considered	  significant	  impacts.	  	  Additionally,	  actions	  that	  violate	  
State	  standards	  developed	  by	  the	  California	  Air	  Resources	  Board	  (CARB)	  or	  criteria	  developed	  
by	  the	  SJVAPCD,	  including	  thresholds	  for	  criteria	  pollutants,	  are	  considered	  significant	  impacts.	  	  
Projects	   that	  would	  generate	  10	  tons	  per	  year	  of	  either	  ROG	  or	  NOx	  are	  considered	  to	  have	  a	  
potentially	  significant	  air	  quality	   impact.	   	  The	  SJVAPCD	  has	  also	  established	  a	   threshold	  of	  15	  
tons	  per	  year	  for	  PM10.	  	  The	  San	  Joaquin	  Valley	  Air	  Basin	  is	  classified	  as	  a	  nonattainment	  area	  
for	   ozone.	   	   In	   order	   to	   achieve	   the	   Federal	   and	   State	   standards	   of	   ozone,	   it	   is	   necessary	   to	  
regulate	  ROG	  and	  NOx,	  which	  contribute	   to	   the	   formation	  of	  ozone.	   	  This	   includes	  both	  direct	  
and	  indirect	  emissions.	  	  	  

Emissions	  were	  estimated	  using	  the	  approach	  included	  in	  the	  CalEEMod	  (v.2011.1.1)	  computer	  
program,	   combined	   with	   emissions	   factors	   developed	   by	   CARB	   and	   the	   SJVAPCD.	   	   The	  
CalEEMod	  model	   is	   used	   to	   calculate	   construction	   and	   operational	   emissions	   associated	  with	  
land	  development	  projects,	  and	  includes	  EPA,	  SJVAPCD,	  and	  CARB	  emissions	  factors	  embedded	  
within	  it.	  	  	  



ENVIRONMENTAL	  CHECKLIST	  –	  KAGEHIRO	  PHASE	  3	  DEVELOPMENT	  PROJECT	   JULY	  2013	  
	  

City	  of	  Tracy	   PAGE	  14	  
	  

Rule	  9510	  Indirect	  Source	  Review	  
District	  Rule	  9510	  requires	  developers	  of	  large	  residential,	  commercial	  and	  industrial	  projects	  
to	  reduce	  smog-‐forming	  (NOx)	  and	  particulate	  (PM10	  and	  PM2.5)	  emissions	  generated	  by	  their	  
projects.	   	   The	   Rule	   applies	   to	   projects	   which,	   upon	   full	   build-‐out,	   will	   include	   50	   or	   more	  
residential	  units.	  	  Project	  developers	  are	  required	  to	  reduce:	  

•	   20	  percent	  of	  construction-‐exhaust	  nitrogen	  oxides;	  

•	   45	  percent	  of	  construction-‐exhaust	  PM10;	  

•	   33	  percent	  of	  operational	  nitrogen	  oxides	  over	  10	  years;	  and	  

•	   50	  percent	  of	  operational	  PM10	  over	  10	  years.	  

Developers	  are	  encouraged	  to	  meet	  these	  reduction	  requirements	  through	  the	  implementation	  
of	  on-‐site	  mitigation;	  however,	  if	  the	  on-‐site	  mitigation	  does	  not	  achieve	  the	  required	  baseline	  
emission	  reductions,	   the	  developer	  will	  mitigate	  the	  difference	  by	  paying	  an	  off-‐site	  fee	  to	  the	  
District.	  	  Fees	  reduce	  emissions	  by	  helping	  to	  fund	  clean-‐air	  projects	  in	  the	  District.	  

The	  project	  would	  be	  an	  indirect	  source	  of	  air	  pollutants,	  in	  that	  it	  would	  attract	  and	  cause	  an	  
increase	  in	  vehicle	  trips	  in	  the	  region.	  Table	  1	  shows	  the	  new	  auto	  emissions	  from	  vehicle	  trips	  
that	   would	   result	   from	   the	   proposed	   project.	   The	   San	   Joaquin	   Valley	   Air	   Pollution	   Control	  
District	  has	  established	  a	  threshold	  of	  significance	  for	  ozone	  precursors	  of	  10	  tons	  per	  year,	  and	  
15	  tons	  per	  year	  has	  been	  assumed	  to	  represent	  a	  significant	  impact	  for	  PM10.	  	  

Table	  1:	  	  Total	  Project	  Generated	  Emissions	  at	  Full	  Buildout	  

	   EMISSIONS	  (TONS/YEAR)	  
	   ROG	   NOX	   CO	   SO2	   PM10	   PM2.5	   CO2e	  

Area	  Source	  
Emissions	   2.29	   0.02	   1.92	   0.00	   0.03	   0.03	   332.66	  

Energy	  Emissions	   0.05	   0.42	   0.18	   0.00	   0.03	   0.03	   997.45	  
Mobile	  Source	  
Emissions	   2.45	   9.13	   22.28	   0.04	   3.84	   0.47	   3,514.62	  

Total	  Operational	  
Emissions	  

4.79	   9.57	   24.38	   0.04	   3.90	   0.53	   5,026.751	  

SJVAPCD	  Threshold	   10	   10	   -‐-‐	   -‐-‐	   15	   -‐-‐	   -‐-‐	  

Above	  SJCAPCD	  
Threshold?	   No	   No	   NA	   NA	   No	   NA	   NA	  

Emissions	  were	  calculated	  using	  the	  CalEEMod	  (v.2011.1.1)	  computer	  program.	  	  Assumes	  total	  buildout	  of	  the	  proposed	  
project.	  	  
1:	  Includes	  CO2e	  emissions	  from	  water	  and	  waste	  sources	  in	  addition	  to	  the	  operational	  sources	  identified	  above.	  	  	  

As	  shown	  in	  the	  table	  above,	  project	  generated	  emissions	  are	  below	  the	  SJVAPCD	  thresholds	  for	  
ROG,	   NOx	   and	   PM10.	   	   As	   such,	   the	   project	   would	   result	   in	   less	   than	   significant	   air	   quality	  
impacts.	   	   However,	   regardless	   of	   the	   emissions	   totals	   presented	   above,	   the	   project	   is	   still	  
subject	   to	   the	   requirements	   of	   SJVAPCD	   Rule	   9510,	   which	   requires	   developers	   of	   large	  
residential,	   commercial	  and	   industrial	  projects	   to	  reduce	  smog-‐forming	  (NOx)	  and	  particulate	  
(PM10	  and	  PM2.5)	  emissions	  generated	  by	  their	  projects.	  	  	  	  	  
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The	  City’s	  General	  Plan	  EIR	  describes	   the	  SJVAPCD	  rules	  and	  regulations	  on	  pages	  4.15-‐11	   to	  
4.15-‐43	   of	   the	   2010	  Draft	   Recirculated	   Supplemental	   EIR,	   including	   SJVAPCD	  Rule	   9510,	   and	  
states	  that	  these	  rules	  and	  regulations	  apply	  to	  projects	  in	  the	  City.	  	  	  

General	   Plan	  EIR	  Mitigation	  Measure	  AIR-‐1	   of	   the	   2010	  Draft	   Recirculated	   Supplemental	   EIR	  
(page	   4.15-‐44)	   states	   that	   the	   City	  will	   facilitate	   development	   applicants’	   participation	   in	   the	  
San	  Joaquin	  Valley	  Air	  Pollution	  Control	  District’s	  Indirect	  Source	  Review	  program.	  

Project	  Requirements	  	  
Pursuant	  to	  the	  above	  relevant	  sections	  of	  the	  General	  Plan	  EIR	  and	  Mitigation	  Measure	  AIR-‐1,	  
the	   following	   requirement	   (Requirement	   3),	   which	   is	   uniformly	   applied	   throughout	   the	   City,	  
shall	  apply	  to	  the	  project:	  

Requirement	   3:	   Prior	   to	   the	   issuance	   of	   the	   first	   building	   permit,	   the	   project	   applicant	   shall	  
coordinate	  with	   the	   SJVAPCD	   to	   verify	   that	   the	   project	  meets	   the	   requirements	   of	   District	   Rule	  
9510,	  which	  is	  aimed	  at	  the	  following	  reductions:	  	  	  

• 20	  percent	  of	  construction-exhaust	  nitrogen	  oxides;	  

• 45	  percent	  of	  construction-exhaust	  PM10;	  

• 33	  percent	  of	  operational	  nitrogen	  oxides	  over	  10	  years;	  and	  

• 50	  percent	  of	  operational	  PM10	  over	  10	  years.	  

The	  project	  applicant	  shall	  coordinate	  with	  SJVAPCD	  to	  develop	  measures	  and	  strategies	  to	  reduce	  
operational	  emissions	   from	  the	  proposed	  project.	   	   If	   feasible	  measures	  are	  not	  available	   to	  meet	  
the	  emissions	  reductions	  targets	  outlined	  above,	  then	  the	  project	  applicant	  may	  be	  required	  to	  pay	  
an	  in-lieu	  mitigation	  fee	  to	  the	  SJVAPCD	  to	  off-set	  project-related	  emissions	  impacts.	  	  If	  in-lieu	  fees	  
are	  required,	  the	  project	  applicant	  shall	  coordinate	  with	  the	  SJVAPCD	  to	  calculate	  the	  amount	  of	  
the	  fees	  required	  to	  off-set	  project	  impacts.	  	  	  

Response	  d):	  Less	  than	  Significant.	  	  Sensitive	  receptors	  are	  those	  parts	  of	  the	  population	  that	  
can	  be	  severely	  impacted	  by	  air	  pollution.	  	  Sensitive	  receptors	  include	  children,	  the	  elderly,	  and	  
the	   infirm.	   	   The	   nearest	   sensitive	   receptor	   to	   the	   project	   site	   is	   Hirsch	   Elementary	   School,	  
located	  at	  1280	  Dove	  Drive,	  within	  ¼	  mile	  of	  the	  project	  site.	   	  As	  shown	  in	  Table	  1	  above,	  the	  
proposed	  project	  would	  not	  generate	  significant	  emissions	  of	  criteria	  air	  pollutants	  and	  would	  
not	  result	  in	  substantial	  pollutant	  concentrations.	  	  This	  is	  a	  less	  than	  significant	  impact.	  	  	  

Response	  e):	  Less	   than	  Significant.	   	   	  Operation	  of	   the	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  generate	  
notable	  odors.	  	  The	  proposed	  project	  is	  a	  residential	  development,	  which	  is	  compatible	  with	  the	  
surrounding	   land	   uses.	   	   Occasional	   mild	   odors	   may	   be	   generated	   during	   landscaping	  
maintenance	  (equipment	  exhaust),	  but	  the	  project	  would	  not	  otherwise	  generate	  odors.	  	  This	  is	  
a	  less	  than	  significant	  impact.	  
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IV.	  BIOLOGICAL	  RESOURCES	  --	  WOULD	  THE	  PROJECT:	  

	  
Potentially	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  with	  
Mitigation	  

Incorporation	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

No	  
Impact	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

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

	   	   	   X	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

RESPONSES	  TO	  CHECKLIST	  QUESTIONS	  
Response	  a):	  	  Less	  than	  Significant.	  

Special-‐status	  invertebrates	  that	  occur	  within	  the	  San	  Joaquin	  County	  region	  include:	  longhorn	  
fairy	  shrimp,	  vernal	  pool	  fairy	  shrimp,	  and	  midvalley	  fairy	  shrimp,	  which	  requires	  vernal	  pools	  
and	  swale	  areas	  within	  grasslands;	  and	  the	  valley	  elderberry	  longhorn	  beetle,	  which	  is	  an	  insect	  
that	  is	  only	  associated	  with	  blue	  elderberry	  plants,	  oftentimes	  in	  riparian	  areas	  and	  sometimes	  
on	  land	  in	  the	  vicinity	  of	  riparian	  areas.	  The	  project	  site	  does	  not	  contain	  essential	  habitat	  for	  
these	   special	   status	   invertebrates.	   Implementation	  of	   the	  proposed	  project	  would	  have	  a	   less	  
than	  significant	  impact	  on	  these	  species.	  	  

Special-‐status	  reptiles	  and	  amphibians	  that	  occur	  within	  the	  region	  include:	  the	  western	  pond	  
turtle,	  which	  requires	  aquatic	  environments	  located	  along	  ponds,	  marshes,	  rivers,	  and	  ditches;	  
the	   California	   tiger	   salamander,	  which	   is	   found	   is	   grassland	   habitats	  where	   there	   are	   nearby	  
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seasonal	   wetlands	   for	   breeding;	   the	   silvery	   legless	   lizard,	   which	   is	   found	   in	   sandy	   or	   loose	  
loamy	  soils	  under	  sparse	  vegetation	  with	  high	  moisture	  content;	  San	  Joaquin	  whipsnake,	  which	  
requires	  open,	  dry	  habitats	  with	   little	  or	  no	   tree	   cover	  with	  mammal	  burrows	   for	   refuge;	   the	  
Alameda	   whipsnake,	   which	   is	   restricted	   to	   valley-‐foothill	   hardwood	   habitat	   on	   south-‐facing	  
slopes;	  the	  California	  horned	  lizard,	  which	  occurs	  in	  a	  variety	  of	  habitats	  including,	  woodland,	  
forest,	  riparian,	  and	  annual	  grasslands,	  usually	   in	  open	  sandy	  areas;	  the	  foothill	  yellow-‐legged	  
frog,	  which	   occurs	   in	   partly	   shaded	   and	   shallow	   streams	  with	   rocky	   soils;	   the	   California	   red	  
legged	   frog,	   which	   occurs	   in	   stream	   pools	   and	   ponds	   with	   riparian	   or	   emergent	   marsh	  
vegetation;	  and	  the	  western	  spadefoot	  toad,	  which	  requires	  grassland	  habitats	  associated	  with	  
vernal	  pools.	  The	  project	  site	  does	  not	  contain	  essential	  habitat	  for	  these	  special	  status	  reptiles	  
and	  amphibians.	   Implementation	  of	   the	  proposed	  project	  would	  have	  a	   less	   than	  significant	  
impact	  on	  these	  species.	  	  

Numerous	  special-‐status	  plant	  species	  are	  known	  to	  occur	  in	  the	  region.	  Many	  of	  these	  special	  
status	  plant	  species	  require	  specialized	  habitats	  such	  as	  serpentine	  soils,	  rocky	  outcrops,	  slopes,	  
vernal	   pools,	   marshes,	   swamps,	   riparian	   habitat,	   alkali	   soils,	   and	   chaparral,	   which	   are	   not	  
present	  on	  the	  project	  site.	  The	  project	  site	  is	  located	  in	  an	  area	  that	  was	  likely	  valley	  grassland	  
prior	   to	   human	   settlement,	   and	   there	   are	   several	   plant	   species	   that	   are	   found	   in	   valley	   and	  
foothills	   grasslands	   areas.	   These	   species	   include	   large-‐flowered	   fiddleneck,	   bent-‐flowered	  
fiddleneck,	   big-‐balsamroot,	   big	   tarplant,	   round-‐leaved	   filaree,	   Lemmon's	   jewelflower,	   and	  
showy	  golden	  madia.	  Human	  settlement	  has	   involved	  a	  high	   frequency	  of	  ground	  disturbance	  
associated	  with	   the	   historical	   farming	   activities	   in	   the	   region,	   including	   the	   project	   site.	   	   The	  
project	  site	  does	  not	  contain	  suitable	  habitat	  for	  special-‐status	  plant	  species.	  Implementation	  of	  
the	  proposed	  project	  would	  have	  a	  less	  than	  significant	  impact	  on	  these	  species.	  	  

Special-‐status	  birds	  that	  occur	  within	  the	  region	  include:	  tricolored	  blackbird,	  Swainson’s	  hawk,	  
northern	   harrier,	   and	   bald	   eagle,	   which	   are	   associated	   with	   streams,	   rivers,	   lakes,	   wetlands,	  
marshes,	   and	   other	  wet	   environments;	   loggerhead	   shrike,	   and	   burrowing	   owl,	  which	   lives	   in	  
open	  areas,	  usually	  grasslands,	  with	  scattered	  trees	  and	  brush;	  and	  raptors	  that	  are	  present	  in	  
varying	  habitats	  throughout	  the	  region.	  

Swainson’s	   Hawk.	   The	   Swainson’s	   hawk	   is	   threatened	   in	   California	   and	   is	   protected	   by	   the	  
California	   Department	   of	   Fish	   and	   Game	   (CDFG)	   and	   the	  Migratory	   Bird	   Treaty	   Act	   (MBTA).	  
Additionally,	   Swainson’s	   hawk	   foraging	   habitat	   is	   protected	   by	   the	   CDFG.	   Swainson’s	   hawks	  
forage	   in	   open	   grasslands	   and	   agricultural	   fields	   and	   commonly	   nest	   in	   solitary	   trees	   and	  
riparian	  areas	  in	  close	  proximity	  to	  foraging	  habitat.	  The	  foraging	  range	  for	  Swainson’s	  hawk	  is	  
ten	  miles	  from	  its	  nesting	  location.	  There	  are	  numerous	  documented	  occurrences	  of	  Swainson’s	  
hawk	  within	   ten	  miles	   of	   the	   project	   site.	   Although	   no	   nesting	   habitat	   for	   this	   species	   occur	  
onsite,	   Swainson’s	   hawks	   are	   present	  within	   the	   vicinity	   of	   the	   project	   site.	   The	   site	   and	   the	  
surrounding	   open	   non-‐native	   grassland	   habitat	   will	   provide	   medium	   quality	   foraging	  
opportunities	   for	   local	   Swainson’s	   hawks.	   Incidental	   take	   minimization	   measures	   are	   not	  
required	  for	  this	  species	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  there	  is	  no	  suitable	  nesting	  habitat	  on	  the	  project	  
site.	   	   As	   such,	   impacts	   to	   Swainson’s	   hawk	   are	   less	   than	   significant	   and	   no	   mitigation	   is	  
required.	  	  	  	  
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Burrowing	  Owls.	  Burrowing	  owls	  are	  a	  California	  Species	  of	  Special	  Concern	  and	  are	  protected	  
by	   the	   CDFG	   and	   the	  MBTA.	   Burrowing	   owls	   forage	   in	   open	   grasslands	   and	   shrublands	   and	  
typically	  nest	   in	  old	  ground	  squirrel	  burrows.	  The	  project	  site	  contains	  suitable,	  but	  not	  high-‐
quality	  habitat	  for	  burrowing	  owls.	  	  The	  project	  site	  is	  adjacent	  to	  other	  lands	  that	  are	  currently	  
undeveloped	  that	  offer	  foraging	  and	  roosting	  habitat	  for	  wintering	  or	  breeding	  owls.	  Impacts	  to	  
burrowing	   owls	   are	   considered	   unlikely,	   due	   to	   the	   presence	   of	   urban	   development	  
surrounding	  the	  site.	  	  The	  implementation	  of	  Requirement	  4	  would	  ensure	  that	  burrowing	  owls	  
are	   not	   impacted	   during	   construction	   activities.	   	   The	   implementation	   of	   Requirement	   would	  
ensure	  a	  less	  than	  significant	  impact	  to	  burrowing	  owls.	  	  	  

The	  City’s	  General	  Plan,	  Open	  Space	  and	  Conservation	  Element,	  Objective	  OSC-‐1.1	  contains	  the	  
following	  policies:	  

Policy	   P1	   (page	   6-‐18)	   –	   New	  Development	   shall	  meet	   all	   federal,	   State,	   and	   regional	  
regulations	  for	  habitat	  and	  species	  protection.	  

Policy	   P2	   (page	   6-‐18)	   –	   The	   City	   shall	   continue	   to	   participate	   with	   the	   San	   Joaquin	  
Council	  of	  Governments	  and	  other	  agencies	  to	   implement	  and	  enforce	  the	  San	  Joaquin	  
Multi-‐Species	  Habitat	  Conservation	  and	  Open	  Space	  Plan.	  

The	   City’s	   General	   Plan	   EIR	   describes	   the	   rules	   and	   regulations	   that	   apply	   to	   biological	  
resources	  on	  pages	  63	  to	  66	  of	  the	  2006	  Amended	  Draft	  EIR.	  

Project	  Requirements	  

Pursuant	  to	  the	  above	  General	  Plan	  policies	  and	  relevant	  sections	  of	  the	  General	  Plan	  EIR,	  the	  
following	  requirement	  (Requirement	  4),	  which	   is	  uniformly	  applied	   throughout	   the	  City,	  shall	  
apply	  to	  the	  project:	  

Requirement	   4:	   Prior	   to	   the	   commencement	   of	   grading	   activities	   or	   other	   ground	   disturbing	  
activities	  on	  the	  project	  site,	  the	  project	  applicant	  shall	  arrange	  for	  a	  qualified	  biologist	  to	  conduct	  
a	  preconstruction	  survey	   for	  western	  burrowing	  owls.	   	   If	  no	  owls	  or	  owl	  nests	  are	  detected,	   then	  
construction	  activities	  may	  commence.	   	   If	  burrowing	  owls	  or	  occupied	  nests	  are	  discovered,	  then	  
the	  following	  shall	  be	  implemented:	  

• During	  the	  breeding	  season	  (February	  1	  through	  September	  1)	  occupied	  burrows	  shall	  not	  
be	  disturbed	  and	  shall	  be	  provided	  with	  a	  75	  meter	  protective	  buffer	  until	  and	  unless	  the	  
SJCOG	   Technical	   Advisory	   Committee	   (TAC),	   with	   the	   concurrence	   of	   the	   Permitting	  
Agencies’	   representatives	   on	   the	   TAC;	   or	   unless	   a	   qualified	   biologist	   approved	   by	   the	  
Permitting	  Agencies	  verifies	  through	  non-invasive	  means	  that	  either:	  1)	  the	  birds	  have	  not	  
begun	  egg	   laying,	  or	  2)	   juveniles	   from	   the	  occupied	  burrows	  are	   foraging	   independently	  
and	  are	  capable	  of	   independent	   survival.	  Once	   the	   fledglings	  are	  capable	  of	   independent	  
survival,	   the	   burrow	   can	   be	   destroyed.	   	   They	   should	   only	   be	   destroyed	   by	   a	   qualified	  
biologist	  using	  passive	  one-way	  eviction	  doors	  to	  ensure	  that	  owls	  are	  not	  harmed	  during	  
burrow	   destruction.	   	   Methods	   for	   removal	   of	   burrows	   are	   described	   in	   the	   California	  
Department	  of	  Fish	  and	  Game’s	  Staff	  Report	  on	  Burrowing	  Owls	  (October,	  1995)	  
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• During	   the	   non-breeding	   season	   (September	   1	   through	   January	   31)	   burrowing	   owls	  
occupying	  the	  project	  site	  should	  be	  evicted	  from	  the	  project	  site	  by	  passive	  relocation	  as	  
described	  in	  the	  California	  Department	  of	  Fish	  and	  Game’s	  Staff	  Report	  on	  Burrowing	  Owls	  
(Oct.,	  1995)	  

Implementation	  of	  this	  requirement	  shall	  occur	  prior	  to	  grading	  or	  site	  clearing	  activities.	  SJCOG	  
shall	   be	   responsible	   for	  monitoring	   and	   a	   qualified	   biologist	   shall	   conduct	   surveys	   and	   relocate	  
owls	  as	  required.	  

Responses	   b):	   No	   Impact.	   Riparian	   natural	   communities	   support	   woody	   vegetation	   found	  
along	  rivers,	  creeks	  and	  streams.	  Riparian	  habitat	  can	  range	  from	  a	  dense	  thicket	  of	  shrubs	  to	  a	  
closed	  canopy	  of	   large	  mature	  trees	  covered	  by	  vines.	  Riparian	  systems	  are	  considered	  one	  of	  
the	  most	   important	  natural	  resources.	  While	  small	   in	   total	  area	  when	  compared	  to	   the	  state’s	  
size,	  they	  provide	  a	  special	  value	  for	  wildlife	  habitat.	  	  

Over	  135	  California	  bird	  species	  either	  completely	  depend	  upon	  riparian	  habitats	  or	  use	  them	  
preferentially	  at	  some	  stage	  of	  their	  life	  history.	  Riparian	  habitat	  provides	  food,	  nesting	  habitat,	  
cover,	   and	   migration	   corridors.	   Another	   90	   species	   of	   mammals,	   reptiles,	   invertebrates	   and	  
amphibians	   depend	   on	   riparian	   habitat.	   Riparian	   habitat	   also	   provides	   riverbank	   protection,	  
erosion	   control	   and	   improved	  water	   quality,	   as	   well	   as	   numerous	   recreational	   and	   aesthetic	  
values.	  

There	  is	  no	  riparian	  habitat	  or	  other	  sensitive	  natural	  communities	  located	  on	  the	  project	  site.	  	  
As	  such,	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  have	  no	  impact	  on	  these	  resources,	  and	  no	  mitigation	  is	  
required.	  	  	  

	  Response	  c):	   	  Less	   than	  Significant.	  A	  wetland	   is	  an	  area	   that	   is	   inundated	  or	   saturated	  by	  
surface	   or	   ground	   water	   at	   a	   frequency	   and	   duration	   sufficient	   to	   support,	   and	   that	   under	  
normal	   circumstances	   do	   support,	   a	   prevalence	   of	   vegetation	   typically	   adapted	   for	   life	   in	  
saturated	  soil	  conditions.	  Wetlands	  generally	  include	  swamps,	  marshes,	  bogs,	  and	  similar	  areas.	  	  

Wetlands	  are	  defined	  by	  regulatory	  agencies	  as	  having	  special	  vegetation,	   soil,	   and	  hydrology	  
characteristics.	   Hydrology,	   or	   water	   inundation,	   is	   a	   catalyst	   for	   the	   formation	   of	   wetlands.	  
Frequent	  inundation	  and	  low	  oxygen	  causes	  chemical	  changes	  to	  the	  soil	  properties	  resulting	  in	  
what	   is	   known	   as	   hydric	   soils.	   The	   prevalent	   vegetation	   in	   wetland	   communities	   consists	   of	  
hydrophytic	   plants,	   which	   are	   adapted	   to	   areas	   that	   are	   frequently	   inundated	   with	   water.	  
Hydrophytic	  plant	  species	  have	  the	  ability	  to	  grow,	  effectively	  compete,	  reproduce,	  and	  persist	  
in	  low	  oxygen	  soil	  conditions.	  

Below	  is	  a	  list	  of	  wetlands	  that	  are	  found	  in	  the	  Tracy	  planning	  area:	  	  

• Farmed	   Wetlands:	   This	   category	   of	   wetlands	   includes	   areas	   that	   are	   currently	   in	  
agricultural	  uses.	  This	  type	  of	  area	  occurs	  in	  the	  northern	  portion	  of	  the	  Tracy	  Planning	  
Area.	  
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• Lakes,	   Ponds	   and	   Open	   Water:	   This	   category	   of	   wetlands	   includes	   both	   natural	   and	  
human-‐made	  water	  bodies	  such	  as	  that	  associated	  with	  working	  landscapes,	  municipal	  
water	  facilities	  and	  canals,	  creeks	  and	  rivers.	  

• Seasonal	   Wetlands:	   This	   category	   of	   wetlands	   includes	   areas	   that	   typically	   fill	   with	  
water	   during	   the	   wet	   winter	   months	   and	   then	   drain	   enough	   to	   become	   ideal	   plant	  
habitats	   throughout	   the	   spring	   and	   summer.	   There	   are	   numerous	   seasonal	   wetlands	  
throughout	  the	  Tracy	  Planning	  Area.	  

• Tidal	  Salt	  Ponds	  and	  Brackish	  Marsh:	  This	  category	  of	  wetlands	  includes	  areas	  affected	  
by	  irregular	  tidal	   flooding	  with	  generally	  poor	  drainage	  and	  standing	  water.	  There	  are	  
minimal	  occurrences	  along	  some	  of	  the	  larger	  river	  channels	  in	  the	  northern	  portion	  of	  
the	  Tracy	  Planning	  Area.	  

There	   are	   no	  wetlands	   located	   on	   the	   project	   site.	   	   Therefore,	   this	   is	   a	   less	   than	   significant	  
impact	  and	  no	  mitigation	  is	  required.	  	  	  

Response	  d):	  	  Less	  than	  Significant.	  The	  CNDDB	  record	  search	  did	  not	  reveal	  any	  documented	  
wildlife	  corridors	  or	  wildlife	  nursery	  sites	  on	  or	  adjacent	  to	  the	  project	  site.	  Implementation	  of	  
the	  proposed	  project	  would	  have	  a	  less	  than	  significant	  impact.	  	  

Responses	  e),	   f):	   	  Less	  than	  Significant.	  The	  project	  site	   is	   located	  within	  the	   jurisdiction	  of	  
the	   San	   Joaquin	   County	   Multi-‐Species	   Habitat	   Conservation	   and	   Open	   Space	   Plan	   (“Plan”	   or	  
“SJMSCP”)	  and	  is	  located	  within	  the	  Central/Southwest	  Transition	  Zone	  of	  the	  SJMSCP.	  The	  San	  
Joaquin	   Council	   of	   Governments	   (SJCOG)	   prepared	   the	   Plan	   pursuant	   to	   a	   Memorandum	   of	  
Understanding	   adopted	   by	   SJCOG,	   San	   Joaquin	   County,	   the	   United	   States	   Fish	   and	   Wildlife	  
Service	  (USFWS),	  the	  California	  Department	  of	  Fish	  and	  Game	  (CDFG),	  Caltrans,	  and	  the	  cities	  of	  
Escalon,	  Lathrop,	  Lodi,	  Manteca,	  Ripon,	  Stockton,	  and	  Tracy	  in	  October	  1994.	  On	  February	  27,	  
2001,	  the	  Plan	  was	  unanimously	  adopted	  in	  its	  entirety	  by	  SJCOG.	  The	  City	  of	  Tracy	  adopted	  the	  
Plan	  on	  November	  6,	  2001.	  

According	  to	  Chapter	  1	  of	  the	  SJMSCP,	  its	  key	  purpose	  is	  to	  “provide	  a	  strategy	  for	  balancing	  the	  
need	  to	  conserve	  open	  space	  and	  the	  need	  to	  convert	  open	  space	  to	  non-‐open	  space	  uses,	  while	  
protecting	  the	  region's	  agricultural	  economy;	  preserving	  landowner	  property	  rights;	  providing	  
for	   the	   long-‐term	   management	   of	   plant,	   fish	   and	   wildlife	   species,	   especially	   those	   that	   are	  
currently	  listed,	  or	  may	  be	  listed	  in	  the	  future,	  under	  the	  Federal	  Endangered	  Species	  Act	  (ESA)	  
or	  the	  California	  Endangered	  Species	  Act	  (CESA);	  providing	  and	  maintaining	  multiple	  use	  Open	  
Spaces	   which	   contribute	   to	   the	   quality	   of	   life	   of	   the	   residents	   of	   San	   Joaquin	   County;	   and,	  
accommodating	  a	  growing	  population	  while	  minimizing	  costs	  to	  project	  proponents	  and	  society	  
at	  large.”	  

In	   addition	   to	   providing	   compensation	   for	   conversion	   of	   open	   space	   to	   non	  open	   space	   uses,	  
which	  affect	  plant	  and	  animal	  species	  covered	  by	  the	  SJMSCP,	   the	  SJMSCP	  also	  provides	  some	  
compensation	   to	   offset	   impacts	   of	   open	   space	   conversions	   on	   non-‐wildlife	   related	   resources	  
such	  as	  recreation,	  agriculture,	  scenic	  values	  and	  other	  beneficial	  open	  space	  uses.	  Specifically,	  
the	   SJMSCP	   compensates	   for	   conversions	   of	   open	   space	   to	   urban	   development	   and	   the	  
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expansion	  of	  existing	  urban	  boundaries,	  among	  other	  activities,	  for	  public	  and	  private	  activities	  
throughout	  the	  County	  and	  within	  Escalon,	  Lathrop,	  Lodi,	  Manteca,	  Ripon,	  Stockton,	  and	  Tracy.	  

Participation	  in	  the	  SJMSCP	  is	  voluntary	  for	  both	  local	  jurisdictions	  and	  project	  applicants.	  Only	  
agencies	  adopting	   the	  SJMSCP	  would	  be	   covered	  by	   the	  SJMSCP.	   Individual	  project	   applicants	  
have	   two	   options	   if	   their	   project	   is	   located	   in	   a	   jurisdiction	   participating	   in	   the	   SJMSCP:	  
mitigating	   under	   the	   SJMSCP	   or	   negotiating	   directly	  with	   the	   state	   and/or	   federal	   permitting	  
agencies.	   If	  a	  project	  applicant	  opts	   for	  SJMSCP	  coverage	   in	  a	   jurisdiction	   that	   is	  participating	  
under	   the	   SJMSCP,	   the	   following	   options	   are	   available,	   unless	   their	   activities	   are	   otherwise	  
exempted:	   pay	   the	   appropriate	   fee;	   dedicate,	   as	   conservation	   easements	   or	   fee	   title,	   habitat	  
lands;	  purchase	  approved	  mitigation	  bank	  credits;	  or,	  propose	  an	  alternative	  mitigation	  plan.	  

Responsibilities	  of	  permittees	  covered	  by	  the	  SJMSCP	  include	  collection	  of	  fees,	  maintenance	  of	  
implementing	   ordinances/resolutions,	   conditioning	   permits	   (if	   applicable),	   and	   coordinating	  
with	   the	   Joint	   Powers	   Authority	   (JPA)	   for	   Annual	   Report	   accounting.	   Funds	   collected	   for	   the	  
SJMSCP	  are	   to	  be	  used	   for	   the	   following:	   acquiring	  Preserve	   lands,	   enhancing	  Preserve	   lands,	  
monitoring	   and	   management	   of	   Preserve	   lands	   in	   perpetuity,	   and	   the	   administration	   of	   the	  
SJMSCP.	  Because	  the	  primary	  goal	  of	  SJMSCP	  is	  to	  preserve	  productive	  agricultural	  use	  that	   is	  
compatible	   with	   SJMSCP’s	   biological	   goals,	   most	   of	   the	   SJMSCP’s	   Preserve	   lands	   would	   be	  
acquired	  through	  the	  purchase	  of	  easements	  in	  which	  landowners	  retain	  ownership	  of	  the	  land	  
and	  continue	  to	  farm	  the	  land.	  These	  functions	  are	  managed	  by	  SJCOG.	  

The	  proposed	  project	  is	  classified	  as	  Urban	  Habitat	  under	  the	  SJMSCP.	  	  The	  City	  of	  Tracy	  and	  the	  
project	   applicant	   shall	   consult	   with	   SJCOG	   to	   pursue	   and	   obtain	   coverage	   of	   the	   project	  
pursuant	   to	   the	   SJMSCP	   prior	   to	   development	   of	   the	   site.	   Therefore,	   this	   is	   a	   less	   than	  
significant	  impact.	  	  	  

The	  City’s	  General	  Plan,	  Open	  Space	  and	  Conservation	  Element,	  Objective	  OSC-‐1.1	  contains	  the	  
following	  policies:	  

Policy	   P1	   (page	   6-‐18)	   –	   New	  Development	   shall	  meet	   all	   federal,	   State,	   and	   regional	  
regulations	  for	  habitat	  and	  species	  protection.	  

Policy	   P2	   (page	   6-‐18)	   –	   The	   City	   shall	   continue	   to	   participate	   with	   the	   San	   Joaquin	  
Council	  of	  Governments	  and	  other	  agencies	  to	   implement	  and	  enforce	  the	  San	  Joaquin	  
Multi-‐Species	  Habitat	  Conservation	  and	  Open	  Space	  Plan.	  

The	   City’s	   General	   Plan	   EIR	   describes	   the	   rules	   and	   regulations	   that	   apply	   to	   biological	  
resources	  on	  pages	  63	  to	  66	  of	  the	  2006	  Amended	  Draft	  EIR.	  
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Project	  Requirements	  

Pursuant	  to	  the	  above	  General	  Plan	  policies	  and	  relevant	  sections	  of	  the	  General	  Plan	  EIR,	  the	  
following	  requirement	  (Requirement	  5),	  which	   is	  uniformly	  applied	   throughout	   the	  City,	  shall	  
apply	  to	  the	  project:	  

Requirement	   5:	   Prior	   to	   development	   of	   the	   site,	   including	   the	   commencement	   of	   grading	  
activities,	  the	  City	  of	  Tracy	  and	  the	  project	  applicant	  shall	  consult	  with	  SJCOG	  to	  pursue	  and	  obtain	  
coverage	  of	  the	  project	  pursuant	  to	  the	  SJMSCP,	  and	  pay	  applicable	  fees	  as	  appropriate.	  
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V.	  CULTURAL	  RESOURCES	  --	  WOULD	  THE	  PROJECT:	  

	  
Potentially	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  with	  
Mitigation	  

Incorporation	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

No	  
Impact	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

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

RESPONSES	  TO	  CHECKLIST	  QUESTIONS	  
Response	  a),	  b),	  c),	  d):	  	  Less	  than	  Significant.	  A	  review	  of	  literature	  maintained	  by	  the	  Central	  
California	   Information	   Center	   of	   the	   California	   Historical	   Resources	   Information	   System	   at	  
California	  State	  University,	  Stanislaus	  identified	  that	  no	  previously	  identified	  prehistoric	  period	  
cultural	   resources	   are	   known	   within,	   or	   within	   a	   1/4	   mile	   radius	   of	   the	   project	   site.	  	  
Additionally,	   there	  are	  no	  known	  unique	  paleontological	  or	  archeological	   resources	  known	   to	  
occur	  on,	  or	  within	   the	   immediate	  vicinity	  of	   the	  project	   site.	   	  Therefore,	   it	   is	  not	   anticipated	  
that	   site	   grading	   and	   preparation	   activities	   would	   result	   in	   impacts	   to	   cultural,	   historical,	  
archaeological	   or	   paleontological	   resources.	   	   There	   are	   no	   known	  human	   remains	   located	   on	  
the	   project	   site,	   nor	   is	   there	   evidence	   to	   suggest	   that	   human	   remains	  may	  be	   present	   on	   the	  
project	  site	  

However,	  as	  with	  most	  projects	  in	  California	  that	  involve	  ground-‐disturbing	  activities,	  there	  is	  
the	  potential	  for	  discovery	  of	  a	  previously	  unknown	  cultural	  and	  historical	  resource	  or	  human	  
remains.	  	  

The	   implementation	   of	   Requirement	   6	   would	   require	   appropriate	   steps	   to	   preserve	   and/or	  
document	  any	  previously	  undiscovered	  resources	  that	  may	  be	  encountered	  during	  construction	  
activities,	   including	   human	   remains.	   	   Implementation	   of	   this	   requirement	   would	   reduce	   this	  
impact	  to	  a	  less	  than	  significant	  level.	  	  	  

Project	  Requirements	  

Pursuant	  to	  General	  Plan	  EIR	  Mitigation	  Measures	  CUL-‐1a,	  1b,	  and	  1c	  of	  the	  2005	  Draft	  General	  
Plan	  EIR	  (pages	  4.5-‐17	  and	  18)	  and	  General	  Plan	  policies	  4,	  5	  and	  6	  of	  the	  Community	  Character	  
Element,	   Objective	   CC-‐3.1	   (pages	   3-‐19	   and	   20),	   the	   following	   requirement	   (Requirement	   6),	  
which	  is	  uniformly	  applied	  throughout	  the	  City,	  shall	  apply	  to	  the	  project:	  
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Requirement	  6:	  	   If	  any	  prehistoric	  or	  historic	  artifacts,	  human	  remains	  or	  other	  indications	  
of	   archaeological	   resources	   are	   found	   during	   grading	   and	   construction	   activities,	   an	  
archaeologist	   meeting	   the	   Secretary	   of	   the	   Interior's	   Professional	   Qualifications	   Standards	   in	  
prehistoric	  or	  historical	  archaeology,	  as	  appropriate,	  shall	  be	  consulted	  to	  evaluate	  the	  finds	  and	  
recommend	  appropriate	  mitigation	  measures.	  

• If	  cultural	  resources	  or	  Native	  American	  resources	  are	  identified,	  every	  effort	  shall	  be	  made	  to	  
avoid	  significant	  cultural	  resources,	  with	  preservation	  an	  important	  goal.	   If	  significant	  sites	  
cannot	   feasibly	   be	   avoided,	   appropriate	   mitigation	   measures,	   such	   as	   data	   recovery	  
excavations	  or	  photographic	  documentation	  of	  buildings,	  shall	  be	  undertaken	  consistent	  with	  
applicable	  state	  and	  federal	  regulations.	  

– If	   human	   remains	   are	   discovered,	   all	   work	   shall	   be	   halted	   immediately	   within	   50	  
meters	  (165	  feet)	  of	  the	  discovery,	  the	  County	  Coroner	  must	  be	  notified,	  according	  to	  
Section	  5097.98	  of	  the	  State	  Public	  Resources	  Code	  and	  Section	  7050.5	  of	  California’s	  
Health	   and	   Safety	   Code.	   	   If	   the	   remains	   are	   determined	   to	   be	   Native	   American,	   the	  
coroner	   will	   notify	   the	   Native	   American	   Heritage	   Commission,	   and	   the	   procedures	  
outlined	  in	  CEQA	  Section	  15064.5(d)	  and	  (e)	  shall	  be	  followed.	  	  	  

– If	   any	   fossils	   are	   encountered,	   there	   shall	   be	   no	   further	   disturbance	   of	   the	   area	  
surrounding	   this	   find	   until	   the	   materials	   have	   been	   evaluated	   by	   a	   qualified	  
paleontologist,	  and	  appropriate	  treatment	  measures	  have	  been	  identified.	  
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VI.	  GEOLOGY	  AND	  SOILS	  --	  WOULD	  THE	  PROJECT:	  

	  
Potentially	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  with	  
Mitigation	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

No	  
Impact	  

a)	   Expose	   people	   or	   structures	   to	   potential	  
substantial	   adverse	   effects,	   including	   the	   risk	   of	  
loss,	  injury,	  or	  death	  involving:	  

	   	   	   	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

ii)	  Strong	  seismic	  ground	  shaking?	   	   	   X	   	  

iii)	   Seismic-‐related	   ground	   failure,	   including	  
liquefaction?	   	   	   X	   	  

iv)	  Landslides?	   	   	   X	   	  

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

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

	   	   X	   	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

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

	   	   	   X	  

	  

RESPONSES	  TO	  CHECKLIST	  QUESTIONS	  
Responses	  a.i),	  a.ii):	  Less	  than	  Significant. The	  project	  site	  is	  located	  in	  an	  area	  of	  moderate	  
to	   high	   seismicity.	   	   No	   known	   active	   faults	   cross	   the	   project	   site,	   and	   the	   site	   is	   not	   located	  
within	   an	   Alquist-‐Priolo	   Earthquake	   Fault	   Zone,	   however,	   relatively	   large	   earthquakes	   have	  
historically	   occurred	   in	   the	   Bay	   Area	   and	   along	   the	   margins	   of	   the	   Central	   Valley.	   	   Many	  
earthquakes	   of	   low	   magnitude	   occur	   every	   year	   in	   California.	   	   The	   two	   nearest	   earthquake	  
faults	   zoned	   as	   active	   by	   the	   State	   of	   California	   Geological	   Survey	   are	   the	   Great	   Valley	   Fault,	  
located	   approximately	   3.5	   miles	   to	   the	   west	   of	   the	   site,	   and	   the	   Greenville	   fault,	   located	  
approximately	  12	  miles	  southwest	  of	  the	  site.	  	  The	  Great	  Valley	  fault	  is	  a	  blind	  thrust	  fault	  with	  
no	   known	   surface	   expression;	   the	   postulated	   fault	   location	   has	   been	   based	   on	   historical	  
regional	  seismic	  activity	  and	  isolated	  subsurface	  information.	  
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Portions	  of	  the	  Great	  Valley	  fault	  are	  considered	  seismically	  active	  thrust	  faults;	  however,	  since	  
the	   Great	   Valley	   fault	   segments	   are	   not	   known	   to	   extend	   to	   the	   ground	   surface,	   the	   State	   of	  
California	   has	   not	   defined	   Earthquake	   Fault	   Hazard	   Zones	   around	   the	   postulated	   traces.	   The	  
Great	  Valley	  fault	  is	  considered	  capable	  of	  causing	  significant	  ground	  shaking	  at	  the	  site,	  but	  the	  
recurrence	   interval	   is	  believed	   longer	  than	  for	  more	  distant,	  strike-‐slip	   faults.	  Further	  seismic	  
activity	  can	  be	  expected	  to	  continue	  along	  the	  western	  margin	  of	  the	  Central	  Valley,	  and	  as	  with	  
all	  projects	  in	  the	  area,	  the	  project	  will	  be	  designed	  to	  accommodate	  strong	  earthquake	  ground	  
shaking,	  in	  compliance	  with	  the	  applicable	  California	  building	  code	  standards.	  

Other	   active	   faults	   capable	   of	   producing	   significant	   ground	   shaking	   at	   the	   site	   include	   the	  
Calaveras,	  26	  miles	  southwest;	   the	  Hayward	  fault,	  28	  miles	  west;	   the	  Ortigalita	   fault,	  31	  miles	  
southwest;	  and	   the	  San	  Andreas	  Fault,	  49	  miles	  southwest	  of	   the	  site.	  Any	  one	  of	   these	   faults	  
could	   generate	   an	   earthquake	   capable	   of	   causing	   strong	   ground	   shaking	   at	   the	   subject	   site.	  
Earthquakes	  of	  Moment	  Magnitude	  (Mw)	  7	  and	  larger	  have	  historically	  occurred	  in	  the	  region	  
and	  numerous	  small	  magnitude	  earthquakes	  occur	  every	  year.	  	  

Since	  there	  are	  no	  known	  active	  faults	  crossing	  the	  project	  site	  and	  the	  site	  is	  not	  located	  within	  
an	   Earthquake	   Fault	   Special	   Study	   Zone,	   the	   potential	   for	   ground	   rupture	   at	   the	   site	   is	  
considered	  low.	  	  	  

An	  earthquake	  of	  moderate	  to	  high	  magnitude	  generated	  within	  the	  San	  Francisco	  Bay	  Region	  
and	  along	  the	  margins	  of	  the	  central	  valley	  could	  cause	  considerable	  ground	  shaking	  at	  the	  site,	  
similar	   to	   that	  which	  has	  occurred	   in	   the	  past.	   	   In	  order	   to	  minimize	  potential	  damage	   to	   the	  
proposed	   structures	   caused	   by	   groundshaking,	   all	   construction	  would	   comply	  with	   the	   latest	  
California	  Building	  Code	  standards,	  as	  required	  by	  the	  City	  of	  Tracy	  Municipal	  Code	  9.04.030.	  	  

Seismic	  design	  provisions	  of	  current	  building	  codes	  generally	  prescribe	  minimum	  lateral	  forces,	  
applied	  statically	  to	  the	  structure,	  combined	  with	  the	  gravity	  forces	  of	  dead-‐and-‐live	  loads.	  The	  
code-‐prescribed	   lateral	   forces	   are	   generally	   considered	   to	   be	   substantially	   smaller	   than	   the	  
comparable	   forces	   that	   would	   be	   associated	   with	   a	   major	   earthquake.	   Therefore,	   structures	  
should	   be	   able	   to:	   (1)	   resist	   minor	   earthquakes	   without	   damage,	   (2)	   resist	   moderate	  
earthquakes	   without	   structural	   damage	   but	   with	   some	   nonstructural	   damage,	   and	   (3)	   resist	  
major	  earthquakes	  without	  collapse	  but	  with	  some	  structural	  as	  well	  as	  nonstructural	  damage.	  

Implementation	  of	  the	  California	  Building	  Code	  standards,	  which	  include	  provisions	  for	  seismic	  
building	  designs,	  would	  ensure	  that	  impacts	  associated	  with	  groundshaking	  would	  be	  less	  than	  
significant.	   Building	   new	   structures	   for	   human	   use	   would	   increase	   the	   number	   of	   people	  
exposed	   to	   local	   and	   regional	   seismic	  hazards.	   Seismic	  hazards	  are	  a	   significant	   risk	   for	  most	  
property	  in	  California.	  	  

The	  Safety	  Element	  of	  the	  Tracy	  General	  Plan	  includes	  several	  goals,	  objectives	  and	  policies	  to	  
reduce	  the	  risks	  to	  the	  community	  from	  earthquakes	  and	  other	  geologic	  hazards.	  In	  particular,	  
the	  following	  policies	  would	  apply	  to	  the	  project	  site:	  

SA-1.1,	  Policy	  P1:	  Underground	  utilities,	  particularly	  water	  and	  natural	  gas	  mains,	  shall	  
be	  designed	  to	  withstand	  seismic	  forces.	  
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SA-1.1,	   Policy	   P2:	   Geotechnical	   reports	   shall	   be	   required	   for	   development	   in	   areas	  
where	  potentially	  serious	  geologic	  risks	  exist.	  These	  reports	  should	  address	  the	  degree	  
of	   hazard,	   design	   parameters	   for	   the	   project	   based	   on	   the	   hazard,	   and	   appropriate	  
mitigation	  measures.	  

SA-1.2,	   Policy	   P1:	  All	   construction	   in	   Tracy	   shall	   conform	   to	   the	   California	   Building	  
Code	   and	   the	   Tracy	   Municipal	   Code	   including	   provisions	   addressing	   unreinforced	  
masonry	  buildings.	  

Implementation	  of	  the	  requirements	  of	  the	  California	  Building	  Code	  and	  the	  Tracy	  General	  Plan	  
would	   ensure	   that	   impacts	   on	   humans	   associated	   with	   seismic	   hazards	   would	   be	   less	   than	  
significant.	  No	  additional	  mitigation	  is	  required.	  

Responses	   a.iii),	   c),	   d):	   Less	   than	   Significant.	   	   Liquefaction	   normally	   occurs	   when	   sites	  
underlain	  by	  saturated,	   loose	   to	  medium	  dense,	  granular	  soils	  are	  subjected	  to	  relatively	  high	  
ground	  shaking.	  During	  an	  earthquake,	  ground	  shaking	  may	  cause	  certain	  types	  of	  soil	  deposits	  
to	   lose	   shear	   strength,	   resulting	   in	   ground	   settlement,	   oscillation,	   loss	   of	   bearing	   capacity,	  
landsliding,	  and	  the	  buoyant	  rise	  of	  buried	  structures.	  The	  majority	  of	  liquefaction	  hazards	  are	  
associated	  with	  sandy	  soils,	  silty	  soils	  of	   low	  plasticity,	  and	  some	  gravelly	  soils.	  Cohesive	  soils	  
are	  generally	  not	  considered	  to	  be	  susceptible	   to	   liquefaction.	   In	  general,	   liquefaction	  hazards	  
are	   most	   severe	   within	   the	   upper	   50	   feet	   of	   the	   surface,	   except	   where	   slope	   faces	   or	   deep	  
foundations	  are	  present.	  

Expansive	  soils	  are	  those	  that	  undergo	  volume	  changes	  as	  moisture	  content	  fluctuates;	  swelling	  
substantially	   when	   wet	   or	   shrinking	   when	   dry.	   Soil	   expansion	   can	   damage	   structures	   by	  
cracking	   foundations,	   causing	   settlement	   and	   distorting	   structural	   elements.	   Expansion	   is	   a	  
typical	   characteristic	   of	   clay-‐type	   soils.	   Expansive	   soils	   shrink	   and	   swell	   in	   volume	   during	  
changes	  in	  moisture	  content,	  such	  as	  a	  result	  of	  seasonal	  rain	  events,	  and	  can	  cause	  damage	  to	  
foundations,	  concrete	  slabs,	  roadway	  improvements,	  and	  pavement	  sections.	  	  

Prior	   to	   development	   of	   the	   project	   site,	   a	   subsurface	   geotechnical	   investigation	   must	   be	  
performed	   to	   identify	   onsite	   soil	   conditions	   and	   indentify	   any	   site-‐specific	   engineering	  
measures	   to	   be	   implemented	  during	   the	   construction	   of	   building	   foundations	   and	   subsurface	  
utilities.	   	  Adherence	  to	  the	  engineering	  requirements	  contained	  in	  the	  subsurface	  geotechnical	  
report	  would	  ensure	  that	  this	  impact	  is	  less	  than	  significant.	  	  	  

Project	  Requirements	  

Pursuant	  to	  the	  above	  General	  Plan	  policies	  (SA-‐1.1,	  Policy	  2	  and	  SA-‐1.2,	  Policy	  1)and	  relevant	  
sections	  of	  the	  General	  Plan	  EIR	  (pages	  4.11-‐19	  to	  22	  of	  the	  2005	  Draft	  General	  Plan	  EIR),	  the	  
following	  requirement	  (Requirement	  7),	  which	   is	  uniformly	  applied	   throughout	   the	  City,	  shall	  
apply	  to	  the	  project:	  	  

Requirement	  7:	  	   Prior	   to	   development	   of	   the	   project	   site,	   a	   subsurface	   geotechnical	  
investigation	  must	   be	   performed	   to	   identify	   onsite	   soil	   conditions	   and	   indentify	   any	   site-specific	  
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engineering	   measures	   to	   be	   implemented	   during	   the	   construction	   of	   building	   foundations	   and	  
subsurface	  utilities.	  

Responses	   a.iv):	   Less	   than	   Significant.	   	  The	   project	   site	   is	   relatively	   flat	   and	   there	   are	   no	  
major	  slopes	  in	  the	  vicinity	  of	  the	  project	  site.	  	  As	  such,	  the	  project	  site	  is	  exposed	  to	  little	  or	  no	  
risk	   associated	   with	   landslides.	   	   This	   is	   a	   less	   than	   significant	   impact	   and	   no	  mitigation	   is	  
required.	  	   

Response	   b):	   Less	   than	   Significant.	   Construction	   and	   site	   preparation	   activities	   associated	  
with	   development	   of	   the	   project	   site	   include	   grading	   for	   the	   construction	   of	   the	   proposed	  
project.	  	  During	  the	  construction	  preparation	  process,	  existing	  vegetation	  would	  be	  removed	  to	  
grade	  and	  compact	  the	  project	  site,	  as	  necessary.	  As	  construction	  occurs,	  these	  exposed	  surfaces	  
could	  be	  susceptible	  to	  erosion	  from	  wind	  and	  water.	  Effects	  from	  erosion	  include	  impacts	  on	  
water	  quality	  and	  air	  quality.	  Exposed	  soils	  that	  are	  not	  properly	  contained	  or	  capped	  increase	  
the	   potential	   for	   increased	   airborne	   dust	   and	   increased	   discharge	   of	   sediment	   and	   other	  
pollutants	   into	   nearby	   stormwater	   drainage	   facilities.	   	   Risks	   associated	   with	   erosive	   surface	  
soils	   can	   be	   reduced	   by	   using	   appropriate	   controls	   during	   construction	   and	   properly	  
revegetating	  exposed	  areas.	  Project	  Requirement	  2	  requires	  the	  implementation	  of	  various	  dust	  
control	   measures	   during	   site	   preparation	   and	   construction	   activities	   that	   would	   reduce	   the	  
potential	   for	   soil	   erosion	   and	   the	   loss	   of	   topsoil.	   	   Additionally,	   Project	   Requirement	   8	  would	  
require	   the	   implementation	  of	   various	  best	  management	  practices	   (BMPs)	   that	  would	   reduce	  
the	   potential	   for	   disturbed	   soils	   and	   ground	   surfaces	   to	   result	   in	   erosion	   and	   sediment	  
discharge	   into	   adjacent	   surface	  waters	  during	   construction	   activities.	   	   The	   implementation	  of	  
these	   requirements	   would	   reduce	   these	   impacts	   to	   a	   less	   than	   significant	   level	   and	   no	  
additional	  mitigation	  is	  required.	  

Response	  e):	  No	  Impact.	  The	  project	  site	  would	  be	  served	  by	  public	  wastewater	  facilities	  and	  
does	  not	  require	  an	  alternative	  wastewater	  system	  such	  as	  septic	  tanks.	  	  Implementation	  of	  the	  
proposed	  project	  would	  have	  no	  impact	  on	  this	  environmental	  issue.	  
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XII.	  GREENHOUSE	  GAS	  EMISSIONS	  –	  WOULD	  THE	  PROJECT:	  

	  
Potentially	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  with	  
Mitigation	  

Incorporation	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

No	  
Impact	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

BACKGROUND	  DISCUSSION	  
Various	   gases	   in	   the	   Earth’s	   atmosphere,	   classified	   as	   atmospheric	   greenhouse	   gases	   (GHGs),	  
play	   a	   critical	   role	   in	   determining	   the	   Earth’s	   surface	   temperature.	   Solar	   radiation	   enters	  
Earth’s	   atmosphere	   from	   space,	   and	   a	   portion	   of	   the	   radiation	   is	   absorbed	   by	   the	   Earth’s	  
surface.	  The	  Earth	  emits	   this	   radiation	  back	   toward	  space,	  but	   the	  properties	  of	   the	  radiation	  
change	  from	  high-‐frequency	  solar	  radiation	  to	  lower-‐frequency	  infrared	  radiation.	  	  

Naturally	   occurring	   greenhouse	   gases	   include	   water	   vapor	   (H2O),	   carbon	   dioxide	   (CO2),	  
methane	  (CH4),	  nitrous	  oxide	  (N2O),	  and	  ozone	  (O3).	  	  Several	  classes	  of	  halogenated	  substances	  
that	  contain	  fluorine,	  chlorine,	  or	  bromine	  are	  also	  greenhouse	  gases,	  but	  they	  are,	  for	  the	  most	  
part,	   solely	   a	  product	  of	   industrial	   activities.	   	  Although	   the	  direct	   greenhouse	  gases	  CO2,	   CH4,	  
and	  N2O	  occur	  naturally	   in	   the	  atmosphere,	  human	  activities	  have	  changed	   their	  atmospheric	  
concentrations.	  	  From	  the	  pre-‐industrial	  era	  (i.e.,	  ending	  about	  1750)	  to	  2005,	  concentrations	  of	  
these	  three	  greenhouse	  gases	  have	  increased	  globally	  by	  36,	  148,	  and	  18	  percent,	  respectively	  
(IPCC	  2007)1.	  

Greenhouse	  gases,	  which	  are	  transparent	  to	  solar	  radiation,	  are	  effective	  in	  absorbing	  infrared	  
radiation.	  As	  a	  result,	  this	  radiation	  that	  otherwise	  would	  have	  escaped	  back	  into	  space	  is	  now	  
retained,	   resulting	   in	   a	   warming	   of	   the	   atmosphere.	   This	   phenomenon	   is	   known	   as	   the	  
greenhouse	  effect.	  Among	  the	  prominent	  GHGs	  contributing	  to	  the	  greenhouse	  effect	  are	  carbon	  
dioxide	   (CO2),	   methane	   (CH4),	   ozone	   (O3),	   water	   vapor,	   nitrous	   oxide	   (N2O),	   and	  
chlorofluorocarbons	  (CFCs).	  

Emissions	  of	  GHGs	  contributing	  to	  global	  climate	  change	  are	  attributable	  in	  large	  part	  to	  human	  
activities	  associated	  with	  the	   industrial/manufacturing,	  utility,	   transportation,	  residential,	  and	  
agricultural	   sectors	   (California	   Energy	   Commission	   2006a)	   2.	   In	   California,	   the	   transportation	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  Intergovernmental	  Panel	  on	  Climate	  Change.	  2007.	  “Climate	  Change	  2007:	  The	  Physical	  Science	  Basis,	  
Summary	  for	  Policymakers.”	  

http://www.ipcc.ch/publications_and_data/publications_ipcc_fourth_assessment_report_wg1_report_the_p
hysical_science_basis.htm	  

2	  California	  Energy	  Commission.	  2006a.	  Inventory	  of	  California	  Greenhouse	  Gas	  Emissions	  and	  Sinks	  1990	  to	  
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sector	   is	   the	   largest	   emitter	   of	   GHGs,	   followed	   by	   electricity	   generation	   (California	   Energy	  
Commission	  2006a).	  	  

As	   the	   name	   implies,	   global	   climate	   change	   is	   a	   global	   problem.	   GHGs	   are	   global	   pollutants,	  
unlike	   criteria	   air	  pollutants	   and	   toxic	   air	   contaminants,	  which	  are	  pollutants	  of	   regional	   and	  
local	  concern,	  respectively.	  California	  produced	  492	  million	  gross	  metric	  tons	  of	  carbon	  dioxide	  
equivalents	  (MMTCO2e)	  in	  2004	  (California	  Energy	  Commission	  2006a).	  By	  2020,	  California	  is	  
projected	  to	  produce	  507	  MMTCO2e	  per	  year.3	  

Carbon	  dioxide	  equivalents	  are	  a	  measurement	  used	  to	  account	  for	  the	  fact	  that	  different	  GHGs	  
have	   different	   potential	   to	   retain	   infrared	   radiation	   in	   the	   atmosphere	   and	   contribute	   to	   the	  
greenhouse	   effect.	   This	   potential,	   known	   as	   the	   global	   warming	   potential	   of	   a	   GHG,	   is	   also	  
dependent	   on	   the	   lifetime,	   or	   persistence,	   of	   the	   gas	  molecule	   in	   the	   atmosphere.	   Expressing	  
GHG	  emissions	  in	  carbon	  dioxide	  equivalents	  takes	  the	  contribution	  of	  all	  GHG	  emissions	  to	  the	  
greenhouse	  effect	  and	  converts	  them	  to	  a	  single	  unit	  equivalent	  to	  the	  effect	  that	  would	  occur	  if	  
only	  CO2	  were	  being	  emitted.	  	  

Consumption	   of	   fossil	   fuels	   in	   the	   transportation	   sector	   was	   the	   single	   largest	   source	   of	  
California’s	  GHG	  emissions	   in	  2004,	   accounting	   for	  40.7%	  of	   total	  GHG	  emissions	   in	   the	   state	  
(California	  Energy	  Commission	  2006a).	  This	  category	  was	  followed	  by	  the	  electric	  power	  sector	  
(including	   both	   in-‐state	   and	   out	   of-‐state	   sources)	   (22.2%)	   and	   the	   industrial	   sector	   (20.5%)	  
(California	  Energy	  Commission	  2006a).	  

EFFECTS	  OF	  GLOBAL	  CLIMATE	  CHANGE	  
The	  effects	  of	  increasing	  global	  temperature	  are	  far-‐reaching	  and	  extremely	  difficult	  to	  quantify.	  	  
The	   scientific	   community	   continues	   to	   study	   the	   effects	   of	   global	   climate	   change.	   	   In	   general,	  
increases	   in	   the	   ambient	   global	   temperature	   as	   a	   result	   of	   increased	  GHGs	   are	   anticipated	   to	  
result	   in	   rising	   sea	   levels,	   which	   could	   threaten	   coastal	   areas	   through	   accelerated	   coastal	  
erosion,	   threats	   to	   levees	   and	   inland	   water	   systems	   and	   disruption	   to	   coastal	   wetlands	   and	  
habitat.	  	  	  	  

If	  the	  temperature	  of	  the	  ocean	  warms,	  it	  is	  anticipated	  that	  the	  winter	  snow	  season	  would	  be	  
shortened.	   Snowpack	   in	   the	   Sierra	   Nevada	   provides	   both	   water	   supply	   (runoff)	   and	   storage	  
(within	   the	   snowpack	   before	   melting),	   which	   is	   a	   major	   source	   of	   supply	   for	   the	   state.	   The	  
snowpack	  portion	  of	  the	  supply	  could	  potentially	  decline	  by	  70%	  to	  90%	  by	  the	  end	  of	  the	  21st	  
century	   (Cal	   EPA	   2006)4.	   This	   phenomenon	   could	   lead	   to	   significant	   challenges	   securing	   an	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2004.	  	  http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/archive/archive.htm	  

3	  California	  Air	  Resources	  Board.	  2010.	  “Functional	  Equivalent	  Document	  prepared	  for	  the	  California	  Cap	  on	  

GHG	  Emissions	  and	  Market-‐Based	  Compliance	  Mechanisms.”	  	  

4	  California	  Environmental	  Protection	  Agency,	  Climate	  Action	  Team.	  2006.	  Climate	  Action	  Team	  Report	  
to	  Governor	  Schwarzenegger	  and	  the	  Legislature.	  
http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/climate_action_team/reports/	  
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adequate	   water	   supply	   for	   a	   growing	   state	   population.	   Further,	   the	   increased	   ocean	  
temperature	   could	   result	   in	   increased	  moisture	   flux	   into	   the	   state;	  however,	   since	   this	  would	  
likely	  increasingly	  come	  in	  the	  form	  of	  rain	  rather	  than	  snow	  in	  the	  high	  elevations,	   increased	  
precipitation	   could	   lead	   to	   increased	   potential	   and	   severity	   of	   flood	   events,	   placing	   more	  
pressure	  on	  California’s	  levee/flood	  control	  system.	  	  

Sea	  level	  has	  risen	  approximately	  seven	  inches	  during	  the	  last	  century	  and	  it	  is	  predicted	  to	  rise	  
an	  additional	  22	  to	  35	  inches	  by	  2100,	  depending	  on	  the	  future	  GHG	  emissions	  levels	  (Cal	  EPA	  
2006).	   If	   this	   occurs,	   resultant	   effects	   could	   include	   increased	   coastal	   flooding,	   saltwater	  
intrusion	   and	   disruption	   of	   wetlands	   (Cal	   EPA	   2006).	   As	   the	   existing	   climate	   throughout	  
California	  changes	  over	  time,	  mass	  migration	  of	  species,	  or	  failure	  of	  species	  to	  migrate	  in	  time	  
to	  adapt	  to	  the	  perturbations	  in	  climate,	  could	  also	  result.	  Under	  the	  emissions	  scenarios	  of	  the	  
Climate	   Scenarios	   report	   (Cal	   EPA	   2006),	   the	   impacts	   of	   global	   warming	   in	   California	   are	  
anticipated	  to	  include,	  but	  are	  not	  limited	  to,	  the	  following.	  	  

Public	  Health	  	  
Higher	   temperatures	   are	   expected	   to	   increase	   the	   frequency,	   duration,	   and	   intensity	   of	  
conditions	  conducive	  to	  air	  pollution	  formation.	  For	  example,	  days	  with	  weather	  conducive	  to	  
ozone	   formation	  are	  projected	   to	   increase	   from	  25%	  to	  35%	  under	   the	   lower	  warming	  range	  
and	  to	  75%	  to	  85%	  under	  the	  medium	  warming	  range.	  In	  addition,	  if	  global	  background	  ozone	  
levels	   increase	   as	   predicted	   in	   some	   scenarios,	   it	   may	   become	   impossible	   to	   meet	   local	   air	  
quality	   standards.	   Air	   quality	   could	   be	   further	   compromised	   by	   increases	   in	  wildfires,	  which	  
emit	   fine	  particulate	  matter	   that	  can	  travel	   long	  distances	  depending	  on	  wind	  conditions.	  The	  
Climate	  Scenarios	  report	  indicates	  that	  large	  wildfires	  could	  become	  up	  to	  55%	  more	  frequent	  if	  
GHG	  emissions	  are	  not	  significantly	  reduced	  (Cal	  EPA	  2006).	  	  

In	  addition,	  under	  the	  higher	  warming	  scenario,	   there	  could	  be	  up	  to	  100	  more	  days	  per	  year	  
with	  temperatures	  above	  90oF	  in	  Los	  Angeles	  and	  95oF	  in	  Sacramento	  by	  2100.	  This	  is	  a	  large	  
increase	   over	   historical	   patterns	   and	   approximately	   twice	   the	   increase	   projected	   if	  
temperatures	   remain	   within	   or	   below	   the	   lower	   warming	   range.	   Rising	   temperatures	   will	  
increase	   the	  risk	  of	  death	   from	  dehydration,	  heat	  stroke/exhaustion,	  heart	  attack,	   stroke,	  and	  
respiratory	  distress	  caused	  by	  extreme	  heat	  (Cal	  EPA	  2006).	  	  

Water	  Resources	  	  
A	  vast	  network	  of	  man-‐made	  reservoirs	  and	  aqueducts	  capture	  and	  transport	  water	  throughout	  
the	   state	   from	   northern	   California	   rivers	   and	   the	   Colorado	   River.	   The	   current	   distribution	  
system	  relies	  on	  Sierra	  Nevada	  snow	  pack	  to	  supply	  water	  during	  the	  dry	  spring	  and	  summer	  
months.	   Rising	   temperatures,	   potentially	   compounded	   by	   decreases	   in	   precipitation,	   could	  
severely	   reduce	   spring	   snow	   pack,	   increasing	   the	   risk	   of	   summer	   water	   shortages	   (Cal	   EPA	  
2006).	  	  

The	  state’s	  water	  supplies	  are	  also	  at	  risk	   from	  rising	  sea	   levels.	  An	   influx	  of	  saltwater	  would	  
degrade	  California’s	  estuaries,	  wetlands,	  and	  groundwater	  aquifers.	  Saltwater	  intrusion	  caused	  
by	  rising	  sea	  levels	  is	  a	  major	  threat	  to	  the	  quality	  and	  reliability	  of	  water	  within	  the	  southern	  
edge	   of	   the	   Sacramento/San	   Joaquin	   River	   Delta,	   a	   major	   state	   fresh	   water	   supply.	   Global	  
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warming	   is	   also	   projected	   to	   seriously	   affect	   agricultural	   areas,	   with	   California	   farmers	  
projected	   to	   lose	   as	  much	   as	   25%	   of	   the	  water	   supply	   they	   need;	   decrease	   the	   potential	   for	  
hydropower	  production	  within	   the	   state	   (although	   the	  effects	  on	  hydropower	  are	  uncertain);	  
and	   seriously	   harm	   winter	   tourism.	   Under	   the	   lower	   warming	   range,	   the	   snow	   dependent	  
winter	   recreational	   season	  at	   lower	  elevations	  could	  be	  reduced	  by	  as	  much	  as	  one	  month.	   If	  
temperatures	  reach	  the	  higher	  warming	  range	  and	  precipitation	  declines,	  there	  might	  be	  many	  
years	  with	  insufficient	  snow	  for	  skiing,	  snowboarding,	  and	  other	  snow	  dependent	  recreational	  
activities	  (Cal	  EPA	  2006).	  	  

If	  GHG	  emissions	  continue	  unabated,	  more	  precipitation	  will	  fall	  as	  rain	  instead	  of	  snow,	  and	  the	  
snow	  that	  does	  fall	  will	  melt	  earlier,	  reducing	  the	  Sierra	  Nevada	  spring	  snow	  pack	  by	  as	  much	  as	  
70%	  to	  90%.	  Under	  the	  lower	  warming	  scenario,	  snow	  pack	  losses	  are	  expected	  to	  be	  only	  half	  
as	  large	  as	  those	  expected	  if	  temperatures	  were	  to	  rise	  to	  the	  higher	  warming	  range.	  How	  much	  
snow	   pack	   will	   be	   lost	   depends	   in	   part	   on	   future	   precipitation	   patterns,	   the	   projections	   for	  
which	  remain	  uncertain.	  However,	  even	  under	  the	  wetter	  climate	  projections,	  the	  loss	  of	  snow	  
pack	  would	   pose	   challenges	   to	  water	  managers,	   hamper	   hydropower	   generation,	   and	   nearly	  
eliminate	  all	  skiing	  and	  other	  snow-‐related	  recreational	  activities.	  (Cal	  EPA	  2006)	  	  

Agriculture	  	  
Increased	  GHG	  emissions	  are	  expected	  to	  cause	  widespread	  changes	  to	  the	  agriculture	  industry	  
reducing	   the	   quantity	   and	   quality	   of	   agricultural	   products	   statewide.	   Although	  higher	   carbon	  
dioxide	   levels	   can	   stimulate	   plant	   production	   and	   increase	   plant	   water-‐use	   efficiency,	  
California’s	  farmers	  will	  face	  greater	  water	  demand	  for	  crops	  and	  a	  less	  reliable	  water	  supply	  as	  
temperatures	  rise	  (Cal	  EPA	  2006).	  	  

Plant	  growth	  tends	  to	  be	  slow	  at	  low	  temperatures,	  increasing	  with	  rising	  temperatures	  up	  to	  a	  
threshold.	  However,	  faster	  growth	  can	  result	  in	  less-‐than-‐optimal	  development	  for	  many	  crops,	  
so	   rising	   temperatures	   are	   likely	   to	  worsen	   the	  quantity	   and	  quality	  of	   yield	   for	   a	  number	  of	  
California’s	  agricultural	  products.	  Products	  likely	  to	  be	  most	  affected	  include	  wine	  grapes,	  fruits	  
and	  nuts,	  and	  milk	  (Cal	  EPA	  2006).	  	  

Crop	  growth	  and	  development	  will	  be	  affected,	  as	  will	  the	  intensity	  and	  frequency	  of	  pest	  and	  
disease	   outbreaks.	   Rising	   temperatures	   will	   likely	   aggravate	   ozone	   pollution,	   which	   makes	  
plants	  more	  susceptible	  to	  disease	  and	  pests	  and	  interferes	  with	  plant	  growth	  (Cal	  EPA	  2006).	  

In	  addition,	  continued	  global	  warming	  will	  likely	  shift	  the	  ranges	  of	  existing	  invasive	  plants	  and	  
weeds	  and	  alter	  competition	  patterns	  with	  native	  plants.	  Range	  expansion	  is	  expected	  in	  many	  
species	   while	   range	   contractions	   are	   less	   likely	   in	   rapidly	   evolving	   species	   with	   significant	  
populations	   already	   established.	   Should	   range	   contractions	   occur,	   it	   is	   likely	   that	   new	   or	  
different	  weed	   species	  will	   fill	   the	   emerging	   gaps.	   Continued	   global	  warming	   is	   also	   likely	   to	  
alter	   the	   abundance	   and	   types	   of	  many	   pests,	   lengthen	   pests’	   breeding	   season,	   and	   increase	  
pathogen	  growth	  rates	  (Cal	  EPA	  2006).	  	  
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Forests	  and	  Landscapes	  	  
Global	  warming	  is	  expected	  to	  alter	  the	  distribution	  and	  character	  of	  natural	  vegetation	  thereby	  
resulting	   in	   a	  possible	   increased	   risk	  of	   large	  wildfires.	   If	   temperatures	   rise	   into	   the	  medium	  
warming	  range,	  the	  risk	  of	  large	  wildfires	  in	  California	  could	  increase	  by	  as	  much	  as	  55%,	  which	  
is	   almost	   twice	   the	   increase	   expected	   if	   temperatures	   stay	   in	   the	   lower	   warming	   range.	  
However,	  since	  wildfire	  risk	  is	  determined	  by	  a	  combination	  of	  factors,	  including	  precipitation,	  
winds,	  temperature,	  and	  landscape	  and	  vegetation	  conditions,	  future	  risks	  will	  not	  be	  uniform	  
throughout	   the	  state.	  For	  example,	   if	  precipitation	   increases	  as	   temperatures	  rise,	  wildfires	   in	  
southern	   California	   are	   expected	   to	   increase	   by	   approximately	   30%	   toward	   the	   end	   of	   the	  
century.	   In	  contrast,	  precipitation	  decreases	  could	   increase	  wildfires	   in	  northern	  California	  by	  
up	  to	  90%	  (Cal	  EPA	  2006).	  	  

Moreover,	   continued	   global	   warming	   will	   alter	   natural	   ecosystems	   and	   biological	   diversity	  
within	  the	  state.	  For	  example,	  alpine	  and	  sub-‐alpine	  ecosystems	  are	  expected	  to	  decline	  by	  as	  
much	   as	   60%	   to	   80%	   by	   the	   end	   of	   the	   century	   as	   a	   result	   of	   increasing	   temperatures.	   The	  
productivity	  of	  the	  state’s	  forests	  is	  also	  expected	  to	  decrease	  as	  a	  result	  of	  global	  warming	  (Cal	  
EPA	  2006).	  	  

Rising	  Sea	  Levels	  	  
Rising	   sea	   levels,	   more	   intense	   coastal	   storms,	   and	   warmer	   water	   temperatures	   will	  
increasingly	  threaten	  the	  state’s	  coastal	  regions.	  Under	  the	  higher	  warming	  scenario,	  sea	  level	  is	  
anticipated	  to	  rise	  22	  to	  35	  inches	  by	  2100.	  Elevations	  of	  this	  magnitude	  would	  inundate	  coastal	  
areas	  with	  saltwater,	  accelerate	  coastal	  erosion,	  threaten	  vital	  levees	  and	  inland	  water	  systems,	  
and	  disrupt	  wetlands	  and	  natural	  habitats	  (Cal	  EPA	  2006).	  

RESPONSES	  TO	  CHECKLIST	  QUESTIONS	  
Response	  a):	  Less	  than	  Significant.	  	  

Development	   of	   the	   site	   for	   urban	   uses	   and	   the	   corresponding	   generation	   of	   GHG	   emissions	  
associated	  with	   buildout	   of	   the	  Tracy	  General	   Plan,	   including	   the	   project	   site,	  was	   taken	   into	  
consideration	  in	  the	  City	  of	  Tracy	  General	  Plan	  and	  General	  Plan	  EIR.	  As	  described	  in	  Chapter	  3	  
of	   the	   2010	   Recirculation	   Supplemental	   General	   Plan	   Draft	   EIR,	   the	   Tracy	   General	   Plan	   and	  
Sustainability	  Action	  Plan	  include	  policies	  and	  measures	  to	  reduce	  GHG	  emissions,	  supporting	  
the	   State’s	   emission	   reduction	   targets	   and	  other	   environmental	   goals.	   In	   total,	   it	   is	   estimated	  
that	  measures	  in	  the	  General	  Plan	  and	  Sustainability	  Action	  Plan	  would	  reduce	  2020	  business-‐
as-‐usual	   (BAU)	  GHG	  emissions	  by	  between	  382,422	   and	  486,115	  metric	   tons	  CO2e.	  Although	  
the	  General	  Plan	  and	  Sustainability	  Action	  Plan	  include	  many	  goals,	  policies,	  and	  measures	  that	  
would	  reduce	  GHG	  emissions	  from	  projected	  BAU	  levels,	  the	  Tracy	  General	  Plan	  would	  not	  meet	  
the	   San	   Joaquin	   Valley	   Air	   Pollution	   Control	   District’s	   threshold	   of	   a	   29	   percent	   reduction	   in	  
GHG	  emissions	   from	  BAU	  projected	   emissions.	  Therefore,	   the	  General	  Plan	   and	  Sustainability	  
Action	  Plan	  would	  result	  in	  a	  significant	  GHG	  emission	  impact.	  

On	  February	  1,	  2011	  the	  Tracy	  City	  Council	  adopted	  a	  Statement	  of	  Overriding	  Considerations	  
(Resolution	  2011-‐028)	  for	  the	  significant	  generation	  of	  GHG	  emissions	  resulting	  from	  adoption	  
of	  the	  General	  Plan.	  
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The	  proposed	  project	  is	  identified	  for	  urban	  land	  uses	  in	  the	  Tracy	  General	  Plan.	  	  The	  proposed	  
project	  is	  consistent	  with	  the	  overriding	  considerations	  that	  were	  adopted	  for	  the	  General	  Plan	  
and	   the	   established	   mitigation	   measures	   under	   that	   Plan.	   	   As	   such,	   implementation	   of	   the	  
proposed	  project	  would	  not	  create	  new	  impacts	  over	  and	  above	  those	  identified	  in	  the	  General	  
Plan	  EIR,	  nor	  significantly	  change	  previously	  identified	  impacts.	  	  	  

Response	   b):	   Less	   than	   Significant.	   The	   City	   of	   Tracy	   recently	   adopted	   the	   Tracy	  
Sustainability	  Action	  Plan.	   	  The	  Sustainability	  Action	  Plan	   includes	  programs	  and	  measures	  to	  
reduce	  GHGs	  through	  community	  and	  municipal	  operations.	  	  Programs	  and	  measures	  contained	  
in	  the	  Sustainability	  Action	  Plan	  that	  relate	  to	  the	  proposed	  project	  include,	  but	  are	  not	  limited	  
to:	  

Measure	  E-1:	  	  Implement	  California	  Green	  Building	  Standards,	  as	  contained	  in	  Title	  24,	  
Part	  11,	  CCR.	  

Measure	  T-5	  c	  and	  d:	  Which	  promote	  the	  use	  of	  alternative	  transportation	  measures,	  
including	   bikes	   and	   pedestrian	   travel,	   by	   providing	   connections	   to	   existing	   bike	   and	  
pedestrian	  facilities.	  

Measure	  E-2	  e:	  Requiring	  energy	  efficient	  exterior	  lighting.	  

The	  City	  of	  Tracy	  will	  require	  the	  project	  to	  fully	  implement	  all	  applicable	  requirements	  of	  the	  
Sustainability	   Action	   Plan.	   	   For	   example,	   the	   proposed	   project	   would	   be	   constructed	   in	  
compliance	   with	   the	   California	   Green	   Building	   Standards,	   and	   would	   install	   energy	   efficient	  
exterior	   lighting.	   Implementation	   of	   the	   requirements	   of	   the	   Sustainability	   Action	   Plan,	   and	  
other	  relevant	  policies	  in	  the	  Tracy	  General	  Plan	  represent	  the	  application	  of	  uniformly	  applied	  
measures	   aimed	   at	   reducing	   GHG	   emissions	   from	   new	   development	   projects.	   	   This	   is	   a	   less	  
than	  significant	  impact.	  	  	  
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VIII.	  HAZARDS	  AND	  HAZARDOUS	  MATERIALS	  --	  WOULD	  THE	  PROJECT:	  

	  
Potentially	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  with	  
Mitigation	  

Incorporation	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

No	  
Impact	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

f)	   For	   a	   project	   within	   the	   vicinity	   of	   a	   private	  
airstrip,	  would	  the	  project	  result	  in	  a	  safety	  hazard	  
for	  people	  residing	  or	  working	  in	  the	  project	  area?	  

	   	   X	   	  

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

	   	   	   X	  

h)	  Expose	  people	  or	  structures	  to	  a	  significant	  risk	  
of	   loss,	   injury	   or	   death	   involving	   wildland	   fires,	  
including	   where	   wildlands	   are	   adjacent	   to	  
urbanized	   areas	   or	   where	   residences	   are	  
intermixed	  with	  wildlands?	  

	   	   X	   	  

RESPONSES	  TO	  CHECKLIST	  QUESTIONS	  
Responses	  a),	  b):	  Less	   than	  Significant.	   	  The	  proposed	  project	  would	  place	  new	  residential	  
uses	   in	   an	   area	  of	   the	  City	   that	   currently	   contains	  predominantly	   residential	   and	   agricultural	  
uses.	   	   The	   proposed	   residential	   land	   uses	   do	   not	   routinely	   transport,	   use,	   or	   dispose	   of	  
hazardous	  materials,	  or	  present	  a	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  release	  of	  hazardous	  materials,	  with	  
the	   exception	   of	   common	   residential	   grade	   hazardous	  materials	   such	   as	   household	   cleaners,	  
paint,	  etc.	  The	  operational	  phase	  of	  the	  proposed	  project	  does	  not	  pose	  a	  significant	  hazard	  to	  
the	  public	  or	  the	  environment.	  Implementation	  of	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  have	  a	  less	  than	  
significant	  impact	  relative	  to	  this	  issue.	  
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Response	   c):	   Less	   than	   Significant.	   The	   project	   site	   is	   located	   within	   ¼	   mile	   of	   Hirsch	  
Elementary	   School,	   which	   is	   located	   immediately	   northeast	   of	   the	   project	   site	   at	   1280	   Dove	  
Drive.	   	  As	  described	  under	  Response	  a),	  above,	  the	  project	  would	  not	  involve	  the	  use,	  storage,	  
transport	   or	   handling	   of	   hazardous	   materials,	   beyond	   those	   commonly	   found	   in	   typical	  
residential	  areas.	  	  The	  residential	  uses	  proposed	  as	  part	  of	  the	  project	  would	  not	  expose	  school	  
children	  at	  Hirsch	  Elementary	  to	  substantial	  pollutant	  concentrations,	  hazardous	  materials,	  or	  
other	  significant	  hazards.	  	  Residential	  uses	  are	  compatible	  with	  school	  uses	  in	  close	  proximity.	  	  
This	  is	  a	  less	  than	  significant	  impact	  and	  no	  mitigation	  is	  required.	  	  	  	  	  

Response	  d):	  Less	  than	  Significant.	  	  According	  the	  California	  Department	  of	  Toxic	  Substances	  
Control	   (DTSC)	   there	   are	   no	   Federal	   Superfund	   Sites,	   State	   Response	   Sites,	   or	   Voluntary	  
Cleanup	  Sites	  on,	  or	  in	  the	  vicinity	  of	  the	  project	  site.	  	  This	  is	  a	  less	  than	  significant	  impact,	  and	  
no	  mitigation	  is	  required.	  	  	  

Responses	   e),	   f):	   Less	   than	   Significant.	   The	   Federal	   Aviation	   Administration	   (FAA)	  
establishes	  distances	  of	  ground	  clearance	  for	  take-‐off	  and	  landing	  safety	  based	  on	  such	  items	  as	  
the	  type	  of	  aircraft	  using	  the	  airport.	  	  

The	  Tracy	  Municipal	  Airport	  is	  the	  closest	  airport	  to	  the	  project	  site,	  located	  approximately	  1.5	  
miles	  south	  of	  the	  site.	  The	  Airport	  is	  a	  general	  aviation	  airport	  owned	  by	  the	  City	  and	  managed	  
by	   the	  Public	  Works	  Department.	   	  The	  City	  of	  Tracy	  adopted	  an	  Airport	  Master	  Plan	   in	  1998,	  
analyzing	  the	  impacts	  to	  safety	  on	  surrounding	  development	  from	  the	  Tracy	  Municipal	  Airport.	  

The	   probability	   of	   an	   aircraft	   accident	   is	   highest	   along	   the	   extended	   runway	   centerline,	   and	  
within	   one	  mile	   of	   the	   runway	   end.	   	   The	  Airport	  Master	  Plan	  designates	   four	   safety	   zones	   in	  
which	  land	  use	  restrictions	  apply	  due	  to	  proximity	  to	  the	  airport:	  

1. Runway	  Protection	  Zone	  (RPZ)	  
2. Inner	  Approach	  Zone	  (PAZ0	  
3. Outer	  Approach	  Zone	  (OAZ)	  
4. Overflight	  Zone	  (OZ)	  

Land	  use	  constraints	  in	  these	  four	  zones	  become	  progressively	  less	  restrictive	  from	  the	  RPZ	  to	  
the	  OZ.	   	  The	  proposed	  project	   is	  not	   located	   in	  any	  of	   these	   four	   safety	  zones.	   	  The	  proposed	  
project	  is	  not	  located	  within	  one	  mile	  of	  the	  airport,	  nor	  along	  the	  extended	  runway	  centerline.	  	  
Additionally,	  there	  are	  no	  private	  airstrips	  within	  the	  vicinity	  of	  the	  project	  site.	  	  Safety	  hazards	  
related	  to	  the	  project’s	  proximity	  to	  the	  Tracy	  Municipal	  Airport	  are	  less	  than	  significant,	  and	  
no	  mitigation	  is	  required.	  	  	  

Response	  g):	  No	  Impact.	  The	  General	  Plan	  includes	  policies	  that	  require	  the	  City	  to	  maintain	  
emergency	  access	  routes	  that	  are	  free	  of	  traffic	  impediments	  (Objective	  SA-‐6.1,	  P1	  and	  A2).	  The	  
proposed	  project	  does	  not	  include	  any	  actions	  that	  would	  impair	  or	  physically	  interfere	  with	  an	  
adopted	   emergency	   response	   plan	   or	   emergency	   evacuation	   plan.	   The	   project	   involves	   the	  
development	  of	  residential	  land	  uses	  within	  an	  urbanized	  environment,	  and	  would	  not	  interfere	  
with	   any	   emergency	   response	   or	   evacuation	   plans.	   	   Implementation	   of	   the	   proposed	   project	  
would	  result	  in	  no	  impact	  on	  this	  environmental	  topic.	  
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Response	  h):	  Less	  than	  Significant.	  The	  risk	  of	  wildfire	  is	  related	  to	  a	  variety	  of	  parameters,	  
including	  fuel	  loading	  (vegetation),	  fire	  weather	  (winds,	  temperatures,	  humidity	  levels	  and	  fuel	  
moisture	  contents)	  and	  topography	  (degree	  of	  slope).	  Steep	  slopes	  contribute	  to	  fire	  hazard	  by	  
intensifying	   the	   effects	   of	  wind	   and	  making	   fire	   suppression	  difficult.	   Fuels	   such	   as	   grass	   are	  
highly	  flammable	  because	  they	  have	  a	  high	  surface	  area	  to	  mass	  ratio	  and	  require	  less	  heat	  to	  
reach	  the	  ignition	  point,	  while	   fuels	  such	  as	  trees	  have	  a	   lower	  surface	  area	  to	  mass	  ratio	  and	  
require	  more	  heat	  to	  reach	  the	  ignition	  point.	  	  

The	  City	  has	  areas	  with	  an	  abundance	  of	  flashy	  fuels	  (i.e.	  grassland)	  in	  the	  outlying	  residential	  
parcels	  and	  open	   lands	   that	  when	  combined	  with	  warm	  and	  dry	  summers	  with	   temperatures	  
often	  exceeding	  100	  degrees	  Fahrenheit	  create	  a	  situation	  that	  results	  in	  higher	  risk	  of	  wildland	  
fires.	  Most	  wildland	  fires	  are	  human	  caused,	  so	  areas	  with	  easy	  human	  access	  to	  land	  with	  the	  
appropriate	  fire	  parameters	  generally	  result	  in	  an	  increased	  risk	  of	  fire.	  	  

The	   California	   Department	   of	   Forestry	   has	   designated	   the	  western	   and	   southern	   edge	   of	   the	  
City	  as	  having	  a	  moderate	  wildland	  fire	  potential.	  This	  is	  predominately	  a	  result	  of	  the	  hills	  and	  
grassland	  habitat	  that	  persists.	  The	  proposed	  project	  is	  located	  in	  an	  urbanized	  area	  of	  the	  City	  
adjacent	   to	  agricultural	   fields.	   	  The	  agricultural	   fields	   in	   the	  vicinity	  of	   the	  project	   site	  have	  a	  
low	  to	  moderate	  wildfire	  potential.	  	  Irrigated	  agricultural	  lands	  that	  are	  actively	  farmed	  have	  a	  
low	  wildland	  fire	  potential,	  while	  fallow	  fields	  that	  are	  not	  actively	  managed	  or	  irrigated	  have	  a	  
moderate	  wildfire	  potential.	  The	  project	  site	  and	  the	  surrounding	  area	  is	  served	  by	  Fire	  Station	  
#97,	  which	  is	  located	  at	  595	  West	  Central	  Avenue,	  less	  than	  one	  mile	  east	  of	  the	  project	  site.	  The	  
project	  site	  is	  located	  within	  the	  Fire	  Department’s	  5-‐minute	  response	  zone5.	  	  The	  proximity	  of	  
Fire	  Station	  #97	  to	  the	  project	  site	  would	  ensure	  that	  in	  the	  event	  of	  a	  wildfire	  on	  agricultural	  
lands	   west	   of	   the	   project	   site,	   the	   fire	   department	   could	   respond	   within	   five	   minutes.	   	   The	  
project	  site	  is	  adequately	  served	  by	  roadways	  that	  provide	  emergency	  vehicle	  access	  to	  the	  site,	  
and	  the	  site	  would	  be	  equipped	  with	  fire	  hydrants	  that	  meet	  the	  City	  of	  Tracy’s	  design	  and	  fire	  
flow	  requirements.	  	  This	  is	  a	  less	  than	  significant	  impact	  and	  no	  mitigation	  is	  required.	  	  	  	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5	  Reference:	  City	  of	  Tracy,	  Holly	  Sugar	  Sports	  Park	  Draft	  EIR,	  Figure	  3.11-1,	  5-Minute	  Fire	  Department	  
Response	  Zone	  for	  the	  South	  County	  Fire	  Authority,	  August	  31,	  2009.	  	  	  
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IX.	  HYDROLOGY	  AND	  WATER	  QUALITY	  --	  WOULD	  THE	  PROJECT:	  

	  
Potentially	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  with	  
Mitigation	  

Incorporation	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

No	  
Impact	  

a)	   Violate	   any	   water	   quality	   standards	   or	   waste	  
discharge	  requirements?	   	   	   X	   	  

b)	   Substantially	   deplete	   groundwater	   supplies	   or	  
interfere	   substantially	   with	   groundwater	   recharge	  
such	   that	   there	   would	   be	   a	   net	   deficit	   in	   aquifer	  
volume	  or	  a	  lowering	  of	  the	  local	  groundwater	  table	  
level	   (e.g.,	   the	   production	   rate	   of	   pre-‐existing	  
nearby	  wells	  would	  drop	  to	  a	  level	  which	  would	  not	  
support	   existing	   land	   uses	   or	   planned	   uses	   for	  
which	  permits	  have	  been	  granted)?	  

	   	   X	   	  

c)	   Substantially	   alter	   the	   existing	   drainage	   pattern	  
of	  the	  site	  or	  area,	   including	  through	  the	  alteration	  
of	   the	   course	   of	   a	   stream	   or	   river,	   in	   a	   manner	  
which	   would	   result	   in	   substantial	   erosion	   or	  
siltation	  on-‐	  or	  off-‐site?	  

	   	   X	   	  

d)	  Substantially	   alter	   the	  existing	  drainage	  pattern	  
of	  the	  site	  or	  area,	   including	  through	  the	  alteration	  
of	   the	   course	  of	   a	   stream	  or	   river,	   or	   substantially	  
increase	   the	   rate	   or	   amount	   of	   surface	   runoff	   in	   a	  
manner	  which	  would	   result	   in	   flooding	   on-‐	   or	   off-‐
site?	  

	   	   X	   	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

f)	  Otherwise	  substantially	  degrade	  water	  quality?	   	   	   X	   	  

g)	   Place	   housing	   within	   a	   100-‐year	   flood	   hazard	  
area	   as	   mapped	   on	   a	   federal	   Flood	   Hazard	  
Boundary	   or	   Flood	   Insurance	   Rate	   Map	   or	   other	  
flood	  hazard	  delineation	  map?	  

	   	   X	   	  

h)	   Place	   within	   a	   100-‐year	   flood	   hazard	   area	  
structures	   which	   would	   impede	   or	   redirect	   flood	  
flows?	  

	   	   X	   	  

i)	   Expose	  people	   or	   structures	   to	   a	   significant	   risk	  
of	  loss,	  injury	  or	  death	  involving	  flooding,	  including	  
flooding	  as	  a	  result	  of	  the	  failure	  of	  a	  levee	  or	  dam?	  

	   	   X	   	  

j)	  Inundation	  by	  seiche,	  tsunami,	  or	  mudflow?	   	   	   X	   	  
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RESPONSES	  TO	  CHECKLIST	  QUESTIONS	  
Responses	  a):	  Less	  than	  Significant.	  Wastewater	  generated	  by	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  be	  
conveyed	   to	   the	  Tracy	  Wastewater	  Treatment	  Plan	   (WWTP)	   for	   treatment	  and	  disposal.	   	  The	  
City’s	   wastewater	   collection	   system	   consists	   of	   gravity	   sewer	   lines,	   pump	   stations	   and	   the	  
WWTP.	  	  Wastewater	  flows	  toward	  the	  northern	  part	  of	  the	  City	  where	  it	  is	  treated	  at	  the	  WWTP	  
and	  then	  discharged	  into	  the	  Old	  River	  in	  the	  southern	  Sacramento-‐San	  Joaquin	  Delta.	  	  	  

The	  City’s	  WWTP	  provides	  secondary-‐level	   treatment	  of	  wastewater	   followed	  by	  disinfection.	  	  
Treated	  effluent	  from	  the	  WWTP	  is	  conveyed	  to	  a	  submerged	  diffuser	  for	  discharge	  into	  the	  Old	  
River.	  	  The	  WWTP	  has	  an	  NPDES	  permit	  for	  discharge	  into	  the	  Old	  River	  from	  the	  State	  Regional	  
Water	  Quality	  Control	  Board.	  	  The	  proposed	  project	  would	  add	  a	  minimal	  volume	  of	  wastewater	  
to	   the	  City’s	   system,	   and	  would	  not	  produce	  a	  volume	  of	  wastewater	   that	  would	   significantly	  
affect	   the	   City’s	   ability	   to	   treat	   it’s	   wastewater.	   	   The	   City’s	   2012	   Wastewater	   Master	   Plan	  
identifies	   necessary	   infrastructure	   improvements	   to	   expand	   the	   City’s	   wastewater	   treatment	  
capacity	   to	  meet	  demands	  associated	  with	  buildout	  of	   the	  City’s	  General	  Plan,	  which	   includes	  
the	  proposed	  project	  site.	  	  The	  payment	  of	  applicable	  development	  impact	  fees	  by	  the	  proposed	  
project	  would	  ensure	   that	   the	  project	  pays	   its	   fair-‐share	  of	  capital	   improvement	   fees	   towards	  
future	   system	  expansions,	   as	   identified	   in	   the	  2012	  Tracy	  Wastewater	  Master	  Plan.	   	  This	   is	   a	  
less	  than	  significant	  impact,	  and	  no	  mitigation	  is	  required.	  	  	  

Responses	   b):	   Less	   than	   Significant.	   	   The	   proposed	   project	   would	   not	   result	   in	   the	  
construction	   of	   new	  groundwater	  wells,	   nor	  would	   it	   increase	   existing	   levels	   of	   groundwater	  
pumping.	   	   The	  proposed	  project	  would	  be	   served	  by	   the	  City’s	  municipal	  water	   system.	   	   The	  
City	   of	   Tracy	   uses	   several	  water	   sources,	   including	   the	   US	   Bureau	   of	   Reclamation,	   the	   South	  
County	  Water	  Supply	  Project	  (SCWSP),	  and	  groundwater.	  	  As	  described	  in	  greater	  detail	  in	  the	  
Utilities	  Section	  of	  this	  document,	   the	  City	  has	  adequate	  water	  supplies	  to	  serve	  the	  proposed	  
project	  without	  increasing	  the	  current	  rate	  of	  groundwater	  extraction.	  	  	  

Groundwater	  recharge	  occurs	  primarily	  through	  percolation	  of	  surface	  waters	  through	  the	  soil	  
and	  into	  the	  groundwater	  basin.	  	  The	  addition	  of	  significant	  areas	  of	  impervious	  surfaces	  (such	  
as	   roads,	   sidewalks,	   driveways,	   buildings,	   etc.)	   can	   interfere	   with	   this	   natural	   groundwater	  
recharge	  process.	  	  Upon	  full	  project	  buildout,	  the	  majority	  of	  the	  project	  site	  would	  be	  covered	  
in	  impervious	  surfaces,	  which	  would	  limit	  the	  potential	  for	  groundwater	  percolation	  to	  occur	  on	  
the	  project	  site.	  However,	  given	  the	  relatively	  large	  size	  of	  the	  groundwater	  basin	  in	  the	  Tracy	  
area,	   the	   areas	   of	   impervious	   surfaces	   added	   as	   a	   result	   of	   project	   implementation	   will	   not	  
adversely	  affect	  the	  recharge	  capabilities	  of	  the	  local	  groundwater	  basin.	  	  The	  proposed	  project	  
would	   result	   in	   less	   than	   significant	   impacts	   related	   to	   groundwater	   and	   groundwater	  
recharge.	  	  No	  mitigation	  is	  required.	  	  	  

Responses	   c),	   d),	   e),	   f):	   Less	   than	   Significant.	  When	   land	   is	   in	   a	   natural	   or	   undeveloped	  
condition,	  soils,	  mulch,	  vegetation,	  and	  plant	  roots	  absorb	  rainwater.	  	  This	  absorption	  process	  is	  
called	   infiltration	  or	  percolation.	   	  Much	  of	   the	   rainwater	   that	   falls	   on	  natural	   or	  undeveloped	  
land	  slowly	  infiltrates	  the	  soil	  and	  is	  stored	  either	  temporarily	  or	  permanently	  in	  underground	  
layers	  of	  soil.	  	  When	  the	  soil	  becomes	  completely	  soaked	  or	  saturated	  with	  water	  or	  the	  rate	  of	  
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rainfall	  exceeds	  the	  infiltration	  capacity	  of	  the	  soil,	  the	  rainwater	  begins	  to	  flow	  on	  the	  surface	  
of	  land	  to	  low	  lying	  areas,	  ditches,	  channels,	  streams,	  and	  rivers.	   	  Rainwater	  that	  flows	  off	  of	  a	  
site	  is	  defined	  as	  storm	  water	  runoff.	  	  When	  a	  site	  is	  in	  a	  natural	  condition	  or	  is	  undeveloped,	  a	  
larger	  percentage	  of	  rainwater	  infiltrates	  into	  the	  soil	  and	  a	  smaller	  percentage	  flows	  off	  the	  site	  
as	  storm	  water	  runoff.	  	  

The	  infiltration	  and	  runoff	  process	  is	  altered	  when	  a	  site	  is	  developed	  with	  urban	  uses.	  	  Houses,	  
buildings,	   roads,	   and	   parking	   lots	   introduce	   asphalt,	   concrete,	   and	   roofing	   materials	   to	   the	  
landscape.	   	   These	   materials	   are	   relatively	   impervious,	   which	   means	   that	   they	   absorb	   less	  
rainwater.	   	  As	  impervious	  surfaces	  are	  added	  to	  the	  ground	  conditions,	  the	  natural	  infiltration	  
process	   is	   reduced.	   	   As	   a	   result,	   the	   volume	   and	   rate	   of	   storm	   water	   runoff	   increases.	   	   The	  
increased	   volumes	   and	   rates	   of	   storm	  water	   runoff	  may	   result	   in	   flooding	   if	   adequate	   storm	  
drainage	  facilities	  are	  not	  provided.	  	  

Development	  of	  the	  project	  site	  would	  place	  impervious	  surfaces	  throughout	  much	  of	  the	  47.1-‐
acre	   project	   site.	   Development	   of	   the	   project	   site	   would	   potentially	   increase	   local	   runoff	  
production,	   and	   would	   introduce	   constituents	   into	   storm	  water	   that	   are	   typically	   associated	  
with	  urban	  runoff.	  	  These	  constituents	  include	  heavy	  metals	  (such	  as	  lead,	  zinc,	  and	  copper)	  and	  
petroleum	  hydrocarbons.	   	  Best	  management	  practices	  (BMPs)	  will	  be	  applied	  to	  the	  proposed	  
site	   development	   to	   limit	   the	   concentrations	   of	   these	   constituents	   in	   any	   site	   runoff	   that	   is	  
discharged	  into	  downstream	  facilities	  to	  acceptable	  levels.	  	  

In	   order	   to	   ensure	   that	   stormwater	   runoff	   from	   the	   project	   site	   does	   not	   adversely	   increase	  
pollutant	   levels	   in	   adjacent	   surface	   waters	   and	   stormwater	   conveyance	   infrastructure,	  
Requirement	  8	   requires	   the	  preparation	  of	  a	  Stormwater	  Pollution	  Prevention	  Plan	   (SWPPP).	  	  
As	   described	   below,	   the	   SWPPP	  would	   require	   the	   application	   of	   best	  management	   practices	  
(BMPs)	   to	   effectively	   reduce	   pollutants	   from	   stormwater	   leaving	   the	   site	   during	   both	   the	  
construction	   and	   operational	   phases	   of	   the	   project.	   	   The	   implementation	   of	   this	   requirement	  
would	  reduce	  this	  impact	  to	  a	  less	  than	  significant	  level.	  	  Additionally,	  the	  project	  is	  subject	  to	  
the	  requirements	  of	  Chapter	  11.34	  of	  the	  Tracy	  Municipal	  Code	  –	  Stormwater	  Management	  and	  
Discharge	  Control.	  	  The	  purpose	  of	  this	  Chapter	  is	  to	  	  “Protect	  and	  promote	  the	  health,	  safety	  and	  
general	   welfare	   of	   the	   citizens	   of	   the	   City	   by	   controlling	   non-stormwater	   discharges	   to	   the	  
stormwater	  conveyance	   system,	  by	  eliminating	  discharges	   to	   the	   stormwater	  conveyance	   system	  
from	  spills,	  dumping,	  or	  disposal	  of	  materials	  other	  than	  stormwater,	  and	  by	  reducing	  pollutants	  
in	  urban	  stormwater	  discharges	  to	  the	  maximum	  extent	  practicable.”	  	  	  

This	   chapter	   is	   intended	   to	   assist	   in	   the	   protection	   and	   enhancement	   of	   the	  water	   quality	   of	  
watercourses,	   water	   bodies,	   and	   wetlands	   in	   a	   manner	   pursuant	   to	   and	   consistent	   with	   the	  
Federal	  Water	   Pollution	   Control	   Act	   (Clean	  Water	   Act,	   33	   USC	   Section	   1251	   et	   seq.),	   Porter-‐	  
Cologne	  Water	  Quality	  Control	  Act	  (California	  Water	  Code	  Section	  13000	  et	  seq.)	  and	  National	  
Pollutant	   Discharge	   Elimination	   System	   (“NPDES”)	   Permit	   No.	   CAS000004,	   as	   such	   permit	   is	  
amended	  and/or	  renewed.	  	  	  	  

New	   development	   projects	   in	   the	   City	   of	   Tracy	   are	   required	   to	   provide	   site-‐specific	   storm	  
drainage	   solutions	   and	   improvements	   that	   are	   consistent	   with	   the	   overall	   storm	   drainage	  
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infrastructure	  approach	  presented	   in	   the	  2012	  City	  of	  Tracy	  Citywide	  Storm	  Drainage	  Master	  
Plan.	  	  Prior	  to	  approval	  of	  the	  Final	  Map,	  the	  project	  applicant	  is	  required	  to	  submit	  a	  detailed	  
storm	  drainage	   infrastructure	  plan	   to	   the	  City	  of	  Tracy	  Development	  Services	  Department	   for	  
review	   and	   approval.	   	   The	   project’s	   storm	   drainage	   infrastructure	   plans	   must	   demonstrate	  
adequate	   infrastructure	  capacity	   to	  collect	  and	  direct	  all	  stormwater	  generated	  on	  the	  project	  
site	   within	   onsite	   retention/detention	   facilities	   to	   the	   City’s	   existing	   stormwater	   conveyance	  
system,	  and	  demonstrate	   that	   the	  project	  would	  not	   result	   in	  on-‐	  or	  off-‐site	   flooding	   impacts.	  	  
The	  project	  is	  also	  required	  to	  pay	  all	  applicable	  development	  impact	  fees,	  which	  would	  include	  
funding	  for	  offsite	  Citywide	  storm	  drainage	  infrastructure	  improvements	  identified	  in	  the	  2012	  
City	   of	   Tracy	   Citywide	   Storm	   Drainage	   Master	   Plan.	   	   The	   development	   of	   an	   onsite	   storm	  
drainage	  system,	  the	  payment	  of	  all	  applicable	  fees,	  and	  the	  implementation	  of	  Requirement	  8	  
would	  ensure	  that	  this	  impact	  is	  less	  than	  significant.	  	  	  

The	  City’s	   General	   Plan,	   Public	   Facilities	   and	   Services	   Element,	  Objective	   PF-‐8.2,	   contains	   the	  
following	  policy:	  

Policy	  P3	  (page	  7-‐40)	  –	  New	  development	  projects	  shall	  only	  be	  approved	  if	  necessary	  
stormwater	   infrastructure	   is	   planned	   and	   is	   in	   compliance	   with	   environmental	  
regulations.	  

The	   City’s	   General	   Plan	   EIR	   describes	   the	   federal,	   State,	   and	   local	   regulations	   regarding	  
stormwater	  quality	  on	  pages	  4.10-‐28	  to	  30	  of	  the	  2005	  Draft	  General	  Plan	  EIR.	  	  	  

Project	  Requirements	  
Pursuant	   to	   the	   above	  General	   Plan	  policy	   and	   relevant	   sections	   of	   the	  General	   Plan	  EIR,	   the	  
following	  requirement	  (Requirement	  8),	  which	   is	  uniformly	  applied	   throughout	   the	  City,	  shall	  
apply	  to	  the	  project:	  	  

Requirement	   8:	   	   The	   project	   applicant	   shall	   prepare	   a	   Storm	  Water	   Pollution	   Prevention	   Plan	  
(SWPPP)	  that	  includes	  specific	  types	  and	  sources	  of	  stormwater	  pollutants,	  determine	  the	  location	  
and	   nature	   of	   potential	   impacts,	   and	   specify	   appropriate	   control	   measures	   to	   eliminate	   any	  
potentially	   significant	   impacts	   on	   receiving	  water	   quality	   from	   stormwater	   runoff.	   	   The	   SWPPP	  
shall	  require	  treatment	  BMPs	  that	  incorporate,	  at	  a	  minimum,	  the	  required	  hydraulic	  sizing	  design	  
criteria	  for	  volume	  and	  flow	  to	  treat	  projected	  stormwater	  runoff.	  The	  SWPPP	  shall	  comply	  with	  
the	  most	  current	  standards	  established	  by	  the	  Central	  Valley	  RWQCB.	  Best	  Management	  Practices	  
shall	   be	   selected	   from	   the	   City’s	   Manual	   of	   Stormwater	   Quality	   Control	   Standards	   for	   New	  
Development	  and	  Redevelopment	  according	  to	  site	  requirements	  and	  shall	  be	  subject	  to	  approval	  
by	  the	  City	  Engineer	  and	  Central	  Valley	  RWQCB.	  

Responses	  g),	  h):	   	  Less	  than	  Significant.	  The	  100-‐year	  floodplain	  denotes	  an	  area	  that	  has	  a	  
one	  percent	   chance	  of	  being	   inundated	  during	  any	  particular	  12-‐month	  period.	   	  The	   risk	  of	   a	  
site	  within	  the	  100-‐year	  floodplain	  being	  flooded	  in	  any	  century	  is	  one	  percent	  but	  statistically	  
the	  risk	  is	  almost	  40	  percent	  in	  any	  50-‐year	  period.	  

Floodplain	  zones	  are	  determined	  by	  the	  Federal	  Emergency	  Management	  Agency	  (FEMA)	  and	  
used	   to	   create	   Flood	   Insurance	   Rate	   Maps	   (FIRMs).	   	   These	   tools	   assist	   cities	   in	   mitigating	  
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flooding	   hazards	   through	   land	   use	   planning.	   	   FEMA	   also	   outlines	   specific	   regulations	   for	   any	  
construction,	  whether	  residential,	  commercial,	  or	  industrial	  within	  100-‐year	  floodplains.	  	  	  	  

The	  project	  site	  is	  not	   located	  within	  the	  FEMA	  designated	  100-‐year	  floodplain.	   	  This	  is	  a	  less	  
than	  significant	  impact	  and	  no	  mitigation	  is	  required.	  	  	  

Responses	  i),	  j):	   	  Less	  than	  Significant.	  The	  project	  site	  is	  located	  within	  the	  inundation	  risk	  
area	   for	   San	   Luis	   Reservoir	   and	   New	   Melones	   Dams.	   	   	   The	   safety	   of	   dams	   in	   California	   is	  
stringently	  monitored	  by	   the	  California	  Department	  of	  Water	  Resources,	  Division	  of	   Safety	  of	  
Dams	  (DSD).	   	   In	  the	  unlikely	  event	  of	  a	  dam	  failure,	   there	   is	  the	  potential	   that	  the	  project	  site	  
could	  become	  inundated	  with	  water.	  The	  DSD	  is	  responsible	  for	  inspecting	  and	  monitoring	  the	  
dam	  in	  perpetuity.	  The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  actions	  that	  could	  result	  in	  a	  higher	  
likelihood	  of	  dam	  failure	  at	  San	  Luis	  Reservoir	  and	  New	  Melones	  Dams.	  There	  will	  always	  be	  a	  
remote	  chance	  of	  dam	  failure	  that	  results	  in	  flooding	  of	  the	  City	  of	  Tracy,	  including	  the	  project	  
site.	  However,	  given	  the	  regulations	  provided	  in	  the	  California	  Dam	  Safety	  Act,	  and	  the	  ongoing	  
monitoring	  performed	  by	  the	  DSD,	  the	  risk	  of	  loss,	  injury,	  or	  death	  to	  people	  or	  structures	  from	  
dam	  failure	  is	  considered	  less	  than	  significant.	  

There	  are	  no	  significant	  bodies	  of	  water	  near	  the	  project	  site	  that	  could	  result	  in	  the	  occurrence	  
of	  a	  seiche	  or	   tsunami.	   	  Additionally,	   the	  project	  site	  and	   the	  surrounding	  areas	  are	  relatively	  
flat,	  which	   precludes	   the	   possibility	   of	  mudflows	   occurring	   on	   the	   project	   site.	   This	   is	   a	   less	  
than	  significant	  impact	  and	  no	  mitigation	  is	  required.	  
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X.	  LAND	  USE	  AND	  PLANNING	  -	  Would	  the	  project:	  

	  
Potentially	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  with	  
Mitigation	  

Incorporation	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

No	  
Impact	  

a)	  Physically	  divide	  an	  established	  community?	   	   	   	   X	  

b)	  Conflict	  with	  any	  applicable	  land	  use	  plan,	  policy,	  
or	  regulation	  of	  an	  agency	  with	  jurisdiction	  over	  the	  
project	   (including,	   but	   not	   limited	   to	   the	   general	  
plan,	  specific	  plan,	  local	  coastal	  program,	  or	  zoning	  
ordinance)	  adopted	   for	   the	  purpose	  of	   avoiding	  or	  
mitigating	  an	  environmental	  effect?	  

	   	   X	   	  

c)	  Conflict	  with	  any	  applicable	  habitat	  conservation	  
plan	  or	  natural	  community	  conservation	  plan?	   	   	   X	   	  

RESPONSES	  TO	  CHECKLIST	  QUESTIONS	  
Responses	  a):	  No	  Impact.	  The	  project	  site	   is	  surrounded	  by	  residential	  and	  agricultural	   land	  
uses.	   	   The	   project	   would	   be	   consistent	   and	   compatible	   with	   the	   surrounding	   land	   uses,	   and	  
would	  not	  divide	  an	  established	  community.	  	  There	  is	  no	  impact.	  	  	  

Responses	  b):	  Less	  than	  Significant.	  The	  project	  site	  is	  currently	  designated	  Residential	  Low	  
by	   the	   City	   of	   Tracy	   General	   Plan	   Land	   Use	   Designations	   Map	   and	   is	   zoned	   Low	   Density	  
Residential.	   The	   proposed	   project	   includes	   a	   request	   for	   a	   zoning	   change	   to	   zone	   the	   site	  
Planned	   Unit	   Development.	   The	   Planned	   Unit	   Development	   (PUD)	   Zone	   is	   designed	   to	   allow	  
flexibility	  and	  creativity	  in	  site	  planning.	  

The	   proposed	   uses	   on	   the	   project	   site	   are	   consistent	   with	   the	   General	   Plan	   designation	   of	  
Residential	   Low.	   The	   project’s	   consistency	   with	   other	   General	   Plan	   policies	   that	   provide	  
environmental	  protections	  are	  addressed	  within	  the	  relevant	  sections	  of	  this	  document.	  	  This	  is	  
a	  less	  than	  significant	  impact,	  and	  no	  mitigation	  is	  required.	  	  	  

Response	  c):	  Less	  than	  Signification.	  As	  described	  under	  the	  Biological	  Resources	  section	  of	  
this	  document,	  the	  proposed	  project	  is	  classified	  as	  Urban	  Habitat	  under	  the	  SJMSCP.	  The	  City	  of	  
Tracy	  and	  the	  project	  applicant	  shall	  consult	  with	  SJCOG	  to	  pursue	  and	  obtain	  coverage	  of	  the	  
project	  pursuant	  to	  the	  SJMSCP	  prior	  to	  development	  of	  the	  site.	  Therefore,	  this	  is	  a	  less	  than	  
significant	  impact	  and	  no	  additional	  mitigation	  is	  required.	  	  	  
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XI.	  MINERAL	  RESOURCES	  --	  WOULD	  THE	  PROJECT:	  

	  
Potentially	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  with	  
Mitigation	  

Incorporation	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

No	  
Impact	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

RESPONSES	  TO	  CHECKLIST	  QUESTIONS	  
Responses	  a),	  b):	  Less	  than	  Significant.	  As	  described	  in	  the	  Tracy	  General	  Plan	  EIR,	  the	  main	  
mineral	   resources	   found	   in	   San	   Joaquin	   County,	   and	   the	   Tracy	   Planning	   Area,	   are	   sand	   and	  
gravel	   (aggregate),	   which	   are	   primarily	   used	   for	   construction	   materials	   like	   asphalt	   and	  
concrete.	   	   According	   to	   the	   California	   Geological	   Survey	   (CGS)	   evaluation	   of	   the	   quality	   and	  
quantity	  of	  these	  resources,	  the	  most	  marketable	  aggregate	  materials	  in	  San	  Joaquin	  County	  are	  
found	  in	  three	  main	  areas:	  	  

♦	  In	  the	  Corral	  Hollow	  alluvial	  fan	  deposits	  south	  of	  Tracy	  	  

♦	  Along	  the	  channel	  and	  floodplain	  deposits	  of	  the	  Mokelumne	  River	  	  

♦	  Along	  the	  San	  Joaquin	  River	  near	  Lathrop	  

Figure	  4.8-‐1	  of	  the	  General	  Plan	  EIR	  identifies	  Mineral	  Resource	  Zones	  (MRZs)	  throughout	  the	  
Tracy	  Planning	  Area.	  	  The	  project	  site	  is	  located	  within	  an	  area	  designated	  as	  MRZ-‐3.	  	  The	  MRZ-‐
3	  designation	  applies	  to	  areas	  containing	  mineral	  deposits	  the	  significance	  of	  which	  cannot	  be	  
evaluated	  from	  available	  data.	  	  	  

As	   described	   on	   page	   4.8.4	   of	   the	   Tracy	   General	   Plan	   Draft	   EIR,	   the	   City	   of	   Tracy	   has	   an	  
agreement	   with	   the	   State	   Division	   of	   Mines	   and	   Geology	   that	   the	   area	   north	   of	   Linne	   Road	  
would	  allow	  for	  urban	  development,	  while	  the	  area	  south	  of	  Linne	  Road	  would	  be	  protected	  for	  
aggregate	   mining.	   	   The	   project	   site	   is	   located	   north	   of	   Linne	   Road,	   in	   the	   area	   of	   the	   City	  
designated	  for	  urban	  development.	  	  The	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  the	  loss	  of	  availability	  of	  a	  
known	  mineral	  resource.	  This	  impact	  is	  considered	  less	  than	  significant	  
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XII.	  NOISE	  --	  WOULD	  THE	  PROJECT	  RESULT	  IN:	  

	  
Potentially	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  with	  
Mitigation	  

Incorporation	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

No	  
Impact	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

b)	   Exposure	   of	   persons	   to	   or	   generation	   of	  
excessive	   groundborne	   vibration	   or	   groundborne	  
noise	  levels?	  

	   	   X	   	  

c)	   A	   substantial	   permanent	   increase	   in	   ambient	  
noise	   levels	   in	   the	   project	   vicinity	   above	   levels	  
existing	  without	  the	  project?	  

	   	   X	   	  

d)	  A	   substantial	   temporary	  or	  periodic	   increase	   in	  
ambient	   noise	   levels	   in	   the	   project	   vicinity	   above	  
levels	  existing	  without	  the	  project?	  

	   X	   	   	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

f)	   For	   a	   project	   within	   the	   vicinity	   of	   a	   private	  
airstrip,	   would	   the	   project	   expose	   people	   residing	  
or	   working	   in	   the	   project	   area	   to	   excessive	   noise	  
levels?	  

	   	   	   X	  

RESPONSES	  TO	  CHECKLIST	  QUESTIONS	  
Response	   a):	   Less	   than	   Significant.	   	  The	   proposed	   project	   is	   located	   in	   an	   area	   consisting	  
predominately	  of	  residential	   land	  uses.	  Residential	   land	  uses	  do	  not	  generate	  significant	  noise	  
levels	   beyond	   those	   associated	  with	   common	   residential	   activities	   (lawn	  mowers,	   car	   doors,	  
voices,	  etc.).	  	  However,	  traffic	  generated	  by	  the	  proposed	  project	  has	  the	  potential	  to	  contribute	  
to	  roadway	  noise	  levels	  in	  the	  vicinity	  of	  the	  project	  site	  and	  throughout	  other	  areas	  of	  the	  City.	  	  
Increases	  in	  roadway	  noise	  associated	  with	  buildout	  of	  the	  Tracy	  General	  Plan	  were	  addressed	  
in	  the	  2010	  General	  Plan	  Recirculated	  Supplemental	  Draft	  EIR.	   	  As	  described	  in	  this	  Draft	  EIR,	  
vehicular	   traffic	   on	   existing	   roadways	   in	  Tracy	  would	   increase	   as	   development	  proceeds	   and	  
the	  city’s	  population	  increases.	  Under	  buildout	  of	  the	  General	  Plan,	  which	  includes	  the	  proposed	  
project	   site,	   noise	   levels	   would	   increase	   substantially	   (3	   dBA	   Ldn	   or	   greater)	   along	   major	  
roadways	  throughout	  Tracy,	  including	  portions	  of	  I-‐205,	  I-‐580,	  Grant	  Line	  Road,	  Schulte	  Road,	  
Valpico	  Road,	  Linne	  Road,	  Lammers	  Road,	  Corral	  Hollow	  Road,	  Tracy	  Boulevard,	  and	  MacArthur	  
Drive.	   Other	   than	   Valpico	   Road	   and	   I-‐580,	   all	   significant	   increases	   would	   occur	   adjacent	   to	  
existing	  noise	  sensitive	  areas.	  
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Development	  of	   the	  site	   for	  urban	  uses	  and	  the	  subsequent	   increase	   in	  vehicle	  roadway	  noise	  
was	   taken	   into	   consideration	   in	   the	   City	   of	   Tracy	   General	   Plan	   and	   General	   Plan	   EIR.	   	   On	  
February	   1,	   2011	   the	   Tracy	   City	   Council	   adopted	   a	   Statement	   of	   Overriding	   Considerations	  
(Resolution	  2011-‐028)	  for	  the	  increase	  in	  vehicle	  roadway	  noise	  resulting	  from	  adoption	  of	  the	  
General	  Plan	  and	  EIR.	  	  	  

The	  Tracy	  General	  Plan	  Noise	  Element	  contains	  several	  policies	  that	  are	  intended	  to	  ensure	  that	  
new	  development	  projects	  are	  not	  exposed	   to	  excessive	  noise	   levels.	   	  The	  General	  Plan	  Noise	  
Element	  policies	  applicable	  to	  the	  proposed	  project	  are	  summarized	  below.	  	  	  

Objective	  N-1.1	  Ensure	  appropriate	  exterior	  and	  interior	  noise	  levels	  for	  new	  land	  uses.	  

Policies	  

P1.	  Noise	  sensitive	  land	  uses	  shall	  not	  be	  located	  in	  areas	  with	  noise	  levels	  that	  exceed	  
those	   considered	   normally	   acceptable	   for	   each	   land	   use	   unless	   measures	   can	   be	  
implemented	  to	  reduce	  noise	  to	  acceptable	  levels.	  

P2.	   Land	   uses	   shall	   require	   appropriate	   interior	   noise	   environments	  when	   located	   in	  
areas	  adjacent	  to	  major	  noise	  generators.	  

P3.	  Recognizing	  that	  some	  new	  single-‐family	  residential	  uses	  may	  be	  located	  adjacent	  to	  
non-‐residential	   uses,	   new	   single-‐	   family	   residential	   development	   shall	   not	   exceed	   60	  
Ldn	  (day/night	  average	  noise	  level)	  for	  exterior	  noise	  in	  private	  use	  areas.	  

P4.	   New	   residential	   uses	   exposed	   to	   noise	   levels	   exceeding	   60	   Ldn	   shall	   be	   analyzed	  
following	  protocols	  in	  the	  operative	  California	  Building	  Code	  or	  other	  operative	  code.	  

P5.	  For	  new	  residential	   land	  uses,	  noise	  from	  external	  sources	  shall	  not	  cause	  building	  
interiors	  to	  exceed	  45	  Ldn.	  

P7.	  New	  residential	  development	  affected	  by	  noise	  from	  railroads	  or	  aircraft	  operations	  
shall	   be	   designed	   to	   limit	   typical	   maximum	   instantaneous	   noise	   levels	   to	   50	   dBA	   in	  
bedrooms	  and	  55	  dBA	  in	  other	  rooms.	  

P8.	  Measures	  to	  attenuate	  exterior	  and/or	  interior	  noise	  levels	  to	  acceptable	  levels	  shall	  
be	  incorporated	  into	  all	  development	  projects.	  Acceptable,	  conditionally	  acceptable	  and	  
unacceptable	  noise	  levels	  are	  presented	  in	  Figure	  9-‐3.	  

Objective	  N-1.2	  Control	  sources	  of	  excessive	  noise.	  

Policies	  

P2.	  Mitigation	  measures	  shall	  be	  required	  for	  new	  development	  projects	  that	  exceed	  the	  
following	  criteria:	  

• Cause	  the	  Ldn	  at	  noise-‐sensitive	  uses	  to	  increase	  by	  3	  dB	  or	  more	  and	  exceed	  the	  
“normally	  acceptable”	  level.	  



ENVIRONMENTAL	  CHECKLIST	  –	  KAGEHIRO	  PHASE	  3	  DEVELOPMENT	  PROJECT	   JULY	  2013	  
	  

City	  of	  Tracy	   PAGE	  47	  
	  

• Cause	   the	   Ldn	   at	   noise-‐sensitive	   uses	   to	   increase	   5	   dB	   or	   more	   and	   remain	  
“normally	  acceptable.”	  

• Cause	  new	  noise	  levels	  to	  exceed	  the	  City	  of	  Tracy	  Noise	  Ordinance	  limits.	  

P4.	   All	   construction	   in	   the	   vicinity	   of	   noise	   sensitive	   land	   uses,	   such	   as	   residences,	  
hospitals,	  or	  convalescent	  homes,	  shall	  be	  limited	  to	  daylight	  hours	  or	  7:00	  a.m.	  to	  7:00	  
p.m.	  	  In	  addition,	  the	  following	  construction	  noise	  control	  measures	  shall	  be	  included	  as	  
requirements	  at	  construction	  sites	  to	  minimize	  construction	  noise	  impacts:	  

• Equip	  all	   internal	   combustion	  engines-‐driven	  equipment	  with	   intake	  and	  exhaust	  
mufflers	  that	  are	  in	  good	  condition	  and	  appropriate	  for	  the	  equipment.	  

• Locate	   stationary	   noise-‐generating	   equipment	   as	   far	   as	   possible	   from	   sensitive	  
receptors	  when	  sensitive	  receptors	  adjoin	  or	  are	  near	  a	  construction	  area.	  

• Utilize	   “quiet”	   air	   compressors	   and	   other	   stationary	   noise	   sources	   where	  
technology	  exists.	  	  	  

Objective	  N-1.3	  Consider	  noise	  issues	  in	  the	  Development	  Review	  process.	  

Policies	  

P1.	  Development	  projects	  shall	  be	  evaluated	  for	  potential	  noise	  impacts	  and	  conflicts	  as	  
part	  of	  the	  Development	  Review	  process.	  

P2.	  Significant	  noise	  impacts	  shall	  be	  mitigated	  as	  a	  condition	  of	  project	  approval.	  

P3.	   New	   development	   projects	   shall	   have	   an	   acoustical	   specialist	   prepare	   a	   noise	  
analysis	   with	   recommendations	   for	   design	   mitigation	   if	   a	   noise-‐producing	   project	   is	  
proposed	  near	  existing	  or	  planned	  noise-‐sensitive	  uses.	  

P4.	   Proposed	   noise	   sensitive	   projects	   within	   noise-‐impacted	   areas	   shall	   submit	  
acoustical	  studies	  and	  provide	  necessary	  mitigation	  from	  noise.	  

P5.	  Site	  design	  techniques	  shall	  be	  considered	  as	  the	  primary	  means	  to	  minimize	  noise	  
impacts	   as	   long	   as	   they	   do	   not	   conflict	   with	   the	   goals	   of	   the	   Community	   Character	  
Element.	  Techniques	  include:	  

• Designing	   landscaped	   building	   setbacks	   to	   serve	   as	   a	   buffer	   between	   the	   noise	  
source	  and	  receptor.	  

• Placing	   noise-‐tolerant	   land	   uses,	   such	   as	   parking	   lots,	  maintenance	   facilities,	   and	  
utility	  areas	  between	   the	  noise	  source,	   such	  as	  highways	  and	  railroad	   tracks,	  and	  
receptor.	  

• Orienting	  buildings	  to	  shield	  noise	  sensitive	  outdoor	  spaces	  from	  a	  noise	  source.	  
• Locating	  bedrooms	  or	  balconies	  on	   the	   sides	  of	  buildings	   facing	  away	   from	  noise	  

sources.	  
• Utilizing	  noise	  barriers	  (e.g.,	  fences,	  walls,	  or	  landscaped	  berms)	  to	  reduce	  adverse	  

noise	  levels	  in	  noise-‐sensitive	  outdoor	  activity	  areas.	  
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The	  implementation	  of	  the	  General	  Plan	  Noise	  policies	  identified	  above	  for	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  ensure	   that	   any	  potential	   for	   the	  proposed	   residential	  uses	   to	  be	  exposed	   to	  excessive	  
noise	  levels	  would	  be	  reduced	  to	  a	  less	  than	  significant	  level.	  	  	  

Response	   b):	   Less	   than	   Significant.	  No	  major	   stationary	   sources	   of	   groundborne	   vibration	  
were	   identified	   in	   the	   project	   area	   that	   would	   result	   in	   the	   long-‐term	   exposure	   of	   proposed	  
onsite	   land	  uses	  to	  unacceptable	   levels	  of	  ground	  vibration.	   	   In	  addition,	   the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  not	  involve	  the	  use	  of	  any	  major	  equipment	  or	  processes	  that	  would	  result	  in	  potentially	  
significant	  levels	  of	  ground	  vibration	  that	  would	  exceed	  these	  standards	  at	  nearby	  existing	  land	  
uses.	  	  However,	  construction	  activities	  associated	  with	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  require	  the	  
use	   of	   various	   tractors,	   trucks,	   and	   potentially	   jackhammers	   that	   could	   result	   in	   intermittent	  
increases	  in	  groundborne	  vibration	  levels.	  	  The	  use	  of	  major	  groundborne	  vibration-‐generating	  
construction	  equipment/processes	  (i.e.,	  blasting,	  pile	  driving)	  is	  not	  anticipated	  to	  be	  required	  
for	  construction	  of	  the	  proposed	  project.	  	  	  

Groundborne	   vibration	   levels	   commonly	   associated	   with	   construction	   equipment	   are	  
summarized	   in	   Table	   2.	   	   Based	   on	   the	   levels	   presented	   in	   Table	   2,	   groundborne	   vibration	  
generated	  by	  construction	  equipment	  would	  not	  be	  anticipated	   to	  exceed	  approximately	  0.09	  
inches	  per	  second	  ppv	  at	  25	  feet.	  	  Predicted	  vibration	  levels	  would	  not	  be	  anticipated	  to	  exceed	  
recommended	   criteria	   for	   structural	   damage	   and	   human	   annoyance	   (0.2	   and	   0.1	   in/sec	   ppv,	  
respectively)	  at	  nearby	  land	  uses.	  	  As	  a	  result,	  short-‐term	  groundborne	  vibration	  impacts	  would	  
be	  considered	  less	  than	  significant	  and	  no	  mitigation	  is	  required.	  	  

	  
Table	  2:	  	  Representative	  Vibration	  Source	  Levels	  for	  Construction	  Equipment	  

EQUIPMENT	   PEAK	  PARTICLE	  VELOCITY	  AT	  25	  FEET	  
(IN/SEC)	  

Large	  Bulldozers	   0.089	  

Loaded	  Trucks	   0.076	  

Jackhammer	   0.035	  

Small	  Bulldozers	   0.003	  

Source:	  FTA	  2006,	  Caltrans	  2004	  

	  

Response	  c):	  Less	   than	  Significant.	  Generally,	   a	  project	  may	  have	  a	   significant	   effect	  on	   the	  
environment	   if	   it	   will	   substantially	   increase	   the	   ambient	   noise	   levels	   for	   adjoining	   areas	   or	  
expose	   people	   to	   severe	   noise	   levels.	   	   In	   practice,	  more	   specific	   professional	   standards	   have	  
been	  developed.	   	  These	  standards	  state	  that	  a	  noise	   impact	  may	  be	  considered	  significant	   if	   it	  
would	   generate	   noise	   that	   would	   conflict	   with	   local	   planning	   criteria	   or	   ordinances,	   or	  
substantially	  increase	  noise	  levels	  at	  noise-‐sensitive	  land	  uses.	  	  

The	   proposed	   project	   would	   not	   directly	   generate	   increased	   noise	   beyond	   those	   activities	  
commonly	  found	  in	  residential	  developments	  (i.e.,	   lawnmowers,	   leaf	  blowers,	  etc.).	   	  The	  noise	  



ENVIRONMENTAL	  CHECKLIST	  –	  KAGEHIRO	  PHASE	  3	  DEVELOPMENT	  PROJECT	   JULY	  2013	  
	  

City	  of	  Tracy	   PAGE	  49	  
	  

directly	   generated	  by	   the	  project	  would	  not	  differ	   from	   the	  existing	  ambient	  noises	   currently	  
generated	  by	  the	  surrounding	  residential	  land	  uses.	  	  	  

The	   proposed	   project	   may	   indirectly	   increase	   ambient	   noise	   levels	   in	   the	   project	   vicinity	  
through	   the	   introduction	   of	   additional	   vehicle	   trips	   to	   area	   roadways,	   particularly	   Corral	  
Hollow	  Road.	   	  As	  described	  above,	  development	  of	  the	  site	  for	  urban	  uses	  and	  the	  subsequent	  
increase	  in	  vehicle	  roadway	  noise	  was	  taken	  into	  consideration	  in	  the	  City	  of	  Tracy	  General	  Plan	  
and	   General	   Plan	   EIR.	   	   On	   February	   1,	   2011	   the	   Tracy	   City	   Council	   adopted	   a	   Statement	   of	  
Overriding	   Considerations	   (Resolution	   2011-‐028)	   for	   the	   increase	   in	   vehicle	   roadway	   noise	  
resulting	   from	  adoption	  of	   the	  General	  Plan	  and	  EIR.	   	  As	   such,	   this	   is	   a	   less	   than	  significant	  
impact	  and	  no	  mitigation	  is	  required.	  	  	  

Response	  d):	  Less	  than	  Significant.	  	  Construction	  activities	  at	  the	  project	  site	  would	  result	  in	  
temporary	   increases	   in	   noise	   levels	   that	   could	   expose	   adjacent	   residences	   to	   increased	   noise	  
levels	  and	  noise	  nuisances.	  	  Construction	  activities	  could	  create	  temporary	  noise	  levels	  of	  up	  to	  
90	  dBA	  at	  distances	  of	  50	   feet.	   	  Because	   the	  project	   site	   is	   surrounded	  by	  existing	  residential	  
neighborhoods,	   this	   temporary	   increase	   in	   construction	   noise	   is	   considered	   potentially	  
significant.	  	  	  

The	   following	   requirements	   would	   place	   restrictions	   on	   the	   time	   of	   day	   that	   construction	  
activities	   can	   occur,	   and	   includes	   additional	   techniques	   to	   reduce	   noise	   levels	   at	   adjacent	  
residences	   during	   construction	   activities.	   	   The	   implementation	   of	   this	   requirement	   would	  
reduce	  this	  temporary	  impact	  to	  a	  less	  than	  significant	  level.	  	  	  

Project	  Requirements	  	  
Pursuant	  to	  General	  Plan,	  Noise	  Element,	  Objective	  N-‐1.2,	  Policy	  P4	  (pages	  9-‐20	  and	  21)	  and	  the	  
relevant	  sections	  of	  the	  General	  Plan	  EIR	  (pages	  4.14-‐26	  and	  27	  of	  the	  2010	  Draft	  Recirculated	  
Supplemental	   EIR),	   the	   following	   requirement	   (Requirement	   9),	   which	   is	   uniformly	   applied	  
throughout	  the	  City,	  shall	  apply	  to	  the	  project:	  	  

Project	  Requirement	  9:	  The	  following	  requirements	  shall	  be	  implemented	  during	  all	  construction	  
phases	  of	  the	  project:	  

a) Construction	  activities	  (excluding	  activities	  that	  would	  result	  in	  a	  safety	  concern	  to	  the	  
public	  or	  construction	  workers)	  shall	  be	  limited	  to	  between	  the	  hours	  of	  7:00	  a.m.	  and	  
7:00	  p.m.	  	  Construction	  activities	  shall	  be	  prohibited	  on	  Sundays	  and	  federal	  holidays.	  

b) Construction	   equipment	   shall	   be	   properly	   maintained	   and	   equipped	   with	   noise-
reduction	   intake	   and	   exhaust	   mufflers	   and	   engine	   shrouds,	   in	   accordance	   with	  
manufacturers’	  recommendations.	  	  

c) Construction	  equipment	  staging	  areas	  shall	  be	  located	  at	  the	  furthest	  distance	  possible	  
from	  nearby	  noise-sensitive	  land	  uses.	  

Response	  e):	  	  Less	  than	  Significant.	  The	  Tracy	  Municipal	  Airport	  is	  the	  closest	  airport	  to	  the	  
project	  site,	  located	  approximately	  1.5	  miles	  south	  of	  the	  site.	  The	  Airport	  is	  a	  general	  aviation	  
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airport	   owned	  by	   the	  City	   and	  managed	  by	   the	  Public	  Works	  Department.	   	   The	  City	   of	  Tracy	  
adopted	   an	   Airport	   Master	   Plan	   in	   1998,	   analyzing	   the	   impacts	   to	   safety	   on	   surrounding	  
development	  from	  the	  Tracy	  Municipal	  Airport.	  

The	   San	   Joaquin	   County	   Airport	   Land	   Use	   Plan	   establishes	   noise	   contours	   surrounding	   the	  
Tracy	   Municipal	   Airport.	   	   As	   shown	   on	   Figure	   4.14-‐3	   of	   the	   Tracy	   General	   Plan	   Final	  
Supplemental	  EIR	  (Certified	  on	  February	  1,	  2011),	  the	  project	  site	  is	  located	  outside	  of	  both	  the	  
65	  dBCNEL	  and	   the	  60	  dBCNEL	  noise	   contours	   for	   the	  Tracy	  Municipal	  Airport.	   	  As	   such,	   the	  
project	  site	  would	  not	  be	  exposed	  to	  excessive	  noise	  from	  the	  Tracy	  Municipal	  Airport.	  	  This	  is	  a	  
less	  than	  significant	  impact,	  and	  no	  mitigation	  is	  required.	  	  	  

Response	  f):	  No	  Impact.	  	  The	  project	  site	  is	  not	  located	  within	  two	  miles	  of	  a	  private	  airstrip.	  	  
There	  is	  no	  impact.	  	  	  
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XIII.	  POPULATION	  AND	  HOUSING	  --	  WOULD	  THE	  PROJECT:	  

	  
Potentially	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  with	  
Mitigation	  

Incorporation	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

No	  
Impact	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

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

	   	   	   X	  

c)	   Displace	   substantial	   numbers	   of	   people,	  
necessitating	   the	   construction	   of	   replacement	  
housing	  elsewhere?	  

	   	   	   X	  

RESPONSES	  TO	  CHECKLIST	  QUESTIONS	  
Response	   a):	   Less	   than	   Significant.	   	   Implementation	   of	   the	   project	   would	   result	   in	   the	  
construction	   of	   252	   single-‐family	   housing	   units	   on	   the	   project	   site.	   	   The	   proposed	   project	   is	  
located	   in	   an	   urbanized	   area	   of	   the	   City	   of	   Tracy,	   and	   constitutes	   an	   infill	   project.	   	   There	   is	  
existing	   infrastructure	   (roads,	  water,	   sewer,	   etc)	   in	   the	   immediate	   vicinity	  of	   the	  project	   site.	  	  
While	  the	  project	  would	  extend	  these	  services	  onto	  the	  site	  to	  serve	  the	  proposed	  development,	  
the	   project	   would	   not	   extend	   infrastructure	   to	   an	   area	   of	   the	   City	   not	   currently	   served.	  	  
Therefore,	  while	   the	   project	  may	  directly	   induce	  population	   growth	   through	   the	   provision	   of	  
252	  new	  single-‐family	  residences,	  the	  project	  would	  not	  indirectly	  induce	  population	  growth	  in	  
other	  areas	  of	  the	  City	  of	  Tracy.	  	  	  

The	  potential	   for	  the	  project	  to	  directly	   induce	  population	  growth	  in	  the	  City	  of	  Tracy	  is	  not	  a	  
significant	   impact	   in	   and	   of	   itself.	   	   Population	   growth	   can	   result	   in	   impacts	   to	   other	  
environmental	  topics,	  such	  as	  traffic,	  service	  demands,	  etc.	   	  The	  population	  growth	  that	  would	  
occur	  as	  a	  result	  of	  approval	  and	  development	  of	   the	  proposed	  project	  was	  considered	   in	   the	  
Tracy	  General	  Plan	  and	  General	  Plan	  EIR.	  	  The	  proposed	  project	  is	  consistent	  with	  the	  land	  use	  
designations	   for	   the	   site	   that	  were	  addressed	   in	   the	  General	  Plan	  EIR,	  and	   the	  environmental	  
effects	   of	   the	   population	   growth	   generated	   by	   the	   project	  were	   considered	   in	   the	   analysis	   of	  
buildout	  of	   the	  Tracy	  General	  Plan.	   	  Additionally,	  as	  described	   throughout	   this	  environmental	  
document,	  the	  population	  growth	  attributable	  to	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  any	  
significant	   site-‐specific	   environmental	   impacts	   to	   other	   environmental	   topics	   that	   cannot	   be	  
mitigated	   to	   a	   less	   than	   significant	   level.	   	   While	   this	   document	   acknowledges	   that	   project	  
approval	  would	  provide	   for	   additional	   housing	  opportunities	   in	   the	  City	   of	  Tracy,	  which	  may	  
lead	   to	   population	   growth	   in	   the	   City,	   this	   impact	   is	   less	   than	   significant,	   as	   demonstrated	  
throughout	  this	  document.	  	  

Responses	  b),	  c):	  No	  Impact.	  	  There	  are	  no	  existing	  homes	  or	  residences	  located	  on	  the	  project	  
site.	  	  There	  is	  no	  impact.	  	  	  
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XIV.	  PUBLIC	  SERVICES	  

	  
Potentially	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  with	  
Mitigation	  

Incorporation	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

No	  
Impact	  

a)	  Would	   the	   project	   result	   in	   substantial	   adverse	  
physical	   impacts	   associated	   with	   the	   provision	   of	  
new	   or	   physically	   altered	   governmental	   facilities,	  
need	   for	   new	   or	   physically	   altered	   governmental	  
facilities,	   the	   construction	   of	   which	   could	   cause	  
significant	   environmental	   impacts,	   in	   order	   to	  
maintain	   acceptable	   service	   ratios,	   response	   times	  
or	   other	   performance	   objectives	   for	   any	   of	   the	  
public	  services:	  

	   	   	   	  

i) Fire	  protection?	   	   	   X	   	  

ii) Police	  protection?	   	   	   X	   	  

iii) Schools?	   	   	   X	   	  

iv) Parks?	   	   	   X	   	  

v) Other	  public	  facilities?	   	   	   X	   	  

RESPONSES	  TO	  CHECKLIST	  QUESTIONS	  

Response	  a):	  Less	  than	  Significant.	  	  

i)	  Fire	  Protection	  and	  Emergency	  Medical	  Services	  

The	  Tracy	  Fire	  Department,	  as	  a	  member	  agency	  of	  the	  South	  County	  Fire	  Authority,	  provides	  
fire	  protection,	  life	  safety,	  and	  emergency	  response	  services	  to	  167	  square	  miles	  of	  the	  southern	  
part	  of	  San	  Joaquin	  County.	  	  In	  1999,	  the	  South	  County	  Fire	  Authority	  was	  established	  to	  more	  
effectively	  and	  efficiently	  serve	  the	  City	  of	  Tracy,	  the	  Tracy	  Rural	  Fire	  Protection	  District	  (FPD),	  
and	  the	  Mountain	  House	  Community	  Services	  District	  (CSD).	  

The	  Fire	  Authority	  currently	  operates	  seven	  fire	  stations	  and	  an	  administrative	  office.	  	  Twenty-‐
four	   hour-‐a-‐day	   staffing	   is	   provided	   with	   five	   paramedic	   engine	   companies,	   two	   basic	   life	  
support	  engine	  companies,	  and	  one	   ladder	   truck	  company.	   	  Three	   fire	  stations	  are	  within	   the	  
incorporated	  area	  of	  the	  City	  of	  Tracy,	  three	  are	  in	  the	  surrounding	  rural	  Tracy	  area,	  and	  one	  is	  
located	  in	  the	  planned	  Community	  of	  Mountain	  House.	  	  	  

Medical	   transport	   is	   provided	   by	   private	   ambulance.	   	   American	   Medical	   Response	   is	   the	  
exclusive	  emergency	  ambulance	  service	  provider	  in	  San	  Joaquin	  County.	  	  	  
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The	   Tracy	   Fire	   Department	   has	   a	   force	   consisting	   of	   70	   professional	   firefighters,	   12	   reserve	  
firefighters,	   a	   fire	   chief,	   three	   division	   chiefs,	   two	   civilian	   fire	   inspectors	   and	   a	   two-‐person	  
administrative	  support	  staff6.	  

The	  Tracy	   Fire	  Department	   conducted	   a	   Standards	   of	   Response	   Coverage	   study	   in	   late	   2007.	  	  
Findings	  of	   the	  study	   indicated	   that	   the	  Department	  has	  challenges	   in	  meeting	   its	  established	  
response	   time	   objectives	   in	   the	   areas	   of	   the	  West	   Valley	  Mall	   and	  Downtown	   Tracy	   utilizing	  
existing	  resources.	   	  The	  Department	   is	  currently	   in	   the	  process	  of	  mitigating	  the	  deficiency	   in	  
the	   area	   of	   the	  West	   Valley	   Mall	   through	   the	   potential	   relocation	   of	   an	   existing	   fire	   station.	  	  
Future	  development	  will	  create	  a	  need	  for	  expanded	  fire	  and	  emergency	  medical	  services.	  	  	  

Currently	   the	  Department	   is	  working	  on	  a	  plan	   to	   expand	   its	   ability	   to	  deliver	  Advanced	  Life	  
Support	   services	   from	   all	   seven	   Fire	   Department	   facilities.	   	   Since	   November	   2008,	   the	   Fire	  
Department	  has	  expanded	   its	  provision	  of	  Advanced	  Life	  Support	  Services	   to	   six	  of	   the	   seven	  
fire	   stations;	   there	   are	   plans	   to	   provide	   these	   services	   from	   the	   final	   station	   upon	   successful	  
relocation	   of	   the	   facility,	   which	   is	   expected	   to	   be	   completed	   in	   fiscal	   year	   2013/2014.	  	  
Emergency	  medical	   services	   in	   Tracy	   and	   the	   surrounding	   areas	   are	   reported	   to	   be	   good,	   as	  
Tracy	   is	  one	  of	  only	  three	   fire	  departments	   in	  San	  Joaquin	  County	  that	  provide	  Advanced	  Life	  
Support	  services,	  and	  there	  are	  no	  reported	  concerns	  about	  the	  level	  of	  service	  provided.	  	  	  

Recognizing	  the	  potential	  need	  for	  increases	  in	  fire	  protection	  and	  emergency	  medical	  services,	  
the	   City’s	   General	   Plan	   includes	   policies	   to	   ensure	   that	   adequate	   related	   facilities	   are	   funded	  
and	  provided	   to	  meet	   future	   growth	   (Objective	  PF-‐1.1,	   P1).	   	   This	   policy	  will	   be	   implemented	  
through	   the	  review	  of	  all	  new	  projects	  within	   the	  SOI,	  prior	   to	  development,	  and	   through	   the	  
collection	  of	  development	  impact	  fess	  for	  the	  funding	  of	  facilities.	  	  	  

The	  project	  site	  and	  the	  surrounding	  area	  is	  served	  by	  Fire	  Station	  #97,	  which	  is	  located	  at	  595	  
West	   Central	   Avenue,	   less	   than	   one	   mile	   east	   of	   the	   project	   site.	   The	   project	   site	   is	   located	  
within	  the	  Fire	  Department’s	  5-‐minute	  response	  zone7.	  	  	  

Implementation	   of	   the	   proposed	   project	   would	   not	   adversely	   impact	   existing	   fire	   and	  
emergency	   services	   within	   the	   City,	   and	   would	   not	   require	   the	   construction	   of	   new	   fire	  
protection	  facilities.	  	  

In	   order	   to	  provide	   adequate	   fire	   protection	   and	   suppression	   services	   to	   the	  project	   site,	   the	  
Tracy	  Fire	  Department	  must	  have	  access	   to	  adequate	  onsite	  hydrants	  with	  adequate	   fire-‐flow	  
pressure	   available	   to	   meet	   the	   needs	   of	   fire	   suppression	   units.	   	   The	   final	   site	   plans	   and	  
development	   specifications	   developed	   for	   the	   proposed	  project	  will	   indicate	   the	   location	   and	  
design	  specifications	  of	  the	  fire	  hydrants	  that	  will	  be	  required	  within	  the	  project	  site.	  	  This	  is	  a	  
less	  than	  significant	  impact.	  	  	  

	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6	  Reference:	  City	  of	  Tracy	  Fire	  Department	  website,	  accessed	  7/15/13.	  
http://www.ci.tracy.ca.us/?navId=869	  
7	  Reference:	  City	  of	  Tracy,	  Holly	  Sugar	  Sports	  Park	  Draft	  EIR,	  Figure	  3.11-1,	  5-Minute	  Fire	  Department	  
Response	  Zone	  for	  the	  South	  County	  Fire	  Authority,	  August	  31,	  2009.	  
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ii)	  Police	  Protection	  

The	   Tracy	   Police	   Department	   provides	   police	   protection	   services	   to	   the	   City	   of	   Tracy.	   Its	  
headquarters	  are	  located	  at	  1000	  Civic	  Center	  Drive,	  and	  there	  are	  no	  satellite	  offices	  or	  plans	  
to	   construct	   any	   in	   the	   near	   future.	   	   The	   Department	   currently	   employs	   91	   officers.	   The	  
Department	   also	   has	   43	   non-‐sworn	   positions,	   which	   include	   both	   full-‐	   and	   part-‐time	  
administrators,	   communications	   dispatchers,	   community	   services	   personnel,	   animal	   control,	  
crime	   scene	   technicians,	   and	   a	   records	   superintendent.	   The	   City	   has	   a	   goal	   of	   a	   5-‐minute	  
response	  time	  for	  Priority	  1	  calls	  (life	  threatening	  situations).	  	  

The	   police	   station	   is	   located	   approximately	   2.4	   miles	   northeast	   of	   the	   project	   site.	   The	  
Department	  divides	  calls	  for	  service	  into	  three	  categories:	  

• Priority	  1	  calls	  are	  defined	  as	  life	  threatening	  situations.	  

• Priority	  2	  calls	  are	  not	  life	  threatening,	  but	  require	  immediate	  response.	  

• Priority	  3	  calls	  cover	  all	  other	  calls	  received	  by	  the	  police.	  

The	  average	  response	  time	  for	  Priority	  1	  calls	  within	  the	  City	  limits	  is	  approximately	  seven	  to	  
nine	   minutes.	   Response	   time	   for	   Priority	   2	   and	   3	   calls	   is,	   on	   average,	   between	   20	   and	   30	  
minutes.	  	  The	  Tracy	  Police	  Department	  provides	  mutual	  aid	  to	  the	  San	  Joaquin	  County	  Sheriff’s	  
office,	  and	  vice	  versa,	  when	  a	  situation	  exceeds	  the	  capabilities	  of	  either	  department.	  Mutual	  aid	  
is	  coordinated	  through	  the	  San	  Joaquin	  County	  Sheriff.	  

It	  is	  not	  anticipated	  that	  implementation	  of	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  significant	  new	  
demand	  for	  police	  services.	  	  Project	  implementation	  would	  not	  require	  the	  construction	  of	  new	  
police	  facilities	  to	  serve	  the	  project	  site,	  nor	  would	  it	  result	  in	  impacts	  to	  the	  existing	  response	  
times	  and	  existing	  police	  protection	  service	  levels.	  	  This	  is	  a	  less	  than	  significant	  impact.	  	  	  

iii)	  Schools	  

Implementation	  of	   the	  proposed	  project	  would	   result	   in	  population	  growth	  within	   the	  City	  of	  
Tracy,	   which	   would	   likely	   increase	   enrollment	   at	   schools	   within	   the	   Tracy	   Unified	   School	  
District.	  Under	  the	  provisions	  of	  SB	  50,	  a	  project’s	  impacts	  on	  school	  facilities	  are	  fully	  mitigated	  
via	   the	   payment	   of	   the	   requisite	   new	   school	   construction	   fees	   established	   pursuant	   to	  
Government	   Code	   Section	   65995.	   Payment	   of	   the	   applicable	   impact	   fees	   by	   the	   project	  
applicant,	   and	   ongoing	   revenues	   that	   would	   come	   from	   taxes,	   would	   ensure	   that	   project	  
impacts	  to	  school	  services	  are	  less	  than	  significant.	  	  

iv)	  Parks	  

Potential	   project	   impacts	   to	   parks	   and	   recreational	   facilities	   are	   addressed	   in	   the	   following	  
section	  of	  this	  document.	  	  	  
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v)	  Other	  Public	  Facilities	  

Other	  public	  facilities	  in	  the	  City	  of	  Tracy	  include	  libraries,	  hospitals,	  and	  cultural	  centers	  such	  
as	  museums	  and	  music	  halls.	  	  The	  proposed	  project	  would	  increase	  demand	  on	  these	  facilities.	  	  
The	  City	  of	  Tracy	  General	  Plan	  requires	  new	  development	   to	  pay	   its	   fair	   share	  of	   the	  costs	  of	  
public	  buildings	  by	  collecting	  the	  Public	  Buildings	  Impact	  Fee.	  	  The	  Public	  Buildings	  Impact	  fee	  
is	  used	  by	  the	  City	  to	  expand	  public	  services	  and	  maintain	  public	  buildings,	  including	  the	  Civic	  
Center	   and	   libraries	   in	   order	   to	  meet	   the	   increased	   demand	   generated	   by	   new	  development.	  
Payment	   of	   the	   applicable	   impact	   fees	   by	   the	   project	   applicant,	   and	   ongoing	   revenues	   that	  
would	  come	  from	  taxes,	  would	  ensure	  that	  project	  impacts	  to	  libraries	  and	  public	  buildings	  are	  
less	  than	  significant.	  
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XV.	  RECREATION	  

	  
Potentially	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  with	  
Mitigation	  

Incorporation	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

No	  
Impact	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

RESPONSES	  TO	  CHECKLIST	  QUESTIONS	  
Responses	   a),	   b):	   Less	   than	   Significant.	   	  The	   proposed	   project	  would	   increase	   demand	   for	  
parks	  and	  recreational	  facilities	  within	  the	  City	  of	  Tracy,	  and	  would	  increase	  the	  use	  of	  the	  City’s	  
existing	   parks	   and	   recreation	   system.	   	   As	   described	   in	   the	   Tracy	   General	   Plan,	   the	   City	  
maintains	   48	   mini-‐parks,	   15	   neighborhood	   parks,	   and	   eight	   community	   parks,	   providing	  
approximately	  256	  acres	  at	  71	  sites.	   	  The	  City	   is	  also	   in	   the	  process	  of	   constructing	   the	  Holly	  
Sugar	  Sports	  Park	  at	  the	  northern	  edge	  of	  the	  City,	  which	  will	  provide	  an	  additional	  166	  acres	  of	  
sports	   parks,	   86	   acres	   of	   passive	   recreation	   area,	   and	   a	   46-‐acre	   future	   expansion	   area	   for	  
additional	  park	  facilities.	  	  	  

The	  City	  strives	  to	  maintain	  a	  standard	  of	  4	  acres	  of	  park	  land	  for	  every	  1,000	  persons.	  	  In	  order	  
to	  maintain	   this	   standard,	   the	   City	   requires	   new	  development	   projects	   to	   either	   include	   land	  
dedicated	  for	  park	  uses,	  or	  to	  pay	  in-‐lieu	  fees	  towards	  the	  City’s	  parks	  program.	  	  Chapter	  13.12	  
of	  the	  Tracy	  Municipal	  Code	  states	  that,	  “all	  development	  projects	  shall	  be	  required	  to	  maintain	  
the	  City	  standard	  of	  four	  (4)	  acres	  of	  park	  land	  per	  1,000	  population.	  All	  development	  projects,	  as	  
a	  condition	  of	  approval	  of	  any	  tentative	  parcel	  map	  or	  tentative	  subdivision	  map,	  or	  as	  a	  condition	  
of	  approval	  of	  any	  building	  permit,	  shall	  dedicate	  land	  to	  the	  City	  or	  pay	  a	  fee	  in	  lieu	  thereof,	  or	  a	  
combination	   of	   both,	   in	   order	   to	   maintain	   this	   City	   standard.	   The	   precise	   obligation	   of	   any	  
development	  project	  to	  dedicate	  land	  or	  pay	  a	  fee	  pursuant	  to	  this	  section	  shall	  be	  incorporated	  in	  
the	  implementing	  resolution	  for	  the	  park	  fee	  applicable	  to	  the	  development	  project.”	  

Rather	   than	   including	   land	   dedicated	   for	   park	   uses	   within	   the	   proposed	   project,	   the	   project	  
applicant	   will	   be	   paying	   in-‐lieu	   fees,	   which	   could	   be	   used	   to	   expand	   the	   adjacent	   existing	  
Gretchen	  Talley	  Park.	   	  The	  payment	  of	   the	  project’s	   fair	  share	   in-‐lieu	  parks	   fees	   to	   the	  City	  of	  
Tracy,	  would	  ensure	  that	  this	  is	  a	  less	  than	  significant	  impact.	  	  	  



ENVIRONMENTAL	  CHECKLIST	  –	  KAGEHIRO	  PHASE	  3	  DEVELOPMENT	  PROJECT	   JULY	  2013	  
	  

City	  of	  Tracy	   PAGE	  57	  
	  

XVI.	  TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC	  --	  WOULD	  THE	  PROJECT:	  

	  
Potentially	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  with	  
Mitigation	  

Incorporation	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

No	  
Impact	  

a)	  Cause	   an	   increase	   in	   traffic	  which	   is	   substantial	  
in	  relation	  to	  the	  existing	  traffic	  load	  and	  capacity	  of	  
the	   street	   system	   (i.e.,	   result	   in	   a	   substantial	  
increase	   in	   either	   the	   number	   of	   vehicle	   trips,	   the	  
volume	  to	  capacity	  ratio	  on	  roads,	  or	  congestion	  at	  
intersections)?	  

	   	   X	   	  

b)	   Exceed,	   either	   individually	   or	   cumulatively,	   a	  
level	  of	  service	  standard	  established	  by	   the	  county	  
congestion	   management	   agency	   for	   designated	  
roads	  or	  highways?	  

	   	   X	   	  

c)	   Result	   in	   a	   change	   in	   air	   traffic	   patterns,	  
including	   either	   an	   increase	   in	   traffic	   levels	   or	   a	  
change	  in	  location	  that	  results	   in	  substantial	  safety	  
risks?	  

	   	   X	   	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

e)	  Result	  in	  inadequate	  emergency	  access?	   	   	   X	   	  

f)	  Result	  in	  inadequate	  parking	  capacity?	   	   	   X	   	  

g)	   Conflict	   with	   adopted	   policies,	   plans,	   or	  
programs	   supporting	   alternative	   transportation	  
(e.g.,	  bus	  turnouts,	  bicycle	  racks)?	  

	   	   	   X	  

	  

RESPONSES	  TO	  CHECKLIST	  QUESTIONS	  
Response	   a),	   b):	   Less	   than	   Significant.	   	   Development	   of	   the	   proposed	   project	   would	   add	  
vehicle	   trips	   to	   the	   City’s	   roadway	   network.	   	   In	   order	   to	   identify	   roadway	   facility	   and	  
intersection	   improvements	   needed	   to	   accommodate	   the	   traffic	   generated	   by	   buildout	   of	   the	  
City’s	  General	   Plan,	   the	  City	   of	  Tracy	  prepared	   and	   adopted	   the	  2012	  Citywide	  Roadway	   and	  
Transportation	   Master	   Plan	   (Transportation	   Master	   Plan).	   	   The	   Transportation	   Master	   Plan	  
identifies	  a	  range	  of	  roadway	  and	  intersection	  improvements	  to	  be	  implemented	  over	  the	  next	  
several	   years	   in	  order	   to	  maintain	   acceptable	   levels	   of	   service	  on	  City	   streets.	   	   The	  proposed	  
project	   is	  consistent	  with	   the	  General	  Plan	   land	  use	  designation	   for	   the	  site,	  and	   is	  consistent	  
with	   the	   assumed	   residential	   density	   levels	   for	   development	   of	   the	   site.	   	   The	   generation	   of	  
vehicle	   traffic	  associated	  with	   the	  proposed	  project	  was	  considered	  during	  preparation	  of	   the	  
Transportation	   Master	   Plan.	   	   The	   Transportation	   Master	   Plan	   identifies	   the	   roadway	   and	  
intersection	  improvements	  needed	  in	  order	  to	  maintain	  acceptable	  levels	  of	  service	  throughout	  
the	  City.	  	  One	  such	  improvement	  is	  needed	  at	  the	  intersection	  of	  Corral	  Road	  and	  Valpico	  Road.	  	  
Under	   existing	   conditions,	   the	   all-‐way-‐stop	   controlled	   Corral	   Hollow	   Road/Valpico	   Road	  
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intersection	  operates	  at	  LOS	  E	  with	  an	  average	  delay	  of	  44	  seconds	  in	  the	  PM	  peak	  hour	  (worst	  
peak	  hour).	  	  The	  City	  of	  Tracy	  level	  of	  service	  standard	  for	  this	  intersection	  is	  D.	  	  Signalizing	  the	  
intersection	  and	  widening	  the	  southbound	  approach	  to	  provide	  two	  lanes	  would	  raise	  the	  level	  
of	  service	  to	  C.	  	  The	  project	  is	  responsible	  for	  the	  payment	  of	  fair	  share	  traffic	  mitigation	  fees	  to	  
the	  City	  of	  Tracy.	  	  The	  payment	  of	  these	  fair-‐share	  traffic	  mitigation	  fees	  would	  assist	  the	  City	  of	  
Tracy	   with	   implementation	   of	   the	   various	   improvements	   identified	   in	   the	   Transportation	  
Master	  Plan,	  in	  order	  to	  maintain	  acceptable	  levels	  of	  service	  throughout	  the	  City.	  	  There	  would	  
not	  be	   any	   site-‐specific	   traffic	   impacts	   associated	  with	  project	  development.	   	  The	  payment	  of	  
the	   required	   traffic	   mitigation	   fees	   to	   the	   City	   of	   Tracy	   would	   reduce	   project-‐related	   traffic	  
impacts	  to	  a	  less	  than	  significant	  level.	  	  	  

Response	   c):	   Less	   than	   Significant.	   As	   discussed	   above	   under	   the	   Hazards	   Section,	   the	  
proposed	  project	  is	  not	  located	  within	  any	  of	  the	  four	  Tracy	  Municipal	  Airport	  safety	  zones.	  	  The	  
proposed	  project	  is	  not	  located	  within	  one	  mile	  of	  the	  airport,	  nor	  along	  the	  extended	  runway	  
centerline.	   	   Additionally,	   there	   are	   no	   private	   airstrips	  within	   the	   vicinity	   of	   the	   project	   site.	  	  
Implementation	   of	   the	   proposed	   project	   would	   not	   result	   in	   any	   needed	   changes	   to	   airport	  
operations	   or	   air	   travel	   patterns	   at	   the	   Tracy	   Municipal	   Airport.	   	   This	   impact	   is	   less	   than	  
significant,	  and	  no	  mitigation	  is	  required.	  	  	  

Responses	  d)	  and	  e):	  Less	  than	  Significant.	  The	  proposed	  site	  plan	  provides	  adequate	  access	  
to	   the	   project	   site,	   which	   would	   accommodate	   emergency	   vehicles.	   	   Implementation	   of	   the	  
proposed	  project	  would	   have	   a	   less	   than	   significant	   impact	   related	   to	   emergency	   access,	   and	  
would	  not	  interfere	  with	  an	  emergency	  evacuation	  plan.	  	  This	  is	  a	  less	  than	  significant	  impact	  
and	  no	  mitigation	  is	  required.	  	  	  

Response	   f):	   	   Less	   than	   Significant.	   	   Parking	   for	   the	   proposed	   project	   would	   be	   provided	  
within	  private	  on-‐site	  two-‐car	  garages	  and	  individual	  driveways.	  	  The	  internal	  roadway	  system	  
would	   also	   provide	   opportunities	   for	   on-‐street	   parking	   within	   the	   project	   site.	   	   Section	  
10.08.3480	   of	   the	   Tracy	   Municipal	   Code	   identifies	   parking	   requirements	   for	   residential	  
projects.	   	  The	  minimum	  parking	  requirement	  for	  single-‐family	  residential	  projects	   is	  one	  non-‐
tandem	   two-‐car	   garage	   per	   dwelling	   unit.	   	   This	   is	   a	   less	   than	   significant	   impact	   and	   no	  
mitigation	  is	  required.	  	  	  	  	  

Response	  g):	  No	  Impact.	   	  The	  project	  would	  have	  no	  impact	  on	  any	  existing	  plans	  or	  policies	  
related	   to	   alternative	   transportation.	   The	   payment	   of	   fair-‐share	   traffic	  mitigation	   fees	  would	  
provide	  funding	  for	  implementation	  of	  the	  Transportation	  Master	  Plan,	  which	  includes	  bicycle,	  
pedestrian,	   and	   alternative	   transportation	   improvements	   throughout	   the	   City.	   	   There	   is	   no	  
impact.	  	  	  
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XVII.	  UTILITIES	  AND	  SERVICE	  SYSTEMS	  --	  WOULD	  THE	  PROJECT:	  

	  
Potentially	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  with	  
Mitigation	  

Incorporation	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

No	  
Impact	  

a)	   Exceed	   wastewater	   treatment	   requirements	   of	  
the	   applicable	   Regional	   Water	   Quality	   Control	  
Board?	  

	   	   X	   	  

b)	   Require	   or	   result	   in	   the	   construction	   of	   new	  
water	   or	   wastewater	   treatment	   facilities	   or	  
expansion	   of	   existing	   facilities,	   the	   construction	   of	  
which	   could	   cause	   significant	   environmental	  
effects?	  

	   	   X	   	  

c)	   Require	   or	   result	   in	   the	   construction	   of	   new	  
storm	   water	   drainage	   facilities	   or	   expansion	   of	  
existing	   facilities,	   the	   construction	   of	   which	   could	  
cause	  significant	  environmental	  effects?	  

	   	   X	   	  

d)	  Have	  sufficient	  water	  supplies	  available	  to	  serve	  
the	   project	   from	   existing	   entitlements	   and	  
resources,	   or	   are	   new	   or	   expanded	   entitlements	  
needed?	  

	   	   X	   	  

e)	   Result	   in	   a	   determination	   by	   the	   wastewater	  
treatment	  provider	  which	   serves	  or	  may	  serve	   the	  
project	   that	   it	   has	   adequate	   capacity	   to	   serve	   the	  
projects	   projected	   demand	   in	   addition	   to	   the	  
providers	  existing	  commitments?	  

	   	   X	   	  

f)	  Be	   served	  by	   a	   landfill	  with	   sufficient	   permitted	  
capacity	   to	   accommodate	   the	   projects	   solid	   waste	  
disposal	  needs?	  

	   	   X	   	  

g)	  Comply	  with	  federal,	  state,	  and	  local	  statutes	  and	  
regulations	  related	  to	  solid	  waste?	   	   	   X	   	  

RESPONSES	  TO	  CHECKLIST	  QUESTIONS	  
Responses	  a)	  and	  e):	  Less	   than	  Significant.	  Wastewater	  generated	  by	   the	  proposed	  project	  
would	   be	   conveyed	   to	   the	   Tracy	   Wastewater	   Treatment	   Plant	   (WWTP)	   for	   treatment	   and	  
disposal.	  	  The	  City’s	  wastewater	  collection	  system	  consists	  of	  gravity	  sewer	  lines,	  pump	  stations	  
and	  the	  WWTP.	   	  Wastewater	  flows	  toward	  the	  northern	  part	  of	   the	  City	  where	   it	   is	   treated	  at	  
the	  WWTP	   and	   then	   discharged	   into	   the	   Old	   River	   in	   the	   southern	   Sacramento-‐San	   Joaquin	  
Delta.	  	  	  

The	  City’s	  WWTP	  provides	  secondary-‐level	   treatment	  of	  wastewater	   followed	  by	  disinfection.	  	  
Treated	  effluent	  from	  the	  WWTP	  is	  conveyed	  to	  a	  submerged	  diffuser	  for	  discharge	  into	  the	  Old	  
River.	  	  The	  WWTP	  has	  an	  NPDES	  permit	  for	  discharge	  into	  the	  Old	  River	  from	  the	  State	  Regional	  
Water	  Quality	  Control	  Board.	  The	  City	  of	  Tracy	  currently	  has	  plans	  to	  expand	  and	  improve	  the	  
existing	  Tracy	  Wastewater	  Treatment	  Plant.	  	  These	  plans	  have	  been	  evaluated	  in	  the	  Draft	  and	  
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Final	   EIR	   for	   the	  Tracy	  Wastewater	  Treatment	  Plant	  Expansion	   (SCH	  No.	   2000012039).	   	   The	  
Final	  EIR	  was	  completed	  in	  September	  of	  2002	  and	  was	  certified	  in	  November	  2002.	  	  	  The	  City	  
plans	  to	  expand	  the	  average	  dry	  weather	  flow	  treatment	  capacity	  of	  the	  Plant	  from	  9.0	  million	  
gallons	   per	   day	   to	   16.0	   million	   gallons	   per	   day.	   	   The	   expansion	   would	   also	   result	   in	  
improvements	  to	  the	  quality	  of	  the	  effluent	  discharged	  from	  the	  Plant	  by	  upgrading	  the	  facility	  
from	   secondary	   to	   tertiary	   treatment.	   The	   expansion	   of	   the	   Wastewater	   Treatment	   Plant	   is	  
occurring	   in	   four	   phases.	   	   The	   phase	   expanding	   the	   treatment	   capacity	   to	   10.8	   mgd	   was	  
completed	  in	  2008.	  The	  next	  phase	  is	  projected	  to	  commence	  in	  the	  year	  2014.	  	  

The	   City’s	  WWTP	   currently	   treats	   approximately	   9.0	  mgd	   of	  wastewater.	   For	   this	   analysis,	   a	  
unit	  generation	  factor	  of	  264	  gallons	  per	  day	  of	  wastewater	  per	  residential	  unit	  was	  used,	  based	  
on	  the	  wastewater	  generation	   factors	  contained	   in	  the	  2011	  City	  of	  Tracy	  Wastewater	  Master	  
Plan.	   	   Therefore,	   the	   proposed	   project	   would	   generate	   up	   to	   66,528	   gallons	   per	   day	   of	  
wastewater,	  or	  0.0067	  mgd	  of	  wastewater.	   	  The	  addition	  of	  0.0067	  mgd	  of	  wastewater	  would	  
not	  exceed	  the	  treatment	  capacity	  of	  the	  City’s	  WWTP.	  	  No	  improvements	  or	  expansions	  to	  the	  
existing	   WWTP	   are	   required,	   and	   the	   addition	   of	   project-‐generated	   wastewater	   would	   not	  
result	   in	  any	  RWQCB	  violations	  related	  to	  effluent	  treatment	  or	  discharge.	   	   Implementation	  of	  
the	  proposed	  project	  would	  have	  a	  less	  than	  significant	  impact	  and	  no	  mitigation	  is	  required.	  	  	  

Responses	  b)	  and	  d):	  Less	  than	  Significant.	  Potable	  water	  for	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  be	  
supplied	  from	  the	  City’s	  municipal	  water	  system.	  	  The	  project	  site	  would	  receive	  potable	  water	  
via	   a	   connection	   to	   an	   existing	   water	   main	   located	   on	   Corral	   Hollow	   Road.	   	   The	   proposed	  
project’s	  water	  demand	  was	  included	  in	  the	  demand	  calculations	  for	  the	  2012	  Citywide	  Water	  
System	  Master	  Plan.	  	  	  

The	  City	  of	  Tracy	  obtains	  water	  from	  both	  surface	  water	  and	  groundwater	  sources.	  	  The	  amount	  
of	  water	  that	  Tracy	  uses	   from	  each	  of	   its	  water	  supply	  sources	  to	  make	  up	   its	   total	  water	  use	  
varies	   from	   year	   to	   year	   based	   on	   contractual	   agreements,	   annual	   precipitation,	   and	   City	  
policies	  about	  how	  to	  expand,	  utilize,	  and	  manage	  its	  water	  resources.	  	  As	  described	  in	  the	  2011	  
City	   of	   Tracy	   Urban	  Water	  Management	   Plan-‐	   Public	   Review	  Draft,	   Tracy’s	  maximum	   annual	  
water	  supply	  amounts	  to	  over	  31,500	  acre	  feet	  per	  year	  from	  its	  various	  supply	  sources.	  	  Future	  
agreements	  may	  increase	  the	  City’s	  available	  water	  supply	  to	  over	  49,500	  acre	  feet	  per	  year.	  	  	  

In	   recent	   years,	   demand	   for	  potable	  water	   in	   the	  City	  of	  Tracy	  has	  been	   trending	  downward.	  	  
The	  2010	  total	  water	  demand	   in	   the	  City	  was	  16,603	  afy.	   	  The	  addition	  of	   the	  project’s	  water	  
demand	  would	   not	   exceed	   the	   City’s	   available	  water	   supply.	   	   The	   City’s	  water	   treatment	   and	  
conveyance	   infrastructure	   is	   adequate	   to	   serve	   existing	   demand,	   in	   addition	   to	   the	   demand	  
created	  by	   the	  proposed	  project.	   	   This	   is	   a	   less	   than	   significant	   impact	   and	  no	  mitigation	   is	  
required.	  	  	  	  

Responses	  c):	  Less	  than	  Significant.	  Development	  of	  the	  project	  site	  would	  place	  impervious	  
surfaces	  throughout	  much	  of	  the	  47.1-‐acre	  project	  site.	  Development	  of	  the	  project	  site	  would	  
potentially	  increase	  local	  runoff	  production,	  and	  would	  introduce	  constituents	  into	  storm	  water	  
that	  are	  typically	  associated	  with	  urban	  runoff.	  	  These	  constituents	  include	  heavy	  metals	  (such	  
as	   lead,	   zinc,	   and	   copper)	   and	   petroleum	   hydrocarbons.	   	   Best	  management	   practices	   (BMPs)	  
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will	   be	   applied	   to	   the	   proposed	   site	   development	   to	   limit	   the	   concentrations	   of	   these	  
constituents	  in	  any	  site	  runoff	  that	  is	  discharged	  into	  downstream	  facilities	  to	  acceptable	  levels.	  	  

As	  described	  above	  under	  the	  Hydrology	  and	  Water	  Quality	  Section,	  new	  development	  projects	  
in	   the	   City	   of	   Tracy	   are	   required	   to	   provide	   site-‐specific	   storm	   drainage	   solutions	   and	  
improvements	   that	   are	   consistent	   with	   the	   overall	   storm	   drainage	   infrastructure	   approach	  
presented	  in	  the	  2012	  City	  of	  Tracy	  Citywide	  Storm	  Drainage	  Master	  Plan.	  	  Prior	  to	  approval	  of	  
the	   Final	   Map,	   the	   project	   applicant	   is	   required	   to	   submit	   a	   detailed	   storm	   drainage	  
infrastructure	   plan	   to	   the	   City	   of	   Tracy	   Development	   Services	   Department	   for	   review	   and	  
approval.	   	   The	   project’s	   storm	   drainage	   infrastructure	   plans	   must	   demonstrate	   adequate	  
infrastructure	  capacity	  to	  collect	  and	  direct	  all	  stormwater	  generated	  on	  the	  project	  site	  within	  
onsite	   retention/detention	   facilities	   to	   the	  City’s	  existing	   stormwater	  conveyance	  system,	  and	  
demonstrate	  that	  the	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  on-‐	  or	  off-‐site	  flooding	  impacts.	  	  The	  project	  is	  
also	  required	   to	  pay	  all	  applicable	  development	   impact	   fees,	  which	  would	   include	   funding	   for	  
offsite	   Citywide	   storm	   drainage	   infrastructure	   improvements	   identified	   in	   the	   2012	   City	   of	  
Tracy	   Citywide	   Storm	   Drainage	   Master	   Plan.	   	   The	   development	   of	   an	   onsite	   storm	   drainage	  
system,	   the	   payment	   of	   all	   applicable	   fees,	   and	   the	   implementation	   of	   Requirement	   8	  would	  
ensure	  that	  this	  impact	  is	  less	  than	  significant.	  	  	  

Responses	   f)	   and	   g):	   Less	   than	   Significant.	   The	   City	   of	   Tracy	   has	   an	   exclusive	   franchise	  
agreement	   with	   Tracy	   Disposal	   Service	   for	   solid	   waste	   collection	   and	   disposal	   and	   recycling	  
collection.	   Solid	  waste	   is	   collected	   and	   taken	   to	   the	   40-‐acre	   Tracy	  Material	   Recovery	   Facility	  
(MRF)	  and	  Transfer	  Station	  on	  South	  MacArthur	  Drive	  before	  being	  sent	  to	  the	  Foothill	  Sanitary	  
landfill,	  48	  miles	  northeast	  of	  Tracy,	  off	  of	  Shelton	  Road	  east	  of	  Linden,	  California.	  The	  MRF	  is	  
operated	   by	   Tracy	   Material	   Recovery	   and	   Solid	   Waste	   Transfer,	   Inc.,	   and	   has	   capacity	   of	  
approximately	  1,000	  tons	  per	  day,	  but	  averages	  approximately	  350	  tons	  per	  day,	  of	  which	  85	  
percent	  is	  generated	  in	  Tracy.	  Approximately	  175,000	  tons	  of	  solid	  waste	  is	  generated	  in	  Tracy	  
each	  year,	  of	  which	  approximately	  27	  percent	  is	  residential	  garbage.	  	  

The	   approximately	   800-‐acre	   Foothill	   landfill,	   owned	   by	   San	   Joaquin	   County,	   is	   the	   primary	  
disposal	   facility	   accepting	   the	   City’s	   solid	   waste.	   The	   Foothill	   landfill	   receives	   approximately	  
810	   tons	   per	   day.	   The	   landfill	   is	   permitted	   to	   accept	   up	   to	   1,500	   tons	   per	   day,	   and	   has	   a	  
permitted	   capacity	   of	   51	   million	   tons,	   of	   which	   approximately	   45	   million	   tons	   of	   capacity	  
remains.	   It	   is	   estimated	   that	   the	   Foothill	   landfill	  will	   have	   the	   capacity	   to	   accept	   solid	  waste	  
from	  the	  City	  of	  Tracy	  until	  2054.	  	  

The	   proposed	   project	   would	   not	   generate	   significant	   volumes	   of	   solid	   waste,	   beyond	   levels	  
normally	   found	   in	   residential	   developments.	   	   The	   proposed	   project	   would	   not	   generate	  
hazardous	   waste	   or	   waste	   other	   than	   common	   household	   solid	   waste.	   	   As	   described	   above,	  
there	  is	  adequate	  landfill	  capacity	  to	  serve	  the	  proposed	  project.	  	  This	  is	  a	  less	  than	  significant	  
impact.	  	  	  
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XVIII.	  MANDATORY	  FINDINGS	  OF	  SIGNIFICANCE	  --	  

	  
Potentially	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  with	  
Mitigation	  

Incorporation	  

Less	  Than	  
Significant	  
Impact	  

No	  
Impact	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

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

	   	   X	   	  

RESPONSES	  TO	  CHECKLIST	  QUESTIONS	  
Responses	  a),	  b),	  c):	  Less	  than	  Significant.	   	  As	  described	  throughout	  the	  analysis	  above,	  the	  
proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  any	  significant	  impacts	  to	  the	  environment	  that	  cannot	  be	  
mitigated	   to	   a	   less	   than	   significant	   level	   through	   the	   application	   of	   uniformly	   applied	  
development	  policies	  and/or	  standards.	  	  The	  proposed	  project	  is	  required	  to	  implement	  a	  range	  
of	   standard	   and	   uniformly	   applied	   development	   policies	   and	   standards,	   most	   of	   which	   are	  
identified	  in	  the	  Tracy	  General	  Plan	  or	  various	  infrastructure	  master	  plans,	  which	  would	  reduce	  
any	   potentially	   significant	   impacts	   to	   a	   less	   than	   significant	   level.	   	   The	   cumulative	   impacts	  
associated	  with	  development	  of	  the	  project	  were	  considered,	  analyzed	  and	  disclosed	  in	  the	  City	  
of	   Tracy	   General	   Plan	   and	   General	   Plan	   EIR.	   	   On	   February	   1,	   2011	   the	   Tracy	   City	   Council	  
adopted	   a	   Statement	   of	   Overriding	   Considerations	   (Resolution	   2011-‐028)	   for	   all	   significant	  
impacts	  associated	  with	  buildout	  of	  the	  Tracy	  General	  Plan.	  	  The	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  any	  
cumulative	  impacts	  that	  were	  not	  contemplated	  in	  the	  General	  Plan	  EIR.	  	  The	  project	  would	  not	  
result	   in	   any	   peculiar	   site-‐specific	   impacts,	   impacts	   to	   biological	   resources	   or	   impacts	   to	  
cultural	  and/or	  historical	  resources.	  	  These	  are	  less	  than	  significant	  impacts.	  	  	  

	  
	  



RESOLUTION________ 
 

APPROVING A CONCEPT, PRELIMINARY AND FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND A 
VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVSION MAP FOR A 252-LOT RESIDENTIAL 

SUBDIVISION, KNOWN AS KAGEHIRO PHASE 3, LOCATED AT THE SOUTHEAST 
CORNER OF CORRAL HOLLOW ROAD AND KAGEHIRO DRIVE, ASSESSOR’S 

PARCEL NUMBER 242-040-36, APPLICATION NUMBERS PUD13-0001  
AND TSM12-0001 

 
 WHEREAS, The subject property is a portion of the 141-acre Kagehiro property that 
was annexed to the City of Tracy on January 17, 1997; and  
 

WHEREAS, The subject property consists of a 47.1-acre parcel located at the 
southeast corner of Kagehiro Drive and Corral Hollow Road (Assessor’s Parcel Number 
242-040-36); and 
 

WHEREAS, Corral Hollow Development, LLC submitted applications for a Concept, 
Preliminary and Final Development Plan  and a Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map to create 
252 residential lots for single-family homes with an overall density of approximately 5.3 
dwelling units per gross acre (Application Numbers PUD13-0001 and TSM12-0001); and 

 
WHEREAS, The proposed Concept, Preliminary and Final Development Plan is 

consistent with the General Plan designation of Residential Low, including the density range 
of 2.1 to 5.8 dwelling units per gross acre; and 

 
   WHEREAS, The proposed Concept, Preliminary and Final Development Plan, 

including the site plan and architectural renderings, are in compliance with the City’s Design 
Goals and Standards because they have incorporated significant variation between floor 
plans and elevations, deemphasized the garages, used architectural features on all four 
sides of each house, and provided ample mix and frequency of each house type; and 
 
 WHEREAS, The proposed Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map is consistent with the 
General Plan, and Title 12, the Subdivision Ordinance, of the Tracy Municipal Code.  The 
General Plan designation of the property is Residential Low, which provides for a density 
range of 2.1 to 5.8 dwelling units per acre; and 

 
WHEREAS, The site is physically suitable for the type of development, as the site, 

once graded, will be virtually flat and the characteristically high clay content of Tracy’s soils 
may require amendments and treatment for proposed landscaping, foundations, and other 
surface and utility work.  The physical qualities of the property make it suitable for 
residential development in accordance with City standards, and 

 
WHEREAS, The site is physically suitable for the proposed density of development.  

Traffic circulation is designed in accordance with City standards for the proposed density to 
ensure adequate traffic service levels are met; and 
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WHEREAS, The design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements will not 
cause substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife 
or their habitat; and    

 
WHEREAS, The design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will not 

conflict with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access through or use of, 
property within the proposed subdivision; and 

 
WHEREAS, The project complies with all other applicable ordinances, regulations 

and guidelines of the City, including but not limited to, the local floodplain ordinance.  The 
subject property is not located within any floodplain and the project, with conditions, will 
meet all applicable City design and improvement standards; and 

 
WHEREAS, All the public facilities necessary to serve the subdivision will be in place 

prior to the issuance of building permits.  All the public facilities necessary to serve the 
subdivision or mitigate the impacts created by the subdivision will be assured through a 
subdivision improvement agreement prior to the approval of a final map; and 

 
WHEREAS, Notwithstanding the vested rights this vesting map is entitled to under 

the provisions of the Subdivision Map Act, the applicant has expressly requested that the 
project be subject to those applicable fees anticipated to be adopted by the City Council to 
implement the Citywide Master Plans.  These fees will relate to: water, recycled water, 
waste water, storm drainage, roadways, parks, public facilities and public safety.  Therefore, 
pursuant to Government Code sections 66474.2(c) and 66498.4, the project will be subject 
to such fees; and 

 
 WHEREAS, The project is consistent with the Residential Low designation and 
density requirements of the General Plan, for which an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
was certified on February 1, 2011, and as described in the CEQA 15183 Analysis 
(Attachment H of Planning Commission staff report dated July 24, 2013), all cumulative and 
offsite impacts associated with development and buildout of the project were fully 
addressed in the General Plan EIR and there are no site specific or peculiar impacts 
associated with the project that cannot be substantially mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level through the application of uniformly applied standards and policies that would be 
applied to the project, and therefore, in accordance with California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15183, no further environmental assessment is required; 
and  
 

WHEREAS, Approval of the Concept, Preliminary and Final Development Plan and 
the Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map shall be effective only upon the effective date of the 
Ordinance rezoning the subject property to Planned Unit Development; and 

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission conducted a public hearing to review and 
consider the project on July 24, 2013 and recommended City Council approval; and

 
WHEREAS, The City Council conducted a public hearing to review and consider the 

project on August 20, 2013; 
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 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That City Council approve the Concept, 
Preliminary and Final Development Plan, and approve the Vesting Tentative Subdivision 
Map for a 252-lot residential subdivision, known as Kagehiro Phase 3, located at the 
southeast corner of Corral Hollow Road and Kagehiro Drive, Assessor’s Parcel Number 
242-040-36, Application Numbers PUD13-0001 and TSM12-0001, subject to conditions 
stated in Exhibit “1” attached and made part hereof. 
 
 The foregoing Resolution ________was adopted by the City Council on the 20th day 
of August, 2013, by the following vote: 
 
 
AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
NOES: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
 
 

______________________ 
      MAYOR 
 
ATTEST: 
  
 
_______________________ 
CITY CLERK 
 
  
 



  Exhibit 1 

 
Conditions of Approval for Kagehiro Phase 3 

252-lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map and  
Concept/Preliminary/Final Development Plan 

Application Numbers TSM12-0001 and PUD13-0001 
(Revised following the Planning Commission meeting on July 24, 2013) 

(Revisions are shown in italics)  
 

These Conditions of Approval shall apply to the real property described as Kagehiro 
Phase 3, a 252-lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map and Preliminary/Final 
Development Plan, located on approximately 47.1 acres at the southeast corner of 
Corral Hollow Road and Kagehiro Drive, Assessor’s Parcel Number 242-040-36, 
Application Numbers TSM 12-0001 and PUD13-0001. 

 
A.  The following definitions shall apply to these Conditions of Approval: 

 
1. “Applicant” means any person, or other legal entity, defined as a “Developer”. 
 
2. “City Engineer” means the City Engineer of the City of Tracy, or any other 

duly licensed engineer designated by the City Manager, or the Public Works 
Director, or the City Engineer to perform the duties set forth herein. 

 
3. “City Regulations” means all written laws, rules, and policies established by 

the City, including those set forth in the City of Tracy General Plan, the Tracy 
Municipal Code, ordinances, resolutions, policies, procedures, and the City’s 
Design Documents (including the Standard Plans, Standard Specifications, 
Design Standards, and relevant Public Facility Master Plans). The application 
of the City Regulations to the Project shall be governed by Chapter 4.5 of the 
Subdivision Map Act (Gov. Code Sections 66498.1-66498.9).  However, 
notwithstanding the vested rights secured by the above referenced sections, 
pursuant to Government Code sections 66474.2(c) and 66498.4, the 
Subdivider has expressly requested that the Project be subject to those 
applicable fees anticipated to be adopted by the City Council to implement 
the Citywide Master Plans.  These fees will relate to:  water, recycled water, 
wastewater, storm drainage, roadways, parks, public facilities and public 
safety.  Therefore, the Project will be subject to such fees at the time they are 
adopted by the City Council.  For the purposes of these Conditions of 
Approval, these fees are referred to as “development impact fees.” 

 
4. “Development Services Director” means the Development Services Director 

of the City of Tracy, or any other person designated by the City Manager or 
the Development Services Director to perform the duties set forth herein. 

 
5. “Conditions of Approval” shall mean the conditions of approval applicable to 

the Kagehiro Phase 3 project, a 252-lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map 
and Preliminary/Final Development Plan, Application Numbers TSM12-0001 
and PUD13-0001.  The Conditions of Approval shall specifically include all 
Development Services Department Conditions set forth herein. 

 
6.  “Project” means Kagehiro Phase 3, a 252-lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision 

Map and Preliminary/Final Development Plan, Application Numbers TSM 12-
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0001 and PUD13-0001, consisting of approximately 47.1 acres of real 
property, located at the southeast corner of Corral Hollow Road and Kagehiro 
Drive, Assessor’s Parcel Number 242-040-36. 

 
7.  “Property” means the 47.1 acres of real property located at the southeast 

corner of Corral Hollow Road and Kagehiro Drive, Assessor’s Parcel Number 
242-040-36. 

 
8. “Subdivider” means any person, or other legal entity, who applies to the City 

to divide or cause to be divided real property within the Project boundaries, or 
who applies to the City to develop or improve any portion of the real property 
within the Project boundaries.  “Subdivider” also means the Developer.  The 
term “Subdivider” shall include all successors in interest. 

 
B. Planning Division Conditions of Approval 

 
1. The Developer shall comply with all laws (federal, state, and local) related to the 

development of real property within the Project, including, but not limited to: the 
Planning and Zoning Law (Government Code sections 65000, et seq.), the 
Subdivision Map Act (Government Code sections 66410, et seq.), the California 
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code sections 21000, et seq., 
“CEQA”), and the Guidelines for California Environmental Quality Act (California 
Administrative Code, title 14, sections 15000, et seq., “CEQA Guidelines”). 

 
2. Unless specifically modified by these Conditions of Approval, the Project shall 

comply with all City Regulations.   
 

3. Unless specifically modified by these Conditions of Approval, the Developer shall 
comply with all applicable mitigation measures identified in the General Plan 
Environmental Impact Report, dated February 11, 2011. 
 

4. Pursuant to Government Code Section 66020, including Section 66020 (d)(1), 
the City HEREBY NOTIFIES the Developer that the 90-day approval period (in 
which the Developer may protest the imposition of any fees, dedications, 
reservations, or other exactions imposed on this Project by these Conditions of 
Approval) has begun on the date of the conditional approval of this Project, or 
upon the date that the amounts of the fees or exactions are finalized and 
imposed on the Project.  If the Developer fails to file a protest within this 90-day 
period, complying with all of the requirements of Government Code Section 
66020, the Developer will be legally barred from later challenging any such fees, 
dedications, reservations or other exactions. 
 

5. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the Developer shall document 
compliance with all applicable school mitigation requirements consistent with City 
Council standards and obtain certificate of compliance from Tracy Unified School 
District for each new residential building permit.   
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6. Prior to the recordation of each Final Map, the Subdivider shall show public utility 
easements necessary to accommodate the needs of local utility providers in 
accordance with City standards, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 
 

7. Prior to approval of the first Final Map, the Developer shall obtain approval of all 
street names from the Development Services Department.  At least one street 
shall be named after a deceased veteran in accordance with City Council 
Resolution Number 87-041. 
 

8. All Final Maps shall be consistent with the Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map 
received by the Development Services Department on July 1, 2013, unless 
modified herein. 
 

9. Except as modified herein, the residential architecture, site plan, and floor plans 
shall be consistent with the Preliminary/ Final Development Plan, including the 
architectural packet, received by the Development Services Department on July 
2, 2013, to the satisfaction of the Development Services Director.   
 

10. The development standards for the 252 lots shall comply with the Kagehiro 
Phase 3 Planned Unit Development (PUD) Zoning Regulations received by the 
Development Services Department on July 17, 2013, to the satisfaction of the 
Development Services Director. 
 

11. Prior to the issuance of each building permit for a particular group of lots, the 
Developer shall specify the house type (i.e. floor plan type and elevation type) for 
each particular lot (i.e. within that group of lots) in a manner that achieves a 
sufficient mix and variety in the streetscape view, such that there shall be no 
approvals of the same floor plan type used on three consecutive lots, and no 
approvals of the same floor plan type and same elevation type used on two 
consecutive lots.  At least 20% of the houses shall have garage doors which are 
setback a minimum of thirty (30) feet from the front property line.  Additionally, 
the overall mix of houses used in the subdivision should fit within the parameters 
set forth below: 
 

a. The Plan 1 floor plan (one story) shall be used on not less than 15% of 
the lots nor on more than 25% of the Lots.  Each of the Plan 2 through 6 
floor plans shall be used on not less than 9% of the lots nor on more than 
22% of the lots. 
 

b. Each elevation type for each floor plan shall be used on not less than 
10% of the particular floor plan lots nor on more than 30% of the same 
particular floor plan lots. 

 
12. The Developer shall comply with all project requirements identified in the CEQA 

Analysis/Environmental Checklist for the Kagehiro Phase 3 Project.   
 



Kagehiro Phase 3 Project 
252-lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map and 
Preliminary/Final Development Plan 
Application Numbers TSM12-0001 and PUD13-0001 
Page 4 
 

13. The Developer shall comply with all applicable requirements of the San Joaquin 
Valley Air Pollution Control District (APCD), including District Rule 9510, 
Regulation VIII, and payment of all applicable fees. 
 

14. The Developer shall comply with all applicable provisions of the San Joaquin 
County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan, including 
Incidental Take Minimization Measures applicable at the time of permit, a pre-
construction survey prior to ground disturbance, and payment of all applicable 
fees, to the satisfaction of San Joaquin Council of Governments. 
 

15. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Developer shall provide proof of 
compliance with the Construction General Permit through a Waste Discharge ID 
number or Notice of Intent submittal; and provide proof of compliance with the 
City of Tracy Manual of Stormwater Quality Control Standards for New 
Development and Redevelopment (Manual), which includes the requirements for 
Site Design, Source and Treatment Control Measures, in a project Stormwater 
Quality Control Plan (SWQCP), to the satisfaction of the Public Works Director or 
his/her designee.  Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Developer shall 
provide proof of compliance with CalGreen Building Standards for Residential 
Properties, to the satisfaction of the Public Works Director or his/her 
designee.   Prior to building permit final inspection, a Storm Water Treatment 
Device Access and Maintenance Agreement must be approved and notarized 
between the Developer and the City, to the satisfaction of the Public Works 
Director or his/her designee. 

16. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the Developer shall prepare a detailed 
landscape and irrigation plan for all landscape areas (e.g. back yards, front 
yards, and public right of way) consistent with City standards and shall show 
compliance with the State’s (Department of Water Resources) model Water 
Efficient Landscape Ordinance and mandatory CalGreen Building Standards for 
Residential Properties through submittal and approval of the required Landscape 
Package, which includes project information, a water efficient landscape 
worksheet, a soil management report and Landscape, Irrigation, Drainage and 
Grading Plans, to the satisfaction of the Public Works Director or his/her 
designee. 

 
17. Prior to approval of each Final Map, the Developer shall submit improvement 

plans that demonstrate compliance with current California Fire Code regulations, 
including the maximum separation between fire hydrants of 500 feet.  
 

18. Approval of the Concept, Preliminary and Final Development Plan and the 
Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map shall be effective only upon the effective date 
of the Ordinance rezoning the subject property to Planned Unit Development.  
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C. Engineering Division Conditions of Approval 
 

C.1. Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map 
Prior to signature of the Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map (Tentative 
Subdivision Map) by the City Engineer, the Subdivider shall comply with the 
requirements set forth in this section, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.  

 
 C.1.1.  Revise the Tentative Subdivision Map to change the street names 

“Kagehiro Court” to “Remedios Cantos Drive”, and Street “F” to 
“Aurora Astorga Drive”.  

 
  C.1.2. Revise the Tentative Subdivision Map to show 1-foot wide reserve 

street dedications and restricted access to Corral Hollow Road for 
Lots 238 through 248. 

 
 C.1.3. Submit one (1) reproducible copy of the approved tentative 

subdivision map for the Project within ten (10) days after Subdivider’s 
receipt of notification of approval of the tentative subdivision map. The 
owner of the Property must sign the Tentative Subdivision Map. 

 
 C.1.4. Revise the Tentative Subdivision Map to show the proposed masonry 

wall along the south side of Kagehiro Drive between Corral Hollow 
Road and Lotus Way. 

 
 C.1.5. Revise the Tentative Subdivision Map to show the street extension of 

Mia Way from Kagehiro Drive to Street “E” and the realignment of 
Street “D”.  

 
C.2. Final Map  

In order to construct improvements to create sewer conveyance and 
wastewater treatment plant capacity for the Project area, prior to the submittal 
of the Final Map or on March 1, 2014, whichever occurs first, the Subdivider 
shall enter into an agreement with the City for the advance payment of the 
estimated fee amount for sewer conveyance and wastewater treatment in 
accordance with the Citywide Wastewater Facilities Master Plan, which is 
estimated to be $2,373,963.48 (or 252 lots multiplied by $9,420.49 per lot). 
 
This advance payment will be reconciled with the actual sewer development 
fees to be adopted by the City, prior to the issuance of the building permit of 
the first residential building to be constructed on the Property. The Subdivider 
will be required to pay additional sewer development impact fees, if the actual 
sewer development impact fees are higher than the advance payment as 
described above. If actual sewer development impact fees are lower than the 
advance payment, the Subdivider will receive refund of the overpaid sewer 
development impact fees within ten (10) working days from the date of 
adoption of the sewer development impact fees. 
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The City will allow the map submittal of the First Final Map or multiple final 
map(s), and make available sewer conveyance and wastewater treatment plant 
capacity for the first 151 residential lots within the Tentative Subdivision Map 
area. Subsequent final map applications beyond 151 lots will be accepted and 
reviewed for technical accuracy but will not be approved by the City until the 
Corral Hollow Sewer Conveyance Downstream Improvements (known as 
“Choke Points”) are completed by the City. 
 
In addition to the requirements above, no final map within the Project 
boundaries will be approved by the City until the Subdivider demonstrates, to 
the satisfaction of the City Engineer, compliance with all required Conditions of 
Approval, including, but not limited to, the following: 
 
C.2.1. The Subdivider has completed all the requirements set forth in this 

section, and Condition C.1., above. 
 
C.2.2. The final map prepared in accordance with the Subdivision 

Ordinance, the City Design Documents, and in substantial 
conformance with the Tentative Subdivision Map for the Project. 

   
C.2.3. The Subdivider has obtained the approval of all other public agencies 

with jurisdiction over the required public facilities. 
 

C.2.4. The Final Map shall include dedications or offers of dedication of all 
right(s)-of-way and/or easement(s) required to serve the Project 
described by the Final Map, in accordance with City Regulations and 
these Conditions of Approval. 

 
C.2.5. Improvement Plans for the subdivision improvements and public 

facilities that are required to serve the Property or lots described by 
the Final Map in accordance with City Regulations, these Conditions 
of Approval and Condition C.3., below.  

 
C.2.6. Dedicate a 10 feet wide Public Utility Easement (PUE) along the lot 

frontages for the installation, use, operation, repair and maintenance 
of other public utilities such as electric, telephone, cable TV, gas and 
others. 

 
C.2.7. Horizontal and vertical control for the Project shall be based upon the 

City of Tracy coordinate system and at least three 2nd order Class 1 
control points establishing the "Basis of Bearing" and shown as such 
on the final map.  The final map shall also identify surveyed ties from 
two of the control points to a minimum of two separate points adjacent 
to or within the property described by the Final Map. 
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C.2.8. A detailed construction phasing plan showing the limits and logical 
sequence of construction of street and utilities improvements.  The 
construction phasing plan shall clearly identify the improvements to be 
constructed with each construction phase of the Project.     

 
C.2.9. A construction cost estimate of subdivision improvements and all the 

required public facilities, prepared in accordance with City 
Regulations. Use and add ten percent (10%) for construction 
contingencies. 

 
C.2.10. The improvement plans for subdivision improvements as required in 

Condition C.3., below. All the required improvement agreements are 
executed, improvement security is submitted and documentation of 
insurance are provided, as required by these Conditions of Approval 
and Condition C.11., below. The amounts of improvement security 
shall be approved by the City and the form of improvement security 
shall be in accordance with the Tracy Municipal Code. 

 
C.2.11. The Subdivider shall participate in any applicable Benefit Districts, 

Assessment Districts, or sub-regional reimbursement areas, in 
accordance with City Regulations. 

 
 

C.2.12. All public facilities that are required to serve the proposed 
development within the final map boundaries, including water 
distribution, sewer conveyance, and water and wastewater treatment 
capacities have been financially assured by the Subdivider, except as 
provided on Condition C.2., above. The Subdivider acknowledges that 
complex planning and financing are involved in providing the public 
facilities required to serve the Property. Such public facilities are not 
available now.  The City will make reasonable efforts to facilitate the 
necessary planning, but cannot and does not guarantee that sufficient 
public facilities, and the resulting capacity, will be available before 
expiration of the Tentative Map for this Project (under Government 
Code Section 66452.6 and relevant City Regulations). 

 
C.2.13. The Subdivider shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the City 

Engineer, and a finding made by the City Engineer that City’s water 
facilities (capacities at the treatment plant and distribution or 
transmission lines) are adequate to meet Project’s water flow 
demands, and is consistent with the City's Water Facilities Master 
Plan.  The Subdivider shall pay the costs of analysis by City 
consultants required to make such finding, if necessary. 

 
C.3. Improvement Plans 

The Improvement Plans that are required in this section shall contain the 
design and construction details of street and utilities improvements on Corral 
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Hollow Road, and all subdivision improvements that are required to serve the 
Project. The Improvement Plans shall consist of the Grading and Drainage 
Plans, Irrigation and Landscaping Plans, Composite and Joint Utility Trench 
Plans, Street Lighting Plan, Retaining Wall Plans, In-tract and Off-tract 
Improvement Plans, Signing and Striping Plans, Storm Water Management 
Plans, and others. The Improvement Plans shall be prepared to satisfy all the 
design requirements specified on Conditions C.4., C.5., C.6., and C.7., below, 
the City Regulations and these Conditions of Approval. Improvement Plans to 
be signed by the City Engineer must be provided on a 4-mil thick 24” x 36” size 
polyester film (mylar) and prepared under the supervision of, and stamped and 
signed by a Registered Civil Engineer. Prior to obtaining the City Engineer’s 
signature on the Improvement Plans, all the requirements set forth in this 
section shall be completed, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, including 
but not limited to, the following: 

 
C.3.1. The Subdivider has completed all the requirements set forth in this 

section, and Conditions C.1., and C.2., above. 
 
C.3.2. The Subdivider has obtained written approval and signature from the 

Chief Building Official and Fire Safety Officer on the Improvement 
Plans as required in Condition C.6.2., below. 

 
C.4. Street Improvements 

 
 C.4.1. The Subdivider’s responsibility towards frontage improvements on 

Corral Hollow Road shall include the design and construction of street 
and utilities improvements including but not limited to, concrete curb 
and gutter, concrete sidewalk, landscaping with automatic irrigation 
system (Motorola Controller), asphalt concrete pavement, signing and 
striping, street lights, fire hydrant, and other improvements determined 
by the City Engineer that are necessary to provide a safe transition 
from the existing roadway to an improved and wider roadway section 
which include the application of 2” inches thick asphalt concrete 
overlay on the entire width of the travel lane for the existing 
northbound and southbound Corral Hollow Road, and other 
improvements such as guardrail and barricade and appropriate traffic 
sign where necessary, asphalt concrete paving, and pavement 
marking and signing for creating a pavement transition. In order to 
maintain existing grades of pavement crown and cross slope, the top 
2 inches of the existing pavement must be removed by grinding.   

 
The Subdivider is also required to design and construct roadway 
improvements at the intersection of Corral Hollow Road and Kagehiro 
Drive. The intersection improvements include but not limited to, 
modification of the southern end of the existing raised median on 
Corral Hollow Road north of Kagehiro Drive, to provide for an 
exclusive left-turn lane on Corral Hollow Road for eastbound Kagehiro 



Kagehiro Phase 3 Project 
252-lot Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map and 
Preliminary/Final Development Plan 
Application Numbers TSM12-0001 and PUD13-0001 
Page 9 
 

Drive. The exclusive left-turn lane shall not be less than 12 feet wide, 
and shall have a vehicle storage length of 120 feet (90 feet bay taper 
length per Caltrans standards).  
 
The final configuration, length, and grade of the modified raised 
median will be determined during the design of improvements on 
Corral Hollow Road. Landscaping improvements and automatic 
irrigation system to be installed within the modified raised median on 
Corral Hollow Road shall be in accordance with City Regulations. The 
type, size and spacing of street trees shall be determined during the 
preparation of Improvement Plans. The area or extent and location 
where hand-placed and grouted cobblestone will be installed will be 
determined by the City Engineer during the improvement plan review 
process. 

 
 After the construction of the intersection improvements described 

above, the traffic movements at Kagehiro Drive / Corral Hollow Road 
will be restricted to “right-turn in”, “right-turn out”, and “left-turn in” 
only. 

 
 The Subdivider shall design and construct a masonry wall along the 

Property’s frontage on Corral Hollow Road and on the south side of 
Kagehiro Drive between Corral Hollow Road and Lotus Way in 
accordance with City Regulations. The masonry wall on Corral Hollow 
Road and Kagehiro Drive will be considered a public improvement 
which will be maintained by the City’s Landscape Maintenance District 
(TLMD).The masonry wall including its column and wall footings shall 
be constructed within the area that will be dedicated to the City with 
the first final map. The masonry wall shall be designed and 
constructed in accordance with City Regulations.  

 
 The Subdivider is responsible for acquiring all rights-of-way and/or 

easements, if necessary, all at the Subdivider’s sole cost and 
expense, which are necessary to complete the improvements 
described above. 

 
 The Subdivider shall obtain permit(s) and /or permission(s) for work 

that are located on private property(s) including the West Side 
Irrigation District (WSID), if necessary, and pay all costs associated 
with obtaining the permit(s) and/ or permission(s). 

 
All the improvements that are described under this section shall be 
completed by the Subdivider, prior to final inspection of the first 
residential building to be constructed within the Property, all at the 
Subdivider’s sole cost and expense. 
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C.4.2. The City’s Traffic Section will monitor traffic conditions at various 
locations within the Eastgate and Muirfield subdivisions by conducting 
volume counts and speed study (warrant analysis) when necessary as 
determined by the City Engineer. Prior to the approval of the First 
Final Map, the City will perform a warrant analysis based on the 
“Existing Traffic Condition” within these two subdivisions specifically 
on Kagehiro Drive and Starflower Drive, to determine if additional 
traffic calming sign(s) such as speed limit sign(s), and stop sign(s) are 
needed on these locations. If determined by warrant analysis that 
traffic calming signs are needed, the City will install the appropriate 
traffic signs after obtaining City Council’s approval. 

  
 If traffic calming signs are not needed on the “Existing Traffic 

Condition” as determined by the warrant analysis, the City will 
continue to monitor traffic conditions on these two subdivisions. It is 
anticipated that development of the Kagehiro Subdivision will create 
an increase in traffic volumes on certain streets within these two 
subdivisions. In order to guarantee the Project’s obligation towards 
installing traffic calming sign(s) as a result of traffic increase 
generated by the Project, the Subdivider will be required to deliver a 
cash deposit in the amount of $22,000, prior to the approval of the 
First Final Map. The cash deposit will include the cost of performing 
four (4) traffic sign warrant analyses and installing the appropriate 
traffic sign(s). The City shall complete the warrant analyses, prior to 
performing final inspection of the 25th, 50th, 100th, and 151th residential 
buildings to be constructed within the Property. If the actual cost of the 
warrant analyses and traffic sign(s) is more than the cash deposit, the 
Subdivider shall pay the cost difference within fifteen working (15) 
days from the date of written notice from the City Engineer. The 
unused portion of the cash deposit will be refunded to the Subdivider 
after the issuance of the 252nd building permit. 

 
C.4.3.  Pavement markings and traffic signs shall be constructed in 

accordance with City Regulations. Pavement design shall be based 
on State of California "R" value method, using Traffic Indices specified 
in the Design Standards, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The 
street longitudinal grade on any street shall be more than 0.30%.  
Street crown shall have a minimum slope of 2%. Valley gutters shall 
not be used to provide drainage across any through street or through 
intersections.  All traffic control devices, including stop signs, speed 
limit signs, street name signs, legends and striping shall be installed in 
accordance with the detailed striping and signing plan prepared by the 
Subdivider and approved by the City Engineer. The Subdivider shall 
design and install street lights in accordance with City Regulations 
and at the locations approved by the City Engineer, and per the 
detailed street lighting plan approved by the City Engineer. 
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C.5. Sanitary Sewer Facilities 
 

C.5.1. The Subdivider shall design and install sanitary sewer facilities 
including the Project’s sewer connection in accordance with City 
Regulations and utility improvement plans approved by the City 
Engineer.  The Subdivider is hereby notified that the City will not 
provide maintenance of the sewer lateral within the public right-of-way 
unless the sewer cleanout is located and constructed in conformance 
with Standard Plan No. 203. The City’s responsibility to maintain on 
the sewer lateral is from the wye fitting to the point of connection with 
the sewer main. 

 
C.6. Water System Facilities 
 

C6.1. Domestic water service shall be installed in accordance with City 
Regulations and the utility improvement plans approved by the City 
Engineer. City’s responsibility to maintain water lines shall be from the 
water main on the street to the back of the water meter (inclusive) 
only.  Repair and maintenance of all on-site water lines, laterals, sub-
meters, valves, fittings, fire hydrant and appurtenances shall be the 
responsibility of the Subdivider. 

 
C.6.2. The Improvement Plans shall contain the Tracy’s Chief Building 

Official and Fire Safety Officer’s signature indicating their approval on 
the Project’s fire service connection, fire and emergency vehicle 
access to the Project, and compliance of the City’s Building and 
Safety Division and the Fire Department’s fire protection related 
requirements.  Written approval from the City’s Chief Building Official 
and Fire Safety Officer required in this section shall be obtained by 
the Subdivider, prior to City Engineer’s signature on the Improvement 
Plans. 

 
 C.6.3. The Subdivider shall design and install fire hydrants within the Project 

at the locations approved by the City’s Building and Safety Division.  
 

C.6.4. The Subdivider shall coordinate with the Tracy Post Master for 
location of, and installation (by the Subdivider) of, cluster type mailbox 
units.  Design and construction criteria of the mailbox units shall 
require approval from the City Engineer. The US Postal Services is 
responsible for repairing and maintaining all cluster mailboxes located 
within City’s right-of-way. 

 
C.6.5. Prior to recordation of any final map within the Project, the Subdivider 

shall coordinate with the City and the School District(s) regarding 
vehicular and pedestrian access to schools from this residential 
development.  The Subdivider shall submit plans to the City showing 
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pedestrian routes, facilities for bus transportation and bike paths for 
approval by the City. 

 
C.6.6. The Subdivider shall abandon or remove all existing irrigation 

structures, channels and pipes as directed by the City after 
coordination with the irrigation district, if the facilities are no longer 
required for irrigation purposes.  If irrigation facilities including the tile 
drain are to remain to serve existing adjacent agricultural uses, the 
Subdivider will design, coordinate and perform required modifications 
to the facilities to the satisfaction of the affected agency and the City.  
Written permission from irrigation district or affected owner(s) will be 
required to be submitted prior to City approval of the final map(s). 

 
C.6.7. The Subdivider shall, to the satisfaction of the affected utility 

companies and the City Engineer, underground or relocate all utilities 
within the Property and along the residential lots on-site street 
frontages. The Subdivider shall submit joint utility trench plans for 
City’s review and approval.  

 
C.6.8. All engineering calculations such as the pavement design, hydrologic 

and storm drainage calculation, sanitary sewer design, water line 
design, soil report, technical specifications, and other documents 
related to the design of the subdivision improvements. 

 
C.6.9. The Subdivider shall design and install landscaping improvements 

with automatic irrigation system (Motorola or approved equivalent) on 
Corral Hollow Road and on frontage streets within the Property in 
accordance with City Regulations. Type, size, and location of 
residential street trees shall be in accordance with the City 
Regulations and the City’s Park and Parkways Design Manual. 

 
C.6.10. The Subdivider shall construct the street extension of Mia Way from 

Kagehiro Drive to the Project. The design of street and utilities 
improvements for the extension of Mia Way from Kagehiro Drive to 
the Project shall be in accordance with City Regulations. Any 
modifications to the existing improvements on Mia Way south of 
Kagehiro Drive that are necessary as determined by the City Engineer 
in order to make the street extension comply with City Regulations 
shall be the responsibility of the Subdivider. Water and sewer 
connections and access (driveway) for Lots 34 and 35 will be from 
Mia Way when the street extension is constructed. All costs 
associated with the modifications of and the street extension of Mia 
Way shall be paid by the Subdivider, with no reimbursement from the 
City. 
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C.7. Storm Drainage Facilities 
 

 C.7.1. The Subdivider shall design and install storm drainage facilities 
including the Project’s permanent storm drainage connection in 
accordance with City Regulations and the utility improvement plans 
approved by the City Engineer. 

 
C.7.2. The Project’s on-site storm drainage system and site grading shall be 

designed such that the Project has a functional overland storm 
drainage release point.  The purpose of the overland storm drainage 
release point is to provide a low spot or an area where water leaves 
the Project site and drains directly to an improved public street with a 
functional storm drain system, in the event the on-site storm drainage 
system fails to function or it is clogged. The building finish floor is 
recommended to be at least 0.70 feet higher than the finish grade of 
the overland storm drainage release point. The Grading and Drainage 
Plans must indicate the location and elevation of the overland storm 
drainage release point and specify any improvements that may be 
necessary to create a functional overland storm drainage release 
point.  

 
C.8. Grading Permit 
 

No application for grading permit within the Project boundaries will be accepted 
by the City as complete until the Subdivider provides all documents required by 
City Regulations and these Conditions of Approval, to the satisfaction of the 
City Engineer, including but not limited to, the following: 
 
C.8.1. The Subdivider has completed all the requirements set forth in this 

section and Conditions C.1., C.2., and C.3, above. 
 
C.8.2. A Grading and Storm Drainage Plan prepared by a Registered Civil 

Engineer, and accompanied by Soils and Engineering Geology 
reports shall be submitted to the City with the Improvement Plans.  
The reports shall provide recommendations regarding adequacy of 
sites to be developed by the proposed grading and also information 
relative to the stability of soils.  Slope easements, if necessary, shall 
be recorded per City Regulations.  Prior to the issuance of the first 
building permit within the Property, the Subdivider shall submit a 
letter, signed and stamped by a Registered Geo-technical Engineer 
licensed to practice in the State of California, certifying that grading 
work, including excavation, backfilling, compacting and backfilling 
work performed by the Subdivider, meets the requirements of the 
Project’s Soils Report and was completed under the supervision of the 
Project’s Geo-technical Engineer. 
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C.8.3. All grading shall require a Grading Permit.  Erosion control measures 
shall be implemented in accordance with plans approved by the City 
Engineer for all grading work not completed before the 15th of October 
of that year.  Improvement Plans shall designate all erosion control 
methods and materials to be employed. 

 
C.8.4. Prior to the issuance of the Grading Permit, the Subdivider shall 

submit three (3) sets of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans 
(SWPPP) and a copy of the Notice of Intent (NOI) submitted to the 
State Water Quality Control Board (SWQCB) and any documentation 
or written approvals from the SWQCB, including the Wastewater 
Discharge Identification Number (WDID#). After the completion of the 
Project, the Subdivider is responsible for filing the Notice of 
Termination (NOT) required by SWQCB.  The Subdivider shall 
provide the City, a copy of the completed Notice of Termination.  Cost 
of preparing the SWPPP, NOI and NOT including the filing fee of the 
NOI and NOT shall be paid by the Subdivider. The Subdivider shall 
provide the City with the WDID#, prior to the issuance of the Grading 
Permit.  The Subdivider shall comply with all the requirements of the 
SWPPP and applicable Best Management Practices (BMPs), City’s 
Storm Water Regulations, and the City’s Storm Water Management 
Program. 

 
C.8.5. All existing on-site wells shall be abandoned in accordance with the 

City and San Joaquin County requirements.  All costs associated with 
the abandonment of existing wells including the cost of permits, if 
required, shall be the responsibility of the Subdivider.  The Subdivider 
shall provide the City documentation or copy of permit issued by the 
San Joaquin County, approving the removal or destruction of existing 
well(s), if applicable, prior to the issuance of the Grading Permit. 

 
 C.8.6. Retaining or engineered walls shall be designed and constructed 

where cuts and fills do not match existing/ final grades and if the 
difference in elevation between two adjacent lots or adjacent 
property(s) is more than 12 inches. The use of engineered slope and 
slope easement(s) is subject to approval by the City Engineer, and will 
not be allowed, if a retaining or engineered wall can mitigate the 
grading issue. 

 
C.9. Encroachment Permit 
 

No application for encroachment permit within the Project boundaries will be 
accepted by the City as complete until the Subdivider provides all documents 
required by City Regulations and these Conditions of Approval, to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer, including but not limited to, the following: 
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C.9.1. The Subdivider has completed all requirements set forth in this 
section and Conditions C.1., C.2., and C.3., above. 

 
C.9.2. Improvement Plans for installing traffic calming sign(s), as required in 

Condition C.4.2., above, if applicable. 
 
C.9.3. Payment of all applicable processing fees, including improvement 

plan check fees, encroachment and grading permits processing fees, 
testing, agreement processing fees, and engineering inspection fees, 
and other fees as required by these Conditions of Approval and City 
Regulations. 

 
C.10. Building Permit 
 

No building permit within the Project boundaries will be approved by the City 
until the Subdivider demonstrates, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, 
compliance with all required Conditions of Approval, including, but not limited 
to, the following: 
 
C.10.1. The Subdivider has completed all requirements set forth in this 

section, and Conditions C.1., C.2., C.3, and C.9., above. 
 
C.10.2. Payment of all applicable development impact fees (as defined in 

Condition A.3.), San Joaquin County Facilities Fees, Regional 
Transportation Impact Fees, Agricultural Mitigation Fees, School 
Mitigation Fees, and all fees required by these Conditions of Approval 
and City Regulations. Development impact fees are adjusted annually 
based on the Construction Cost Index (CCI) published in the 
Engineering News Record (ENR). The final development impact fees 
to be paid by the Subdivider are the development impact fees that will 
be adopted by the City Council.  

 
 In the event that the Project’s development impact fees (other than 

sewer and wastewater fees described in Condition C.2, above) are 
not adopted at the time of building permit issuance, the Subdivider 
shall enter into an agreement with the City to pay such fees. The 
Subdivider will be required to pay the difference, if the actual 
development impact fees are higher than the advance payment, or the 
City will refund overpaid development impact fees within ten (10) 
working days from the date of adoption of the development impact 
fees.  If the Project’s development impact fees are adopted by the City 
Council prior to issuance of any building permits, these adopted fees 
shall be applied to said building permits, adjusted annually as 
provided in this section. 

 
C.10.3. A letter signed and stamped by the Project’s Geo-Technical Engineer 

certifying that all grading work that were performed by the Subdivider 
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within the Project meets the requirements of the Project’s Geo-
technical/Soils Report and the recommendations of the Project’s Geo-
Technical Engineer, and that the grading work was performed under 
the direct supervision of the Project’s Geo-technical Engineer, as 
required in Condition C.8.2., above. 

  
 C.10.4. The 61st building permit application within the Project boundaries will 

not be approved by the City until the Subdivider provides and 
demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Chief Building Official and Fire 
Safety Officer that there are two (2) vehicular access points to an 
improved public street and that the locations where they are 
constructed are acceptable. 

 
 C.10.5. The applicable final map is approved by the City and recorded at the 

Office of the San Joaquin County Recorder. 
 
 C.10.6. The Subdivider shall pay Community and Neighborhood/Mini Park 

development impact fees that will be adopted by the City Council in 
lieu of dedicating the park land, and constructing the park 
improvements.  

 
C.11.  Agreements, Improvement Security, and Insurance 
 

C.11.1. Inspection Improvement Agreement - Prior to City approval of a final 
map, the Subdivider may request to proceed with construction with 
the public facilities required to serve the real property described by the 
final map only if the Subdivider satisfies all of the following 
requirements to the satisfaction of the City Engineer: 

 
a.  The Subdivider has submitted all required improvement plans in 

accordance with the requirements of City Regulations and these 
Conditions of Approval, and the improvement plans have been 
approved by the City Engineer. 

 
b.  The Subdivider has submitted a complete application for a final 

map which is served by the required public improvements, and the 
final map is in the process of being reviewed by the City. 

 
c.  The Subdivider has paid all required processing fees including 

plan check and inspection fees. 
 

d.  The Subdivider executes an Inspection Improvement Agreement, 
in substantial conformance with the City’s standard form 
agreement, by which (among other things) the Subdivider agrees to 
complete construction of all required improvements, and the 
Subdivider agrees to assume the risk that the proposed final map 
may not be approved by the City. 
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e.  The Subdivider posts all required improvement security and 

provides required evidence of insurance. 
 

C.11.2. Subdivision Improvement Agreement - Concurrently with the City’s 
processing of a final map, and prior to the City’s approval of the final 
map, the Subdivider shall execute a Subdivision Improvement 
Agreement (for the public facilities required to serve the real property 
described by the final map), which includes the Subdivider’s 
responsibility to complete all of the following requirements to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer: 

   
a.  The Subdivider has submitted all required improvement plans in 

accordance with the requirements of City Regulations and these 
Conditions of Approval, and the improvement plans have been 
approved by the City Engineer. 
 

b.  The Subdivider has submitted a complete application for a final 
map which is served by the required public improvements, and the 
final map has been approved by the City Engineer. 

 
c.  The Subdivider has paid all required processing fees including plan 

check and inspection fees. 
 

d.  The Subdivider executes a Subdivision Improvement Agreement, in 
substantial conformance with the City’s standard form agreement, 
by which (among other things) the Subdivider agrees to complete 
construction of all required improvements. 

 
e.  The Subdivider posts all required improvement security and 

evidence of insurance. 
 

C.11.3. Deferred Improvement Agreement - Prior to the City’s approval of the 
first final map within the Project, the Subdivider shall execute a 
Deferred Improvement Agreement, in substantial conformance with the 
City’s standard form agreement, by which (among other things) the 
Subdivider agrees to complete construction of all remaining public 
facilities (to the extent the public facilities are not included in the 
Subdivision Improvement Agreement) which are required by these 
Conditions of Approval.  The Deferred Improvement Agreement shall 
identify timing requirements for construction of all remaining public 
facilities, in conformance with the phasing plan submitted by the 
Subdivider and approved by the City Engineer. 

 
C.11.4. Improvement Security - The Subdivider shall provide improvement 

security for all public facilities, as required by an Inspection 
Improvement Agreement or a Subdivision Improvement Agreement.  
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The form of the improvement security may be a bond, or other form in 
accordance with City Regulations.  The amount of the improvement 
security shall be in accordance with City Regulations, generally, as 
follows:  Faithful Performance (100% of the approved estimates of the 
construction costs of public facilities), Labor & Material (100% of the 
approved estimates of the construction costs of public facilities), and 
Warranty (10% of the approved estimates of the construction costs of 
public facilities). 

 
C.11.5. Insurance - For each Inspection Improvement Agreement and 

Subdivision Improvement Agreement, the Subdivider shall provide the 
City with evidence of insurance, as follows: 

 
a.  General. The Subdivider shall, throughout the duration of the 

Agreement, maintain insurance to cover Subdivider, its agents, 
representatives, contractors, subcontractors, and employees in 
connection with the performance of services under the Agreement 
at the minimum levels set forth below. 
 

b.  Commercial General Liability (with coverage at least as broad as 
ISO form CG 00 01 01 96) coverage shall be maintained in an 
amount not less than $3,000,000 general aggregate and 
$1,000,000 per occurrence for general liability, bodily injury, 
personal injury, and property damage. 

 
c.  Automobile Liability (with coverage at least as broad as ISO form 

CA 00 01 07 97, for “any auto”) coverage shall be maintained in 
an amount not less than $1,000,000 per accident for bodily injury 
and property damage. 

 
d.  Workers’ Compensation coverage shall be maintained as required 

by the State of California. 
 

e.  Endorsements.  Subdivider shall obtain endorsements to the 
automobile and commercial general liability with the following 
provisions: 

 
1) The City (including its elected and appointed officials, officers, 

employees, agents, and volunteers) shall be named as an 
additional “insured.” 
 

2) For any claims related to this Agreement, Subdivider’s 
coverage shall be primary insurance with respect to the City.  
Any insurance maintained by the City shall be excess of the 
Subdivider’s insurance and shall not contribute with it. 
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f.  Notice of Cancellation.  Subdivider shall obtain endorsements to 
all insurance policies by which each insurer is required to provide 
thirty (30) days prior written notice to the City should the policy be 
canceled before the expiration date.  For the purpose of this notice 
requirement, any material change in the policy prior to the 
expiration shall be considered a cancellation. 
 

g.  Authorized Insurers.  All insurance companies providing coverage 
to Subdivider shall be insurance organizations authorized by the 
Insurance Commissioner of the State of California to transact the 
business of insurance in the State of California. 

 
h.  Insurance Certificate.  Subdivider shall provide evidence of 

compliance with the insurance requirements listed above by 
providing a certificate of insurance, in a form satisfactory to the 
City. 

 
i.  Substitute Certificates.  No later than thirty (30) days prior to the 

policy expiration date of any insurance policy required by the 
Agreement, Subdivider shall provide a substitute certificate of 
insurance. 

 
j.  Subdivider’s Obligation.  Maintenance of insurance by the 

Subdivider as specified in the Agreement shall in no way be 
interpreted as relieving the Subdivider of any responsibility 
whatsoever (including indemnity obligations under the 
Agreement), and the Subdivider may carry, at its own expense, 
such additional insurance as it deems necessary. 

 
C.11.6. Release of Improvement Security – Release of improvement security 

shall be in accordance with the requirements of the Tracy Municipal 
Code.  The City shall not release any improvement security until after 
the Subdivider provides as-built plans, to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer.  Within twenty (20) days after the City’s approval of the final 
map, the City shall provide the Subdivider one (1) set of reproducible 
duplicates on polyester film of all approved Improvement Plans.  Upon 
completion of the construction by the Subdivider, the City shall 
temporarily release the originals to the Subdivider so that the 
Subdivider will be able to document revisions to show the "As Built" 
configuration of all improvements.  The Subdivider shall submit these 
As-Built Plans (or Record Drawings) to the City Engineer within 30 
days after City Council acceptance of the public improvements. 
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C.12. Final Building Inspection 
 
The City shall not conduct a final building inspection on any building within the 
Project boundaries until the Subdivider provides documentation which 
demonstrates, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, that: 
 
C.12.1. The Subdivider has completed all requirements set forth in this section, 

and Conditions C.1., C.2., C.3., C.4., C.5., C.6., C.7., C.8., C.9., C.10., 
and C.11., above. 

 
C.12.2. The Subdivider has completed construction of public facilities or 

improvements required to serve the Project for which a building 
certificate of occupancy is requested.  Unless specifically provided in 
these Conditions of Approval or other City Regulations, the Subdivider 
shall take all actions necessary to construct all public facilities required 
to serve the Project, and the Subdivider shall bear all costs related to 
the construction of the public facilities (including all costs of design, 
construction, construction management, improvement plans check, 
inspection, land acquisition, program implementation, and 
contingency). 

  



ORDINANCE __________ 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF TRACY REZONING A 47.1-ACRE PARCEL, 
LOCATED AT SOUTHEAST CORNER OF CORRAL HOLLOW ROAD AND KAGEHIRO 

DRIVE, ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER 242-040-36, FROM LOW DENSITY 
RESIDENTIAL (LDR) ZONE TO PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) ZONE.  THE 
APPLICANT AND PROPERTY OWNER IS CORRAL HOLLOW DEVELOPMENT, LLC. 

APPLICATION NUMBER PUD13-0001 
 

 WHEREAS, Corral Hollow Development, LLC submitted an application to rezone a 
47.1-acre parcel, located at the southeast corner of Corral Hollow Road and Kagehiro Drive, 
Assessor’s Parcel Number 242-040-36, from Low Density Residential (LDR) Zone to 
Planned Unit Development (PUD) Zone (Application Number PUD13-0001); and 

 
WHEREAS, The project is consistent with the General Plan designation of 

Residential Low, including the density range of 2.1 to 5.8 dwelling units per gross acre; and  
 
WHEREAS, The project is consistent with the Residential Low designation and 

density requirements of the General Plan, for which an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
was certified on February 1, 2011, and as described in the CEQA 15183 Analysis 
(Attachment J of City Council staff report dated July 24, 2013), all cumulative and offsite 
impacts associated with development and buildout of the project were fully addressed in the 
General Plan EIR and there are no site specific or peculiar impacts associated with the 
project that cannot be substantially mitigated to a less-than-significant level through the 
application of uniformly applied standards and policies that would be applied to the project, 
and therefore, in accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 
Section 15183, no further environmental assessment is required; and  
 
 WHEREAS, The Planning Commission conducted a public hearing to review and 
consider the project on July 24, 2013 and recommended City Council approval; and 
 
 WHEREAS, The City Council conducted a public hearing to review and consider the 
project on August 20, 2013; 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, The City Council hereby ordains as follows: 
 
 SECTION 1:  The zoning map of the City of Tracy is hereby amended to change the 
zoning on the following parcel from Low Density Residential (LDR) Zone to Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) Zone: 
 

An approximately 47.1-acre parcel located at the southeast corner of Corral Hollow 
Road and Kagehiro Drive, Assessor Parcel Number 242-040-36. 
 

 SECTION 2:  This Ordinance shall take effect thirty (30) days after its final passage 
and adoption. 
 



 SECTION 3:  This Ordinance shall be published once in the San Joaquin Edition of 
the Tri Valley Herald, a newspaper of general circulation, within fifteen (15) days from and 
after its final passage and adoption. 
 
 The foregoing Ordinance __________ was introduced at a regular meeting of the 
Tracy City Council on the 20th day of August, 2013, and finally adopted on the ________ 
day of September, 2013, by the following vote: 
 
 
AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
NOES: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
 
       ____________________________ 
       Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_______________________ 
City Clerk 



 August 20, 2013 

AGENDA ITEM 6 

 

REQUEST 

PUBLIC HEARING TO ADOPT AND APPROVE BY IMPLEMENTING RESOLUTION,  
THE ESTABLISHMENT OF ROADWAYS, WATER, WASTEWATER, STORM, 
RECYCLED WATER, PARKS AND PUBLIC BUILDING DEVELOPMENT IMPACT 
FEES, FINANCE AND IMPLEMENTATION PLAN (FIP), INCLUDING 
INFRASTRUCTURE TECHNICAL ANALYSIS, REPORTS, STUDIES, AND THE 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM, FOR THE ELLIS PROGRAM AREA 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Ellis Program area technical analysis, reports and studies identifying the required 
infrastructure to serve the program area have been completed and the development 
impact fees for various infrastructure improvements have been finalized based upon the 
estimated costs. The adoption of the development impact fees and the Finance and 
Implementation Plan will initiate the development process for the Ellis Program area.    

DISCUSSION 

Background 

The Ellis program area consists of approximately 320 acres of 2,250 residential units 
with commercial and storage areas. The Ellis Program Area is generally located 
between Corral Hollow Road and Lammers Road south of Valpico Road as shown in 
Exhibit A.   

The Ellis Program Area Finance and Implementation Plan (FIP) is comprised of two 
elements: (1) The Finance Plan is essentially a summary of the means by which Ellis 
Specific Plan properties will use fee financing to pay for public facilities; (2) the 
Implementation Plan which identifies the timing of construction of the required public 
facilities, is based upon the timing of anticipated revenue from this development. A copy 
of the FIP is on file with the City Engineer and is attached per Exhibit B. 

Ellis Program Area technical analysis, reports, studies and impact fees for Roadways, 
Water, Wastewater, Storm, Recycled Water, Parks and Public Buildings have been 
completed by City consultants. The Recycled Water studies are part of the Citywide 
Water Master Plan already completed and approved by City Council in January 2013. 
The following technical analysis, reports and studies were completed to identify the 
infrastructure improvements required to serve the Ellis program area: 

• Ellis Program sub basin Final Storm Drainage Technical Report by Storm  
Water Consulting, September 2012. 

• Ellis Specific Water System Analysis-Technical Memorandum by West Yost, 
August 14, 2013. 

• Ellis Program Wastewater Analysis, Finance and Implementation Program 
fees by CH2MHILL, August 14, 2013. 
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• Ellis Program Area Traffic Impact fees by Harris & Associates, December 
2012. 

• Ellis Program Area Public Building Study by Harris & Associates, December 
2012. 

• Ellis Program Area Park Study by Harris & Associates, December 2012. 

The City entered in to Professional Services Agreements with various consultants to 
complete the above studies in early 2008 and thereafter. These studies were recently 
finalized and completed along with the completion of the Ellis Specific Plan and the 
Development Agreement. 

Development Impact Fees  

In preparing the development impact fees, the City has been consistent with the 
procedural and substantive requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act (also known as 
AB1600) as set forth in the above technical analysis, reports, and studies. The findings 
and conclusions for each infrastructure fee are summarized in each individual analysis 
report. The traffic fees are based upon the project mitigations identified in the Ellis 
Specific Plan Environment Impact Report completed by Fehr and Peers. 

The fees have been calculated from the estimated cost of fair share improvements 
required for Ellis Program area. The estimated cost includes the construction costs and 
soft costs (markups), which include the cost of design, construction management 
(including inspection), construction contingencies, and program implementation. The 
total fair share cost of the infrastructure element was divided by the development units to 
calculate the per unit fee. The development units are the specific type of developments 
and their usage or impacts to the overall infrastructure system. The technical studies 
used the following markups: 

• 10% Design 
• 10% construction management and inspection 
• 15% construction contingencies 
• 5% Program Implementation / Management     

The Ellis Program area is responsible for its fair share of impacts to the Tracy Storm 
Drainage, Water, Wastewater, Recycled Water, Traffic, Parks and Public Building 
Systems as described in the above reports. Ellis Program property owners will pay their 
fair share at the building permit stage or as agreed per the Development Agreement 
between Ellis Development and the City. The development impact fees for various 
infrastructure elements are listed below, except the recycled water fee which was 
analyzed as a part of a separate Citywide Water Master Plan fee, and is essential for all 
new developments to comply with the state mandate for reduction of water consumption. 
The recycled water fee is listed in this agenda item to identify all development impact 
fees for the Ellis Program; however, its analysis and AB 1600 nexus findings will be 
considered for adoption by City Council as a separate item. Thus, the recycled water fee 
will become effective only after adoption of the Citywide Water Impact fees by City 
Council and meeting the timing requirements. 
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  Public 
Buildings1 Traffic County 

Traffic 
Waste-
water4 Water Recycled 

Water4 
Storm 
Drain 

Parks & 
Recreation 

Total 
Fee2,3 

Residential (per unit) 

RML $3,479  $3,121  $1,500  $8,337   $   7,936   $   2,654   $   1,797  $8,128  $36,953  

RMM $2,846  $3,121  $1,500  $6,753   $   5,714   $   2,282   $      981  $6,651  $29,849  

RMH $2,319  $1,498  $720  $5,586   $   4,047   $   1,539   $   2,229  $5,419  $23,358  

Non-residential (per acre) 

Commercial  $      2,369  $49,625   $        -  $43,352   $ 33,014   $ 14,942   $ 23,836   $              -  $164,769  

Storage  $      2,369   $ 13,595   $        -  $3,168   $ 33,014   $ 14,942   $   6,691   $              -  $71,410  
1. Public Building fees for commercial zoning assumed 180,000 Sq. Ft. of commercial buildings 

over 35.6 acres 
2. Residential per unit, commercial per acre 
3. Fees do not include school, habitat mitigation, county fees, etc. 
4. Fees are from Citywide Master Plans 
 
Ellis Finance and Implementation Plan  

The Ellis Finance and Implementation Plan (FIP) identify the public facilities, which are 
the responsibility of the Ellis development. These facilities are the result of various 
technical analysis, reports, and studies prepared for the Ellis development and are made 
part of the Ellis FIP. Ellis will pay its fair share of infrastructure costs through 
development impact fees. It also shows a phasing schedule when the “program” public 
facilities are currently planned to be constructed to maintain City standards. 

After completion of Ellis infrastructure studies, City has completed and approved 
Citywide Infrastructure Master Plans for developments beyond Ellis program area.  
However, City has not adopted citywide development impact fees.  Since some of the 
infrastructure improvements of Ellis program area will overlap the citywide 
developments, Ellis FIP and development impact fees may be revised with updated 
scopes of projects/facilities which are the responsibilities of Ellis. 

Finance Plan 

The entire Ellis FIP is based on an estimated build out schedule of the Ellis Program 
Area. Since the FIP is based on estimates, the absorption rate and impact fees will be 
subject to annual reviews and updated to reflect the actual development and actual 
costs of construction. Annual adjustments will be subject to City Council approval. 

Implementation Plan 

The Ellis Program Area FIP relates to the collection of impact fees for the program 
infrastructure. It identifies capital improvement project priorities and forecasts the cash 
flow requirements for design and construction. Cash flow is directly related to absorption 
rates and, therefore, capital improvement projects that require funds be collected from 
impact fees are limited to fees actually collected. The Implementation Plan will be 
subject to annual updates approved by City Council concurrently with the Finance Plan 
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to reflect current and projected absorption rates, revised capital improvement project 
priorities, and available funding. 

 

STRATEGIC PLAN 

This agenda item support objective 1.c of the Economic Development Strategic Plans in 
ensuring quality infrastructure to meet future development needs.  

FISCAL IMPACT 

There is no fiscal impact on the General Fund. Development impact fees for the Ellis 
Program Area are paid by the developer to fund the infrastructure improvements. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That City Council adopts and approve, by resolution: 

1) The Roadways, Water, Wastewater, Storm, Recycled Water, Parks and Public 
Building Development Impact Fees for Ellis Program development as set forth in 
the resolution; 
 

2) The Ellis Program Finance and Implementation Plan, including infrastructure 
technical analysis, reports, studies, and Ellis Program Capital Improvement Plan, 
as set forth in Attachment “B”. 

 
Prepared by: Kul Sharma, City Engineer 
Reviewed by: Andrew Malik, Development Services Director 
Approved by:  R. Leon Churchill, Jr., City Manager 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment A – Ellis Location Map 
Attachment B – Finance Implementation Plan, including Infrastructure Technical Analysis,  

  Reports, and Studies 
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INTRODUCTION 

  

Purpose of Report 

This Finance Plan offers a strategy to finance the infrastructure and public facilities necessary to serve 
the Ellis Program area. The infrastructure needed to serve the area is identified in this report along with 
Ellis’ fair share of the facilities and the resulting fees required to mitigate the impacts of the Ellis 
development. 

Project specific infrastructure for the Ellis Program Area, including traffic, storm drain, wastewater, 
water, recycled water, public buildings and parks, is estimated to cost approximately $72 million.   The 
infrastructure costs are in addition to in-tract improvements that are expected to be privately funded by 
the developer.  In-tract improvements are not addressed in this report. 

Project Description 

The Ellis Program Area (Ellis) is located between Lammers Road and Corral Hollow Road along the 
north side of the Union Pacific rail line as shown in Figure 1.   

 

Figure 1 - Vicinity Map 
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Development within Ellis is expected to include a mix of residential mixed low density (RML), 
residential mixed medium density (RMM) and residential mixed high density (RMH), a Village Center, 
a commercial site, and a limited use commercial area that is planned to be a storage unit.  The 
community will be pedestrian friendly and these uses will be within walking distance of one another.  
Figures 2 show the Ellis Program Area. 

 

 

Figure 2 - Ellis Specific Plan Area 
 

Land Uses  

At build out, Ellis is expected to include a mix of residential mixed low density, residential mixed 
medium density and residential mixed high density units, a Village Center, a commercial site, and a 
limited use commercial area.  Both the residential mixed low and residential mixed medium landuses are 
anticipated to be comprised of single family homes of varying lot size.  Only the residential mixed high 
was analyzed as a multi-family dwelling unit.  Figure 3 shows the Ellis program area and the various 
land uses that are anticipated.   
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Figure 3 - Ellis Program Area Land Uses 

 

The number of residential units as well as the anticipated square footage of non-residential is 
summarized in Table 1.  These landuse assumptions form the basis for the technical studies that were 
completed for the area and in determining the total funds anticipated to be collected from the Ellis 
program area at buildout. 

Table 1 - Ellis Program Area Land Use 
Assumed Number of 
Dwelling Units (DU)

Square Footage
(sq ft)

Overall - Ellis Project
Residential Mixed Low (RML) 505                            
Residential Mixed Medium (RMM) 1,705                         
Residential Mixed High (RMH) 40                              
Village Center 60,000               
Commercial (General) 40,000               
Limited Use (Storage) 80,000               

Overall Total - Ellis Project 2,250                        180,000            
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Phasing 

Development in the Ellis Program Area is anticipated to occur in three phases, primarily by 
neighborhood. It is anticipated that Phase 1 will be Village Neighborhood, Phase 2 the Garden 
Neighborhood and Phase 3 the Town & Country Neighborhood.  The phases are illustrated on Figure 3 
above.  It is expected that the build out of the neighborhoods will overlap.   

Finance and Implementation Plan Summary 

A variety of specific capital improvement projects are outlined in the Finance and Implementation Plan 
(FIP).  The infrastructure projects listed in this FIP are funded by development impact fees paid at the 
issuance of building permits.  As development progresses, the timing and mix of costs and funding 
sources may change.  Since the Ellis Program Are will be sharing major infrastructure improvements 
such as recycled water and wastewater conveyance improvements with other developments within the 
Citywide Infrastructure Master Plans, the Ellis Program Finance and Implementation Plan may be 
amended or superseded in the future as mutually agreed to between the City of Tracy and the Ellis 
Project.  No debt financing was assumed in the capital improvement program for the Ellis Program 
Area. 

Note that the FIP does not account for all the fees required by other public agencies or for regional 
purposes, such as school fees, habitat mitigation, or County Facilities Fee.  Habitat mitigation fees are 
per gross acre payable at final map recordation.    

In summary, this FIP does the following: 

 Describes the proposed land uses  
 Discusses the phasing plan for the project 
 Summarizes the public facilities required to serve future development in the project 
 Presents the costs of required facilities and allocates the costs to the proposed land uses 
 Identifies the development impact fees 
 Provides a guideline for the implementation of the Financing Plan 
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PROJECT INFRASTRUCTURE 

The infrastructure required for new development in the Ellis Program Area includes traffic, storm drain, 
wastewater, water, and recycled water as well as public buildings and parks.  This FIP addresses only 
the costs of project-specific backbone infrastructure.  In-tract infrastructure is not addressed in this 
report. 

The infrastructure requirements and associated costs within the Ellis Program Area were defined in 
technical studies which were prepared by the City’s technical consultants and are included in their 
entirety as appendices.  The technical studies and their authors are: 

 “Ellis Program Sub-Basin Final Storm Drainage Technical Report” by Storm Water 
Consulting, September 2012. 

 “Ellis Specific Plan Analysis Technical Memorandum” by West Yost, August 14, 2013. 
  “City of Tracy Ellis Program Wastewater Analysis Finance and Implementation Program 

(FIP) Draft Fees” by CH2MHill, December 2012, updated August 2013.  
 “Ellis Program Area Traffic Impact Fees” by Harris & Associates, December 2012.  
 “Ellis Program Area Public Building Study” by Harris & Associates, December 212. 
 “Ellis Program Area Parks Study” by Harris & Associates, December 2012 

 
The technical studies identify the infrastructure required to mitigate Ellis’ impacts and the associated 
cost estimates and development impact fees.  A mark up of 40% is applied to infrastructure costs to 
account for soft costs such as contingencies, engineering, and administration.  The breakdown of these 
mark ups is below: 

10% design 
10% construction management 
15% contingency 

     5% program implementation 

A summary of the project cost by Infrastructure is shown in Table 2 below.  The costs for individual 
infrastructure components within the project are described in the sections following.  The scope of 
specific improvements identified in this finance and implementation plan are not subject to change 
without the mutual agreement of the City of Tracy and Ellis. 
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Table 2 - Obligation by Improvement Category 
Public 

Buildings Traffic Wastewater Water Recycled 
Water Storm Drain Parks & 

Recreation
Total 

Obligation

Residential 

low 1,756,908$  1,360,167$     2,323,440$      3,564,207$        1,340,270$  907,594$       4,104,857$    15,357,443$  
medium 4,853,240$  4,592,247$     7,965,726$      10,348,905$      3,891,560$  1,673,440$    11,339,159$  44,664,277$  

high 92,774$       51,713$          223,432$         163,742$           61,573$       89,154$         216,758$       899,146$       

Villlage Mixed Use1 TBD 567,392$        4,226,859$      2,276,890$        TBD 254,256$       TBD 7,325,397$    
Non-residential -$                   

Commercial 1,053,496$     1,076,835$        367,574$     586,361$       -$                   4,119,036$    
Storage 24,241$          357,621$           164,362$     73,598$         -$                   619,822$       

Total Ellis Obligation 6,787,273$  7,649,256$     15,689,875$    17,788,200$      5,825,339$  3,584,403$    15,660,774$  72,985,120$  

Outside Funding Sources 5,550,000$     5,550,000$    

Total Funding 6,787,273$  13,199,256$   15,689,875$    17,788,200$      5,825,339$  3,584,403$    15,660,774$  78,535,120$  

1  The fees for the Village Mixed Use will be determined once the exact landuse is known.

Land Use

84,352$       950,418$         
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IMPACT FEES 

The cost of the infrastructure burden shown above is shared by the various land uses, based on 
proportional demand from each land use.  The development impact fees are summarized below in Table 
3. An annual ENR adjustment using the San Francisco Construction Cost Index will be made to the fees 
on January 1st of each year.  In addition, the City will do a more detailed update as needed to update all 
project costs, development assumptions, completed projects and ultimately to calculate new 
development impact fees.  Development impact fees will be paid either at Certificate of Occupancy or at 
the time of the building permit as set forth in the approved Development Agreement (DA) for the 
project. 
 

Table 3 - Fees by Land Use 
Public 

Buildings1 Traffic County 
Traffic Wastewater4 Water

Recycled 
Water4 Storm Drain Parks & 

Recreation Total Fee2,3

Residential (per unit)

RML $3,479 $2,693 $1,500 $8,337 7,058$     2,654$     1,797$         $8,128 $35,647
RMM $2,846 $2,693 $1,500 $6,753 6,070$     2,282$     981$            $6,651 $29,777

RMH $2,319 $1,293 $720 $5,586 4,094$     1,539$     2,229$         $5,419 $23,199
Non-residential (per acre)

Commercial 2,369$         $42,825 -$             $43,352 39,736$   14,942$   23,836$       -$                 $164,691
Storage 2,369$         2,693$     -$             $3,168 39,736$   14,942$   6,691$         -$                 $67,230

1Public Buildings fees are per building SF, the fee shown assumed only 180,000 SF of building over 35.6 acres as provided by the developer.
2Residential: per unit, Commercial: per Ac
3Fees do not include school fees, habitat mitigation fees, county fees, etc.
4Fees are from the 2013 Citywide Mater Plan.

 

Absorption 

While an absorption schedule is simply an estimate of unpredictable future events, it is a critical 
assumption that drives the entire financing strategy.  The timing of fee revenues, phasing of facilities, 
and every other component of an analysis that accounts for timing issues, are dependent on the 
absorption schedule.  Facilities funded with fee revenues will be constructed only as fee revenues 
become available. The estimated absorption schedule is included in Appendix A, Table 1. 

In some cases, developers will be required to build infrastructure up-front and will receive 
reimbursements or credits as established through agreement with the City.  Building permits expire 
twenty four (24) months from their date of issuance to the Ellis Program Area. 

Fee Revenues 

By the end of build-out, estimated to occur in 2023, approximately $72 million will be collected through 
the fee program to fund the infrastructure identified in this FIP.   
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

 
The City of Tracy adopts an annual Capital Improvement Program and Capital Budget for each fiscal 
year.  The Capital Improvement Program is the City’s comprehensive multi-year plan for the 
development of the City’s capital facilities and improvements.  The Ellis Program has the obligation to 
mitigate its impacts by providing new or expanded facilities.  The Ellis Program improvements, as 
described in this document as various CIP projects, will be added to the City’s Capital Improvement 
Program.  Funding for the CIP projects will come from the Ellis Program development, as described in 
the Ellis Program Finance Plan section of this document. 
 
The format for the City’s Capital Improvement Program involves functional grouping of the CIP 
projects.  All CIP projects of similar types are listed in the same category and, in many cases, are funded 
from a variety of sources.  The CIP functional groups that apply to The Ellis projects include the 
following: 
 
 Group 71:  General Government & Public Safety Facilities 
 Group 72:  Traffic Safety 
 Group 73:  Streets & Highways 
 Group 74:  Wastewater Improvements 
 Group 75:  Water Improvements 
 Group 76:  Drainage Improvements 
 Group 78:  Parks      
 Group 79:  Project Management 
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Group 71:  Public Buildings 

Projects within the Ellis Program Area will pay a Public Building development impact fee at Building 
Permit for CIP projects described in this section.  The Ellis Program Area’s obligation is based on a 
report titled “Ellis Program Area Public Building Study” by Harris & Associates, dated December 2012 
and adopted concurrently with this FIP.  The Harris report is based on the Citywide Public Building Fee 
which was last updated on April 3, 2012 with the Infill report.   
 
The 2012 calculated cost per capita is $1054 for residential development and $235 for non-residential 
development.  This cost per capita is converted into a fee for each land use based on assumed densities 
of 3.3 people per residential mixed low density unit, 2.7 people per residential mixed medium density 
unit, 2.2 people per residential mixed high density unit, one worker per 300 square feet in office land use 
and one worker per 500 square feet in commercial land use.  The Ellis Program Area “Public Building 
Fees” will be collected into one fund account.  Table 4 below summarizes the fees and revenue to be 
collected under this fee: 
 

Table 4 – Ellis Public Building Fee Summary 

Fee Per 
Capita

People per 
Dwelling 

Unit

Fee Per 
Residential 

dwelling unit or 
1000 SF 

Commercial

Fee per 
Residential 

Dwelling Unit  
or SF 

Commercial

Number of 
Residential 

Dwelling Unit or 
SF Commerical

Buildout 
Obligation

Residential
RML 1,054.25$     3.3 3,479$            3,479$                505 1,756,908$            
RMM 1,054.25$     2.7 2,846$            2,846$                1,705 4,853,240$            
RMH 1,054.25$     2.2 2,319$            2,319$                40 92,774$                 

Total Residential: 2,250  $         6,702,922 

Commercial/Storage 469$              0.47$                 180,000 84,352$                 

Total: 6,787,273$          

Notes:
Citywide fee from Citywide Fee Update prepared by Harris & Associates, adopted on April 3, 2012  
 
Table 5 shows the Public Building Fee breakdown by facility.  The various components were calculated 
using the methodology in the currently adopted Citywide Public Building Fee Study.  Funding from 
Ellis will be credited to specific projects once the new Citywide Public Building and Public Safety 
Master Plans are completed.  Should the Ellis program dedicate land to the City for the construction of a 
fire station or other public facility, the value of the land and any construction costs incurred by the 
developer can be used to off-set the development impact fees.    
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Table 5 - Ellis Public Building Fee Breakdown by Facility 

CIP # Project Project Cost
 Program 

Management  Total Cost 
71PP-xx City Hall & Public Works Facilities 2,466,434$              91,349$                2,557,784$      
71PP-xx Community Center 1,206,812$              44,697$                1,251,509$      
71PP-xx Library 1,118,404$              41,422$                1,159,826$      
71PP-xx Public Safety Facilities 1,753,220$              64,934$                1,818,154$      

6,544,870$           242,403$            6,787,273$   Total Obligation  
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Group 72 & 73:  Traffic Improvements 

Ellis Program Area will pay a traffic development impact fee at building permit for CIP projects 
described in this section.   The projects are detailed in the October, 2012 report titled “Ellis Program 
Area Traffic Impact Fees” by Harris & Associates, which will be adopted concurrently with this Finance 
Plan.  
 
Fehr and Peers prepared a memo titled “Project Proportional Share Calculations for Ellis Specific Plan 
Traffic Mitigations” dated December, 2012.  This memo identified Ellis’ fair share contribution towards 
citywide intersection and road improvements.  Harris & Associates prepared cost estimates for each of 
these improvements and calculated Ellis’ fair share contribution towards each project based on the 
percentage responsibility from Fehr and Peers’ memo. 
 
The description of each of these projects and their associated costs are shown in Table 6: 
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Table 6 - Summary of Ellis Intersection Costs 
CIP No. Location Improvements Project Cost Program 

Management Total Cost

72PP-XXX Patterson Pass/I-580 EB

Signalize.  Widen EB approach to provide 1 LT and 1 TR lane, Widen NB 
approach to provide 1 Thru and 1 RT lane, Widen SB approach to provide 2 
LT and 1 Thru lane 23,381$                866$                   24,247$                

72PP-XXX Patterson Pass/I-580 WB
Signalize.  Widen WB approach to provide 1 TL and 1 RT lane. Widen SB 
approach to provide 1 thru lane and 1 RT lane. 57,162$                2,117$                59,279$                

72PP-XXX Corral Hollow/I-580 EB

Signalize.  Widen EB approach to provide 1 LT and 1 TR lane. Widen NB 
approach to provide 1 thru lane and 1 RT lane, Widen SB approach to 
provide 1 LT lane and 2 Thru lanes. 52,608$                1,948$                54,556$                

72PP-XXX Corral Hollow/I-580 WB

Signalize.  Widen WB approach to provide 1 TL and 1 RT lane, Widen NB 
approach to add 1 Thru lane, widen SB approach to provide 2 thru lanes and 
1 RT lane. 58,453$                2,165$                60,618$                

72PP-XXX Lammers Rd./Valpico

Signalize, Widen WB approach to provide 1 LT and 1 RT lane, Widen NB 
approach to add 2 thru lanes, widen SB approach to provide 1 SB LT and 3 
thru lanes. 314,019$              11,630$              325,649$              

72PP-XXX Lammers Rd./Schulte Rd.

Signalize.  Widen EB approach to provide 1 LT and 1 TR lane, add WB 
approach to 1 LT and 1 TR lane, widen NB approach to add 1 thru lane and 
1 TR lane, widen SB approach to add 1 TL and 1 Thru lane. 675,035$              25,001$              700,036$              

72PP-XXX Corral Hollow/ Linne Rd

Signalize.  Convert intersection to T with no EB Approach, widen WB 
approach to add 1 LT and 1 TR lane, widen NB approach to provide 2 Thru 
lanes and 1 RT lane, Widen SB approach to provide 1 LT and 2 Thru lanes. 415,304$              15,382$              430,686$              

72PP-053 Corral Hollow/Valpico Rd Signalize & widen SB approach to provide 1 TL and 1 TR Lane 404,482$              14,981$              419,462$              

72PP-021 Corral Hollow Rd/Schulte Rd

Widen EB approach to add 1 LT and 1 Thru, Widen WB approach to provide 
1 LT, 3 Thru and 1 RT lane, Widen NB approach to provide 2 LT, 3 Thru, 
and  RT lane, Widen SB approach to provide 2 LT, 3 Thru, and 1 RT lane.  
Convert EB RT from permitted to free, modify signal and adjust phasing. 168,367$              6,236$                174,603$              

72PP-XXX Corral Hollow Rd/Eleventh St
Widen NB approach to add 1 thru Lane, Widen SB approach to add 1 thru 
lane, Convert EB and WB RT lanes from permitted to free.  Modify Signal. 120,697$              4,470$                125,168$              

NA Corral Hollow/Grant Line

Widen EB approach to add 1 LT and 1 Thru Lane, Widen WB approach to 
provide 2 LT, 3 Thru, and 1 RT lane, Reduce NB LT lanes from 3 to 2, and 
add 1 Thru lane, Widen SB approach to provide 2 LT, 3 Thru, and 1 RT lane, 
convert EB RT lane from permitted to free, made new WB and SB RT lanes 
free.

72PP-XXX Tracy Blvd/Linne Rd

Signalize.  Widen EB approach to provide 2 LT and 3 Thru Lanes, Widen 
WB approach to provide 1 TL and 1 TR lane, Widen SB approach to provide 
1 LT, 2 Thru, and 1 RT lane. 177,088$              6,559$                183,647$              

72038 Tracy Blvd/Valpico Rd

Widen EB approach to add 1 thru lane, widen WB approach to provide 1 LT, 
2 thru and 1 RT lane, Widen NB approach to provide 1 LT, 2 Thru, and 1 RT 
lane, Widen SB approach to provide 2 LT, 1 thru, and 1 RT lane.  Modify 
Signal. 57,388$                2,125$                59,513$                

72PP-XXX MacArthur/Linne Rd.
Signalize.  Widen EB approach to provide 1 LT, 1 Thru and 1 TR lanes, 
widen WB approach to provide 1 TL and 1 TR lane. 246,486$              9,129$                255,615$              

72037 MacArthur Drive/Valpico Rd
Widen EB approach to add 1 Thru Lane, Widen SB approach to add 1 Thru 
Lane, Convert WB and NB LT from protected to permitted.  Modify Signal. 43,432$                1,609$                45,041$                

72PP-XXX Chrisman/Linne
Widen EB approach to provide 1 TL and 1 TR lane, widen SB approach to 
provide 1 TL and 1 TR lane. 44,714$                1,656$                46,370$                

72PP-XXX Chrisman/Valpico
Re-stripe to modify NB approach to provide 1 LT and 1 thru lane.  Re-stripe 
to modify SB approach to provide 1 Thur and 1 RT. 1,143$                  42$                     1,186$                  

72PP-XXX Chrisman/Schulte Modify NB approach to add 1 Thru lane.  370,802$              13,733$              384,536$              
72PP-XXX Chrisman/11th Convert SB RT from permitted + overlap phasing to permitted. 506$                     19$                     525$                     
72024 & 
72056 Lammers Road/Eleventh St Total Intersections: 7,920$                  293$                   8,214$                  

72PP-XXX Byron/Grant Line
Add EB LT, Thru lane and RT lane, Add WB LT, 2 thru and RT.  Add NB LT 
,1 thru, and 2 RT lanes.  Add SB Thru.

72PP-XXX Lammers/I-580 EB Intersection Improvements1 190,909$              7,071$                197,979$              
72PP-XXX Lammers/I-580 WB Intersection Improvements1 332,603$              12,319$              344,921$              

Total Intersections: 3,762,499$           139,352$           3,901,850$          
Grant/RTIF Funding (1,640,643)$         

Ellis Intersection Total 2,261,207$           
Notes:
1 Costs taken from TMP masterplan June 2012 and includes ROW
XXX  Designates a new project that will need a CIP number assigned to it.
EB = Eastbound; WB = Westbound; NB = Northbound; SB = Southbound
LT = Left-Turn; RT = Right-turn; TR = Through-Right; TL = Through-Left

Project is fully constructed to full ROW

 Project is in County and project is under implementation 
by County. 
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Project costs for roadways are estimated on a per linear foot basis.  The project costs are broken down 
into two elements, program portion and frontage portion.  The frontage portion covers landscaping, 
sidewalk curb and gutter, and 20 feet of pavement.   The program portion includes the center lanes and 
median.  Frontage improvements are constructed by the adjacent development and the program portion 
is funded through the fee program.  However, on certain key roads, the City felt it was necessary for the 
City to collect money to complete construction of the road from curb to curb and therefore this cost was 
included in the fee program.  The costs shown in Table 7 for Schulte and Lammers Roads include this 
curb to curb cost consistent with the 2012 Citywide Transportation Master Plan.  
 
A 40% mark-up is included on these costs to include contingency, design, program management and 
construction management.  Right-of-way costs were included at $100,000 per acre which includes both 
the cost of the land and the costs associated with acquiring the land. 
 
Based on the Fehr and Peers memo discussed above and the construction cost estimates prepared by 
Harris & Associates, Ellis’ fair share contribution towards the citywide road projects was calculated.  
The projects, descriptions and associated costs, for the roadway mitigation are listed in Table 7:
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Table 7 - Summary of Ellis Road Costs 

CIP Number Road Extents Improvement  Project Cost 
 Program 

Management  Total Cost 

73PP-XXX Valpico Road
Corral Hollow Road to west of 
Sycamore Rural to 4 lane Arterial 445,771$               16,510$                462,281$                

73PP-XXX Valpico Road Tracy Blvd to MacArthur Blvd. Rural to 4 lane Arterial 147,987$               5,481$                  153,468$                

73PP-XXX Schulte Road 1 New Alignment west of Lammers New 6 lane roadway 1,631,121$            60,412$                1,691,533$             

N/A Schulte Road Corral Hollow to Tracy Blvd Widen to 6 lanes

73PP-XXX 11th Street West of Lammers Road Widen to 6 lanes 442,053$               16,372$                458,425$                

73PP-XXX
Grant Line Road Byron to Corral Hollow Widen to 6 lanes 413,247$               15,305$                428,553$                

73PP-XXX
I-205 to Eleventh Street realign 
to new interchange New 6 lanes expressway 449,368$               16,643$                466,011$                

73092 Eleventh Street to Schulte Widen to 6 lanes

73PP-045 Schulte to Valpico
2 lane rural to 4 lane 
parkway 858,756$               31,806$                890,562$                

73PP-046 Valpico Rd. to Ellis Drive
2 lane rural to 4 lane 
parkway 875,575$               32,429$                908,003$                

73PP-047 Ellis Drive to I-580
2 lane rural to 4 lane 
parkway 1,302,053$            48,224$                1,350,278$             

73102/73103 Grant Line to Schulte Widen to 6 lanes

73PP-046 Schulte Road to Valpico Road 2 lanes to 4 lane arterial 432,021$               16,001$                448,022$                

73PP-046 Valpico to Ellis Drive Rural to 4 lane arterial 667,424$               24,719$                692,144$                

73PP-046 Ellis Drive to Linne Road Rural to 4 lane Arterial 406,468$               15,054$                421,523$                

73PP-XXX Linne Road to I-580 Rural to 4 lane Arterial 821,260$               30,417$                851,677$                

73PP-XXX
MacArthur Drive Schulte to Valpico 2 lanes to 4 lane arterial 72,251$                 2,676$                  74,927$                  

Subtotal Roads: 8,965,355$            332,050$              9,297,405$             
Grant/RTIF Funding (3,909,357)$           

Ellis Road Improvement Total 5,388,049$            
Note:  
1Curb to curb costs are included in the program cost.
XXX Denotes a new project that will need a CIP number assigned to it.

Lammers Road1

Corral Hollow 

Road

Project Completed

Project Under Construction

Project Fully Funded by Other projects
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Based on the road and intersection costs that serve an estimated 2840 EDU’s including the aquatic 
center traffic, the traffic impact fees are calculated as follows: 
 

Table 8 - Traffic Fee Calculation 

EDU's/Unit EDU's

RML 505 units 1 505

RMM 1705 units 1 1705

RMH 40 units 0.48 19.2

Village Mixed Use 20 ac 10.53 210.66

Commercial 24.6 ac 15.9 391.14

Storage Unit 9 ac 1.0 9

Total EDU's: 2,840

Intersection Costs 3,901,850$          

Road Costs 9,297,405$          

RTIF Funding/Measure K (5,550,000)$   

Total Ellis Funded Cost 7,649,256$          

Cost per Unit or Acre 2,693$                

RML Fee 2,693$                

RMM Fee 2,693$                

RMH Fee 1,293$                

Village Mixed Use Fee 28,370$              

Commercial Fee 42,825$              

Storage Fee 2,693$                

per acre

Units/Ac

per unit

per unit

per unit

per acre

per acre  
 
It should be noted that the RML and the RMM units pay the same fees which the RMH pays a lower fee.  
This is due to the fact, that single family versus multi-family is the factor that distinguishes a lower trip 
generation rate per unit, not the size of the lots.  Both our RML and RMM high landuses are assumed to 
be single-family homes.  Only the RMH is assumed to be multi-family. 
 
In addition to the cost of projects to mitigate the impact of the project, the City will also collect a County 
Fee of $1500 per single family residential dwelling unit and $720 per multi-family residential dwelling 
unit that will be remitted to the Joint Powers Authority to fund regional transportation improvements as 
follows: 

 
 $500 of this fee shall be applied to regional transportation improvement projects within San 

Joaquin County to improve I-205 and I-580.   
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 $500 of the fee shall be applied to regional transportation improvements projects within San 

Joaquin County that are specifically recommended by the JPA and implemented for purpose of 
reducing the number of vehicle trips on either I-205 or I-580 bound for outside San Joaquin 
County through the County of I-580 or diverting or reducing trips on Corral Hollow/Tesla Road, 
Patterson Pass Road, and or/Grant Line and the Old Altamont Pass Roads.  

 
 $500 of the fee shall be expended by the JPA solely for purposes of transportation improvement 

projects or trip reduction projects within Alameda County. 
 
The fee calculation assumes that a portion of the project costs will be paid through funds received 
through Grant Funding or through County TIF funds.  Should this money not be received as anticipated, 
the fees will need to be updated in the future. 
 
The total traffic fees due at building permit for the Ellis Specific Plan project are shown in Table 9 
below: 

  
Table 9 - Traffic Fee 

               

EDU Factor City Fee County Fee Total Fee
RML 1 2,693$        1,500$             4,193$                     

RMM 1 2,693$        1,500$             4,193$                     

RMH 0.48 1,293$        720$                2,013$                     

Village Mixed Use (per ac) 10.53 28,370$      See Note 1 29,870$                  

Commercial (per ac) 15.9 42,825$      0 42,825$                  

Storage (per ac) 1.0 2,693$        0 2,693$                     

Note 1:  Residential Units must pay the fee the County fee.  Depending on the specific landuse, the 
fees for VMU will be determined at the time fees are due.  

 
The total amount that the City will be collecting to fund projects within the City from the Ellis program 
area is shown in Table 10 below: 
 

Table 10 - Ellis Traffic Obligation 
Fee Total Cost

RML 505 units 2,693$            1,360,167$            
RMM 1705 units 2,693$            4,592,247$            
RMH Fee 40 units 1,293$            51,713$                 
Village Mixed Use 20 ac 28,370$          567,392$               
Commercial 24.6 ac 42,825$          1,053,496$            
Storage Unit 9 ac 2,693$            24,241$                 
Total City Fees: 7,649,256$            

Units
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Group 74: Wastewater Improvements 

Ellis Program Area’s obligation for wastewater treatment plant capacity and wastewater conveyance will 
be financed with development impact fees paid at the time a building permit is issued.  The Ellis 
Program Area’s obligation for wastewater treatment and conveyance is based on CH2M Hill’s report 
“City of Tracy Ellis Program Wastewater Analysis Draft Finance and Implementation Program (FIP) 
Fees”, dated Decenber 2012, Updated August 2013 and adopted concurrently with this report.  A 
summary of the obligation for Wastewater Improvements is shown below: 
 

Table 11 - Summary of Wastewater Improvements 

CIP # Project
Project Cost  Program 

Management 
 Total Cost 

74PP-xx
Corral Hollow Sewer System 
Improvements 

3,186,118$     118,004$          3,304,123$   

74PP-xx Tracy WWTP Expansion Fee 11,943,404$   442,348$          12,385,752$ 

15,129,522$   560,353$          15,689,875$ 

15,129,522$   560,353$          15,689,875$ Ellis Wastewater Contibution

Total Obligation

 
 
There is limited availability in the Eastside sewer system, until other projects that are designated to 
discharge to the Eastside sewer system are developed.  Ellis could use this available capacity on an 
interim basis for Storage, the Swim Center, and the first 250 single family units.  All other future 
development is assumed to connect to the Corral Hollow sewer system. 
 
Approximately 12,300 LF of pipe upgrade is needed for the Corral Hollow sewer system to convey the 
build out flows from the Ellis Program. as shown in Figure 3.  The dashed line indicates existing 
pipeline that needs to be upgraded with a new gravity line.  The solid blue line indicates a new gravity 
line and the green line indicates a new force main is needed.  As part of the Ellis project the portion in 
the red box (the portion from Node 4W north to the Hansen PS) is required as well as upgrades to the 
Hansen pump station.  It is recommended that the upgrades be completed from the downstream end 
since the capacity is restrained at the downstream portion of the Corral Hollow sewer system. 
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purposes of the fee calculation, it was assumed that the pipe would be upgraded in one phase as was 
assumed in the 2013 Citywide master plan.  This alternative is the least costly, but requires a higher 
upfront cost.  Should this option not be implemented, wastewater impact fees will need to be updated in 
the future. 
 
The total wastewater system fee is the sum of the Corral Hollow sewer improvement fee and the 
Wastewater Treatment Plant improvement fee.  The existing Corral Hollow sewer system needs 
improvements to convey additional wastewater flows from the Ellis Program and other infill projects.  
Ellis’ fair share of these improvements is shown in Table 11 above. 
 
The WWTP expansion from 9 mgd to 21.1 mgd is planned over five or more phases.  Ellis will pay the 
WWTP fee per the 2013 Citywide Master Plan for all units beyond the first 800 equivalent single family 
homes.  The anticipated WWTP fee is shown in Table 12 below.  Ellis’ contribution towards the WWTP 
expansion is shown in Table 11. 
 
The Wastewater System improvement fee is shown in Table 12: 
 

Table 12 - Wastewater System Fee 

Landuse EDU Factor Corral Holllow 
Upgrade WWTP Fee Total Fee Per 

Unit/Ac

RML 1.0 1,610$              6,727$               8,337$           
RMM 0.81 1,304$              5,449$               6,753$           
RMH 0.67 1,079$              4,507$               5,586$           
Commercial (per ac) 5.2 8,372$              34,980$             43,352$         
Storage (per ac) 0.38 612$                 2,556$               3,168$            
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Group 75: Water & Recycled Water Improvements 

The Ellis Program Area will be required to construct entirely new water supply, treatment and storage 
facilities.  All development will pay a water fee due at building permit.  These water improvements are 
based on West Yost Associates’ report entitled “Ellis Specific Plan Water System Analysis – Technical 
Memorandum” dated August 14, 2013 and adopted concurrently with this report.  This report presents 
the Ellis Specific Plan area’s water system analysis and calculates fair-share water system costs.  No 
excess water system facility capacity exists for Ellis’ use, and new supply, treatment plants, pumping 
plants, transmission mains, and backup generators will be required to provide appropriate water service.  
The total estimated cost for the facilities is shown in Table 13: 
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Table 13 - Water Project Costs 

CIP # Item Unit Unit Price QTY

Total 
Construction 

Cost Total Mark-up Total Cost Ellis % Project Cost

Program 
Management

Total Cost

75PP-XX
City - Side Booster Pump Station Pressure Zone 
3 - 6.48 MGD (JJWTP) ea $1,852,675 1 $1,852,675 $741,070 $2,593,745 37% $926,100 $34,300 $960,400

75PP-XX Clearwell at JJWTP 2.0 MG ea $3,251,699 1 $3,251,699 $1,300,680 $4,552,379 63% $2,760,750 $102,250 $2,863,000

75PP-XX
John Jones Water Treatment Plant Expansion 
15.0 mgd ea $33,269,046 1 $33,269,046 $13,307,618 $46,576,664 15% $6,527,250 $241,750 $6,769,000

75PP-XX
Long-term Emergency Groundwater Storage 
2,500 gpm ea $2,500,000 1 $2,500,000 $1,000,000 $3,500,000 26% $893,700 $33,100 $926,800

Land Acquisition ac $184,316 0.25 $46,079 $0 $46,079 100% $44,357 $1,643 $46,000

On-site Backbone Pipelines

75PP-XX
Water Transmission Line 12" (ESP backbone 
Phase 1) LF $210 8700 $1,827,000 $730,800 $2,557,800 37% $913,950 $33,850 $947,800

75PP-XX
Water Transmission Line 12" (ESP backbone 
Buildout) LF $210 4370 $917,700 $367,080 $1,284,780 37% $459,000 $17,000 $476,000

75PP-XX
Water Transmission Line 12"( ESP Backbone - 
Phase 1 to Valpico Rd) LF $210 2615 $549,150 $219,660 $768,810 37% $274,050 $10,150 $284,200

Water Transmission Mains from JJWTP Z3-City-side BPS

75PP-XX
Water Transmission Line 24"( JJTP Clearwell to 
PBS3) LF $375 35 $13,125 $5,250 $18,375 37% $6,557 $243 $6,800

75PP-XX

Water Transmission Line 20"(ESP-JJWTP 
BPS3 to Corral Hollow Rd and Linne Rd. Phase 
1) LF $320 9300 $2,976,000 $1,190,400 $4,166,400 37% $1,487,700 $55,100 $1,542,800

75PP-XX
Water Transmission Line 20"(Corral Hollow Rd 
and Linne Rd to Middlefield Rd. - buildout) LF $320 7950 $2,544,000 $1,017,600 $3,561,600 37% $1,271,700 $47,100 $1,318,800

75PP-XX

Water Transmission Line 18"(ESP Corral 
Hollow Rd and Linne Rd to Middlefield Rd - 
buildout) LF $300 705 $211,500 $84,600 $296,100 37% $105,300 $3,900 $109,200

75PP-XX
Water Transmission Line 18"(ESP-Linne Rd. to 
Corral hollow Rd. Phase 1 - PZ2 Bypass) LF $300 120 $36,000 $14,400 $50,400 36% $17,550 $650 $18,200

75PP-XX
Water Transmission Line 16"(from existing 
Clearwell No. 2 to English Oaks) LF $230 7705 $1,772,150 $708,860 $2,481,010 37% $885,600 $32,800 $918,400

75PP-XX 20" Jack and Bore under Delta Mendota Canal LF $1,005 458 $460,290 $184,116 $644,406 37% $229,500 $8,500 $238,000

75PP-XX
20" Jack and Bore (CH and Linne under 
Railroad) LF $1,005 250 $251,250 $100,500 $351,750 37% $125,550 $4,650 $130,200

Water Transmission Lines to move Portion of Plan C into Zone 3

75PP-XX
Water Transmission Line 12" (Whirlaway Ln. to 
Linne Rd.) LF $210 563 $118,230 $47,292 $165,522 37% $59,400 $2,200 $61,600

75PP-XX
12" Jack and Bore (SW Portion of Plan C under 
RR to Linne Rd.) LF $690 150 $103,500 $41,400 $144,900 37% $51,107 $1,893 $53,000

Valve Connections

75PP-XX
18" Check Valve Connection at Middlefield Dr.

EA $84,000 1 $84,000 $33,600 $117,600 37% $41,850 $1,550 $43,400

75PP-XX

Connection at Middelfield Drive 12" Diameter 
bypass PZ2 on Corral Hollow, Jack and Bore 
(SW portion of the Plan C under Corral Hollow LF $690 60 $41,400 $16,560 $57,960 37% $20,636 $764 $21,400

75PP-XX
Pressure Reducing Valve ESP - Phase 1 to 
Valpico Rd (12-inch Diameter) EA $102,000 1 $102,000 $40,800 $142,800 37% $51,300 $1,900 $53,200

$52,926,794 $21,152,286 $74,079,080 $17,152,907 $635,293 $17,788,200

$17,152,907 $635,293 $17,788,200

75PP-xx Citywide Recycled Water Contribution $5,825,339 100% $5,617,291 $208,048 $5,825,339

$843,341 $23,613,539Total Ellis Water/Recycled Water Contribution

Total:

Ellis Water Contribution:
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The Ellis Program area is divided into three phases for this water system analysis: Initial Phase 1,Phase 
1 and build-out.  Ellis Phase 1 consists of approximately 153 acres located on the east side of Ellis.  Ellis 
Phase 1 is divided by the City’s existing Pressure Zone 2/3 boundary, with the northern portion 
(approximately 47 acres which includes a portion of the Village Mixed Use Area within Pressure Zone 2 
and the remaining area within Pressure Zone 3 (see Figure 5).  The ultimate design for Ellis assumes 
most of the area will be served as part of Pressure Zone 3.  The Initial Phase 1 configuration included 
construction of approximately 540 homes in Pressure Zone 2 and Pressure Zone3, including the Mixed 
Village Use area. 
 
The initial residential units located in the Pressure Zone 2 area of Phase 1 can, in the interim, be 
provided with supply from the existing system and therefore, may be constructed prior to the building of 
the 2.0 MG clearwell (Phase 1 storage) and 6.48 million gallon per day (mgd) booster pump station 
infrastructure.  If Phase 1 includes any areas within Pressure Zone 3, a Pressure Zone 3 pump will need 
to be installed.   
 
West Yost evaluated the feasibility of supplying an Initial Phase 1 configuration, which would include 
all 450 units within the Ellis Phase service area and the Village Mixed Use area as shown in Figure 6.  
Under this proposed configuration and demand condition, the required fire flow can be supplied to all 
areas in Phase 1 with the construction of two check valve connections to Pressure Zone 2.  To serve this 
configuration the recommended pipelines, as shown in Figure 6 will be required including the Pressure 
Zone 3 booster pump at the JJWTP’s Clearwell No. 2.  Currently, Ellis is planning to implement Initial 
Phase 1 which includes only the residential units and the Village Mixed Use area.   
 
Previously approved specific plans that have been allotted water in the existing system are not fully built 
out and do not expect to be completed for several years.  Therefore, the City has existing storage 
capacity on an interim basis available for use.  West Yost has assumed that no new storage facility will 
be constructed to serve the first 450 units in the initial Phase 1 area.  Once the initial allotment of 450 
units has been reached, or other specified time is agreed to by the City, the Ellis will be required to 
construct some storage in Pressure Zone 3.  It is assumed that Ellis will pursue the option of developing 
an ASR well on-site or at the JJWTP, in-lieu of construction of an on-site storage tank, or other tank in 
Pressure zone 3 to meet their emergency storage requirements.  Therefore, in addition to the ASR well, 
Ellis will be required to construct an additional 1.1 MG of active storage (1.2 MG of total storage) to 
complete build-out.  To complete Phase 1, without having to construct an ASR well, it was assumed that 
Ellis would share in the cost to construct the new 2.0 MG clearwell, Clearwell No. 3 at the JJJWP.  
Phase 1 build-out would require 0.94 MG of storage or approximately forty-seven (47) percent of the 
capacity of Clearwell No. 3.   
 
For the initial Ellis Phase 1, the proposed Pressure Zone 3 Pump Station at the JJWTP would serve the 
area during a peak hour demand condition.  Maximum day demands and maximum day demand plus a 
1,500 gpm fire can be provided directly from the Pressure Zone 2 system, without additional pumping, 
however two check valves will be required, see Figure 6.   
 
See Technical Memorandum prepared by West Yost and included in the Appendix of this report for 
more information.  The location and sizes of the facilities required to serve the Ellis Program Area at 
build-out are shown in Figure 8. 
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Figure 5 – Water Phasing Plan 

 



  
 
Ellis Program Area Finance and Implementation Plan 24 August, 2012 

 
 
 

 
Figure 6 – Initial Phase 1 Water Infrastructure
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Figure 7 –Phase 1 Water Infrastructure
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Figure 8– Phase 1 Water Infrastructure 
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The costs for the projects within ESP are to be paid by each of the projects on a per EDU basis.  
One EDU is defined as the average day demand for a low-density residential unit and equals 429 
gpd.  EDUs can be calculated for other land uses on this basis as shown in Table 14.  The 
proposed ESP land uses correspond to a total of 2,198 EDUs.   
 

Table 14 - Potable Water Fee 

Landuse EDU Factor
Supply and 
Treatment Infrastructure

Total Potable 
Water Fee

RML 1 2,686$               4,372$             7,058$              
RMM 0.86 2,310$               3,760$             6,070$              
RMH 0.58 1,558$               2,536$             4,094$              
Commercial (per ac) 5.63 15,121$             24,615$           39,736$            
Storage (per ac) 5.63 15,121$             24,615$           39,736$             

 

RECYCLED WATER 
 
Ellis will pay the Recycled Water Fee at building permit per the 2012 Citywide Water Master 
Plan.  The estimated Master Plan fees are shown in Table 15 below.  Ellis’ fee is subject to 
update upon adoption of the master plan fees. 
 

Table 15 - Recycled Water Fee 

Landuse EDU Factor
Recycled Water 

Fee
RML 1 2,654$               
RMM 0.86 2,282$               
RMH 0.58 1,539$               
Commercial (per ac) 5.63 14,942$             
Storage (per ac) 5.63 14,942$              
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Group 76:  Storm Drainage 
 
The Ellis Program Area will pay a storm drain development impact fee at building permit for 
CIP projects described in this section.  Ellis’ obligation to pay a development impact fee for 
“Drainage Fees” is based on the Storm Water Consulting, Inc. report entitled “Ellis Program 
Sub-Basin Storm Drainage Technical Report”, dated September 2012 and adopted concurrently 
with this report.  The total estimated cost of backbone facilities in the Ellis Program Area is 
shown in the table below: 
 

Table 16 - Storm Drainage Project Costs 

CIP # Project
Construction 

Cost Land Acq.
40 %      

Mark-up
Total Project 

Cost Project Cost
Program 

Management Total Cost1

76PP-XX

Detention Basin 3A  (36 
AF plus 36 AF add'l 
excavation) 720,000$        2,000,000$    288,000$    3,008,000$      1,765,324$     21,383$         1,786,707$      

76PP-XX

Detention Basin SL (17 
AF plus 8 AF add'l 
excavation) 250,000$        800,000$      100,000$    1,150,000$      675,658$       7,425$           683,083$        

76PP-XX

6,100 LF of 12" SD 
including 100 LF of Jack 
and Bore under RR from 
DET SL 507,500$        203,000$    710,500$         406,954$       15,072$         422,026$        

76PP-XX

4,200 LF of 18" SD 
including 100 LF Jack and 
Bore under RR from DET 
3A North 480,000$        95,000$        192,000$    767,000$         441,331$       14,256$         455,587$        

76PP-XX
200 LF of 48" SD  to DET 
3A 70,000$         28,000$      98,000$           56,132$         2,079$           58,211$          

76PP-XX Dewatering 200,000$        80,000$      280,000$         160,376$       5,940$           166,316$        

76PP-XX
UPTC/WPRR Crossing 
Agreements 10,000$         4,000$        14,000$           8,019$           297$              8,316$            

76PP-XX
WSID Crossing 
Agreement 5,000$           2,000$        7,000$            4,009$           148$              4,158$            

2,242,500$   2,895,000$ 897,000$  6,034,500$    3,517,803$  66,601$        3,584,403$   
1 Total cost is the construction cost multiplied by the proportional amount (42.2%) attributed to Ellis land uses. 

Total
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The storm drainage facilities are shown in Figure 9.  The program only includes backbone 
facilities; other facilities will be required, but are considered to be part of onsite improvements 
and costs associated with new development.  The backbone facilities to serve the Ellis Program 
Area are: 
 

 A detention basin within the South Linne sub-basin.  This detention basin will provide 
enough storage to accept all future runoff from the South Linne sub-basin and control the 
outflow to the desired rate of 1cfs.  Outflow from the South Linne Detention Basin will 
be discharged to onsite storm drains that will serve the future internal development within 
the Ellis Program Sub-basin to the north. 
 

 A 12” SD gravity discharge pipe from the South Linne Detention Basin connection to 
future onsite storm drains to the north within the Ellis Program Sub-basin.    This 12” SD 
will require a jack and bore crossing under the Western Pacific RR. 

 
 A 42” SD extending north from Valpico, west of Corral Hollow Road that will serve as 

the discharge pipe for the combined Ellis Program Sub-basin.  This pipe will discharge to 
the proposed detention basin DET 3A. 

 
 Detention basin, DET 3A, located on the north side of Valpico Road that will store and 

mitigate the runoff from the future development within the Ellis Program Sub-basin.  The 
basin will have sufficient storage to control outflow at a rate of 3 cfs.  The 100-year peak 
storage volume is 46 AC-FT.  Over excavation will be required for this detention basin in 
order for upstream storm drainage connections to be made and maintain a low enough 
surface level to avoid surcharging upstream connecting storm drains.   

 
 An 18” discharge pipe extending north from Detention Basin 3A that will connect to an 

existing 30” stub that was provided within Gabriel Estates.  The 18” SD pipe will require 
the acquisition of a 20’ wide storm drain easement, a crossing underneath WSID’s Upper 
Main Canal, and a jack and bore crossing underneath the Union Pacific RR track. 
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Figure 9 – Storm Drainage Layout 

 



  
 
Ellis Program Area Finance and Implementation Plan 31 August, 2012 

The fees for the Ellis program area are calculated in Table 17 below.  There are two components 
to the fee program; Program Fees and Westside Fees.  The Program Fees pay for the new 
infrastructure needed to serve the Ellis Development as outlined above.  The Westside fees pay 
Ellis’ share of excess capacity that exists in downstream facilities that Ellis will be utilizing to 
discharge their storm drainage.         
 

Table 17 - Storm Drainage Fees 
Landuse Program Fees Westside Fees Total SD Fees

RML  $               1,380 417$                     1,797$            
RMM  $                  754 228$                     981$               
RMH  $               1,711 518$                     2,229$            
Commercial (per ac)  $             18,301 5,534$                  23,836$          
Storage (per ac)  $               5,137 1,554$                  6,691$             
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Group 78: Parks & Recreation 

The Ellis Program Area will pay a park development impact fee at building permit.  The 
obligation is based on the report “Ellis Program Area Parks Study” by Harris & Associates dated 
December 2012 and adopted concurrently with this FIP.   The total park obligation is shown in 
Table 18 below. The developer may enter into an agreement with the City to design and build the 
neighborhood parks in lieu of paying fees.   Ellis will pay a community park fee towards the 
community park requirement, unless the City accepts the Ellis program contribution towards the 
swim center, then the contribution will be in lieu of any community park requirements and the 
Ellis Program’s community park obligation will be met for the Ellis Program’s 2,250 allowed 
dwelling units.   
 

Table 18 - Park Obligation 

Project Cost
 Program 

Management  Total Cost 
Neighborhood Park 11,729,450$     434,424$             12,163,874$    
Community Park 3,372,011$       124,889$             3,496,900$      
Total Obligation 15,101,461$     559,313$             15,660,774$     

 

The City’s Park Master Plan requires 3 acres of neighborhood park per 1000 people and 1 acre of 
community park per 1000 people.  The assumptions in the Ellis Program Area are that there are 
3.3 people per residential mixed low density unit and 2.7 people per residential mixed medium 
density unit, and 2.2 people per residential mixed high density unit.  Based on these requirements 
and assumptions, the Ellis Program Area is responsible for providing 19.1 acres of neighborhood 
and 6.4 acres of community parks as shown in Table 19.   

 
Table 19- Required Acreage Calculation 

Landuse No. Units People/Unit
Total 

Population

Total Required 
Acreage 

(Neighborhood)

Total 
Required 
Acreage 

(Community)
RML 505 3.3 1666.5 5.0 1.7
RMM 1705 2.7 4603.5 13.8 4.6
RMH 40 2.2 88 0.3 0.1

Total 2250 6358 19.1 6.4  
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The development impact fee is based on an estimated per acre cost of developed park land.  The 
cost estimate for neighborhood parks is shown in Table 20 and is based on the facilities that are 
anticipated to be located in the Ellis Program Area parks: 
 

Table 20 - Neighborhood Park Cost 

Basic Improvements Quantity Units Cost Total
Base Park Acre 19.07 AC 235,092$       4,484,145$      
Amenities
Basketball 2 EA 47,201$         94,402$           
Play Area (full) 4 EA 256,839$       1,027,356$      
Play Area (small) 2 EA 86,653$         173,306$         
Play Element 2 EA 43,566$         87,132$           
Water Play Element 2 EA 19,800$         39,600$           
Bocce 2 EA 33,352$         66,704$           
Picnic Small 4 EA 11,858$         47,432$           
Picnic Large 6 EA 20,614$         123,684$         
Shade Structure 6 ALLOW 75,000$         450,000$         
Tennis 2 EA 74,718$         149,436$         
Soccer/T-ball Multi-use Field 4 EA 8,382$           33,528$           
Open Green/Volleyball/Badminton 7 Included in base -$                   -$                    
Skate Spot 2 EA 24,500$         49,000$           
Dog Park 2 EA 39,754$         79,508$           
Drinking Fountain 6 EA 6,000$           36,000$           
Fountain/Gazebo 2 ALLOW 30,000$         60,000$           
Information Kiosk 2 EA 10,000$         20,000$           
Focal Element (allowance) 6 ALLOW 20,000$         120,000$         
Ornamental Garden 4 ALLOW 23,705$         94,820$           
Park Sign Large 6 ALLOW 10,000$         60,000$           
Park Sign Small 6 ALLOW 5,000$           30,000$           
Total Program Cost -$               7,326,053$      
Mark-up for Soft Costs (40%) -$               2,930,421$      
Land Acquisition 19.07 AC 100,000$       1,907,400$      
Total Cost -$               12,163,874$     
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The cost estimate for community parks is shown in Table 21 below and is based on an estimated 
per acre cost for the construction of a typical community park: 

Table 21 - Community Park Cost 
Cost/ac

100,000$      
321,000$      
129,000$      
550,000$      Total Cost per Acre

Amenity
Land Acquisition
Park Construction
Mark-up for Soft Costs (40%)

 
 

  The park fee is comprised of two components, the Neighborhood Park Fee and the Community 
Park fee. The fee for each component as well as the total fee is shown in Table 22: 
 

Table 22 - Park Fee Summary 

Landuse  Neighborhood Park  Community Park  Total Park 
Fee 

RML 6,313$                     1,815$                 8,128$           
RMM 5,166$                     1,485$                 6,651$           
RMH 4,209$                     1,210$                 5,419$            



 

Group 79:  Program Management 

There is no fee associated with Group 79 Project Management – monies associated with Project 
Management are collected under other fee programs as part of the 5% mark-ups and will be 
transferred to this account after they have been collected.  The projects outlined in this report 
will ultimately generate the amounts shown Table 23 below for Project Management Funding.  
The funds will be transferred into Group 79. 
 

Table 23 - Program Management 
Program 

Management 
Group 71 Public Facilities 242,403$                  
Groups 72 & 73 Streets & Traffic 471,402$                  
Group 74  Wastewater 560,353$                  
Group 75 Water 843,341$                  
Group 76 Storm Drainage 66,601$                    
Group 78 Parks and Recreation 559,313$                  
Total Program Management 2,743,412$              

 

 

 
  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX  A:   ABSORPTION 
 



 

 
Table 1 

Anticipated Absorption 
 
 
Project Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Total
Calendar Year 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

Residential units 2250
low density 50 50 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 505
medium density 98 98 150 150 155 175 175 176 176 176 176 1705
high density 20 20 40

Commercial Ac
Village Mixed Use 4 4 4 4 4 20
Storage 9 9
Commercial 3 3 6 12.6 24.6

 



 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX  B:  CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

  



Total Project Cost Ellis Share Ellis Total Cost
Ellis Project Cost 

(less PM) 
GROUP 71 PUBLIC FACILITIES
71PP‐xx City Hall & Public Works Facilities 2,557,784$                  100% 2,557,784$          2,466,434$            

71PP‐xx Community Center 1,251,509$                  100% 1,251,509$          1,206,812$            

71PP‐xx Library 1,159,826$                  100% 1,159,826$          1,118,404$            

71PP‐xx Public Safety Facilities 1,818,154$                  100% 1,818,154$          1,753,220$            

Total: 6,787,273$                  6,787,273$          6,544,870$            
GROUP 72 TRAFFIC SAFETY

Intersection Improvements

72PP‐XXX Patterson Pass/I‐580 EB 1,212,364$                  2% 24,247$                23,381$                 

72PP‐XXX Patterson Pass/I‐580 WB 1,077,797$                  6% 59,279$                57,162$                 

72PP‐XXX Corral Hollow/I‐580 EB 1,212,364$                  5% 54,556$                52,608$                 

72PP‐XXX Corral Hollow/I‐580 WB 1,212,364$                  5% 60,618$                58,453$                 

72PP‐XXX Lammers Rd./Valpico 1,050,481$                  31% 325,649$              314,019$               

72PP‐XXX Lammers Rd./Schulte Rd. 1,414,214$                  50% 700,036$              675,035$               

72PP‐XXX Corral Hollow/ Linne Rd 1,872,547$                  23% 430,686$              415,304$               

72PP‐053 Corral Hollow/Valpico Rd 723,211$                     58% 419,462$              404,482$               

72PP‐021 Corral Hollow Rd/Schulte Rd 1,204,158$                  15% 174,603$              168,367$               

72PP‐XXX Corral Hollow Rd/Eleventh St 385,131$                     33% 125,168$              120,697$               

NA Corral Hollow/Grant Line ‐$                                 12% ‐$                           ‐$                            

72PP‐XXX Tracy Blvd/Linne Rd 2,040,517$                  9% 183,647$              177,088$               

72038 Tracy Blvd/Valpico Rd 457,793$                     13% 59,513$                57,388$                 

72PP‐XXX MacArthur/Linne Rd. 1,704,100$                  15% 255,615$              246,486$               

72037 MacArthur Drive/Valpico Rd 346,465$                     13% 45,041$                43,432$                 

72PP‐XXX Chrisman/Linne 154,567$                     30% 46,370$                44,714$                 

72PP‐XXX Chrisman/Valpico 3,388$                         35% 1,186$                  1,143$                    

72PP‐XXX Chrisman/Schulte 1,569,533$                  25% 384,536$              370,802$               

72PP‐XXX Chrisman/11th 7,000$                         8% 525$                     506$                       

72024 & 72056 Lammers Road/Eleventh St 65,710$                       13% 8,214$                  7,920$                    

72PP‐XXX Byron/Grant Line ‐$                                 11% ‐$                           ‐$                            

72PP‐XXX Lammers/I‐580 EB 2,639,724$                  8% 197,979$              190,909$               

72PP‐XXX Lammers/I‐580 WB 2,874,345$                  12% 344,921$              332,603$               

Subtotal: 23,227,773$               3,901,850$          3,762,499$            

Table B1
Ellis Program Area CIP Projects



Table B1
Ellis Program Area CIP Projects

GROUP 73 STREETS & HIGHWAYS
73PP‐XXX Valpico Road Widen to Four Lanes west of Sycamore 1,359,651$                  34% 462,281$              445,771$               

73PP‐XXX Valpico Road Widen to Four Lanes Tracy Blvd. to MacArthur Blvd. 1,334,501$                  12% 153,468$               147,987$                

73PP‐XXX Schulte new alignment west of Lammers, 6 lanes 22,553,778$               8% 1,691,533$          1,631,121$            

N/A Schulte widen to 6 lanes, Corral Hollow to Tracy Blvd. ‐$                                 ‐$                           ‐$                            

73PP‐XXX 11th Street widen to 6 lanes west of Lammers Rd. 3,667,399$                  13% 458,425$              442,053$               

73PP‐XXX Grant Line Road widen to 6 lanes, Byron to Corral Hollow 3,571,274$                  12% 428,553$              413,247$               

73PP‐XXX

Lammers Road New 6 lane expressway, I‐205 new interchange to 11th 

St 3,728,086$                  13% 466,011$               449,368$                

73092 Lammers Road Widen to 6 lanes 11th to Schulte ‐$                                 ‐$                           ‐$                            

73PP‐045 Lammers Road Widen to 4 lanes Schulte to Valpico 3,180,577$                  28% 890,562$              858,756$               

73PP‐046 Lammers Road Widen to 4 lanes Valpico to Ellis Dr. 3,077,978$                  30% 908,003$              875,575$               

73PP‐047 Lammers Rd. widen to 4 lanes, Ellis Drive to I‐580 10,002,056$               14% 1,350,278$          1,302,053$            

73102/73103 Corral Hollow Road Widen to 6 lanes Grant Line to Schulte ‐$                                 ‐$                           ‐$                            

73PP‐046 Corral Hollow widen to 4 lanes, Schulte to Valpico 2,635,421$                  17% 448,022$              432,021$               

73PP‐046 Corral Hollow widen to 4 lanes, Valpico to Ellis 1,488,481$                  47% 692,144$              667,424$               

73PP‐046 Corral Hollow Road Widen to 4 lanes Ellis Drive to Linne Road  1,154,856$                  37% 421,523$              406,468$               

73PP‐XXX Corral Hollow Road Widen to 4 lanes Linne Road to I‐580 8,516,771$                  10% 851,677$              821,260$               

73PP‐XXX MacArthur Drive Widen to 4 lanes between Schulte and Valpico 2,140,773$                  4% 74,927$                72,251$                 

Subtotal: 68,411,603$               9,297,405$          8,965,355$            
Total: 91,639,376$               13,199,256$        12,727,854$          
GROUP 74 WASTEWATER

Corral Hollow Upgrades 9,158,000$                  36% 3,304,123$          3,186,118$            

WWTP Improvement Cost beyond 9mgd 44,800,000$               28% 12,385,752$        11,943,404$          

Total: 53,958,000$               15,689,875$        15,129,522$          



Table B1
Ellis Program Area CIP Projects

GROUP 75 WATER

75PP‐XX City ‐ Side Booster Pump Station Pressure Zone 3 ‐ 6.48 MGD (JJWTP) 2,593,745$                  37% 960,400$               926,100$                

75PP‐XX Clearwell at JJWTP 2.0 MG 4,552,379$                  63% 2,863,000$          2,760,750$            

75PP‐XX John Jones Water Treatment Plant Expansion 15.0 mgd 46,576,664$               15% 6,769,000$          6,527,250$            

75PP‐XX Long‐term Emergency Groundwater Storage 2,500 gpm 3,500,000$                  26% 926,800$              893,700$               

Land Acquisition 46,079$                       100% 46,000$                44,357$                 

75PP‐XX Water Transmission Line 12" (ESP backbone Phase 1) 2,557,800$                  37% 947,800$              913,950$               

75PP‐XX Water Transmission Line 12" (ESP backbone Buildout) 1,284,780$                  37% 476,000$              459,000$               

75PP‐XX Water Transmission Line 12"( ESP Backbone ‐ Phase 1 to Valpico Rd) 768,810$                     37% 284,200$               274,050$                

75PP‐XX Water Transmission Line 24"( JJTP Clearwell to PBS3) 18,375$                       37% 6,800$                  6,557$                    

75PP‐XX

Water Transmission Line 20"(ESP‐JJWTP BPS3 to Corral Hollow Rd and 

Linne Rd. Phase 1) 4,166,400$                  37% 1,542,800$           1,487,700$             

75PP‐XX

Water Transmission Line 20"(Corral Hollow Rd and Linne Rd to 

Middlefield Rd. ‐ buildout) 3,561,600$                  37% 1,318,800$           1,271,700$             

75PP‐XX

Water Transmission Line 18"(ESP Corral Hollow Rd and Linne Rd to 

Middlefield Rd ‐ buildout) 296,100$                     37% 109,200$               105,300$                

75PP‐XX

Water Transmission Line 18"(ESP‐Linne Rd. to Corral hollow Rd. Phase 1 

‐ PZ2 Bypass) 50,400$                       36% 18,200$                 17,550$                  

75PP‐XX

Water Transmission Line 16"(from existing Clearwell No. 2 to English 

Oaks) 2,481,010$                  37% 918,400$               885,600$                

75PP‐XX 20" Jack and Bore under Delta Mendota Canal 644,406$                     37% 238,000$              229,500$               

75PP‐XX 20" Jack and Bore (CH and Linne under Railroad) 351,750$                     37% 130,200$              125,550$               

75PP‐XX Water Transmission Line 12" (Whirlaway Ln. to Linne Rd.) 165,522$                     37% 61,600$                59,400$                 

75PP‐XX 12" Jack and Bore (SW Portion of Plan C under RR to Linne Rd.) 144,900$                     37% 53,000$                51,107$                 

75PP‐XX 18" Check Valve Connection at Middlefield Dr. 117,600$                     37% 43,400$                41,850$                 

75PP‐XX

Connection at Middelfield Drive 12" Diameter bypass PZ2 on Corral 

Hollow, Jack and Bore (SW portion of the Plan C under Corral Hollow 57,960$                       37% 21,400$                 20,636$                  

75PP‐XX Pressure Reducing Valve ESP ‐ Phase 1 to Valpico Rd (12‐inch Diameter) 142,800$                     37% 53,200$                 51,300$                  

74,079,080$               17,788,200$        17,152,907$          
75PP‐XX City‐wide Recycled Water Infrastructure Fair Share 5,825,339$                  100% 5,825,339$          5,617,291$            

Total Water/Recycled Water: 79,904,419$               23,613,539$        22,770,198$          

Total Potable Water:



Table B1
Ellis Program Area CIP Projects

GROUP 76 STORM DRAINAGE
Detention Basin 3A  (36 AF plus 36 AF add'l excavation) 3,008,000$                  59% 1,786,707$          1,765,324$            

Detention Basin SL (17 AF plus 8 AF add'l excavation) 1,150,000$                  59% 683,083$              675,658$               

6,100 LF of 12" SD including 100 LF of Jack and Bore under RR from DET 

SL 710,500$                     59% 422,026$               406,954$                

4,200 LF of 18" SD including 100 LF Jack and Bore under RR from DET 3A 

North 767,000$                     59% 455,587$               441,331$                

200 LF of 48" SD  to DET 3A 98,000$                       59% 58,211$                56,132$                 

Dewatering 280,000$                     59% 166,316$              160,376$               

UPTC/WPRR Crossing Agreements 14,000$                       59% 8,316$                  8,019$                    

WSID Crossing Agreement 7,000$                         59% 4,158$                  4,009$                    

Total: 6,034,500$                  3,584,403$          3,517,803$            
Group 78 Parks & Recreation

Neighborbood Parks 12,163,874$               100% 12,163,874$        11,729,450$          

Community Parks 3,496,900$                  100% 3,496,900$          3,372,011$            

Total: 15,660,774$               15,660,774$        15,101,461$          
Group 79 Program Management
Program Management 2,743,412$            

Total: 78,535,120$         78,535,120$           

Grant/RTIF Funding Towards Traffic (5,550,000)$          (5,550,000)$           

Total Ellis Funding: 72,985,120$         72,985,120$           
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Ellis Program 

Public Building Impact Fee Study 

December 2012 

 
  
 
A Citywide Public Building Fee for the City of Tracy was completed in December of 2000 by 
Muni Financial and adopted by the City Council on August 21, 2001 by resolution 2001-301.  
The report strove to create a fee that would provide new facilities to serve growth within the City 
at the same level that existing residents are currently being served.  To do this, the study used 
existing facility standards to determine the fee.  This ensured that new development would fund 
facilities at the same level as existing development and would not be paying to raise existing 
standards. The Citywide Public Building fee applies to all new development within the City of 
Tracy including the Ellis Program.  New Citywide Public Building and Public Safety fee studies 
were underway for the City of Tracy.  Because that fee study had not yet been completed, the 
Ellis Program used the methodology of the currently adopted Citywide Public Building Fee 
Study. 
 
Since the time that the Study was completed, the public building fee has been updated three 
time, once in September of 2003, a second time in July 2007, and the final time on April 3rd 2012 
with the Infill report.  The latest version of this study is being used as the basis for Ellis’ fees. 
 

The calculated cost per capita is $1054.25 for residential and $469 per 1000 sf of retail space.  
This cost per capita is then converted into a fee for each land use based on assumed densities.  
A density of 3.3 people per unit is assumed for a residential mixed low unit, a density of 2.7 
people per unit is assumed for a residential mixed medium unit, and 2.2 people per unit is 
assumed for a  residential mixed high unit.  For non-residential, it is assumed that one worker 
will occupy 300 square feet in an office land use and 500 square feet in a retail land use.   

Table 1 below shows the fees for each land use in the Ellis Program based on the per capita 
costs and densities described above.  It also calculates the total fees that will be collected at 
build-out based on the estimated residential dwelling units and square footage of non-residential.   

The Public Building fees can be updated to reflect changes in the ENR building cost index and 
CPI inflation factors, beginning in the year following the first residential building permit from the 
Ellis Program. 
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Fee Per 
Capita

People per 
Dwelling 

Unit

Fee Per 
Residential 

dwelling unit or 
1000 SF 

Commercial

Fee per 
Residential 

Dwelling Unit  
or SF 

Commercial

Number of 
Residential 

Dwelling Unit or 
SF Commerical

Buildout 
Obligation

Residential
RML 1,054.25$     3.3 3,479$             3,479$                 505 1,756,908$             
RMM 1,054.25$     2.7 2,846$             2,846$                 1,705 4,853,240$             
RMH 1,054.25$     2.2 2,319$             2,319$                 40 92,774$                  

Total Residential: 2,250  $             6,702,922 

Commercial/Storage 469$                0.47$                   180,000 84,352$                  

Total: 6,787,273$             

Notes:

Table 1

Ellis Public Building Fee Summary

 

Table 2 shows a breakdown of the fees and total money to be collected by specific landuse for 
each of the various fee components.  The various components were calculated using the 
methodology in the currently adopted Citywide Public Building Fee study.  The funding 
generated from the Ellis Program will be used to fund projects that are consistent with the 
recently adopted Citywide Public Safety and Public Facilities Master Plans. 
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Fee Per 
Residential 

Dwelling Unit 
or 1000 SF 
Commercial

Fee per 
Residential 

Dwelling Unit 
or SF 

Commercial

Number of 
Residential 

Dwelling 
Units or SF 
Commerical Buildout Obligation

Residential

RML

City Hall & Public Works Facilities 1,309.77$       1,309.770$     505 661,434$                 

Community Center 649.57$          649.572$        505 328,034$                 

Library 601.99$          601.986$        505 304,003$                 

Public Safety Facilities 917.70$          917.697$        505 463,437$                 
Single Family Subtotal: 3,479.03$       3,479.03$       1,756,908$              

RMM

City Hall & Public Works Facilities 1,071.63$       1,071.630$     1,705 1,827,129$              

Community Center 531.47$          531.468$        1,705 906,153$                 

Library 492.53$          492.534$        1,705 839,770$                 

Public Safety Facilities 750.84$          750.843$        1,705 1,280,187$              
Single Family Subtotal: 2,846.48$       2,846.48$       4,853,240$              

RMH

City Hall & Public Works Facilities 873.18$          873.180$        40 34,927$                  

Community Center 433.05$          433.048$        40 17,322$                  

Library 401.32$          401.324$        40 16,053$                  

Public Safety Facilities 611.80$          611.798$        40 24,472$                  
Multi-Family Subtotal: 2,319.35$       2,319.35$       92,774$                  
Retail

City Hall & Public Works Facilities 190.52$          0.191$            180,000 34,294$                  

Public Safety Facilities 278.10$          0.278$            180,000 50,058$                  
Retail Subtotal: 468.62$          0.469$            655,377 84,352$                  

Total: 6,787,273$              

Notes:

Citywide fee from Citywide Fee Update prepared by Harris & Associates, adopted on April 3, 2012

Ellis Public Builidng Fee Breakdown by Landuse

Table 2
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Table 3 below is a breakdown of how much money is being generated within each category to 
fund CIP Projects. 

 Buildout Obligation 

City Hall & Public Works Facilities

RML 661,434$                             

RMM 1,827,129$                          

RMH 34,927$                               

Retail 34,294$                               

Total City Hall and Public Works Funding: 2,557,784$                          

Community Center

RML 328,034$                             

RMM 906,153$                             

RMH 17,322$                               

Total Community Center Funding: 1,251,509$                          

Library

RML 304,003$                             

RMM 839,770$                             

RMH 16,053$                               

Total Library Funding: 1,159,826$                          

Public Safety Facilities

RML 463,437$                             

RMM 1,280,187$                          

RMH 24,472$                               

Retail 50,058$                               

Total Public Safety Funding: 1,818,154$                          

Total Obligation 6,787,273$                          

Ellis Public Building Fee Breakdown by Facility

Table 3

 
 

 
Should the Ellis Program dedicate land to the City for the construction of a fire station or other 
public facilities, the value of the land and any construction costs incurred by the developer can 
be used to off-set the development impact fees. 
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Ellis Program 

Traffic Impact Fees 

December 2012 

 
  
I.       Introduction 

As a result of increased population, all new development in a community creates additional 
demands on public facilities provided by local government.  The purpose of this study is to 
analyze the impact of the Ellis development on transportation facilities in the City of Tracy, to 
ensure that the City’s established level of service is maintained, and to calculate fair and 
equitable development impact fees based on that analysis.  

The Ellis Program Area (Ellis) is currently a 321 acre parcel located between Lammers Road 
and Corral Hollow Road along the north side of the Union Pacific rail line.  Development within 
Ellis will consist of 505 residential mixed low units, 1705 residential mixed medium units, 40 
residential mixed high units 20 acres of, and 180,000 square feet of commercial. 

II.       Traffic Improvements 
 
As part of the Transportation Impact Analysis for the Ellis Specific Plan in the City of Tracy 
completed during the EIR process by Fehr and Peers, project level intersection improvements 
were identified for mitigation.  A summary of Ellis’ Intersection Improvement costs and 
percentage shares are shown in Table 2. 
 
The Project is also required to pay their fair share of citywide traffic improvements that have 
been identified as part of Tracy’s 2030 General Plan Roadway Network.  A memo prepared by 
Fehr and Peers titled Project Proportional Share Calculation for Ellis Specific Plan Traffic 
Mitigations is included in Appendix A of this report. The project is expected to contribute a 
proportional share of the improvement costs for both roads and intersections based on its 
contribution to future traffic growth.   

 
 

III.       Intersection Cost Estimates 
 

Intersection costs were calculated on a project by project basis.  These intersection specific cost 
estimates are included in Appendix B and summarized below.  A 40% mark-up is included on 
these costs to include contingency, design, program management and construction 
management.  ROW take was estimated for these improvements based on $100,000 per acre.  
Because these right-of-way takes are typically very small areas, $20,000 per location for right-of-
way acquisition related costs has also been added.    The costs and percentage shares are 
shown in Table 2. 
 
IV. Road Cost Estimates 
 
Program costs for the road segments are estimated by applying basic unit construction cost 
estimates to calculate a per linear foot (LF) cost for the road segments.  These construction cost 
tables are provided in Appendix C along with the assumed cross sections for the road 
improvements.  They are also summarized in the tables below.   
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The project costs are broken down into 2 elements; program portion and frontage portion.  The 
frontage portion covers landscaping, sidewalk, curb and gutter and 20 feet of pavement.  The 
center portion of the road is considered program.  Frontage improvements are constructed by 
the adjacent development and the program portion is funded through the fee program.  On 
certain key roads as identified by the City, the cost of the road from curb to curb is included in 
the fee program.   This includes Lammers Road and Schulte Road.   
 
A 40% mark-up is included on these costs to include contingency, design, program management 
and construction management.   Right-of-way costs were included at $100,000 per acre which 
includes both the cost of the land and the costs associated with acquiring the land.    
 
The costs and percentage shares are summarized in Table 3. 
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CIP No. Location Improvements Project Cost Mark Up (40%) ROW Cost Total Cost Ellis % 
Share Ellis Cost

72PP-XXX Patterson Pass/I-580 EB

Signalize.  Widen EB approach to provide 1 LT and 1 TR lane, Widen NB 
approach to provide 1 Thru and 1 RT lane, Widen SB approach to provide 
2 LT and 1 Thru lane 828,076$          331,230$         53,058$       1,212,364$        2% 24,247$               

72PP-XXX Patterson Pass/I-580 WB
Signalize.  Widen WB approach to provide 1 TL and 1 RT lane. Widen SB 
approach to provide 1 thru lane and 1 RT lane. 743,763$          297,505$         36,529$       1,077,797$        5.5% 59,279$               

72PP-XXX Corral Hollow/I-580 EB

Signalize.  Widen EB approach to provide 1 LT and 1 TR lane. Widen NB 
approach to provide 1 thru lane and 1 RT lane, Widen SB approach to 
provide 1 LT lane and 2 Thru lanes. 828,076$          331,230$         53,058$       1,212,364$        4.5% 54,556$               

72PP-XXX Corral Hollow/I-580 WB

Signalize.  Widen WB approach to provide 1 TL and 1 RT lane, Widen NB 
approach to add 1 Thru lane, widen SB approach to provide 2 thru lanes 
and 1 RT lane. 828,076$          331,230$         53,058$       1,212,364$        5.0% 60,618$               

72PP-XXX Lammers Rd./Valpico

Signalize, Widen WB approach to provide 1 LT and 1 RT lane, Widen NB 
approach to add 2 thru lanes, widen SB approach to provide 1 SB LT and 3 
thru lanes. 700,638$          280,255$         69,587$       1,050,481$        31.0% 325,649$             

72PP-XXX Lammers Rd./Schulte Rd.

Signalize.  Widen EB approach to provide 1 LT and 1 TR lane, add WB 
approach to 1 LT and 1 TR lane, widen NB approach to add 1 thru lane 
and 1 TR lane, widen SB approach to add 1 TL and 1 Thru lane. 954,545$          381,818$         77,851$       1,414,214$        49.5% 700,036$             

72PP-XXX Corral Hollow/ Linne Rd

Signalize.  Convert intersection to T with no EB Approach, widen WB 
approach to add 1 LT and 1 TR lane, widen NB approach to provide 2 Thru 
lanes and 1 RT lane, Widen SB approach to provide 1 LT and 2 Thru 
lanes. 1,293,732$       517,493$         61,322$       1,872,547$        23.0% 430,686$             

72PP-053 Corral Hollow/Valpico Rd Signalize & widen SB approach to provide 1 TL and 1 TR Lane 496,390$          198,556$         28,264$       723,211$           58.0% 419,462$             

72PP-021 Corral Hollow Rd/Schulte Rd

Widen EB approach to add 1 LT and 1 Thru, Widen WB approach to 
provide 1 LT, 3 Thru and 1 RT lane, Widen NB approach to provide 2 LT, 3 
Thru, and  RT lane, Widen SB approach to provide 2 LT, 3 Thru, and 1 RT 
lane.  Convert EB RT from permitted to free, modify signal and adjust 
phasing. 804,505$          321,802$         77,851$       1,204,158$        14.5% 174,603$             

72PP-XXX Corral Hollow Rd/Eleventh St
Widen NB approach to add 1 thru Lane, Widen SB approach to add 1 thru 
lane, Convert EB and WB RT lanes from permitted to free.  Modify Signal. 254,905$          101,962$         28,264$       385,131$           32.5% 125,168$             

NA Corral Hollow/Grant Line

Widen EB approach to add 1 LT and 1 Thru Lane, Widen WB approach to 
provide 2 LT, 3 Thru, and 1 RT lane, Reduce NB LT lanes from 3 to 2, and 
add 1 Thru lane, Widen SB approach to provide 2 LT, 3 Thru, and 1 RT 
lane, convert EB RT lane from permitted to free, made new WB and SB RT 
lanes free. -$                 -$                   11.5%

 Project is fully 
constructed to full 

ROW 

72PP-XXX Tracy Blvd/Linne Rd

Signalize.  Widen EB approach to provide 2 LT and 3 Thru Lanes, Widen 
WB approach to provide 1 TL and 1 TR lane, Widen SB approach to 
provide 1 LT, 2 Thru, and 1 RT lane. 1,396,001$       558,400$         86,116$       2,040,517$        9.0% 183,647$             

72038 Tracy Blvd/Valpico Rd

Widen EB approach to add 1 thru lane, widen WB approach to provide 1 
LT, 2 thru and 1 RT lane, Widen NB approach to provide 1 LT, 2 Thru, and 
1 RT lane, Widen SB approach to provide 2 LT, 1 thru, and 1 RT lane.  
Modify Signal. 300,903$          120,361$         36,529$       457,793$           13.0% 59,513$               

72PP-XXX MacArthur/Linne Rd.
Signalize.  Widen EB approach to provide 1 LT, 1 Thru and 1 TR lanes, 
widen WB approach to provide 1 TL and 1 TR lane. 1,185,219$       474,088$         44,793$       1,704,100$        15.0% 255,615$             

72037 MacArthur Drive/Valpico Rd

Widen EB approach to add 1 Thru Lane, Widen SB approach to add 1 
Thru Lane, Convert WB and NB LT from protected to permitted.  Modify 
Signal. 227,286$          90,915$           28,264$       346,465$           13.0% 45,041$               

72PP-XXX Chrisman/Linne
Widen EB approach to provide 1 TL and 1 TR lane, widen SB approach to 
provide 1 TL and 1 TR lane. 84,313$            33,725$           36,529$       154,567$           30.0% 46,370$               

72PP-XXX Chrisman/Valpico
Re-stripe to modify NB approach to provide 1 LT and 1 thru lane.  Re-stripe 
to modify SB approach to provide 1 Thur and 1 RT. 2,420$              968$                -$             3,388$               35.0% 1,186$                 

72PP-XXX Chrisman/Schulte Modify NB approach to add 1 Thru lane.  1,100,906$       440,363$         28,264$       1,569,533$        24.5% 384,536$             
72PP-XXX Chrisman/11th Convert SB RT from permitted + overlap phasing to permitted. 5,000$              2,000$             -$             7,000$               7.5% 525$                    
72024 & 
72056 Lammers Road/Eleventh St Total Intersections: 46,936$            18,774$           -$             65,710$             12.5% 8,214$                 

72PP-XXX Byron/Grant Line
Add EB LT, Thru lane and RT lane, Add WB LT, 2 thru and RT.  Add NB 
LT ,1 thru, and 2 RT lanes.  Add SB Thru.

72PP-XXX Lammers/I-580 EB Intersection Improvements1 1,885,517$       754,207$         2,639,724$        7.5% 197,979$             
72PP-XXX Lammers/I-580 WB Intersection Improvements1 2,053,103$       821,241$         2,874,345$        12.0% 344,921$             

Total Intersections: 16,020,310$    6,408,124$      799,339$    23,227,773$     3,901,850$         

Notes:
1 Costs taken from TMP masterplan June 2012 and includes ROW
XXX  Designates a new project that will need a CIP number assigned to it.
EB = Eastbound; WB = Westbound; NB = Northbound; SB = Southbound
LT = Left-Turn; RT = Right-turn; TR = Through-Right; TL = Through-Left

Summary of Ellis Intersection Improvements
Table 2

Project is in County and being implemented by County
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CIP Number Road Extents Improvement
Length, 

LF
Program 
Cost/LF

Frontage 
Cost/LF Total Cost/LF  Program Cost  Frontage Cost 

 Canal 
Crossings 

 Total Program 
Cost  

Ellis 
Share1  Ellis Cost 

73PP-XXX Valpico Road
Corral Hollow Road to west of 
Sycamore Rural to 4 lane Arterial 2649 513$         1,231$       1,744$           1,359,651$        3,259,749$         1,359,651$          34.0% 462,281$              

73PP-XXX Valpico Road Tracy Blvd to MacArthur Blvd. Rural to 4 lane Arterial 2600 513$         1,231$       1,744$           1,334,501$        3,199,451$         1,334,501$          11.5% 153,468$              

73PP-XXX Schulte Road2 New Alignment west of Lammers New 6 lane roadway 15900 1,418$      713$          2,132$           22,553,778$      11,339,516$       22,553,778$        7.5% 1,691,533$           

N/A Schulte Road Corral Hollow to Tracy Blvd Widen to 6 lanes

73PP-XXX 11th Street West of Lammers Road Widen to 6 lanes 4000 917$         523$          1,440$           3,667,399$        2,093,694$         3,667,399$          12.5% 458,425$              

73PP-XXX Grant Line 
Road Byron to Corral Hollow Widen to 6 lanes 5200 687$         420$          1,106$           3,571,274$        2,181,619$         3,571,274$          12.0% 428,553$              

73PP-XXX
I-205 to Eleventh Street realign 
to new interchange New 6 lanes expressway 3300  $      1,130  $         685 1,815$           3,728,086$        2,261,084$         3,728,086$          12.5% 466,011$              

73092 Eleventh Street to Schulte Widen to 6 lanes

73PP-045 Schulte to Valpico
2 lane rural to 4 lane 
parkway 3100  $      1,026  $         718 1,744$           3,180,577$        2,225,289$         3,180,577$          28.0% 890,562$              

73PP-046 Valpico Rd. to Ellis Drive
2 lane rural to 4 lane 
parkway 3000  $      1,026  $         718 1,744$           3,077,978$        2,153,505$         3,077,978$          29.5% 908,003$              

73PP-047 Ellis Drive to I-580
2 lane rural to 4 lane 
parkway 5850 1,026$      718$          1,744$           6,002,056$        4,199,335$         4,000,000$      10,002,056$        13.5% 1,350,278$           

73102/73103 Grant Line to Schulte Widen to 6 lanes

73PP-046 Schulte Road to Valpico Road 2 lanes to 4 lane arterial 6500  $         405  $         815 1,221$           2,635,421$        5,298,528$         2,635,421$          17.0% 448,022$              

73PP-046 Valpico to Ellis Drive Rural to 4 lane arterial 2900  $         513  $      1,231 1,744$           1,488,481$        3,568,619$         1,488,481$          46.5% 692,144$              

73PP-046 Ellis Drive to Linne Road Rural to 4 lane Arterial 2250  $         513  $      1,231 1,744$           1,154,856$        2,768,756$         1,154,856$          36.5% 421,523$              

73PP-XXX Linne Road to I-580 Rural to 4 lane Arterial 8800 513$         1,231$       1,744$           4,516,771$        10,828,912$       4,000,000$      8,516,771$          10% 851,677$              

MacArthur 
Drive Schulte to Valpico 2 lanes to 4 lane arterial 5280 405$         815$          1,221$           2,140,773$        4,304,035$         2,140,773$          3.5% 74,927$                

Subtotal Roads: 60,411,603$      59,682,092$       8,000,000$      68,411,603$        9,297,405$           

1 Percentage share is of Program Cost plus the Canal Crossing costs only.  Frontage and total cost is included for information only.
2 Curb to curb costs are included in the program cost.
XXX Denotes a new project that will need a CIP number assigned to it.

Table 3

Note:  

Summary of Ellis Road Improvements  

Lammers 
Road2

Project Completed

Project Under Construction

Corral Hollow 
Road

Project Fully Funded by Other projects
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IV. Development Impact Fees 
 
Based on the road and intersection costs calculated above, the traffic impact fees are calculated 
as follows: 
 
                   

EDU's/Unit EDU's

RML 505 units 1 505

RMM 1705 units 1 1705

RMH 40 units 0.48 19.2

Village Mixed Use 20 ac 10.53 210.66

Commercial 24.6 ac 15.9 391.14

Storage Unit 9 ac 1.0 9

Total EDU's: 2,840

Intersection Costs 3,901,850$           

Road Costs 9,297,405$           

RTIF Funding/Measure K (5,550,000)$    

Total Ellis Funded Cost 7,649,256$           

Cost per Unit or Acre 2,693$                  

RML Fee 2,693$                  

RMM Fee 2,693$                  

RMH Fee 1,293$                  

Village Mixed Use Fee 28,370$                

Commercial Fee 42,825$                

Storage Fee 2,693$                  

Table 4

per acre

Transportation Fee Calculation 

Units/Ac

per unit

per unit

per unit

per acre

per acre  
 

The fee calculation assumes that a portion of the project costs will be paid through funds 
received through Grant Funding or through County TIF funds.  Should this money not be 
received as anticipated, the fees will need to be updated in the future. 
 
These fees will be paid at building permit. 

 
V. County Fees 

 
The project is expected to pay $1500 per residential dwelling unit to the City of Tracy that will be 
remitted to the Joint Powers Authority to fund regional transportation improvements.   
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 $500 of this fee shall be applied to regional transportation improvement projects within 
San Joaquin County to improve I-205 and I-580.   

 
 $500 of the fee shall be applied to regional transportation improvements projects within 

San Joaquin County that are specifically recommended by the JPA and implemented for 
purpose of reducing the number of vehicle trips on either I-205 or I-580 bound for outside 
San Joaquin County through the County of I-580 or diverting or reducing trips on Corral 
Hollow/Tesla Road, Patterson Pass Road, and or/Grant Line and the Old Altamont Pass 
Roads.  

 
 $500 of the fee shall be expended by the JPA solely for purposes of transportation 

improvement projects or trip reduction projects within Alameda County. 
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VI. Fee Summary 
 

Following is a summary of the fees due at building permit for the Ellis project: 
 

RML       
(per unit)

RMM      
(per unit)

RMH        
(per unit)

Village Mixed Use 
(per ac)

Commercial    
(per ac)

Storage      
(per ac)

City of Tracy Fee 2,693$        2,693$       1,293$          28,370$                42,825$            28,370$         

County Fee 1,500$        1,500$       720$             See Note 1

Total 4,193$        4,193$       2,013$          28,370$                42,825$            28,370$         

Note 1:  Residential Units must pay the fee the County fee.  Depending on the specific landuse, the fees for VMU will be determined at 
the time fees are due.

 
                              

 
VII. Total of City Fees to be Collected 

 
Following is a summary of the total City fees that will be collected from the Ellis Program Area: 

 
 

Fee Total Cost
RML 505 units 2,693$          1,360,167$           
RMM 1705 units 2,693$          4,592,247$           
RMH Fee 40 units 1,293$          51,713$                
Village Mixed Use 20 ac 28,370$        567,392$              
Commercial 24.6 ac 42,825$        1,053,496$           
Storage Unit 9 ac 28,370$        255,326$              
Total City Fees: 7,880,341$           

Units/Ac

Table 6
Total City  Fees to be Collected

 
 
These fees will be used to fund the improvements identified in Tables 2 and 3 above. 
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Appendix A 
 
Fehr and Peers Memo 
 



 

100 Pringle Avenue, Suite 600  Walnut Creek, CA 94596  (925) 930-7100  Fax (925) 933-7090 
www.fehrandpeers.com 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
 
Date: October 15, 2012 
 
To: Kul Sharma, City of Tracy 
 Alison Bouley, Harris & Associates 
 
From: Ellen Poling and Mackenzie Watten, Fehr & Peers 

Subject: Project Proportional Share Calculations for Ellis Specific Plan Traffic 
Mitigations 

WC06-2318.01 

This memorandum transmits the proportional share calculations for the Ellis Specific Plan traffic 
mitigations identified in the Ellis Specific Plan EIR.  This information is needed for the Project’s 
Finance and Implementation Plan.  Fehr & Peers based the calculations on the traffic data in the 
EIR, including a review of the model runs used to develop the roadway and intersection volumes 
in that analysis.   

The following discussion summarizes the proportional contributions to mitigations for (1) 
cumulative intersection impacts; and (2) cumulative roadway impacts.    

I. CUMULATIVE INTERSECTION IMPACTS 

The cumulative traffic analysis assumed future improvements at the twenty-one study 
intersections, consistent with Tracy’s 2030 General Plan roadway network at that time.  The 
Project would be expected to contribute a proportional share of the improvements’ costs, based 
on its contribution to the future traffic growth at each intersection.   

Table 1 shows the proportional shares, which were calculated from the model files used to 
develop the intersection volumes.  The shares were calculated for the AM and PM peak hours; 
the percentages could be averaged if desired, to arrive at a single proportional share percentage, 
or the City could determine that a different percentage could be used.       

II. CUMULATIVE ROADWAY IMPACTS 

The cumulative traffic analysis assumed future roadway improvements (widening and extensions) 
consistent with Tracy’s 2030 General Plan roadway network at the time.  The Project would be 
expected to contribute a proportional share of the improvements’ costs, based on its contribution 
to the future traffic growth at each intersection.   

Table 2 shows the proportional shares, by roadway segment, for each of the roadway sections 
discussed in the EIR.  These shares were calculated from the model files used to develop the 
intersection volumes.  The shares were calculated for the AM and PM peak hours; the 
percentages could be averaged if desired, to arrive at a single proportional share percentage, or 
the City could determine that a different percentage could be used.   



Kul Sharma and Alison Bouley 
October 15, 2012 
Page 2 of 8 

We appreciate the opportunity to continue assisting the City and Harris Associates with this 
project.  Please call if you have any questions.   



Kul Sharma and Alison Bouley 
October 15, 2012 
Page 3 of 8 

 

TABLE 1 
CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT  

INTERSECTION FAIR SHARE CALCULATIONS 

Intersection 
Peak 
Hour 

Existing 
Volume 

Cumulative 
Plus Project 

Volume 

Project 
Volume 

% Fair 
Share 

1. Patterson Pass / I-580 EB 
AM 740 1,280 6 1% 

PM 1,016 2,290 35 3% 

2. Patterson Pass / I-580 WB 
AM 1,058 2,180 69 6% 

PM 864 2,900 100 5% 

3.  Corral Hollow Rd. / I-580 EB 
AM 539 1,090 20 4% 

PM 860 2,150 68 5% 

4.  Corral Hollow Rd. / I-580 WB 
AM 856 1,760 40 4% 

PM 597 2,060 87 6% 

5.  Lammers Rd. / Valpico Rd. 
AM 451 1,940 494 33% 

PM 541 3,920 985 29% 

6.  Lammers Rd. / Schulte Rd. 
AM 834 1,630 453 57% 

PM 909 2,960 864 42% 

7.  Corral Hollow Rd. / Linne Rd. 
AM 730 1,970 255 21% 

PM 696 3,900 787 25% 

8.  Corral Hollow Rd. / Valpico Rd. 
AM 1,064 1,700 349 55% 

PM 1,415 3,070 1,002 61% 

9.  Corral Hollow Rd. / Schulte Rd. 
AM 2,198 3,840 243 15% 

PM 2,370 7,210 681 14% 

10.  Corral Hollow Rd. / Eleventh St. 
AM 3,896 4,340 197 44% 

PM 4,686 7,260 545 21% 

11.  Corral Hollow Rd. / Grant Line Rd. 
AM 2,259 2,750 72 15% 

PM 3,653 6,590 236 8% 

12.  Tracy Blvd. / Linne Rd. 
AM 801 1,560 68 9% 

PM 733 2,590 173 9% 

13.  Tracy Blvd. / Valpico Rd. 
AM 1,835 2,360 58 11% 

PM 1,945 3,980 302 15% 

14.  MacArthur Drive / Linne Road 
AM 564 920 48 13% 

PM 582 1,320 129 17% 

15.  MacArthur Drive / Valpico Road 
AM 779 840 12 20% 

PM 1,032 1,700 43 6% 
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TABLE 1 
CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT  

INTERSECTION FAIR SHARE CALCULATIONS 

Intersection 
Peak 
Hour 

Existing 
Volume 

Cumulative 
Plus Project 

Volume 

Project 
Volume 

% Fair 
Share 

16.  Chrisman Road / Linne Road 
AM 592 740 31 21% 

PM 625 800 69 39% 

17. Chrisman Road / Valpico Road 
AM 540 580 21 53% 

PM 549 780 40 17% 

18. Chrisman Road / Schulte Road 
AM 880 920 15 38% 

PM 945 1,240 32 11% 

19. Chrisman Road / Eleventh Street 
AM 1,659 2,000 14 4% 

PM 2,219 2,510 31 11% 

20. Lammers Road / Eleventh Street 
AM 2,462 3,590 145 13% 

PM 2,783 6,300 424 12% 

21.  Byron Road / Grant Line Road 
AM 1,268 1,590 48 15% 

PM 1,531 4,740 161 5% 

22. Lammers Road / I-580 EB 
AM - 1,200 59 5% 

PM - 2,790 285 10% 

23. Lammers Road / I-580 WB 
AM - 2,410 268 11% 

PM - 3,230 418 13% 

Note:  Bold indicates the larger of the AM and PM share calculations.   

Source: Fehr & Peers, October 2012. 
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TABLE 2 
CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT  

ROADWAY SEGMENT FAIR SHARE CALCULATIONS 

Roadway  Segment Peak Hour 
Existing 
Volume 

Cumulative 
Plus Project 

Volume 

Project 
Volume 

% Fair 
Share 

Valpico Road 

Widen to 4 lanes between Lammers Road and MacArthur Drive 

Valpico Road 

Lammers Road to Corral Hollow Road 
AM 422 195 0 0% 

PM 552 275 1 0% 

Corral Hollow Road to Tracy Boulevard 
AM 715 920 58 28% 

PM 673 1,400 294 40% 

Tracy Boulevard to MacArthur Boulevard 
AM 940 1,280 39 11% 

PM 954 2,310 157 12% 

Schulte Road 

Extend west on new alignment to Mountain House Parkway; widen to 6 lanes between Corral Hollow Road and Tracy Boulevard. 

Schulte Road 

New Alignment west of Lammers
1
 

AM - 1,700 122 7% 

PM - 2,250 187 8% 

Corral Hollow to Tracy Boulevard 
AM 950 1,140 4 2% 

PM 1,180 2,710 11 1% 

Eleventh Street 

Widen to 6 lanes west of Lammers Road. 

Eleventh Street West of Lammers Road 
AM 2,031 3,100 140 13% 

PM 2,291 5,260 346 12% 
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TABLE 2 
CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT  

ROADWAY SEGMENT FAIR SHARE CALCULATIONS 

Roadway  Segment Peak Hour 
Existing 
Volume 

Cumulative 
Plus Project 

Volume 

Project 
Volume 

% Fair 
Share 

Grant Line Road 

Widen to 6 lanes west of Tracy Boulevard. 

Grant Line Road Byron Road to Corral Hollow Road 
AM 1,185 1,280 18 19% 

PM 1,848 3,655 90 5% 

Lammers Road 

Extend south to new interchange with I-580; widen to 6 lanes; realign north of Eleventh Street to new interchange with I-205. 

Lammers Road 

I-205 to Eleventh Street 
AM 2,031 3,100 140 13% 

PM 2,291 5,260 346 12% 

Eleventh Street to Schulte Road 
AM 410 1,620 254 16% 

PM 463 3,010 594 20% 

Schulte Road to Valpico Road 
AM 567 1,705 474 28% 

PM 641 3,290 924 28% 

Valpico Road to Ellis Drive 
AM 17 1,600 494 31% 

PM 32 3,500 985 28% 

Ellis Drive to I-580 
AM 0 2,050 268 13% 

PM 0 3,010 418 14% 
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TABLE 2 
CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT  

ROADWAY SEGMENT FAIR SHARE CALCULATIONS 

Roadway  Segment Peak Hour 
Existing 
Volume 

Cumulative 
Plus Project 

Volume 

Project 
Volume 

% Fair 
Share 

Corral Hollow Road 

Widen to 4 lanes south of Schulte Road, and to 6 lanes north of Schulte Road. 

Corral Hollow 
Road 

Grant Line Road to Eleventh Street 
AM 1,769 2,035 105 5% 

PM 2,317 3,875 324 8% 

Eleventh Street to Schulte Road 
AM 2,038 2,180 212 10% 

PM 2,136 3,960 590 15% 

Schulte Road to Valpico Road 
AM 946 1,900 253 13% 

PM 1,065 3,370 700 21% 

Valpico Road to Ellis Drive 
AM 555 1,400 349 41% 

PM 612 2,520 1,000 52% 

Ellis Drive to Linne Road 
AM 508 1,290 255 33% 

PM 446 2,400 787 40% 

Linne Road to I-580 
AM 608 1,435 102 7% 

PM 582 2,635 338 13% 

Tracy Boulevard 

Widen to 4 lanes between Valpico Road and Linne Road. 

Tracy Boulevard Valpico Road to Linne Road 
AM 745 1,005 0 0% 

PM 732 1,575 4 0% 
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TABLE 2 
CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT  

ROADWAY SEGMENT FAIR SHARE CALCULATIONS 

Roadway  Segment Peak Hour 
Existing 
Volume 

Cumulative 
Plus Project 

Volume 

Project 
Volume 

% Fair 
Share 

MacArthur Drive 

Widen to 4 lanes between Schulte Road and Valpico Road. 

MacArthur Drive Schulte Road to Valpico Road 
AM 276 630 9 3% 

PM 398 1,290 34 4% 

Note:  Bold indicates the larger of the AM and PM share calculations.   

1. New alignment of Schulte is a new roadway, thus fair share percentage is calculated as project trips over total cumulative trips 

Source: Fehr & Peers, October 2010. 
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Appendix B 
 
Intersection Costs 



Patterson Pass/I-580 EB
City of Tracy

Ellis Program Area

Description Signalize
Widen EB approach to provide 1 Lt and 1 TR Lane
Widen NB approach to provide 1 Thru and 1 RT lane
Widen SB approach to provide 2 LT and 1 Thru Lane

Number of New Lanes: 4
Affected Width 12

Length: 300 feet

Item 
# Description Qty Units Unit Cost Cost

1 Mobilization 1                     LS 10% 75,280$                 
2 Clear & Grub 14,400            SF 0.20$                     2,880$                   
3 Excavation 14,400            SF 1.80$                     25,920$                 
4 Pavement AC 14,400            SF 3.30$                     47,520$                 
5 Pavement AB 14,400            SF 4.10$                     59,040$                 
6 Signage & Striping 14,400            SF 0.28$                     4,000$                   
7 Overlay SF 1.50$                     -$                       
8 Signal 1                     EA 525,000$               525,000$               
9 Utility Relocation 1                     LS 20,000$                 20,000$                 

10 Railroad Crossing LS 350,000$               -$                       

11 Traffic Control/Staking 1                     LS 10% 68,436$                 
828,076$               

82,808$                
124,211$              

82,808$                
41,404$                

331,230$               

1,159,306$            
12 Right-of-Way* 14,400            SF 2.30$                     53,058$                 

Segment Total 1,212,364$            

* Cost of ROW per SF plus $20,000 for acquisition costs

Construction Total

Construction Sub-total

10% Design
15% Contingency

10% Construction Management
5% Project Management

Mark Up Sub-total
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Patterson Pass/I-580 WB
City of Tracy

Ellis Program Area

Description Signalize
Widen WB approach to provide 1 TL and 1 RT lane
Widen SB approach to provide 1 Thru lane and 1 RT lane

Number of New Lanes: 2
Affected Width 12

Length: 300 feet

Item 
# Description Qty Units Unit Cost Cost

1 Mobilization 1                     LS 10% 67,615$                 
2 Clear & Grub 7,200              SF 0.20$                     1,440$                   
3 Excavation 7,200              SF 1.80$                     12,960$                 
4 Pavement AC 7,200              SF 3.30$                     23,760$                 
5 Pavement AB 7,200              SF 4.10$                     29,520$                 
6 Signage & Striping 7,200              SF 0.28$                     2,000$                   
7 Overlay SF 1.50$                     -$                       
8 Signal 1                     EA 525,000$               525,000$               
9 Utility Relocation 1                     LS 20,000$                 20,000$                 

10 Railroad Crossing LS 350,000$               -$                       

11 Traffic Control/Staking 1                     LS 10% 61,468$                 
743,763$               

74,376$                
111,564$              

74,376$                
37,188$                

297,505$               

1,041,268$            
12 Right-of-Way* 7,200              SF 2.30$                     36,529$                 

Segment Total 1,077,797$            

* Cost of ROW per SF plus $20,000 for acquisition costs

Construction Total

Construction Sub-total

10% Design
15% Contingency

10% Construction Management
5% Project Management

Mark Up Sub-total
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Corral Hollow/I-580 EB
City of Tracy

Ellis Program Area

Description Signalize
Widen EB approach to provide 1 LT and 1 TR lane.
Widen NB approach to provide 1 Thru Lane and 1 RT lane.
Widen SB approach to provide 1 LT lande and 2 Thru Lanes

Number of New Lanes: 4
Affected Width 12

Length: 300 feet

Item 
# Description Qty Units Unit Cost Cost

1 Mobilization 1                     LS 10% 75,280$                 
2 Clear & Grub 14,400            SF 0.20$                     2,880$                   
3 Excavation 14,400            SF 1.80$                     25,920$                 
4 Pavement AC 14,400            SF 3.30$                     47,520$                 
5 Pavement AB 14,400            SF 4.10$                     59,040$                 
6 Signage & Striping 14,400            SF 0.28$                     4,000$                   
7 Overlay SF 1.50$                     -$                       
8 Signal 1                     EA 525,000$               525,000$               
9 Utility Relocation 1                     LS 20,000$                 20,000$                 

10 Railroad Crossing LS 350,000$               -$                       

11 Traffic Control/Staking 1                     LS 10% 68,436$                 
828,076$               

82,808$                
124,211$              

82,808$                
41,404$                

331,230$               

1,159,306$            
12 Right-of-Way* 14,400            SF 2.30$                     53,058$                 

Segment Total 1,212,364$            

* Cost of ROW per SF plus $20,000 for acquisition costs

Construction Total

Construction Sub-total

10% Design
15% Contingency

10% Construction Management
5% Project Management

Mark Up Sub-total
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Corral Hollow/I-580 WB
City of Tracy

Ellis Program Area

Description Signalize
Widen WB approach to provide 1 TL and 1 RT lane.
Widen NB approach to add 1 Thru lane
Widen SB approach to provide 2 Thru lanes and 1 RT lane

Number of New Lanes: 4
Affected Width 12

Length: 300 feet

Item 
# Description Qty Units Unit Cost Cost

1 Mobilization 1                     LS 10% 75,280$                 
2 Clear & Grub 14,400            SF 0.20$                     2,880$                   
3 Excavation 14,400            SF 1.80$                     25,920$                 
4 Pavement AC 14,400            SF 3.30$                     47,520$                 
5 Pavement AB 14,400            SF 4.10$                     59,040$                 
6 Signage & Striping 14,400            SF 0.28$                     4,000$                   
7 Overlay SF 1.50$                     -$                       
8 Signal 1                     EA 525,000$               525,000$               
9 Utility Relocation 1                     LS 20,000$                 20,000$                 

10 Railroad Crossing LS 350,000$               -$                       

11 Traffic Control/Staking 1                     LS 10% 68,436$                 
828,076$               

82,808$                
124,211$              

82,808$                
41,404$                

331,230$               

1,159,306$            
12 Right-of-Way* 14,400            SF 2.30$                     53,058$                 

Segment Total 1,212,364$            

* Cost of ROW per SF plus $20,000 for acquisition costs

Construction Total

Construction Sub-total

10% Design
15% Contingency

10% Construction Management
5% Project Management

Mark Up Sub-total
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Lammers/Valpico
City of Tracy

Ellis Program Area

Description Signalize
Widen WB approach to provide 1 LT and 1 RT lane
Widen NB approach to add 2 thru lanes
Widen SB approach to Provide 1 SB LT and 3 thru lanes.

Number of New Lanes: 6
Affected Width 12

Length: 300 feet

Item 
# Description Qty Units Unit Cost Cost

1 Mobilization 1                     LS 10% 63,694$                 
2 Clear & Grub 21,600            SF 0.20$                     4,320$                   
3 Excavation 21,600            SF 1.80$                     38,880$                 
4 Pavement AC 21,600            SF 3.30$                     71,280$                 
5 Pavement AB 21,600            SF 4.10$                     88,560$                 
6 Signage & Striping 21,600            SF 0.28$                     6,000$                   
7 Overlay SF 1.50$                     -$                       
8 Signal 1                     EA 350,000$               350,000$               
9 Utility Relocation 1                     LS 20,000$                 20,000$                 

10 Railroad Crossing -                  LS 350,000$               -$                       

11 Traffic Control/Staking 1                     LS 10% 57,904$                 
700,638$               

70,064$                
105,096$              

70,064$                
35,032$                

280,255$               

980,894$               
12 Right-of-Way* 21,600            SF 2.30$                     69,587$                 

Segment Total 1,050,481$            

* Cost of ROW per SF plus $20,000 for acquisition costs

Construction Total

Construction Sub-total

10% Design
15% Contingency

10% Construction Management
5% Project Management

Mark Up Sub-total
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Lammers/Schulte
City of Tracy

Ellis Program Area

Description Signalize
Widen EB approach to provide 1 LT and 1 TR lane.
Add WB approach to 1 LT and 1 TR lane.
Widen SB approach to provide 1 LT and 2 Thru lanes.

Number of New Lanes: 7
Affected Width 12

Length: 300 feet

Item 
# Description Qty Units Unit Cost Cost

1 Mobilization 1                     LS 10% 86,777$                 
2 Clear & Grub 25,200            SF 0.20$                     5,040$                   
3 Excavation 25,200            SF 1.80$                     45,360$                 
4 Pavement AC 25,200            SF 3.30$                     83,160$                 
5 Pavement AB 25,200            SF 4.10$                     103,320$               
6 Signage & Striping 25,200            SF 0.28$                     7,000$                   
7 Overlay SF 1.50$                     -$                       
8 Signal 1                     EA 525,000$               525,000$               
9 Utility Relocation 1                     LS 20,000$                 20,000$                 

10 Railroad Crossing LS 525,000$               -$                       

11 Traffic Control/Staking 1                     LS 10% 78,888$                 
954,545$               

95,454$                
143,182$              

95,454$                
47,727$                

381,818$               

1,336,363$            
12 Right-of-Way* 25,200            SF 2.30$                     77,851$                 

Segment Total 1,414,214$            

* Cost of ROW per SF plus $20,000 for acquisition costs

Construction Total

Construction Sub-total

10% Design
15% Contingency

10% Construction Management
5% Project Management

Mark Up Sub-total
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Corral Hollow / Linne Road
City of Tracy

Ellis Program Area

Description Convert intersection to T with no EB approach
Widen WB approach to add 1 LT and 1 TR lane
Widen NB approach to provide 2 Thru lanes and 1 RT lane
Widen SB approach to provide 1 LT, 1 Thru, and 1 TR lane
Signalize

Number of New Lanes: 5
Affected Width 12

Length: 300 feet

Item 
# Description Qty Units Unit Cost Cost

1 Mobilization 1                     LS 10% 117,612$               
2 Clear & Grub 18,000            SF 0.20$                     3,600$                   
3 Excavation 18,000            SF 1.80$                     32,400$                 
4 Pavement AC 18,000            SF 3.30$                     59,400$                 
5 Pavement AB 18,000            SF 4.10$                     73,800$                 
6 Signage & Striping 18,000            SF 0.28$                     5,000$                   
7 Overlay SF 1.50$                     -$                       
8 Signal 1                     EA 525,000$               525,000$               
9 Utility Relocation 1                     LS 20,000$                 20,000$                 

10 Railroad Crossing 1                     LS 350,000$               350,000$               

11 Traffic Control/Staking 1                     LS 10% 106,920$               
1,293,732$            

129,373$              
194,060$              
129,373$              

64,687$                

517,493$               

1,811,225$            
12 Right-of-Way* 18,000            SF 2.30$                     61,322$                 

Segment Total 1,872,547$            

* Cost of ROW per SF plus $20,000 for acquisition costs

Construction Sub-total

Construction Total

10% Construction Management
5% Project Management

Mark Up Sub-total

10% Design
15% Contingency
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Corral Hollow / Valpico Road
City of Tracy

Ellis Program Area

Description Widen SB approach to provide 1 LT & 1 TR lane
Signalize

Number of New Lanes: 1
Affected Width 12

Length: 300 feet

Item 
# Description Qty Units Unit Cost Cost

1 Mobilization 1                     LS 10% 45,126$                 
2 Clear & Grub 3,600              SF 0.20$                     720$                      
3 Excavation 3,600              SF 1.80$                     6,480$                   
4 Pavement AC 3,600              SF 3.30$                     11,880$                 
5 Pavement AB 3,600              SF 4.10$                     14,760$                 
6 Signage & Striping 3,600              SF 0.28$                     1,000$                   
7 Overlay 3,600              SF 1.50$                     5,400$                   
8 Signal 1                     EA 350,000$               350,000$               
9 Utility Relocation 1                     LS 20,000$                 20,000$                 

10 Traffic Control/Staking 1                     LS 10% 41,024$                 
496,390$               

49,639$                
74,459$                
49,639$                
24,820$                

198,556$               

694,947$               
11 Right-of-Way* 3,600              SF 2.30$                     28,264$                 

Segment Total 723,211$               

* Cost of ROW per SF plus $20,000 for acquisition costs

Construction Sub-total

Construction Total

10% Construction Management
5% Project Management

Mark Up Sub-total

10% Design
15% Contingency
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Corral Hollow / Schulte Rd
City of Tracy

Ellis Program Area

Description Widen EB approach to provide 1 LT and 1 Thru lane
Widen WB approach to provide 1 LT, 3 Thru, and 1 RT lane
Widen NB approach to provide 2 LT, 3 Thru, and 1 RT lane
Widen SB approach to provide 2 LT, 3 Thru, and 1 RT lane
Convert EB RT from permitted to free
Modify Signal

Number of New Lanes: 7
Lane Width: 12

Length: 300 feet
Width: feet

Item 
# Description Qty Units Unit Cost Cost

1 Mobilization 1                     LS 10% 73,137$                 
2 Clear & Grub 25,200            SF 0.20$                     5,040$                   
3 Excavation 25,200            SF 1.80$                     45,360$                 
4 Pavement AC 25,200            SF 3.30$                     83,160$                 
5 Pavement AB 25,200            SF 4.10$                     103,320$               
6 Signage & Striping 32,400            SF 0.28$                     9,000$                   
7 Overlay SF 1.50$                     -$                       
8 Signal Modification 1                     EA 125,000.00$          125,000$               
9 Curb & Gutter 1,200              LF 20.00$                   24,000$                 

10 Sidewalk 6,000              SF 6.00$                     36,000$                 
11 Landscaping 12,000            SF 4.00$                     48,000$                 
12 Median Curb 2400 LF 15.00$                   36,000$                 
13 Utility Relocation 1                     LS 150,000.00$          150,000$               

14 Traffic Control/Staking 1                     LS 10% 66,488$                 
804,505$               

80,450$                
120,676$              

80,450$                
40,225$                

321,802$               

1,126,307$            
15 Right-of-Way* 25,200            SF 2.30$                     77,851$                 

Segment Total 1,204,158$            

* Cost of ROW per SF plus $20,000 for acquisition costs

Construction Sub-total

Construction Total

10% Construction Management
5% Project Management

Mark Up Sub-total

10% Design
15% Contingency
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Corral Hollow/11th
City of Tracy

Ellis Program Area

Description Widen NB approach to add 1 Thru Lane (re-stripe)
Widen SB approach to add 1 Thru lane (re-stripe)
Convert EB and WB RT lanes from permitted to free (EB already completed)
Modify Signal

Number of New Lanes: 1
Lane Width 12

Length: 300 feet
Width: feet

Item 
# Description Qty Units Unit Cost Cost

1 Mobilization 1                     LS 10% 23,173$                 
2 Clear & Grub 3,600              SF 0.20$                     720$                      
3 Excavation 3,600              SF 1.80$                     6,480$                   
4 Pavement AC 3,600              SF 3.30$                     11,880$                 
5 Pavement AB 3,600              SF 4.10$                     14,760$                 
6 Signage & Striping 10,800            SF 0.28$                     3,000$                   
7 Overlay SF 1.50$                     -$                       
8 Signal Modification 1                     EA 125,000.00$          125,000$               
9 Curb & Gutter 1,200              LF 20.00$                   24,000$                 

10 Median Curb  130                 15.00$                   1,950$                   
11 Sidewalk 1,500              SF 6.00$                     9,000$                   
12 Landscaping 3,000              SF 4.00$                     12,000$                 
13 Median Curb 125 LF 15.00$                   1,875$                   

14 Traffic Control/Staking 1                     LS 10% 21,067$                 
254,905$               

25,490$                
38,236$                
25,490$                
12,745$                

101,962$               

356,867$               
15 Right-of-Way* 3,600              SF 2.30$                     28,264$                 

Segment Total 385,131$               

* Cost of ROW per SF plus $20,000 for acquisition costs

Construction Sub-total

Construction Total

10% Construction Management
5% Project Management

Mark Up Sub-total

10% Design
15% Contingency
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Tracy Blvd./Linne Rd.
City of Tracy

Ellis Program Area

Description Widen EB approach to provide 2 LT and 3 Thru Lanes
Widen WB approach to provide 1 TL and 1 TR lane
Widen SB approach to provide 1 LT, 2 Thru, and 1 RT lane
Signalize

Number of New Lanes: 8
Lane Width: 12

Length: 300 feet
Width: feet

Item 
# Description Qty Units Unit Cost Cost

1 Mobilization 1                     LS 10% 126,909$               
2 Clear & Grub 28,800            SF 0.20$                     5,760$                   
3 Excavation 28,800            SF 1.80$                     51,840$                 
4 Pavement AC 28,800            SF 3.30$                     95,040$                 
5 Pavement AB 28,800            SF 4.10$                     118,080$               
6 Signage & Striping 28,800            SF 0.28$                     8,000$                   
7 Overlay SF 1.50$                     -$                       
8 Signal 1                     EA 525,000.00$          525,000$               
9 Curb & Gutter LF 20.00$                   -$                       

10 Sidewalk SF 6.00$                     -$                       
11 Landscaping SF 4.00$                     -$                       
12 Median Curb LF 15.00$                   -$                       
13 Railroad Crossing 1                     LS 350,000.00$          350,000$               

14 Traffic Control/Staking 1                     LS 10% 115,372$               
1,396,001$            

139,600$              
209,400$              
139,600$              

69,800$                

558,400$               

1,954,402$            
15 Right-of-Way* 28,800            SF 2.30$                     86,116$                 

Segment Total 2,040,517$            

* Cost of ROW per SF plus $20,000 for acquisition costs

Construction Sub-total

Construction Total

10% Construction Management
5% Project Management

Mark Up Sub-total

10% Design
15% Contingency
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Tracy Blvd./Valpico Rd.
City of Tracy

Ellis Program Area

Description Widen EB approach to add 1 Thru lane
Widen WB approach to provide 1 LT, 2 Thru, and 1 RT lane
Widen NB approach to provide 1 LT, 2 Thru, and 1 RT lane
Widen SB approach to provide 2 LT, 1 thru, and 1 RT lane
Modify Signal

Number of New Lanes: 2
Lane Width: 12

Length: 300 feet
Width: feet

Item 
# Description Qty Units Unit Cost Cost

1 Mobilization 1                     LS 10% 27,355$                 
2 Clear & Grub 7,200              SF 0.20$                     1,440$                   
3 Excavation 7,200              SF 1.80$                     12,960$                 
4 Pavement AC 7,200              SF 3.30$                     23,760$                 
5 Pavement AB 7,200              SF 4.10$                     29,520$                 
6 Signage & Striping 7,200              SF 0.28$                     2,000$                   
7 Overlay SF 1.50$                     -$                       
8 Signal Modification 1                     EA 125,000.00$          125,000$               
9 Curb & Gutter 600                 LF 20.00$                   12,000$                 

10 Sidewalk 3,000              SF 6.00$                     18,000$                 
11 Landscaping 6,000              SF 4.00$                     24,000$                 
12 Median Curb LF 15.00$                   -$                       
13
14
15
16 Traffic Control/Staking 1                     LS 10% 24,868$                 

300,903$               
30,090$                
45,135$                
30,090$                
15,045$                

120,361$               

421,264$               
17 Right-of-Way* 7,200              SF 2.30$                     36,529$                 

Segment Total 457,793$               

* Cost of ROW per SF plus $20,000 for acquisition costs

Construction Sub-total

Construction Total

10% Construction Management
5% Project Management

Mark Up Sub-total

10% Design
15% Contingency
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MacArthur/Linne
City of Tracy

Ellis Program Area

Description Widen EB approach to provide 1 LT, 1 Thru and 1 TR lane
Widen WB approach to provide 1 TL and 1 TR lane.
Signalize

Number of New Lanes: 3
Lane Width: 12

Length: 300 feet
Width: feet

Item 
# Description Qty Units Unit Cost Cost

1 Mobilization 1                     LS 10% 107,747$               
2 Clear & Grub 10,800            SF 0.20$                     2,160$                   
3 Excavation 10,800            SF 1.80$                     19,440$                 
4 Pavement AC 10,800            SF 3.30$                     35,640$                 
5 Pavement AB 10,800            SF 4.10$                     44,280$                 
6 Signage & Striping 10,800            SF 0.28$                     3,000$                   
7 Overlay SF 1.50$                     -$                       
8 Signal 1                     EA 525,000$               525,000$               
9 Curb & Gutter LF 20.00$                   -$                       

10 Sidewalk SF 6.00$                     -$                       
11 Landscaping SF 4.00$                     -$                       
12 Median Curb 0 LF 15.00$                   -$                       
13 Railroad Crossing 1                     LS 350,000.00$          350,000$               
14
15
16 Traffic Control/Staking 1                     LS 10% 97,952$                 

1,185,219$            
118,522$              
177,783$              
118,522$              

59,261$                

474,088$               

1,659,307$            
17 Right-of-Way* 10,800            SF 2.30$                     44,793$                 

Segment Total 1,704,100$            

* Cost of ROW per SF plus $20,000 for acquisition costs

Construction Total

Construction Sub-total

10% Design
15% Contingency

10% Construction Management
5% Project Management

Mark Up Sub-total
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MacArthur/Valpico
City of Tracy

Ellis Program Area

Description Widen EB approach to add 1 Thru Lane (re-stripe)
Widen SB approach to add 1 Thru Lane
Convert WB and NB LT from Protected to Permitted
Modify Signal

Number of New Lanes: 1
Lane Width: 12

Length: 300 feet
Width: feet

Item 
# Description Qty Units Unit Cost Cost

1 Mobilization 1                     LS 10% 20,662$                 
2 Clear & Grub 3,600              SF 0.20$                     720$                      
3 Excavation 3,600              SF 1.80$                     6,480$                   
4 Pavement AC 3,600              SF 3.30$                     11,880$                 
5 Pavement AB 3,600              SF 4.10$                     14,760$                 
6 Signage & Striping 7,200              SF 0.28$                     2,000$                   
7 Overlay SF 1.50$                     -$                       
8 Signal Modification 1                     EA 125,000.00$          125,000$               
9 Curb & Gutter 300                 LF 20.00$                   6,000$                   

10 Sidewalk 1,500              SF 6.00$                     9,000$                   
11 Landscaping 3,000              SF 4.00$                     12,000$                 
12 Median Curb 0 LF 15.00$                   -$                       
13
14
15
16 Traffic Control/Staking 1                     LS 10% 18,784$                 

227,286$               
22,729$                
34,093$                
22,729$                
11,364$                

90,915$                 

318,201$               
17 Right-of-Way* 3,600              SF 2.30$                     28,264$                 

Segment Total 346,465$               

* Cost of ROW per SF plus $20,000 for acquisition costs

Construction Sub-total

Construction Total

10% Construction Management
5% Project Management

Mark Up Sub-total

10% Design
15% Contingency
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Chrisman/Linne
City of Tracy

Ellis Program Area

Description Widen EB approach to provide 1 TL and 1 TR (re-stripe)
Widen SB approach to provide 1 TL and 1 TR lane (re-stripe)

Number of New Lanes: 2
Lane Width: 12

Length: 300 feet
Width: feet

Item 
# Description Qty Units Unit Cost Cost

1 Mobilization 1                     LS 10% 7,665$                   
2 Clear & Grub 7,200              SF 0.20$                     1,440$                   
3 Excavation 7,200              SF 1.80$                     12,960$                 
4 Pavement AC 7,200              SF 3.30$                     23,760$                 
5 Pavement AB 7,200              SF 4.10$                     29,520$                 
6 Signage & Striping 7,200              SF 0.28$                     2,000$                   
7 Overlay SF 1.50$                     -$                       
8 Signal Modification -                  EA 125,000.00$          -$                       
9 Curb & Gutter LF 20.00$                   -$                       

10 Sidewalk SF 6.00$                     -$                       
11 Landscaping SF 4.00$                     -$                       
12 Median Curb LF 15.00$                   -$                       
13
14
15
16 Traffic Control/Staking 1                     LS 10% 6,968$                   

84,313$                 
8,431$                  

12,647$                
8,431$                  
4,216$                  

33,725$                 

118,038$               
17 Right-of-Way* 7,200              SF 2.30$                     36,529$                 

Segment Total 154,567$               

* Cost of ROW per SF plus $20,000 for acquisition costs

Construction Total

Construction Sub-total

10% Design
15% Contingency

10% Construction Management
5% Project Management

Mark Up Sub-total
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Chrisman/Valpico
City of Tracy

Ellis Program Area

Description Restripe to Modify NB approach to 1 TL and 1 Thru
Restripe Modify SB approach to 1 Thru and one TR.

Number of New Lanes: 2
Lane Width: 12

Length: 300 feet
Width: feet

Item 
# Description Qty Units Unit Cost Cost

1 Mobilization 1                     LS 10% 220$                      
2 Clear & Grub -                  SF 0.20$                     -$                       
3 Excavation -                  SF 1.80$                     -$                       
4 Pavement AC -                  SF 3.30$                     -$                       
5 Pavement AB -                  SF 4.10$                     -$                       
6 Signage & Striping 7,200              SF 0.28$                     2,000$                   
7 Overlay SF 1.50$                     -$                       
8 Signal Modification -                  EA 125,000.00$          -$                       
9 Curb & Gutter LF 20.00$                   -$                       

10 Sidewalk SF 6.00$                     -$                       
11 Landscaping SF 4.00$                     -$                       
12 Median Curb 0 LF 15.00$                   -$                       
13
14
15
16 Traffic Control/Staking 1                     LS 10% 200$                      

2,420$                   
242$                     
363$                     
242$                     
121$                     

968$                      

3,388$                   
17 Right-of-Way* -                  SF -$                       -$                       

Segment Total 3,388$                   

* Cost of ROW per SF plus $20,000 for acquisition costs

Construction Total

Construction Sub-total

10% Design
15% Contingency

10% Construction Management
5% Project Management

Mark Up Sub-total
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Chrisman/Schulte
City of Tracy

Ellis Program Area

Description Signalize
Widen NB approach to add 1 Thru Lane

Number of New Lanes: 1
Lane Width: 12

Length: 300 feet
Width: feet

Item 
# Description Qty Units Unit Cost Cost

1 Mobilization 1                     LS 10% 100,082$               
2 Clear & Grub 3,600              SF 0.20$                     720$                      
3 Excavation 3,600              SF 1.80$                     6,480$                   
4 Pavement AC 3,600              SF 3.30$                     11,880$                 
5 Pavement AB 3,600              SF 4.10$                     14,760$                 
6 Signage & Striping 3,600              SF 0.28$                     1,000$                   
7 Overlay SF 1.50$                     -$                       
8 Signal 1                     EA 525,000$               525,000$               
9 Curb & Gutter LF 20.00$                   -$                       

10 Sidewalk SF 6.00$                     -$                       
11 Landscaping SF 4.00$                     -$                       
12 Median Curb LF 15.00$                   -$                       
13 Railroad Crossing 1                     LS 350,000.00$          350,000$               
14
15
16 Traffic Control/Staking 1                     LS 10% 90,984$                 

1,100,906$            
110,091$              
165,136$              
110,091$              

55,045$                

440,363$               

1,541,269$            
17 Right-of-Way* 3,600              SF 2.30$                     28,264$                 

Segment Total 1,569,533$            

* Cost of ROW per SF plus $20,000 for acquisition costs

Construction Total

Construction Sub-total

10% Design
15% Contingency

10% Construction Management
5% Project Management

Mark Up Sub-total
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Chrisman/11th
City of Tracy

Ellis Program Area

Description Convert SB right from permitted
Overlap phasing to permitted

Number of New Lanes: 0
Lane Width: 12

Length: 300 feet
Width: feet

Item 
# Description Qty Units Unit Cost Cost

1 Mobilization -                  LS 10% -$                       
2 Clear & Grub -                  SF 0.20$                     -$                       
3 Excavation -                  SF 1.80$                     -$                       
4 Pavement AC -                  SF 3.30$                     -$                       
5 Pavement AB -                  SF 4.10$                     -$                       
6 Signage & Striping -                  SF -$                       -$                       
7 Overlay SF 1.50$                     -$                       
8 Signal Phasing 1                     EA 5,000$                   5,000$                   
9 Curb & Gutter LF 20.00$                   -$                       

10 Sidewalk SF 6.00$                     -$                       
11 Landscaping SF 4.00$                     -$                       
12 Median Curb LF 15.00$                   -$                       
13
14
15
16 Traffic Control/Staking 1                     LS 10% -$                       

5,000$                   
500$                     
750$                     
500$                     
250$                     

2,000$                   

7,000$                   
17 Right-of-Way* -                  SF -$                       -$                       

Segment Total 7,000$                   

* Cost of ROW per SF plus $20,000 for acquisition costs

Construction Total

Construction Sub-total

10% Design
15% Contingency

10% Construction Management
5% Project Management

Mark Up Sub-total
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11th/Lammers
City of Tracy

Ellis Program Area

Description Widen EB approach to add 1 RT lane
Reduce NB thru lanes from 2 to 1 and add a 3rd LT lane
Reduce SB LT lanes from 2 to 1 lane
Convert EB, NB and SB RT lanes from Permitted to free

Number of New Lanes: 1
Lane Width: 12

Length: 300 feet
Width: feet

Item 
# Description Qty Units Unit Cost Cost

1 Mobilization 1                     LS 10% 4,267$                   
2 Clear & Grub 3,600              SF 0.20$                     720$                      
3 Excavation 3,600              SF 1.80$                     6,480$                   
4 Pavement AC 3,600              SF 3.30$                     11,880$                 
5 Pavement AB 3,600              SF 4.10$                     14,760$                 
6 Signage & Striping 10,800            SF 0.28$                     3,000$                   
7 Overlay SF 1.50$                     -$                       
8 Signal Modification -                  EA 125,000.00$          -$                       
9 Curb & Gutter LF 20.00$                   -$                       

10 Sidewalk SF 6.00$                     -$                       
11 Landscaping SF 4.00$                     -$                       
12 Median Curb 130 LF 15.00$                   1,950$                   
13
14
15
16 Traffic Control/Staking 1                     LS 10% 3,879$                   

46,936$                 
4,694$                  
7,040$                  
4,694$                  
2,347$                  

18,774$                 

65,710$                 
17 Right-of-Way* 3,600              SF 2.30$                     28,264$                 

Segment Total 93,975$                 

* Cost of ROW per SF plus $20,000 for acquisition costs

Construction Sub-total

Construction Total

10% Construction Management
5% Project Management

Mark Up Sub-total

10% Design
15% Contingency

Q:\Tracy\Tracy - Ellis\Traffic\Traffic mitigation measures with frontage excluded.xls11th - Lammers



Byron/Grant Line
City of Tracy

Ellis Program Area

Description Widen EB approach to provide 1 LT and 1 Thru
Widen WB approach to provide 2 LT, 2 Thru and 1 RT
Widen NB approach to add 1 LT, 2 Thru and 2 RT
Widen SB approach to provide 1 LT, 1 Thru and 1 TR
Signalize

Number of New Lanes: 12
Lane Width: 12

Length: 300 feet
Width: feet

Item 
# Description Qty Units Unit Cost Cost

1 Mobilization 1                     LS 10% 153,239$               
2 Clear & Grub 43,200            SF 0.20$                     8,640$                   
3 Excavation 43,200            SF 1.80$                     77,760$                 
4 Pavement AC 43,200            SF 3.30$                     142,560$               
5 Pavement AB 43,200            SF 4.10$                     177,120$               
6 Signage & Striping 43,200            SF 0.28$                     12,000$                 
7 Overlay SF 1.50$                     -$                       
8 Signal 1                     EA 525,000$               525,000$               
9 Curb & Gutter LF 20.00$                   -$                       

10 Sidewalk SF 6.00$                     -$                       
11 Landscaping SF 4.00$                     -$                       
12 Median Curb LF 15.00$                   -$                       
13 Railroad Crossing 1                     LS 350,000.00$          350,000$               
14 Utility Relocation 1                     LS 100,000$               100,000$               
15
16 Traffic Control/Staking 1                     LS 10% 139,308$               

1,685,627$            
168,563$              
252,844$              
168,563$              

84,281$                

674,251$               

2,359,878$            
17 Right-of-Way* 43,200            SF 2.30$                     119,174$               

Segment Total 2,479,051$            

* Cost of ROW per SF plus $20,000 for acquisition costs

Construction Total

Construction Sub-total

10% Design
15% Contingency

10% Construction Management
5% Project Management

Mark Up Sub-total

Q:\Tracy\Tracy - Ellis\Traffic\Traffic mitigation measures with frontage excluded.xlsByron - Grant Line



 

Page 10  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix C 
 
Roadway Costs 



NEW AREA Major Arterial Expressway Minor Arterial Major Arterial
4 Travel Lanes 4 Travel Lanes 4 Travel Lanes 6 Travel Lanes
8' Bike Lanes 8' Shoulders No Bike Lanes 8' Bike Lanes

16' Median 22' Median TWLTL 16' Median
25' Setbacks 25' Setbacks 25' Setbacks 25' Setbacks

w/5' Sidewalks no Sidewalks w/5' Sidewalks w/5' Sidewalks
130' R/W 136' R/W 116' R/W 154' R/W

64' Pavement 64' Pavement 66' Pavement 88' Pavement
Program Width: 30 Program Width: 46 Program Width: 16 Program Width: 64
Frontage Width: 100 Frontage Width: 90 Frontage Width: 100 Frontage Width: 94

Total Width: 130 Total Width: 136 Total Width: 116 Total Width: 154
Unit of Unit Unit Cost Section Cost Percent of Section Cost Percent of Section Cost Percent of Section Cost Percent of

Measure Cost Per SF Per LF Total Cost Per LF Total Cost Per LF Total Cost Per LF Total Cost
Clearing & Grubbing SF $0.20 $0.20 $26.00 2.4% $27.20 2.5% $23.20 2.4% $30.80 2.9%
Demolition (AC) SF $3.00 $3.00 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Earthwork (inc. import fill) CY $22.00 $0.81 $105.93 10.0% $110.81 10.3% $94.52 9.7% $125.48 11.8%
Erosion Control Acres $1,500.00 $0.03 $4.48 0.4% $4.68 0.4% $3.99 0.4% $5.30 0.5%
Drainage Ditch LF $20.00 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Reinforced Concrete Pipe LF $65.00 $65.00 6.1% $65.00 6.1% $65.00 6.7% $65.00 6.1%
Storm Drain Lateral LF $50.00 $8.00 0.8% $8.00 0.7% $8.25 0.8% $11.00 1.0%
Drainage Structures EA $3,500.00 $8.75 0.8% $8.75 0.8% $8.75 0.9% $8.75 0.8%
AC/AB Pavement SF $7.40 $7.40 $473.60 44.6% $473.60 44.1% $488.40 50.3% $651.20 61.3%
Signing/Striping/Marking LF $2.50 $2.50 0.2% $2.50 0.2% $3.75 0.4% $3.75 0.4%
Median Curb LF $15.00 $30.00 2.8% $30.00 2.8% $0.00 0.0% $30.00 2.8%
Median Landscaping + Irrig. SF $4.00 $4.00 $64.00 6.0% $88.00 8.2% $0.00 0.0% $64.00 6.0%
Vertical Curb and Gutter LF $20.00 $40.00 3.8% $40.00 3.7% $40.00 4.1% $40.00 3.8%
Sidewalk SF $6.00 $6.00 $60.00 5.6% $0.00 0.0% $60.00 6.2% $60.00 5.6%
Border Landscaping + Irrig. SF $4.00 $4.00 $160.00 15.1% $200.00 18.6% $160.00 16.5% $160.00 15.1%
Lighting LF $14.80 $14.80 1.4% $14.80 1.4% $14.80 1.5% $14.80 1.4%

Total Construction $1,063.05 $1,073.35 $970.66 $1,270.08

Markup 40% $425.22 $429.34 $388.27 $508.03
Right-of-way SF $2.30 $2.30 $298.44 $312.21 $266.30 $353.54

Total Project $1,786.71 $1,814.90 $1,625.23 $2,131.65
Per Mile $9,433,841.73 $9,582,673.34 $8,581,201.57 $11,255,131.38

Frontage Portion $1,263.55 70.7% $1,126.27 62.1% $1,344.80 82.7% $1,287.92 60.4%

Non-Frontage Portion $523.17 29.3% $688.63 37.9% $280.43 17.3% $843.73 39.6%

Total $1,786.71 $1,814.90 $1,625.23 $2,131.65

Curb to Curb Cost $1,035.89 $1,129.72 $874.40 $1,418.48

Frontage on Curb to Curb $750.82 $685.18 $750.82 $713.18

Updated 8/14/2013 8:18 AM



DEMOLISH EXISTING 2-LANE RURAL ROAD Major Arterial Expressway Expressway
Assume 30' of existing pavement 4 Travel Lanes 4 Travel Lanes 6 Travel Lanes
Assume 55' existing ROW 8' Bike Lanes 8' Shoulders 8' Shoulders

16' Median 22' Median 22' Median
25' Setbacks 25' Setbacks 25' Setbacks

w/5' Sidewalks no Sidewalks no Sidewalks
130' R/W 136' R/W 160' R/W

64' Pavement 64' Pavement 88' Pavement
Program Width: 30 Program Width: 46 Program Width: 70
Frontage Width: 100 Frontage Width: 90 Frontage Width: 90

Total Width: 130 Total Width: 136 Total Width: 160
Unit of Unit Unit Cost Section Cost Percent of Section Cost Percent of Section Cost Percent of

Measure Cost Per SF Per LF Total Cost Per LF Total Cost Per LF Total Cost
Clearing & Grubbing SF $0.20 $0.20 $20.00 1.8% $21.20 1.9% $26.00 1.9%
Demolition (AC) SF $3.00 $3.00 $90.00 8.0% $90.00 7.9% $90.00 6.7%
Earthwork (inc. import fill) CY $22.00 $0.81 $81.48 7.3% $86.37 7.6% $105.93 7.9%
Erosion Control Acres $1,500.00 $0.03 $4.48 0.4% $4.68 0.4% $5.51 0.4%
Drainage Ditch LF $20.00 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Reinforced Concrete Pipe LF $65.00 $65.00 5.8% $65.00 5.7% $65.00 4.9%
Storm Drain Lateral LF $50.00 $8.00 0.7% $8.00 0.7% $11.00 0.8%
Drainage Structures EA $3,500.00 $8.75 0.8% $8.75 0.8% $8.75 0.7%
AC Pavement SF $7.40 $7.40 $473.60 42.2% $473.60 41.8% $651.20 48.6%
Signing/Striping/Marking LF $2.50 $2.50 0.2% $2.50 0.2% $3.75 0.3%
Median Curb LF $15.00 $30.00 2.7% $30.00 2.6% $30.00 2.2%
Median Landscaping + Irrig. SF $4.00 $4.00 $64.00 5.7% $88.00 7.8% $88.00 6.6%
Vertical Curb and Gutter LF $20.00 $40.00 3.6% $40.00 3.5% $40.00 3.0%
Sidewalk SF $6.00 $6.00 $60.00 5.3% $0.00 0.0% $0.00 0.0%
Border Landscaping + Irrig. SF $4.00 $4.00 $160.00 14.3% $200.00 17.7% $200.00 14.9%
Lighting LF $14.80 $14.80 1.3% $14.80 1.3% $14.80 1.1%

Total Construction $1,122.61 $1,132.90 $1,339.94

Markup 40% $449.04 $453.16 $535.97
Right-of-way $2.30 $2.30 $172.18 $185.95 $241.05

Total Project $1,743.83 $1,772.02 $2,116.96
Per Mile $9,207,409.73 $9,356,241.34 $11,177,530.99

Frontage Portion $1,230.56 70.6% $1,097.89 62.0% $1,176.83 55.6%

Non-Frontage Portion $513.27 29.4% $674.13 38.0% $940.13 44.4%

Total $1,743.83 $1,772.02 $2,116.96

Curb to Curb Costs $1,025.99 $1,115.22 $1,455.90

Frontage for Curb to Curb $717.84 $656.80 $661.05

Updated 8/14/2013 8:18 AM



UPGRADE EXISTING 2-LANE ROAD Major Arterial Minor Arterial
Assume 36' of pavement 4 Travel Lanes 4 Travel Lanes
Assumes 55' Exist ROW 8' Bike Lanes No Bike Lanes

16' Median TWLTL
25' Setbacks 25' Setbacks

w/5' Sidewalks w/5' Sidewalks
130' R/W 116' R/W

64' Pavement 66' Pavement
Program Width: 30 Program Width: 16
Frontage Width: 100 Frontage Width: 100

Total Width: 130 Total Width: 116
Unit of Unit Unit Cost Section Cost Percent of Section Cost Percent of

Measure Cost Per SF Per LF Total Cost Per LF Total Cost
Clearing & Grubbing 1 SF $0.20 $0.20 $18.80 2.5% $16.00 2.4%
Demolition (AC) 2 SF $3.00 $3.00 $30.00 4.0% $30.00 4.6%
Earthwork (inc. import fill) 1 CY $22.00 $0.81 $76.59 10.2% $65.19 9.9%
Erosion Control Acres $1,500.00 $0.03 $3.24 0.4% $2.75 0.4%
Drainage Ditch LF $20.00 0.0% 0.0%
Reinforced Concrete Pipe LF $65.00 $65.00 8.7% $65.00 9.9%
Storm Drain Lateral LF $50.00 $8.00 1.1% $8.25 1.3%
Drainage Structures EA $3,500.00 $8.75 1.2% $8.75 1.3%
AC Pavement SF $7.40 $7.40 $207.20 27.7% $222.00 33.8%
Signing/Striping/Marking LF $2.50 $2.50 0.3% $3.75 0.6%
Median Curb LF $15.00 $30.00 4.0% $0.00 0.0%
Median Landscaping + Irrig. SF $4.00 $4.00 $64.00 8.5% $0.00 0.0%
Vertical Curb and Gutter LF $20.00 $40.00 5.3% $40.00 6.1%
Sidewalk SF $6.00 $6.00 $60.00 8.0% $60.00 9.1%
Border Landscaping + Irrig. SF $4.00 $4.00 $120.00 16.0% $120.00 18.3%
Lighting LF $14.80 $14.80 2.0% $14.80 2.3%

Total Construction $748.88 $656.49

Markup 40% $299.55 $262.60
Right-of-way SF $2.30 $2.30 $172.18 $140.04

Total Project $1,220.61 $1,059.12
Per Mile $6,444,808.23 $5,592,168.06

Frontage Portion $815.16 66.8% $849.05 80.2%

Non-Frontage Portion $405.45 33.2% $210.07 19.8%

Total $1,220.61 $1,059.12

Curb to Curb Costs $631.28 $482.53

Frontage for Curb to Curb $589.33 $576.60

Notes:
1 For Clearing & Grubbing and Earthwork it is assumed that work will need to be done on everything in the right-of-way except the existing pavement.  
2 It is assumed that there will be a cost for demolition of sidewalk existing 5' sidewalks.

Updated 8/14/2013 8:18 AM



UPGRADE EXISTING 4-LANE ROAD Expressway Expressway
Assume 64' pavement 6 Travel Lanes 4 Travel Lanes 6 Travel Lanes
To 4 lane art.:  w/in existing R/W 8' Bike Lanes 8' Shoulders 8' Shoulders
To 4 lane exp.: widen on the sides 16' Median 22' Median 22' Median
To 6 lanes:  widen on the sides 25' Setbacks 25' Setbacks 25' Setbacks
Assume 110' existing ROW w/5' Sidewalks no Sidewalks no Sidewalks

154' R/W 136' R/W 160' R/W
88' Pavement 64' Pavement 88' Pavement

Program Width: 70 Program Width 86 Program Width: 86 Program Width: 110
Frontage Width: 60 Frontage Width 50 Frontage Width: 50 Frontage Width: 50

Total Width: 130 Total Width: 136 Total Width: 136 Total Width: 160
Unit of Unit Unit Cost Section Cost Percent of Section Cost Percent of Section Cost Percent of Section Cost Percent of

Measure Cost Per SF Per LF Total Cost Per LF Total Cost Per LF Total Cost Per LF Total Cost
Clearing & Grubbing 1 SF $0.20 $0.20 $13.20 2.1% $18.00 2.9% $14.40 2.0% $19.20 2.0%
Demolition (AC) 2 SF $3.00 $3.00 $30.00 4.8% $30.00 4.8% $30.00 4.1% $30.00 3.2%
Earthwork (inc. import fill) 1 CY $22.00 $0.81 $53.78 8.5% $73.33 11.6% $58.67 8.0% $78.22 8.3%
Erosion Control Acres $1,500.00 $0.03 $2.27 0.4% $3.10 0.5% $2.48 0.3% $3.31 0.3%
Drainage Ditch LF $20.00 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Reinforced Concrete Pipe LF $65.00 $65.00 10.3% $65.00 10.3% $65.00 8.9% $65.00 6.9%
Storm Drain Lateral LF $50.00 $8.00 1.3% $11.00 1.7% $8.00 1.1% $11.00 1.2%
Drainage Structures EA $3,500.00 $8.75 1.4% $8.75 1.4% $8.75 1.2% $8.75 0.9%
AC Pavement 3 SF $7.40 $7.40 $118.40 18.8% $177.60 28.2% $118.40 16.2% $296.00 31.3%
Signing/Striping/Marking LF $2.50 $2.50 0.4% $2.50 0.4% $2.50 0.3% $2.50 0.3%
Median Curb LF $15.00 $30.00 4.8% $30.00 4.8% $30.00 4.1% $30.00 3.2%
Median Landscaping + Irrig. SF $4.00 $4.00 $64.00 10.1% $64.00 10.1% $88.00 12.1% $88.00 9.3%
Vertical Curb and Gutter LF $20.00 $40.00 6.3% $40.00 6.3% $40.00 5.5% $40.00 4.2%
Sidewalk SF $6.00 $6.00 $60.00 9.5% $60.00 9.5% $60.00 8.2% $60.00 6.3%
Border Landscaping + Irrig. SF $4.00 $4.00 $120.00 19.0% $120.00 19.0% $200.00 27.4% $200.00 21.1%
Lighting LF $14.80 $14.80 2.3% $14.80 2.3% $3.70 0.5% $14.80 1.6%

Total Construction $630.70 $718.08 $729.90 $946.78

Markup 40% $252.28 $287.23 $291.96 $378.71
Right-of-way SF $2.30 $2.30 $45.91 $101.01 $59.69 $114.78

Total Project $928.89 $1,106.33 $1,081.54 $1,440.27
Per Mile $4,904,562.38 $5,841,399.22 $5,710,542.79 $7,604,643.64

Frontage Portion $403.68 43.5% $419.54 37.9% $498.86 46.1% $523.42 36.3%

Non-Frontage Portion $525.21 56.5% $686.78 62.1% $582.68 53.9% $916.85 63.7%

Total $928.89 $1,106.33 $1,081.54 $1,440.27

Notes: $525.21 $686.78 $582.68 $916.85
1 For Clearing & Grubbing and Earthwork it is assumed that work will need to be done on everything in the right-of-way except the existing pavement.  
2 It is assumed that there will be a cost for demolition of sidewalk existing 5' sidewalks.
3 Assume when there is an existing 4-lane roadway that shoulders, bike lanes, and sidewalks are being added.  

Major Arterial

25' Setbacks
w/5' Sidewalks

130' R/W
64' Pavement

Major Arterial
4 Travel Lanes
8' Bike Lanes

16' Median

Updated 8/14/2013 8:18 AM
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Executive Summary 
The City of Tracy (City) has been requested by the Ellis Program developer to complete 
a Finance and Implementation Plan (FIP) for the proposed Ellis program. In addition to 
other details, the FIP includes the wastewater system development impact fee from Ellis. 
 
The Ellis Program includes a mix of residential, commercial, office/professional, 
institutional, and recreational uses which at this time covers approximately 321 acres.  

In order to establish development impact fees for Ellis FIP, the wastewater collection and 
treatment capacity needs to be analyzed. Due to geographic location and available 
natural slopes of the terrain, Ellis program is located within the wastewater collection 
boundaries of Corral Hollow sewer system. This report analyzes the Corral Hollow sewer 
system capacity for Ellis program and other developments. The Ellis FIP development 
impact fees are addressed in this Ellis FIP wastewater analysis. 

Based on the analysis presented in this report, the following is a summary of Corral 
Hollow sewer system capacity.  

 
1. All wastewater flows from Ellis would discharge to the Corral Hollow sewer system on a 

permanent basis.  
 

2. Total units in the Ellis Program    
Project Units Notes 

Ellis 2250 Includes 550 units 
Village Mixed Use 507 Equivalent SF units or 

EDUs 
Commercial 114 Equivalent SF units or 

EDUs 
 

3. City will ultimately decide the order in which wastewater from the above projects is 
discharged to the Corral Hollow sewer system.  
 

4. Based on the previous analysis, there is approximately 550 unit capacity available in the 
existing Corral Hollow sewer line up to I-205. From this point, flows from 550 units must 
be directed to Hansen pump station using existing overflow pipe (already installed).  
 

5. Ellis will be served from existing Corral Hollow sewer conveyance system.  550 multi-
family residential units from Ellis will not pay sewer conveyance fee in accordance with 
the Ellis Development Agreement (DA) with the City of Tracy. Out of these units, the first 
330 units will use the existing available capacity in the Corral Hollow sewer assuming a 
new sewer line is installed from Ellis Program to the existing Corral Hollow sewer 
system.  
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6. The remaining 220 units from Ellis Program will be served from Corral Hollow sewer 
after its existing capacity is increased with improvements in accordance with the City of 
Tracy Wastewater Master Plan—Corral Hollow Sewer Analysis dated April 2012 
completed by CH2MHILL.  
 

7. The Eastside sewer capacity for the Ellis Program for 250 units will be temporary until 
other projects that are designated to discharge to the Eastside sewer system are 
developed. The City shall monitor the available capacity every year or before approving 
additional development within the Eastside sewer area.  
 

8. Corral Hollow sewer system upgrade must be completed prior to use of Corral Hollow 
sewer line capacity beyond 550 units. These upgrades can be completed in multiple 
phases or at one time as identified in the previous analysis. The development impact fee 
may change depending on single or multiple phase implementation.  
 

9. Corral Hollow sewer conveyance capacity can be increased by construction of 
improvements to the system as shown in TABLE 6-2, Major Wastewater Conveyance 
Facilities Capital Cost Estimate – West Catchment of the 2013 City of Tracy Wastewater 
Master Plan. To provide consistency amongst all projects in the West Catchment area, 
the master plan numbers and associated cost have been used in this report.  
 

9. Based on the 2013 Tracy Wastewater Conveyance and Treatment Development 
Impact Fee Study, the conveyance fee is $1,610 per EDU 
 

10. Tracy WWTP Expansion Fee 
Per Tracy Wastewater Conveyance and Treatment Development Impact Fee Study, the 
connection fee is $6,727. It should be noted that the above fee is based on build out cost 
estimate. Since the Tracy WWTP NPDES Permit is renewed every five years and 
expansion project is built in multiple phases, periodic update to the above fee may be 
required.  
 

11. Ellis Program Wastewater Connection fee Summary based on the 2013 Tracy 
Wastewater Conveyance and Treatment Development Impact Fee Study  

Property Units Conveyance 
Cost (see note) 

WWTP 
Upgrade 
Fee (per 

unit) 

Total 
cost 

per unit 

  

Ellis program 550 0  $0  $0 Based on DA 
Ellis program 250 (per DA) $1,610 0 $1,610 per ECU 
Ellis program 1,957 $1,610  $6,727  $8,337 per ECU 
Ellis program/ 
Commercial (5.2 
units per acre) 

114 $1,610   $6,727 $43,352 Per acre 
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Note – Corral Hollow Upgrade Fee assumes that upgrade will happen in one phase 
which requires a large upfront capital. The upgrade may occur in more than one 
phase which will affect the cost. The Financing plan is assumed to address this 
issue.  
 

12. The following Conversion factors have been used to compute wastewater system fee for 
medium and high density units.  
1 SF Equivalent = Detached single family home= 264 gallons per day 
Medium density = Equivalent to 0.81 S.F.  
High density = Equivalent to 0.67 S.F.  
Commercial = 5.2 SF equivalent per acre 

 

  
Fee per unit type Factor Cost per unit 
RML (Low) 1.0 $8,337 

RMM 
(Medium)/VMU 

0.81 $6,753 

RMH (High) 0.67 $5,586 

Commercial 5.2 $43,352 
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Ellis Program Wastewater Analysis 
Finance and Implementation Program 
(FIP) Fees 
Project Description 
 

The City of Tracy (City) has been requested by the Ellis Program developer to complete a 
Finance and Implementation Plan for the proposed Ellis program.  

 
The Ellis Program includes a mix of residential, commercial, office/professional, institutional, 
and recreational uses currently covering approximately 321 acres.  

 

In order to establish wastewater development impact fee for Ellis FIP, the wastewater collection 
and treatment capacity needs to be analyzed. Due to geographic location and natural terrain, 
Ellis program is located within the wastewater collection system boundaries of Corral Hollow 
sewer system. This report analyzes the Corral Hollow sewer system capacity for Ellis and other 
developments within that zone.  



7 
 

 
 

Purpose and Scope 
This report identifies the infrastructure improvements related to the wastewater collection and 
treatment system for the Ellis program. Based on the City of Tracy Wastewater Master 
Plan/Corral Hollow Sewer Analysis dated April 2012 prepared by CH2M HILL, the Ellis program 
is ultimately designated to discharge all of its wastewater to the existing Corral Hollow sewer 
system. However, improvements are needed to the existing Corral Hollow sewer system before 
the entire wastewater flow from the Ellis program could be discharged to the Corral Hollow 
sewer system.  

This report has been divided into three sections: 
 

1. Interim Infrastructure Needs 
2. Phasing Plan and cost for Build out Facilities 
3. Benefit and Burden Analysis meeting AB 1600 

 

Interim Infrastructure Needs 
Currently, there is limited availability of conveyance capacity in the existing Eastside sewer 
system. It should be noted that the above capacity is available until other projects that are 
designated to discharge to the Eastside sewer system are developed. Therefore, Ellis program 
could use available conveyance capacity in accordance with the Specific Plan. The following 
designations within the Ellis program are designated to discharge its wastewater to the Eastside 
sewer system on an interim basis.  

• Storage  site 
• 250 equivalent single family units 

 
All other future development is assumed to connect to the Corral Hollow sewer system.  

WASTEWATER FLOWS FROM ELLIS PROGRAM 
The following criteria are used to develop wastewater flows from the Ellis Program area: 
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Flow Parameter  Master Plan Values  

Per Capita Flow  80 gpcd  

Residential Flow – Very Low Density  264 gpd/unit  

Residential Flow – Low Density  264 gpd/unit  

Residential Flow – Medium Density  216 gpd/unit  

Residential Flow – High Density  176 gpd/unit  

Industrial Flow  1,056 gal/acre/day  

Retail & Commercial Flow  1,375 gal/acre/day  

Office Flow  1,140 gal/acre/day  

Peak Wet Weather Flow  2.5 PF  

 
The following is the assumption for each residential type unit: 
Very low density = 3.3 people per unit  
Low density = 3.3 people per unit  
Medium density = 2.7 people per unit  
High density = 2.2 people per unit  
 
Approximate wastewater flow from the first 250 units of Ellis project is  
250 units x 264 gallons per units x 2.5 (Peak flow factor) = 165,000 gallons or 0.165 mgd.  
 

WASTEWATER FLOWS FROM STORAGE CENTER 
It is assumed that there will be two restrooms in the Storage center.  

Flow = 50 gallons per day x 2 units = 100 gallons per day.  

 

TOTAL WASTEWATER FLOW FROM INITIAL ELLIS PROGRAM + STORAGE  
 
Ellis Program (initial 250 units)---  165,000 gallons per day 
Storage project   ---  100 gallons per day   
Total wastewater flow   165,100 gallons per day 
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Eastside Sewer System (interim use) 
Based on reconfiguration completed during the development of Edgewood subdivision (located 
just east of the proposed Ellis program), the beginning of the Eastside sewer system consists of 
8 to 15-inch diameter sewer lines. The connection point for the initial 250 units from Ellis and 
Storage project is an existing manhole located at the intersection of Peony Drive and Heirloom 
Lane.  
There is an existing 8-inch sewer line along Peony Dr and it becomes a15-inch sewer line by 
the time it reaches Cherry Blossom Lane. The following table shows the existing capacity and 
the number of units connected to this portion of the Eastside sewer system.  

Sewer Lines within Edgewood Estates  

Location Length 
(ft) 

Dia  
(in) 

Slope 
% 

Hydraulic 
Capacity 
(gpm) 

Hydraulic 
Capacity 
(MGD) 

Number of 
SF Homes 
Currently 
Connected 

Number of 
existing SF 
Homes allowed 
based on 
Hydraulic 
Capacity*   

Peony and 
Heirloom Ln 

274 8 1.16 584 0.841534 38 1429 

Peony and 
Keepsake 

199 8 3.04 946 1.36232 65 2313 

Peony and 
Memoir 

250 10 0.25 492 0.708336 130 1203 

Along Peony 
Dr 

1575 12 0.2 715 1.03023 450 1749 

Along Cherry 
Blossom Ln 

750 15 0.15 1123 1.617676 650 2747 

*at 264 gpd and PF 2.5 
 
Since the number of homes connected to the beginning sections of the Eastside sewer system 
is less than the hydraulic capacity, there is sufficient capacity for the initial 250 units from the 
Ellis program and Storage project. However, there are downstream constraints that prevent 
discharge of additional wastewater flows.   

The connection point for the initial 250 units and storage project is an existing manhole located 
at the intersection of Peony Drive and Heirloom Lane. It is assumed that the cost of connection 
to the existing Eastside system for the above projects is part of off-site improvements and not 
included in the Ellis program cost.   
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Wastewater System Fee—Ellis Program 
The total wastewater system impact fee for Ellis program is based on Tracy Wastewater 
Conveyance and Treatment Development Impact Fee Study dated January 2013.  

Corral Hollow Trunk Sewer Improvements  
A portion (3.55 mgd) of the wastewater transmitted to Node 4W.1 will be conveyed to the 
Tracy WWTP via the Corral Hollow Trunk Sewer and Hansen Pump Station and force main. 
The following describes the new conveyance facilities (that is, improvements) and the 
necessary upgrades to the Corral Hollow Trunk Sewer and Hansen Pump Station and force 
main to provide additional capacity. The conceptual horizontal alignment is shown on Figure 1. 
The hydraulic capacity and future peak wet weather flows are shown in Figure 2 (Node 4W.1 to 
manhole 15). 
 
As previously mentioned, a portion of PWWFs in excess of the Corral Hollow Trunk Sewer 
hydraulic capacity are diverted to the existing relief sewer extending from manhole 15 to the 
Hansen Pump Station. The existing relief sewer is a 12-inch-diameter pipe with a hydraulic 
capacity of approximately 1.02 mgd. The existing relief sewer will not accommodate the 
PWWF from the Future Service Areas; therefore, a second relief sewer (parallel to the 
existing relief sewer) will be necessary. 
 
The proposed relief sewer consists of approximately 2,180 linear feet of 21-inch-diameter 
gravity sewer pipe and associated improvements (i.e., manholes). The proposed parallel 
relief sewer is sized to provide additional relief capacity of up to 3.55 mgd. The proposed 
parallel relief sewer is assumed to be constructed on the same grade as the existing relief 
sewer. 
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Figure 1. Improvement to the Corral Hollow Sewer System (shown within red box) 

  



 

Figure 2. Hydraulic Capacity and future peak wet weather flows in the Corral Hollow Sewer System 



 

Tracy WWTP Expansion Fee 

Tracy WWTP is operating at its current capacity of 10.8 mgd and providing tertiary treatment 
with ammonia removal. Tracy WWTP expansion from 10.8 mgd to the Master Plan Build out 
Capacity of 21.1 mgd is planned in 4 phases.   

 

Per City of Tracy Wastewater Master Plan (2013 update), the connection fee is $6,727. 

It should be noted that the above fee is based on build out cost estimate. Since the Tracy 
WWTP NPDES Permit is renewed every five years and expansion will be done in multiple 
phases, periodic update to the above fee is required.  
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Ellis Program Wastewater Connection 
Fee Summary  

 
Ellis Program Wastewater Connection fee Summary based on the 2013 Tracy Wastewater 
Conveyance and Treatment Development Impact Fee Study  
 

Property Units Conveyance 
Cost (see note) 

WWTP 
Upgrade 
Fee (per 

unit) 

Total 
cost 

per unit 

  

Ellis program First 550 0  $0  $0 Based on 
development 

agreement 
Ellis program 250 (per DA) $1,610 0 $1,610 per ECU 
Ellis program 1,957 $1,610  $6,727  $8,337 per ECU 
Ellis program/ 
Commercial (5.2 
units per acre) 

114 $1,610   $6,727 $43,352 Per acre 

Note – Corral Hollow Upgrade Fee assumes that upgrade will happen in one phase 
which requires a large upfront capital. The upgrade may occur in more than one 
phase which will affect the cost. The Financing plan is assumed to address this 
issue.  
 

9. The following Conversion factors have been used to compute wastewater system fee for 
medium and high density units.  
1 SF Equivalent = Detached single family home= 264 gallons per day 
Medium density = Equivalent to 0.81 S.F.  
High density = Equivalent to 0.67 S.F.  
Commercial = 5.2 SF equivalent per acre 

 

  
Fee per unit type Factor Cost per unit 
RML (Low) 1.0 $8,337 

RMM 
(Medium)/VMU 

0.81 $6,753 

RMH (High) 0.67 $5,586 

Commercial 5.2 $43,352 
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 Benefit and Burden Analysis 
 

Fee Justification Study (Compliance with Government Code Section 66000, 
et Seq.) 
The following is a justification for the proposed wastewater impact fees that will be collected 
from the Ellis program. This section applies to all units except the units covered by a 
Development Agreement.  

Identification of the proposed fee 
The purpose of the proposed impact fee is to present a funding mechanism to provide 
wastewater facilities that are required to provide service to the Ellis program projects. 

Descriptions of how the fee will be used 
The fee will be used to plan, design, and construct wastewater facilities such as gravity sewer 
lines, pumping facilities, force mains, and wastewater treatment plant improvements.  

Determination of how there is a reasonable relationship between the fee's use and the 
type of development project on which the fee is imposed 
The proposed impact fee will be used to construct wastewater conveyance and treatment 
facilities that are required to provide wastewater services to the development projects on which 
the fee is imposed. Construction of wastewater facilities provides direct benefit to the proposed 
development projects. Therefore, there is a reasonable relationship between the fee's use and 
the type of development project on which the fee is imposed. 

Determination of how there is a reasonable relationship between the need for the public 
facility and the type of development project on which the fee is imposed 
The proposed developments need wastewater facilities such as gravity sewer lines, pump 
stations, and force mains to convey wastewater to the treatment facility. They also need a 
treatment facility to treat wastewater generated by new developments. Failure to provide 
wastewater facilities would make the proposed development uninhabitable. Therefore, there is a 
reasonable relationship between the need for the public facility and the type of development 
project on which the fee is imposed. 

Determination of how there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of fee and 
the cost of the public facility (or portion of the facility) attributable to new development 
The proposed wastewater facilities will be constructed to meet the wastewater demand from the 
new developments. Typically, the demand is calculated using a factor of 1 Equivalent Dwelling 
Unit (EDU) for a single family detached residential unit. The overall cost of the facilities is 
divided by the number of EDUs or residential units that are connected to the system. Therefore, 
each residential unit receives direct benefit and their cost will be proportional to the benefits 
received. In the case of commercial projects, each acre is equivalent to 5.2 Dwelling Units or a 
wastewater generation rate of 1,375 gpd.  Each acre in the proposed development area will 
receive direct benefit with a cost proportional to the benefits received. Hence, there is a 
reasonable relationship between the amount of fee and the cost of the public facility (or portion 
of the facility) attributable to new development. 
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Benefit and Burden Analysis for Wastewater System 

Introduction 
The City of Tracy may establish a financing district to provide a funding mechanism for the 
proposed development projects subject to approval by the City and the Ellis program. Formation 
of financing districts is consistent with the objectives of the Mitigation Fee Act, Government 
Code Sections 66000, et seq, also known as Assembly Bill 1600 (AB 1600). To establish a 
financing district, the proposing agency (City of Tracy) should establish a reasonable 
relationship (benefit and burden) between the type of developments planned for the Ellis 
program area and the need for the wastewater infrastructure improvements proposed for the 
Ellis program area. This Benefit and Burden Analysis will show that there is a reasonable 
relationship between the proposed Ellis program area and the proposed infrastructure 
improvements that would benefit the Ellis program area. 

This section describes the basis of assumptions or City standards for the purpose of estimating 
the wastewater generation rate of 80 gallons per person per day (gpd), the number of persons 
per unit type (residential low density=3.3 persons, residential medium density= 0.81 of low 
density, residential high density = 0.67 of low density) and wastewater demands for commercial 
areas. 

Wastewater Generation Rate 
The City of Tracy Design Standards (dated December 1990) state that the average wastewater 
generation rate for each person shall be 100 gallons per day. Per the City of Tracy Wastewater 
Master Plan, the following generation rates will be used.  

 
Flow Parameter  2010 Master Plan Values  

Per Capita Flow  80 gpcd  

Residential Flow – Very Low Density  264 gpd/unit  

Residential Flow – Low Density/RML  264 gpd/unit  

Residential Flow – Medium Density/RMM  216 gpd/unit  

Residential Flow – High Density/RMH  176 gpd/unit  

Industrial Flow  1,056 gal/acre/day  

Retail & Commercial Flow  1,375 gal/acre/day  

Office Flow  1,140 gal/acre/day  

Peak Wet Weather Flow  2.5 PF  

 

Wastewater Demand for Commercial Areas 
There are assumed to be 5.2 equivalent Dwelling Units (singe family units) EDUs per each 
General Commercial acre. Therefore, each General Commercial acre is expected to generate 
1,375 gpd (5.2 EDUs * 264 gpd/EDU). 
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Existing Level of Service 
The existing wastewater infrastructure in the City consists of gravity sewer lines, pump stations, 
and a wastewater treatment facility. The existing gravity sewer lines convey wastewater from 
the existing users to a pump station or to the treatment facility. The pump stations pump 
wastewater to the treatment plant from areas where wastewater cannot be conveyed by gravity 
sewer lines. 

The existing wastewater treatment facility is used to treat domestic and industrial wastewater 
generated by the existing users. Treated effluent is discharged into the Old River using an 
effluent pipeline and outfall facilities. 

Planned Projects and Their Potential Impact 
Several new developments have been proposed on both the east and west sides of the City of 
Tracy. The Ellis program developers intend to build residential and commercial developments. 
Based on previous studies, there is interim excess capacity available in the existing Eastside 
sewer system to convey wastewater from the initial development of 250 units.  

Additional sewer lines and wastewater treatment capacity will be needed, however, because the 
projected wastewater flows from the Ellis program developments exceed currently available 
excess capacity. If additional facilities are not constructed, the existing system would not be 
able to handle additional flows from the Ellis program developments and may lead to sewer 
overflows. This would be a violation of existing regulations promulgated by the California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. In addition, there would be an impact on public health 
and welfare because of sewer overflows. Therefore, there would be a major impact on existing 
facilities without the additional facilities required to maintain the current level of wastewater 
services provided by the City of Tracy. 

Need for Additional Public Facilities 
Capacity of the existing wastewater system is not sufficient to accommodate additional flows 
that will be generated by the Ellis program developments. Existing excess capacity will be used; 
however, additional capacity obtained with expansion is needed. It was determined that 
additional public facilities are required based on sound engineering judgment and Policy PF 1.7 
in the Tracy Urban Management Plan, which states that the City must "provide adequate 
wastewater collection and treatment capacity for planned development in Tracy." 

Changes in Level of Service with Additional Public Facilities 
After construction of additional facilities, the level of wastewater service with the new 
development will be similar to the current level of wastewater service provided to the City of 
Tracy. Wastewater will be collected and treated without causing any nuisance or pollution as 
defined in Section 13050 of the California Water Code. The treatment plant effluent will meet the 
conditions of the NPDES permit number R5-2012-0115 issued by the California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board dated December 2012. 

Benefits to New Developments from Additional Public Facilities 
The additional public facilities will benefit the Ellis program developments in the following ways: 

• By providing wastewater collection and treatment services to the new developments.  

• By providing the additional public facilities that are required before the City of Tracy can 
approve occupancy of the developments. 

Cost Basis of Additional Public Facilities 
The total wastewater flows were calculated using the following factors: 
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Single family detached unit = 1 EDU = 264 gpd/unit 

Village Center/Commercial = 5.2 EDUs/acre 

Based on the above rate, the required facilities (both conveyance and treatment) and 
associated costs to serve Ellis program developments were identified. The total cost was 
divided by the number of acres or units to obtain the cost per acre or unit.   

 

Reference Documents Used in Analysis 
The documents used in the analysis include the following: 

1. City of Tracy Wastewater Master Plan/Corral Hollow Sewer Analysis, updated April 
2012, CH2M HILL. 

2. NPDES Permit dated December 2012 issued to the City of Tracy WWTP by the Central 
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 

3. City of Tracy Wastewater Master Plan , CH2MHILL, 2012 

4. Tracy Wastewater Conveyance and Treatment Development Impact Fee Study, January 
2013 
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
 
 
DATE: August 14, 2013 Project No.: 404-02-09-81 
 
TO: Kul Sharma, City of Tracy 
 
FROM: Charles Duncan, R.C.E. #55498 
 Shannon Barcal, E.I.T. #139195 
 
SUBJECT: Ellis Specific Plan Water System Analysis - Technical Memorandum 
 

OVERVIEW 

This Technical Memorandum (TM) summarizes West Yost Associates’ (West Yost’s) technical 
evaluation and  identification of required buildout water system facilities and associated costs for 
the City of Tracy’s (City) proposed Ellis Specific Plan (ESP). The ESP is located just outside the 
southwestern portion of the City and is within the City’s Pressure Zone 3 service area. Based on 
the City’s General Plan Update (July 20, 2006), the land use designations for the ESP are 
comparable with those previously designated for the area. The City has requested a Water System 
Analysis for the ESP. In addition, ESP’s proportionate share of recent water system 
improvements made to the City water distribution system will also need to be identified based on 
the hydraulic benefit these existing facilities provide to the ESP. 

These new facilities required to serve the demands of the ESP are identified in this TM and 
include water supply, treatment, pumping and storage facilities, and transmission lines. 
Specifically, the facilities identified in this TM to serve the ESP are summarized below: 

• Proportionate share of a new Zone 3 booster pump station to meet peak hour, daily 
flow, and pressure requirements for ultimate buildout of ESP; 

• Proportionate share of one new Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) well; 

• Proportionate share of the City's long-term emergency groundwater storage supply; 

• Proportionate share of future 2.0 million gallon (MG) clearwell at John Jones Water 
Treatment Plant (JJWTP); 

• Proportionate share of the City’s JJWTP expansion; 

• Proportionate share of a recommended 20-inch diameter pipeline from JJWTP to the 
intersection of Corral Hollow Road and Linne Road; 

• Proportionate share of a recommended 20-inch diameter pipeline from the intersection 
of Corral Hollow Road and Linne Road to the west side of the project site on 
Lammers Road; 
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• Proportionate share of the Zone 3 16-inch diameter main from near the City’s existing 
Clearwell No. 2 along Tracy Boulevard to the 18-inch diameter main at Linne Road 
and English Oaks Avenue; 

• Two check valve stations along Corral Hollow Road from Pressure Zone 2 to ESP; 

• Pressure Reducing Valve on the 18-inch connection from ESP Phase 1, north to 
Valpico Road; 

• Proportionate share of a 12-inch connection from Whirlaway Lane to Linne Road; 

• Proportionate share of the 18-inch diameter pipeline along Corral Hollow Road from 
Linne Road to Middlefield Drive; and 

• Proportionate share of the 18-inch diameter connection from Linne Road to Corral 
Hollow Road. 

Total estimated costs for the facilities are $17,788,200. The ESP will pay these costs through 
connection fees based on the number of Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDUs). Required ESP 
Infrastructure costs will be shared among all ESP parcels. One EDU is defined as the average day 
demand for a low density residential unit and equals 429 gallons per day (gpd), or 4.16 EDUs per 
one individual/commercial acre (see Table 6 and accompanying text for more detail). Costs per 
EDU for the required facilities are summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1. Ellis Specific Plan Cost Per EDU Summary 

Facility Description 

Estimated Total 
Project Cost, 

dollars 

Estimated Aquatic 
Center Project 
Cost, dollars 

Total Cost 
ESP, dollars 

Cost Per 
EDU(a) for 

ESP, dollars 
ESP Supply and Treatment 6,769,000 866,400 5,902,600 2,686 
ESP Infrastructure  11,019,200 1,410,500 9,608,700 4,372 

Total Costs 17,788,200 2,276,900 15,511,300 7,058 
(a) One (1) EDU is equivalent to 429 gpd and is based on the average day demand for one Low Density Residential dwelling unit 

assuming 3.3 people/du. Total EDU’s for the ESP Properties is 2,198. The current EDU water demand estimate for the ESP is 
2,198 based on proposed assumptions. The assumptions may be updated based on future refinements and updates to the 
ESP. 

 

As directed by the City, the initial residential units located in the Pressure Zone 2 area of Phase 1 
of the ESP, can be provided interimly with supply from the existing system and therefore, may be 
constructed prior to the building of the 2.0 MG clearwell (Phase 1 storage) and 6.48 million 
gallon per day (mgd) booster pump station infrastructure. If Phase 1 includes any areas within 
Pressure Zone 3, a Pressure Zone 3 pump will need to be installed. This is discussed in more 
detail in the subsequent sections of this TM. 

West Yost also evaluated the feasibility of supplying an Initial Phase 1 configuration, which 
would include all 540 units within the Ellis Phase 1 service area and the Aquatic Center as shown 
in Figure 3. Under this proposed configuration and demand condition, the required fire flow, 
shown in Figure 6, can be supplied to all areas in Phase 1 with the construction of two check 
valve connections to Pressure Zone 2. To serve this configuration the recommended pipelines as 
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shown in Figure 3 will be required including the Pressure Zone 3 booster pump at the JJWTP’s 
Clearwell No. 2. Currently, the ESP is planning to implement Initial Phase 1 which includes only 
the residential units and the Aquatic Center. The initial residential units are discussed in more 
detail in the Recommended Water System Infrastructure Section of this TM. 

INTRODUCTION 

In February 2010, the City requested that West Yost provide technical engineering support to the 
City related to an analysis of water storage, pumping facilities, distribution system infrastructure, 
water supply and treatment capacity required to support the City’s preparation of an AB1600 
Technical Report for the ESP.  

West Yost received authorization from the City to proceed with this work in September 2011. As 
detailed in our professional services agreement, this TM summarizes our findings and conclusions 
related to the following tasks: 

1. Review of Previous Assumptions, Criteria and Studies 

2. Water Demand Evaluation 

3. Water Storage and Booster Pumping Facilities Evaluation 

BACKGROUND 

Definition of ESP 

The ESP area is bounded by agricultural land on the north, the Union Pacific Railroad on the 
south, the Delta Mendota Canal to the southwest, Corral Hollow Road on the east, and Lammers 
Road on the west. Figure 1 shows the location of the ESP. 

As shown on Figure 1, the ESP is currently now within the City of Tracy city limits. The ESP is 
located in the southern portion of an area formerly designated as the South Schulte Specific Plan.  

The ESP is also located on agricultural land previously served by the Plain View Water District 
(PVWD), which recently merged into the Byron Bethany Irrigation District (BBID). The ESP 
area is currently sparsely developed. A large majority of the ESP area consists of undeveloped 
land, crops and fields. Residential development exists along Lammers Road and is characterized 
by large lots (five- and ten-acre parcels) that are developed with homes and accessory structures 
(barns, storage sheds, etc.).  

The ESP includes a mix of residential, commercial, and recreational uses covering approximately 
321 acres. The ESP includes a maximum of 2,250 residential units, 180,000 square feet of 
commercial space, a 16-acre swim center and community park, and approximately 21 acres of 
neighborhood parks.  
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As shown in Table 2, the land uses for the ESP area are comparable with those previously 
designated for the area in the City’s General Plan. These land uses are also comparable with those 
previously specified for the southern portion of the former South Schulte Specific Plan area.1  

The ESP is divided into three phases for this water system analysis, Initial Phase 1, Phase 1 and 
Buildout. ESP Phase 1 consists of approximately 150 acres located on the east side of the ESP. 
ESP Phase 1 is divided by the City’s existing Pressure Zone 2/3 boundary, with the northern 
portion (approximately 47 acres which includes a portion of the Aquatic Center) within Pressure 
Zone 2 and the remaining area within Pressure Zone 3 (see Figure 2). The ultimate design for the 
ESP assumes most of the area will be served as part of Pressure Zone 3. The City and the ESP 
representatives also wanted to evaluate an Initial Phase 1 configuration, which would include the 
construction of approximately 540 homes in Pressure Zone 2 and Pressure Zone 3, including the 
Aquatic Center as shown on Figure 3.  

PLANNING/MODELING CRITERIA 

The general planning and hydraulic modeling criteria used by West Yost in our analysis of the 
ESP’s potential impacts to the City’s existing water system infrastructure are listed below: 

• Design criteria 
— As presented in the City’s Citywide Water System Master Plan: 
 The water treatment plant is sized to meet maximum day demands; 
 Pumping facilities are sized to meet the greater of either a maximum day 

demand concurrent with fire flow or peak hour demand conditions within 
each pressure zone with a minimum pressure of 30 psi or 40 psi respectively; 

 Transmission mains are sized to provide required peak hour flows at a 
minimum pressure of 40 pounds per square inch (psi);  

 Storage facilities are sized to include operational, short-term emergency, and 
fire storage; and 

 Long term (outage greater than two days) emergency water storage will be 
provided by the groundwater basin. 

• Demands 
— Average day water demand will be calculated using the water duties presented in 

the City’s Citywide Water System Master Plan. 
— Maximum day and peak hour demands will be calculated using the peaking factors 

of 2.0 and 3.4 times the average day demand, respectively, consistent with factors 
adopted for the City’s Citywide Water System Master Plan. 

— In order to maintain a fire flow requirement at or below 1,500 gpm for Initial 
Phase 1, the ESP has agreed to limit the allowable construction for commercial 
land use to buildings of Type 1A or 1B with approved fire flow sprinkler system 
and a maximum square footage of 83,700 square feet (2007 California Fire Code, 
Table B105.1). 

                                                 
1 Page 6-3, South Schulte Specific Plan, March 1997 (as referenced in Figure 2-1 South Schulte Specific Plan Area, 
Ellis Specific Plan Initial Study, August 2006). 



Land Use Designation

Area, 
gross 
acres

Potable 
Water 
Acres

Recycled 
Water 
Acres

Assumed Number 
of Dwelling

Units (DU)(b)

Square 
Footage
(sq ft) gpd/DU(c) af/ac/yr(c) gpd/sq ft(d)

Phase I - Ellis Specific Plan
Residential Mixed Low 31.0       31.0       -         159                     429          76                      
Residential Mixed Medium 53.0       45.0       -         357                     310          124                    
  Irrigation Demand for Residential Mixed Medium(f) 8.0         4.0           32                      
Residential Mixed High 3.0         2.6         -         24                       220          6                        
  Irrigation Demand for Residential Mixed High(g) 0.5         4.0           2                        
Village Center(h) 5.7         4.8         0.9         -                      60,000           220          2.0           0.1           10                      
Commercial (General)(h) 4.4         3.7         0.7         40,000           2.0           0.1           7                        
Limited Use(i) 26.0       22.1       3.9         80,000           2.0           0.1           44                      
Middle School -         1.5           -                     
Neighborhood Parks(k) 5.0         -         5.0         4.0           -                     
Aquatic Center(l) 16.0       16.0       33                      
UAFW (7.5%) 27

361                    
360                  

Remainder - Ellis Specific Plan
Residential Mixed Low 89.0       89.0       -         346                     429          166                    
Residential Mixed Medium 58.0       49.0       -         1,348                  310          468                    
  Irrigation Demand for Residential Mixed Medium(f) 8.7         4.0           35                      
Residential Mixed High 2.0         1.7         -         16                       220          4                        
  Irrigation Demand for Residential Mixed High(g) 0.3         4.0           1                        
Village Center(h) -         -                      -                 220          2.0           0.1           -                     
Commercial (General)(h) -         -                 2.0           0.1           -                     
Limited Use(i) -         -                 2.0           0.1           -                     
Middle School 12.0       10.2       1.8         1.5           15                      
Neighborhood Parks(k) 16.0       16.0       -           -                     
Aquatic Center(l) -         -                     
UAFW (7.5%) 56

746                    
750                    

Total for Proposed Project 321.1     292.5     28.3       2,250                  180,000         1,110                 

Overall - Ellis Specific Plan
Residential Mixed Low 120.0     120.0     -         505                     429          243                    
Residential Mixed Medium 111.0     94.0       -         1,705                  310          592                    
  Irrigation Demand for Residential Mixed Medium(f) 16.7       4.0           67                      
Residential Mixed High 5.0         4.3         -         40                       220          10                      
  Irrigation Demand for Residential Mixed High(g) 0.8         4.0           -                     
Village Center(h) 5.7         4.8         0.9         -                      60,000           220          2.0           0.1           10                      
Commercial (General)(h) 4.4         3.7         0.7         40,000           2.0           0.1           7                        
Limited Use 26.0       22.1       3.9         80,000           2.0           0.1           44                      
Middle School 12.0       10.2       1.8         1.5           15                      
Neighborhood Parks(i) 21.0       -         21.0       4.0           -                     
Aquatic Center(j) 16.0       16.0       -         33                      
UAFW (7.5%) 83

1,104                 
1,100               

(c)  Unit Water Use Factors based on Citywide System Master Plan, Draft Report dated December 2011.
(d)  Water Use Factor in gpd/sq ft accounts for only indoor water uses. This factor is not used in demand calculations.
(e)  Calculated water demand includes estimated indoor and outdoor water uses.

(h) Village Center includes High Density Residential (up to 50 DUs) and Commercial/Office (60,000 sq ft). Assumes that 15% of gross acres are landscaped with recycled water.

(j) Assumes that 100% of Park gross acres are landscaped and irrigated with recycled water.

Table 2. Potable Water Demand Estimate for Ellis Specific Plan (Proposed Project)

see footnote (l)

Subtotal for Phase I - Ellis Specific Plan Subtotal
Rounded Subtotal

Calculated
Total Water 

Demand(e), af/yr

Land Use Data(a) Potable Water Use Factor

144.1     10.5       540                     180,000         

see footnote (l)

133.6     

(l) The water demand calculations shown for the Ellis Specific Plan are based on overall City-wide assumptions and the assumptions described herein. Actual water demands for the
    Ellis Specific Plan will be confirmed at the Tentative Map stage of the project. The ESP will be refined and updated in the future. As such refinements and updates occur, the City allows up to one thousand three hundred acre 
feet of demand for the ESP.

(k)  Estimated water use per facility information obtained from RJM Design Group October and November 2010. Average Annual Demand = 33 af/yr.  Maximum Day Demand = 189 gpm.
    Peak Hour Demand = 296 gpm. 

see footnote (l)

Overall Total - Ellis Specific Plan(k) 321        

(f)   Unit potable water use factors for Residential Mixed Medium Density dwelling units do not include outdoor water uses.  For the Ellis Specific Plan, the Residential Mixed Medium Residential
    dwelling units will be single-family homes with privately maintained front and back yards irrigated with potable water. Irrigation demand for Residential Mixed Medium Density Residential assumes
    that 15% of the gross acres will be landscaped and irrigated with potable water.
(g)  Irrigation demand for Residential Mixed High Density Residential assumes that 15% of the gross acres will be landscaped and irrigated with potable water.

2,250                  180,000         

(a)  Acres, dwelling units and square footages as provided by Surland on May 2, 2013.
(b)  Assumed number of dwelling units for purposes of calculating demand for up to 2,250 DUs maximum for Ellis Specific Plan.  

Subtotal for Remainder - Ellis Specific Plan

Total

(i)  Storage (self-storage units) do not have landscaping or recycled water demands and will only have a small apartment as reported by Surland on May 2, 2013.

177.0     

Rounded Total

1,710                  

293        28          

Rounded Total 
Rounded Subtotal158.9     17.8       -                 Subtotal

o\c\404\02-09-81\wp\20130813TablesESP
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• Supply 
— The July 2012 WSA for the ESP determined that the City’s existing and future 

water supplies are sufficient to meet the ESP future buildout demands. 

• Modeling Criteria 

— New pipelines will be hydraulically modeled using a roughness coefficient 
(C-factor) of 130. 

— The 2010 calibrated hydraulic model of the City’s water system will serve as the 
basis for evaluation of the hydraulic conditions at buildout of the proposed ESP. 

• Land Use 
— ESP parcel information was provided to the City and West Yost by Harris & 

Associates, and is summarized in Table 2. 

WATER DEMAND 

Average day water demands for the ESP areas were calculated based on the number of acres by 
land use designation in each phase, as well as the number of dwelling units in the residential areas 
multiplied by the appropriate water use factors. These factors, which are consistent with those 
used in the City’s Citywide Water System Master Plan, are presented in Table 3: 

Table 3. City of Tracy Water Use Factors 

Land Use Water Use Factor 
Low Density Residential 429 gallons per day per DU 
Medium Density Residential 310 gallons per day per DU 
High Density Residential 220 gallons per day per DU 
Schools 1.5 acre-feet per acre per year (af/ac/yr) 
Parks 4 af/ac/yr 
Commercial 2 af/ac/yr 
 

Maximum day and peak hour demands were calculated by multiplying the average day demand 
by the maximum day demand and peak hour demand peaking factors of 2.0 and 3.4, respectively. 
Maximum day and peak hour demands for the Aquatic Center facilities were calculated separately 
based on water use data provided by RJM Design Group. 

The resulting demands for average day, maximum day and peak hour for the ESP are summarized 
in Table 4: 
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Table 4. Ellis Specific Plan Water Demand 

Demand Condition 

ESP 
Phase 1 Water 
Demands, mgd 

Aquatic 
Center Water 

Demands(a), mgd 

ESP Remainder 
Buildout Water 
Demands, mgd 

Total 
ESP Water 

Demands, mgd 
Average Day 0.29 0.03 0.66 0.98 
Maximum Day 0.58 0.27 1.33 2.18 
Peak Hour 0.99 0.43 2.26 3.68 
(a) Aquatic Center maximum day and peak hour demands based on information provided by RJM Design Group and do not use the 

City’s demand peaking factors. 

 

RECOMMENDED WATER SYSTEM INFRASTRUCTURE 

The on-going Citywide Water System Master Plan is completed and has identified the water 
system backbone transmission system, storage reservoirs and pump station system to serve all 
land within the City’s SOI. As described in the Citywide Water System Master Plan a series of 
new Pressure Zone 3 booster pumps will be constructed at the existing JJWTP and a new looped 
transmission pipeline and reservoirs constructed to serve Pressure Zone 3 areas, including the 
ESP area, see Figure 2. The following sections provide the background for the ESP’s 
proportionate share of these facilities. 

Water Supply and Treatment Facilities 

The City currently receives water supplies from three sources: 

• Surface water from the Delta Mendota Canal (Central Valley Project), 

• Surface water from the Stanislaus River via the South County Surface Water Supply 
Project treated and delivered by the South San Joaquin Irrigation District (SSJID), and 

• Groundwater pumped from eight (soon to be nine) groundwater wells located within 
the City. 

The City’s CVP water supplies are treated at the City’s John Jones Water Treatment Plant 
(JJWTP), which was constructed in 1979, expanded in 1988, and then expanded again in 2008. 
The JJWTP is located just north of the Delta Mendota Canal in the southern portion of the City. 
With the recent plant expansion now complete, the current treatment capacity of the JJWTP is 
30 mgd. The JJWTP includes sufficient treatment capacity for buildout of the overall ESP. 

The City, in partnership with the cities of Manteca, Lathrop and Escalon, and SSJID, have 
constructed a surface water treatment plant near Woodward Reservoir in Stanislaus County and a 
transmission pipeline to deliver treated surface water to each city. The project is called the South 
County Water Supply Project (SCWSP). This water supply is based on SSJID’s senior pre-1914 
appropriative water rights to the Stanislaus River, coupled with an agreement with the USBR to 
store water in New Melones Reservoir. As part of the SCWSP, the City has been allocated up to 
10,000 af/yr of water.  
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The City overlies a portion of the San Joaquin Valley Groundwater Basin-Tracy Sub-basin (Tracy 
Sub-basin). The City currently operates eight groundwater wells, with a total extraction capacity 
of 15 mgd. Four wells (Production Wells 1, 2, 3 and 4) are located near the City’s JJWTP and 
pump directly into the JJWTP clearwells, where the groundwater is blended with treated surface 
water. The other wells (Lincoln Well, Lewis Manor Well (Well 5), Park and Ride Well (Well 6), 
and Ball Park Well (Well 7)) are located throughout the City and pump water directly into the 
distribution system after disinfection. A new well (Well 8) has also been constructed. Well 8 will 
eventually be operated as part of the City’s future Aquifer Storage and Recovery Well System. 
The 2001 Estimated Groundwater Yield Study, which established the City’s estimated 
groundwater yield of 9,000 af/yr, considered the cumulative groundwater usage in the study area 
by the City and other users. 

The City is currently anticipating the following future water supplies: 

• Out-of-Basin water banking (Semitropic Water Storage Bank); 

• Additional surface water from the Delta Mendota Canal (Central Valley Project); 

• Surface water from BBID pre-1914 water rights; 

• Aquifer Storage and Recovery Well System; and 

• Recycled water. 

Water Pumping Facilities 

There are two design parameters used to calculate the size of a required pumping facility. The 
first design parameter is the ability to deliver maximum day demands plus fire flow and the 
second design parameter is the capability to serve peak hour demands at minimum system 
pressures within each pressure zone. The proposed ESP project is the first development within the 
City’s Pressure Zone 3 service area. As such, the water system infrastructure system to provide 
service to the ESP will require a new booster pumping station to maintain the City’s minimum 
design pressures.  

In order to serve all of the Phase 1 portion of ESP (including the Aquatic Center), West Yost 
analyzed an initial Pressure Zone 3 system. This system evaluated serving Phase 1 of ESP, a 
portion of Infill and ISP South of Linne Road, and portions of the Plan C development that are 
within the Zone 3 boundary. The results from the analysis are provided in the Initial Pressure 
Zone 3 Water System Evaluation for the City of Tracy’s Initial Pressure 3 Area 
(see Attachment A). The system configuration and required infrastructure is shown in Figure 4. 

It is assumed that ultimately a series of new Pressure Zone 3 booster pumps will be constructed at 
the JJWTP. These booster pumps will include capacity for the ESP at buildout. The City’s 
Citywide Master Plan has preliminary sized the booster pump station at 6.48 mgd of which ESP 
will contribute a proportionate share (see Table 5 and Figure 5). 

  



Item Unit Price/Unit Unit Price(c) Qty % for ESP Total ESP Cost(d)

Zone 3-City-Side BPS (JJWWP) (e)

6.48 mgd each $1,852,675 1 37% $686,000
Clearwell at JJWTP(f)

2.0 MG each $3,251,699 1 63% $2,045,000
John Jones Water Treatment Plant Expansion(g)

15.0 mgd each $33,269,046 1 15% $4,835,000
Long-term Emergency Groundwater Storage(h)

2,500 gpm each $2,500,000.00 1 26% $662,000
On-site Backbone Pipelines(i,j)

12-inch (ESP backbone - Phase 1) lf $210 8700 37% $677,000
12-inch (ESP backbone - Buildout) lf $210 4370 37% $340,000
12-inch (ESP backbone - Phase 1 to Valpico Rd) lf $210 2615 37% $203,000

Water Transmission Lines from JJWTP Z3-City-side BPS (i,j)

24-inch (JJWTP Clearwell to BPS3) lf $375 35 37% $5,000
20-inch (ESP - JJWTP BPS3 to Corral Hollow Rd and Linne Rd - Phase 1) lf $320 9300 37% $1,102,000
20-inch (Corral Hollow Rd and Linne Rd to ESP Northwest corner - Buildout) lf $320 7950 37% $942,000
18-inch (ESP - Corral Hollow and Linne Rd to Middlefield Rd - Buildout) lf $300 705 37% $78,000
18-inch (ESP-Linne Rd to Corral Hollow Rd - Phase 1-PZ2 Bypass) lf $300 120 37% $13,000
16-inch ( From existing Clearwell No. 2 to English Oaks) lf $230 7705 37% $656,000
20-inch Jack and Bore under Delta Mendota Canal lf $1,005 458 37% $170,000
20-inch Jack and Bore (Corral Hollow and Linne Rd under RR) lf $1,005 250 37% $93,000

Water Transmission Lines to move Portion of Plan C into Zone 3(i,j)

12-inch (Whirlaway Lane to Linne Road) lf $210 562 37% $44,000
12-inch Jack and Bore (SW Portion of Plan C under R/R to Linne Road) lf $690 150 37% $38,000

Valve Connections
Connection at Middlefield Drive:

18-inch diameter check valve each $84,000 1 37% $31,000
12-inch diameter bypass PZ2 on Corral Hollow, Jack and Bore (SW Portion of Plan C under Corral Hollow) lf $690 60 37% $15,000

 Pressure Reducing Valve ESP - Phase 1 to Valpico Rd (12-inch diameter) each $102,000 1 37% $38,000
Estimated Construction Cost $12,673,000
Design and Planning  (10%) 10% 10% $1,267,000

Construction Management  (10%) 10% 10% $1,267,000
General Contingency  (15%) 15% 15% $1,901,000

Program Administration (5%) 5% 5% $634,000
Land Acquisition Costs(k) acres $184,316 $184,316 0.25 $46,000

Groundwater Conjunctive Use Study(l) LS $60,000 1 0% $0
Total Anticipated "In Place" Project Cost $17,788,000

(j) The unit construction costs for pipeline include pipeline materials, trenching, placing and jointing pipe, valves, fittings, hydrants, service connections, placing imported pipe bedding, native backfill material,
    and partial asphalt pavement replacement, if required.

(l) The groundwater conjunctive use study is Initial Zone 3 Area's proportionate share of the City's Groundwater Management Plan Study.

(e) Pump station costs for ESP assume ESP's proportionate share of the total cost to construct the 6.48 mgd pump station (ESP buildout share is estimated @ 37% of the total construction cost, 2.18 mgd
    [ESP Buildout Area's Maximum Day Demand] divided by 5.9 mgd [Buildout Zone 3 Area's Maximum Day Demand]). 
(f) Clearwell costs for ESP assume ESP's proportionate share of the total cost to construct the 2.0 MG clearwell (ESP's share is estimated @ 63% of the total construction cost, 2.18 mgd
    [ESP's Maximum Day Demand]  divided by 3.46 mgd [operational storage available at clearwell to support a maximum day demand equivalent to 3.46 mgd]). 
(g) Water treatment costs assume the ESP proportionate share of the total cost to of the 15.0 mgd expansion of the John Jones Water Treatment Plant (ESP share is estimated at 15% of the total expansion cost, based on
    [ESP Maximum Day Demand] of 2.18 mgd).  The cost of the 15.0 mgd expansion is based on the FY 09/10 adopted budget, CIP 75053, and is equal to $44,358,728. This cost does not include program management mark-ups
    of 5%, but include all other mark-ups. So the unit price is based on $44,358,728 multiplied by 1.05 and then divided by 1.40, or $33,269,046.

(i) Water transmission line costs assume Initial Zone 3 Area's proportionate share of the total cost to construct the Zone 3 pipelines (Initial Zone 3 Area's share is estimated @ 37% of the total construction cost, 2.18 mgd
    [ESP's Maximum Day Demand] divided by 5.9 mgd [Buildout Zone 3 Area's maximum day demand]). 

(h) Long-term emergency storage costs assume ESP's proportionate share of the total cost to construct a groundwater well (ESP's share is estimated
    at 26% of the total cost, 661.5 gpm [ESP's average day demand] ÷ 2,500 gpm [Assumed well capacity]).

(k) Land for facilities identified within the ESP boundary will be dedicated to the City. Land for off-site pump station will need to be acquired.

Table 5. Estimate of Probable Water Distribution System and Infrastructure Costs for the Full Buildout of the Ellis Specific Plan Project (a,b)

(a) Does not include site specific facilities.
(b) All markups and contingencies are consistent with the City's December 2012 Citywide Water System Master Plan.
(c) All unit prices are presented in January 2012 dollars.  Unit prices based on combination of cost curves, construction cost guidelines and similar construction projects.
(d) Costs rounded to nearest one thousand dollars.

W E S T  Y O S T  A S S O C I A T E S
o\c\404\02-09-81\wp\20130813TablesESP
Last Revised:  08-14-12

City of Tracy
Ellis Specific Plan Water System Analysis TM
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For the Initial ESP Phase 1, the proposed Pressure Zone 3 Pump station at the JJWTP would 
serve the area during a peak hour demand condition. Maximum day demands and maximum day 
demand plus a 1,500 gpm fire can be provided directly from the Pressure Zone 2 system, without 
additional pumping, however two check valves will be required, see Figure 3. Further discussion 
on these connections is provided in the Transmission and Distribution mains section below. The 
available fire flow within the Initial Phase 1 area and portions of the initial Pressure Zone 3 areas, 
with these check valve connections, are shown on Figure 6. 

Water Storage Facilities 

The principal advantages that storage provides for the water system are the ability to equalize 
demands on supply sources, production facilities, and transmission mains; to provide emergency 
storage in case of supply failure; and to provide water to fight fires. The City’s water service area 
has two sources of available storage: above ground storage (i.e., clearwells and storage tanks) and 
storage available through the groundwater basin. Together, these two sources of storage must be 
sufficient to meet the City’s operational, emergency, and fire flow storage criteria. The volumes 
required for each of these three storage components are listed below: 

• Operational Storage: 30 percent of a maximum day demand; 

• Emergency Storage: Two times an average day demand; and 

• Fire Flow Storage: The required fire flow rates multiplied by their associated fire flow 
duration periods, as required by the City’s Fire Department. Two concurrent fire flow 
events were assumed for the fire flow storage analysis. However, the recommended 
fire flow storage does not include the volume associated with sprinkler flows. 

Based on the above criteria and Ellis’ projected demands, the total estimated storage requirements 
at build out include: 

• Operational Storage: 0.65 MG 

• Emergency Storage: 1.96 MG 

• Fire Flow Storage: 0.42 MG (represents Ellis proportionate share total 1.14 MG 
storage for Pressure Zone 3) 

This results in a total storage requirement of approximately 3.0 MG. 

Because the City’s potable water supply includes supply from groundwater wells, the 
groundwater basin can account for a portion of the recommended emergency storage, in the form 
of a groundwater credit. However, the following must be true to use the groundwater supply to 
offset the need to provide surface storage reservoirs: 

• Groundwater supply is of potable water quality and can be reliably accessed 
(i.e., wells are equipped with on-site emergency generators); 

• Groundwater supply is not already relied upon to meet the City’s average day demand 
requirements;  
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• Groundwater supply is of firm groundwater supply availability (i.e., assumes 
20 percent of wells will be out of service at any given time); and 

• Sufficient water distribution facilities are available to distribute this water to demand 
areas. 

In addition, the City currently has two independent sources of treated surface water supply, and 
some quantity of the total treated surface water supply capacity can also account for a portion of 
the recommended emergency storage. The treated surface water credit assumes that the smaller of 
the treated surface water supply sources can be available to offset a portion of the emergency 
storage requirement. However, the following must be true to use treated surface water supply to 
offset the need to provide surface storage: 

• Treated surface water supply can be reliably accessed (i.e., treated surface water 
supply facility is equipped with on-site emergency generator); and 

• Sufficient treated surface water booster pumping facilities are available to distribute 
this water to demand areas. 

In summary, the Emergency Storage Credit is equal to the sum of the groundwater and treated 
surface water supply credits. However, the Emergency Storage Credit can only provide a 
maximum storage credit equal to the Ellis’s required emergency storage volume.  

Currently, the City does not have any services or storage within the Zone 3 Pressure Zone. For the 
purposes of this study, West Yost assumed that the total storage calculated is required to be 
placed in the Zone 3 Pressure Zone and will be pumped from new storage tank(s) into the 
distribution system.  

Previously approved specific plans that have been allotted water in the existing system are not 
fully built out and do not expect to be completed for several years. Therefore, the City has 
existing storage capacity on an interim basis available for use. As directed by City Staff, West 
Yost has assumed that no new storage facility will be constructed to serve the first 540 units in 
the initial Phase 1 area. Once the initial allotment of 540 units has been reached, or other 
specified time is agreed to by the City, the ESP will be required to construct some storage in 
Pressure Zone 3. In order not to lock the ESP into the timing for development in the other areas of 
Pressure Zone 3, West Yost assumed that the ESP will pursue the option of developing an ASR 
well on-site, or at the JJWTP, in-lieu of construction of an on-site storage tank, or other tank in 
Pressure Zone 3 to meet their emergency storage requirements. Therefore, in addition to the ASR 
well, the ESP will be required to construct an additional 1.1 MG of active storage (1.2 MG of 
total storage) to complete buildout. To complete Phase 1, without having to construct an ASR 
well, it was assumed that the ESP would share in the cost to construct the new 2.0 MG clearwell, 
Clearwell No. 3, at the JJWTP. Phase 1 buildout would require 0.94 MG of storage or 
approximately forty-seven (47) percent of the capacity of Clearwell No. 3. Proportionate costs of 
the required storage for the ESP Properties are presented in Table 5. 
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Transmission and Distribution Mains 

The proposed connection for the Initial Phase 1 of the ESP project into the City’s treated water 
transmission system is through an existing 24-inch diameter transmission main running along 
Corral Hollow Road from the JJWTP. This pipeline was originally sized to provide treated 
surface water to the Patterson Pass Business Park and transmission of potable water into Pressure 
Zone 2. The transmission main was not originally sized to provide service to Pressure Zone 3. In 
addition, the Patterson Booster Pump experiences low suction pressures and is sensitive to 
demands in Pressure Zone 2. Proportionate costs of the pipeline for the ESP Properties are 
presented in Table 5. In addition, West Yost does not recommend the long term use of this 24-
inch diameter main as a transmission main for Pressure Zone 3. In coordination with the 
preparation of the Citywide Master Plan, new transmission mains to serve Pressure Zone 3 have 
been recommended. The proposed pipelines include 20-inch diameter transmission mains to 
convey water demands to Pressure Zone 3 from the JJWTP which includes ESP. 

Per the ESP and City‘s request, West Yost has evaluated and concluded that it is possible to serve 
an Initial Phase 1 for the ESP project of 540 EDUs or less. The required pipelines to serve an 
Initial Phase 1 are shown in Figure 3 and include: 

• Two Pressure Zone 2 tie-in connections located along Corral Hollow Road with check 
valves 

• 18-inch transmission main from just north of the railroad on Corral Hollow Road to 
Middlefield Drive. 

• 20-inch transmission main from the intersection of Corral Hollow Rd. and Linne Road 
to just north of the railroad on Corral Hollow Road. 

• 12-inch diameter Pressure Zone 2 bypass on Corral Hollow Road. 

• 12-inch pipeline from Linne Road to Whirlaway Road. 

• 16-inch main from the vicinity of the existing Clearwell No. 2 along Tracy Boulevard 
to near the intersection of Linne Road and English Oaks Avenue. 

These connections and pipelines are presented on Figure 3, and the proportionate costs for the 
ESP Properties are presented in Table 5. 

ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE PROJECT COSTS FOR ESP RECOMMENDED WATER SYSTEM 
FACILITIES 

Adequate water supplies exist and will be made available to the Ellis Program at no cost. The 
City reserved for Ellis sufficient capacity in all the various elements of infrastructure in this report 
so as to ensure adequate and uninterrupted water service for the Ellis Program according to the 
following: 

• The City has reserved and is providing storage and treatment sufficient to serve 540 
units for the first phase of the Ellis Program from the existing system. 

• In the new, approximately 2 million-gallon clearwell (Clearwell No. 3) to be 
constructed at the JJWTP, the City reserved priority capacity for the maximum 
capacity needs of the Ellis Program. Additional development projects during the term 
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of the Ellis build out would only be allowed use of Clearwell No. 3 on a temporary 
and interruptible basis, so long as they would not impair or impede the City’s ability to 
provide said reserved water supply/storage to the Ellis Program or impair or impede 
the City’s ability to make all necessary water infrastructure for treatment, storage and 
transmission needed for the Ellis Program available to the Ellis Program in its 
development of the Ellis Project to its potential maximum development. Once the 
Clearwell No. 3 is in service, the Ellis project will have all services required to meet 
the maximum water supply demands of the Ellis Program. However, additional 
infrastructure will be required to be constructed as Ellis continues to build out. 

• The City shall provide supply, storage, treatment, and transmission through water 
system upgrades and expansions sufficient to serve 1,100 acre feet per year of potable 
water to meet the water demands arising from development of the maximum Ellis 
Program, which does not include the initial 540 units. The City will supply the Ellis 
Program with thirteen hundred acre feet of water per year. 

Figure 5 presents the location of the pumping facility, storage reservoir and transmission mains 
required to serve the ESP Properties at buildout. Figure 2 shows the proposed Phase 1 and 
Buildout areas for the ESP. The cost for the ESP Properties’ required water facilities is detailed in 
Table 5 and is summarized in Table 1.  

ESTIMATE OF REQUIRED CONNECTION FEES TO FUND ESP WATER SYSTEM 
FACILITIES 

The costs for the water system facilities required for the ESP will be paid for through connection 
fees, also known as capital facilities fees or development impact fees, to be paid by each of the 
ESP projects on an EDU basis.  

One EDU is defined as the average day demand for a low-density residential unit and equals 
429 gpd. On this basis, EDUs can be calculated for other land uses such as medium- and 
high-density residential, industrial and commercial uses as shown in Table 6. 

Table 6. City of Tracy Equivalent Dwelling Customer Units (EDU) 

Land Use 
Average Day 

Water Demand 
Average Day 

Water Demand EDUs 
Residential 

Low-Density 
Medium-Density 
High-Density 

 
429 gpd/du 
310 gpd/du 
220 gpd/du 

 
429 gpd/du 
310 gpd/du 
220 gpd/du 

 
1 EDU per du 

0.72 EDU per du 
0.51 EDU per du 

Schools 1.5 af/ac/yr 1,339 gpd/ac 3.12 EDUs per acre 
Parks 4.0 af/ac/yr 3,570 gpd/ac 8.32 EDUs per acre 
Industrial 1.5 af/ac/yr 1,339 gpd/ac 4.16 EDUs per acre 
Commercial 2.0 af/ac/yr 1,785 gpd/ac 4.16 EDUs per acre 
Aquatic Center(a) 33 af/yr 29,461 gpd 69 EDUs 
(a) Demands for the Aquatic Center based on facility information obtained from RJM Design Group (updated November 2010). Do 

not include UAFW. 
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The proposed 2012 ESP land uses correspond to a total of 2,198 EDUs. The ESP Phase 1 
corresponds to 683 EDUs (including the Aquatic Center), and the remainder of the ESP 
corresponds to 1,515 EDUs. The assumptions may be updated based on future refinements and 
updates to the ESP; the EDU’s may be refined and updated at that time. 

The costs per EDU for the proposed supply and treatment and infrastructure improvements are 
shown in Table 1. Based on the costs per EDU, the corresponding connection fees for each of the 
proposed ESP phases are also presented in Table 1. The assumptions for Table 1 may be updated 
with future refinements and updates to the ESP. 

SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

The ESP Project was evaluated under three separate system configurations. The first was the 
Initial Phase 1 scenario which evaluated Phase 1 with the Aquatic Center and 540 units 
constructed in Pressure Zone 2 and 3 of the ESP. Under this configuration, the construction of 
12-inch diameter pipeline (8,700 feet) is required, the JJWTP booster pump station, and 16-inch 
diameter pipeline from the vicinity of Clearwell No. 2 to English Oaks Avenue. The ESP Phase 1 
scenario requires the construction of the 2.0 MG clearwell, 6.48 mgd pump station and various 
pipelines (see Figure 4). The buildout of the ESP Project requires:  

• Proportionate share of a new Zone 3 booster pump station to meet peak hour, daily 
flow, and pressure requirements for ultimate buildout of ESP; 

• Proportionate share of one new Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) well; 
• Proportionate share of the City's long-term emergency groundwater storage supply; 
• Proportionate share of future 2.0 million gallon (MG) clearwell at John Jones Water 

Treatment Plant (JJWTP); 
• Proportionate share of the City’s JJWTP expansion; 
• Proportionate share of a recommended 20-inch diameter pipeline from JJWTP to the 

intersection of Corral Hollow Road and Linne Road; 
• Proportionate share of a recommended 20-inch diameter pipeline from the intersection 

of Corral Hollow Road and Linne Road to the west side of the project site on 
Lammers Road; 

• Proportionate share of the Zone 3 16-inch diameter main from the vicinity of 
Clearwell No. 2 along Tracy Boulevard to the 18-inch diameter main at Linne Road 
and English Oaks Avenue; 

• Two check valve stations along Corral Hollow Road from Pressure Zone 2 to ESP; 
• Pressure Reducing Valve on the 12-inch connection from ESP Phase 1, north to 

Valpico Road; 
• Proportionate share of a 12-inch connection from Whirlaway Lane to Linne Road; 
• Proportionate share of the 18-inch diameter pipeline along Corral Hollow Road from 

Linne Road to Middlefield Drive; and 
• Proportionate share of the 18-inch diameter connection from Linne Road to Corral 

Hollow Road. 
The cost for each of these Phases is summarized in Table 7.  



Item
Initial ESP
Phase 1  ESP Phase 1 Total ESP Cost(c)

Zone 3-City-Side BPS (JJWTP)(d)

6.48 mgd $0 $308,303 $611,000
Zone 3-Pump near Clearwell No. 2(e)

2.5 mgd $75,000 $0 $75,000
Clearwell at JJWTP(f)

2.0 MG $0 $1,528,454 $2,045,000
John Jones Water Treatment Plant Expansion(g)

15.0 mgd $0 $2,439,679 $4,835,000
Long-term Emergency Groundwater Storage(h)

2,500 gpm $0 $0 $662,000
On-site Backbone Pipelines(i,j)

12-inch (ESP backbone - Phase 1) $677,000 $677,000 $677,000
12-inch (ESP backbone - Buildout) $0 $0 $340,000
12-inch (ESP backbone - Phase 1 to Valpico Rd) $0 $0 $203,000

Water Transmission Lines from JJWTP Z3-City-side BPS(i,j)

24-inch (JJWTP Clearwell to BPS3) $0 $2,523 $5,000
20-inch (ESP - JJWTP BPS3 to north of Corral Hollow Rd and Linne Rd - Phase 1) $0 $556,055 $1,102,000
20-inch (North of Corral Hollow Rd and Linne Rd to ESP Northwest corner - Buildout) $0 $0 $942,000
18-inch (ESP - north of Corral Hollow and Linne Rd to Middlefield Rd - Phase 1) $78,000 $78,000 $78,000
18-inch (ESP-Linne Rd to Corral Hollow Rd - Phase 1-PZ2 Bypass) $13,000 $13,000 $13,000
16-inch (From Clearwell No. 2 to English Oak) $331,009 $331,009 $656,000
20-inch Jack and Bore under Delta Mendota Canal $0 $85,780 $170,000
20-inch Jack and Bore (Corral Hollow and Linne Rd under RR) $93,000 $93,000 $93,000

Water Transmission Lines to move Portion of Plan C into Zone 3(i,j)

12-inch (Whirlaway Lane to Linne Road) $22,202 $22,202 $44,000
12-inch Jack and Bore (SW Portion of Plan C under R/R to Linne Road) $19,174 $19,174 $38,000

Valve Connections
Connection at Middlefield Drive:

18-inch diameter check valve 31,000$               $31,000 $31,000
12-inch diameter bypass PZ2 on Corral Hollow, Jack and Bore (SW Portion of Plan C under Corral Hollow) $15,000 $15,000 $15,000

Pressure Reducing Valve ESP - Phase 1 to Valpico Rd (12-inch diameter) $0 $0 $38,000
12-inch diameter check valve at Peony Drive 55,100$               $0 $0

Estimated Construction Cost $1,409,485 $6,200,179 $12,673,000
Design and Planning  (10%) $140,949 $620,018 $1,267,000

Construction Management  (10%) $140,949 $620,018 $1,267,300
General Contingency  (15%) $211,423 $930,027 $1,900,950
Program Administration (5%) $70,474 $310,009 $633,650

Land Acquisition Costs(k) $0 $0 $46,000
Groundwater Conjunctive Use Study(l) $0 $0 $0

Total Anticipated "In Place" Project Cost $1,973,279 $8,680,251 $17,788,000

(l) The groundwater conjunctive use study is Initial Zone 3 Area's proportionate share of the City's Groundwater Management Plan Study.

(k) Land for facilities identified within the ESP boundary will be dedicated to the City. Land for off-site pump station will need to be acquired.

(h) Long-term emergency storage costs assume ESP's proportionate share of the total cost to construct a groundwater well (ESP's share is estimated
    at 26% of the total cost, 661.5 gpm [ESP's average day demand] ÷ 2,500 gpm [Assumed well capacity]).

Table 7. Estimate of Probable Water Distribution System and Infrastructure Costs By Phase(a,b)

(a) Does not include site specific facilities.
(b) All markups and contingencies are consistent with the City's December 2012 Citywide Water System Master Plan.
(c) Costs rounded to nearest one thousand dollars.
(d) Pump station costs for ESP assume ESP's proportionate share of the total cost to construct the 6.48 mgd pump station (ESP buildout share is estimated @ 37% of the total construction cost, 2.18 mgd
    [ESP Buildout Area's Maximum Day Demand] divided by 5.9 mgd [Buildout Zone 3 Area's Maximum Day Demand]). ESP Phase 1 proportionate share is estimated @ 50% of the ESP total cost, 1.1 mgd
    [Initial ESP Phase 1 Area's Maximum Day Demand] divided by 2.18 mgd [ESP Buildout Area's Maximum Day Demand].  Initial ESP Phase 1 proportionate share is estimated for a single Pressure Zone 3
    pump station at 2.5 mgd located near existing Clearwell No 2. 
(e) Initial ESP Phase 1    proportionate share is estimated for a single Pressure Zone 3 pump station with firm pumping capacity of 2.5 mgd located near existing Clearwell No 2. The costs associated with
    this pump station is credited towards the 6.48 mgd pump station for Phase 1 ESP and Total Costs of ESP.
(f) Clearwell costs for ESP assume ESP's proportionate share of the total cost to construct the 2.0 MG clearwell (ESP's share is estimated @ 63% of the total construction cost,
    2.18 mgd [ESP's Maximum Day Demand]  divided by 3.46 mgd [operational storage available at clearwell to support a maximum day demand equivalent to 3.46 mgd]). 
(g) Water treatment costs assume the ESP proportionate share of the total cost to of the 15.0 mgd expansion of the John Jones Water Treatment Plant (ESP share is estimated at
    15% of the total expansion cost, based on [ESP Maximum Day Demand] of 2.18 mgd).  The cost of the 15.0 mgd expansion is based on the FY 09/10 adopted budget,
    CIP 75053, and is equal to $44,358,728. This cost does not include program management mark-ups of 5%, but include all other mark-ups. So the unit price is based on
    $44,358,728 multiplied by 1.05 and then divided by 1.40, or $33,269,046.

(i) Water transmission line costs assume Initial Zone 3 Area's proportionate share of the total cost to construct the Zone 3 pipelines (Initial Zone 3 Area's share is estimated @
    37% of the total construction cost, 2.18 mgd [ESP's Maximum Day Demand] divided by 5.9 mgd [Buildout Zone 3 Area's maximum day demand]). 
(j) The unit construction costs for pipeline include pipeline materials, trenching, placing and jointing pipe, valves, fittings, hydrants, service connections, placing imported pipe bedding,
    native backfill material, and partial asphalt pavement replacement, if required.
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FEE JUSTIFICATION STUDY EXECUTIVE SUMMARY FOR THE ESP WATER SYSTEM 

Based on the data and project criteria provided, the recommended backbone water system to serve 
the ESP Project at buildout is presented on Figure 5. ESP’s infrastructure costs are summarized in 
Table 1. Table 5 presents the total program infrastructure cost to ESP. 

It is anticipated that the City will establish a financing district to provide a funding mechanisms 
for the proposed development projects in ESP. Formation of these financing districts is consistent 
with the objectives of the Mitigation Fee Act, Government Code Sections 66000, et seq., also 
known as Assembly Bill 1600 (AB 1600). The Mitigation Fee Act requires documentation of a 
reasonable relationship (benefit and burden) between the type of development projects planned 
for the ESP and the need for the water infrastructure improvements proposed to serve the ESP. 
The purpose of this summary is to show that a reasonable relationship between the proposed 
development projects in the ESP and the recommended water infrastructure improvements exists. 

1. Description of Assumptions and Design Criteria. 

Water Demands 

For single family residential (i.e., very low and low density residential) water uses, the estimated 
average day water demand rate of 429 gallons per day per detached single family dwelling unit 
(gpd/sfdu) is based on work completed in the Citywide Water System Master Plan to verify unit 
water demand factors. For all other residential water uses, the projected water demand was also 
calculated based on the appropriate “water duty” or unit water demand factor adopted in the 
Citywide Water System Master Plan for each particular residential density category and are 
summarized below.  

Medium Density Residential  = 310 gpd/du 
High Density Residential  = 220 gpd/du 
Very High Density Residential = 150 gpd/du 

The average annual water demands for non-residential land uses such as parks and schools were 
calculated using the following unit water demand factors:  

Commercial  = 2.0 af/ac/yr 
Office  = 1.5 af/ac/yr 
Industrial = 1.5 af/ac/yr 
Institutional = 1.5 af/ac/yr 
Parks  = 4.0 af/ac/yr 

These unit water demand factors presented above are consistent with the adopted water duty 
factors from the Citywide Water System Master Plan. 

The estimated average day water demand rate from single family residential water uses can be 
used to define an Equivalent Dwelling Unit (EDU). Generally, one EDU is equal to the amount 
of water required to serve one single family dwelling unit per day (i.e., 429 gallons, based on 
130 gallons per capita per day (gpcd) times 3.3 people per single family dwelling unit). Based 
on this definition (i.e., 1 EDU = 429 gpd), water demands from different types of land uses 
can be converted to EDUs for comparison.  
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Number of Persons Per Single Family Unattached Unit 

Consistent with the Citywide Water System Master Plan, the City has established a policy 
regarding the estimated average number of persons per household, as set forth below.  

• SFDU: 3.3 people/du  

• MF 2-4: 2.7 people/du 

• MF > 5: 2.2 people/du 

The term “MF 2-4” applies to structures with 2 to 4 attached dwelling units (i.e., medium density 
residential). The term “MF > 5” applies to structures with 5 or more attached dwelling units (i.e., 
high density residential). 

2. Description of Existing Level of Service. 

The existing potable water system infrastructure serving the City consists of pipelines ranging in 
size from 2 to 42-inches in diameter, pump stations, storage tanks, groundwater production wells, 
and water treatment facilities. The existing potable water distribution system currently meets the 
minimum requirements as presented in the City’s adopted performance criteria from the Citywide 
Water System Master Plan. However, not all of the existing approved projects (i.e., development 
projects with approved water supply) are completely built out. Therefore, before any excess water 
system treatment, storage or transmission capacity can be assumed to be available for future 
service areas, full buildout of the previously approved projects must be assumed. This assumption 
ensures that no existing capacity required for and built (and paid for) by previously approved 
projects would be inadvertently assigned to the future service areas.  

However, to serve the buildout needs of these existing approved projects, additional pumping and 
storage facilities and back-up generators are required for the existing potable water system. Only 
after these additional facilities are added to the existing potable water system can the system meet 
all adopted performance and design criteria as established in the Citywide Water System 
Master Plan. 

3. Description of Assumptions Regarding the Type of Development Planned for ESP. 

The ESP Planning Area has been proposed in the southwestern portion of the City. It is assumed, 
based on information from the City, that ESP will include single-family detached homes, high 
density housing, park sites, a school, commercial developments, and an aquatic swim center that 
will increase the overall water demand in the existing system. The existing water system will not 
be able to treat, store and deliver water of appropriate quality, quantity and pressure if existing 
water facilities are not modified to serve the future service areas. This would impact public health 
and welfare because of inadequate system pressures to provide service and/or fight fires. Because 
additional water demands will have a major impact on existing water system facilities, 
modifications to these facilities are required to maintain the current level of water service 
provided by the City. Therefore, additional water supply sources, treatment capacity, pumping 
capacity, storage capacity and transmission capacity will be required to meet the projected water 
demands at buildout of the ESP. 
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4. Description of how the impact of the development in ESP will require additional 
modifications to public facilities, including description of standards by which it was 
determined that additional modifications to public facilities are required. 

The size and configuration of the City’s existing water system is not sufficient to accommodate 
additional demands that will be generated by ESP. ESP will require additional storage, and 
pumping facilities and distribution facilities. Without these additional facilities, adequate water 
service cannot be provided to ESP.  

As previously discussed, the City’s existing system is sized to meet the full buildout of existing 
planning areas. Any demands above these will require additional facilities or modifications to the 
proposed facilities to meet the City adopted performance and design criteria from the Citywide 
Water System Master Plan. The criteria used to determine the additional public water facilities, or 
modifications to previously proposed facilities, included: 

• Above Ground Storage Requirements—must contain operational storage, emergency 
storage, and fire flow storage. 

• Emergency Storage—defined as 2 times average day demand. 

• Allowable system pressure at peak hour must be maintained at or above 40 psi. 

• Allowable system pressure during a maximum day plus fire flow demand must be 
maintained at or above 30 psi. 

The City’s existing system is capable of meeting all these criteria and with the design and 
construction of the various water facilities identified as the responsibility of previous planning 
areas, these too will be able to meet all minimum City required water system criteria. Those water 
system impacts identified and required in the ESP Water System Analysis will also be required to 
meet the above City Standards. 

5. Description of the level of service that will result from the new development in ESP 
after the required additional public facilities and/or modifications to previously proposed 
public facilities are constructed. 

After construction of the proposed ESP water facilities, the level of water service after 
development will be similar to the level of water service currently provided to the City. The 
City’s water system will meet all of the adopted performance and design standards as described in 
Item 4 above. The system will be in full compliance with the City’s adopted design and 
performance criteria as stated in the Citywide Water System Master Plan. 

6. Description of how the new development in ESP benefits from the additional facilities. 

It was previously identified that the City’s existing water system infrastructure cannot support the 
ESP developments. For this reason, additional and/or modifications to previously proposed 
facilities need to be in place and operational for the ESP developments to benefit from them. 
Therefore, the ESP developments benefit directly from recommended and/or proposed water 
facility modifications as described in the ESP Water System Analysis. Without these facilities the 
ESP developments would not be able to meet the City’s adopted performance and design criteria 
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for the water distribution system. Some of the benefits that the new/modified water facilities bring 
to the ESP developments include: 

• Adequate peak hour and fire flow pressures are provided to the new development. 

• Adequate storage (emergency, operational and fire) is provided to the new development. 

• Adequate treated water supply is provided to the new development. 

7. Description of the basis upon which the total estimated cost of providing the ESP 
Project public facilities is allocated to properties within the ESP area. 

Tables 5 and 7 present an estimate of the reasonable costs associated with the required facilities to 
serve ESP. The unit costs are based on costs for similar water facility projects and from standard 
construction cost estimating guides and cost curves. 

8. Description of the basis upon which the total estimated cost of providing the additional 
and/or the modifications to previously proposed public facilities is allocated to properties 
within the ESP area. 

The total water demands were calculated using the factors set forth in section 1, above, as well as 
the maximum day and peak hour peaking factors of 2.0 and 3.4, respectively. 

Based on the above unit water demands, the total ESP water demand was calculated, required 
water facilities necessary to support ESP (both conveyance, storage and treatment) were 
determined and associated costs to serve ESP developments were identified. 

9. Reference Documents 

The documents used in the analysis include: 

1. City of Tracy, Citywide Water System Master Plan. December, 2012. 

2. Technical Memorandum “Plan C Water System Analysis”. February 24, 1998. 

3. Technical Memorandum “South ISP Water System Analysis”. October 13, 2008. 

4. Technical Memorandum “Undeveloped Infill Properties”. October 24, 2011. 

5. Technical Memorandum “Ellis Specific Plan Water System Analysis”. November 29, 
2010. 

6. Draft Technical Memorandum “Aquatic Center Facility Water Demand and Water 
System Infrastructure Analysis”. December 15, 2010. 

7. Draft Technical Memorandum “Water System Evaluation for the City of Tracy’s 
Initial Pressure Zone 3 Area”. February 7, 2012. 

10. Findings with Respect to the Mitigation Fee Act 

The ESP Water Impact Fee will provide for the funding of the proportionate share of a portion of 
the water supply requirements of the ESP Planning Area in accordance with the requirements of 
the Mitigation Fee Act California Government Code sections 66000, et seq., also known as “AB 
1600”. The capital improvements are required to mitigate the water impacts on new development 
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within the ESP Planning Area consistent with the land use and water policies of the General Plan 
and the Citywide Water System Master Plan. The fee is not imposed to improve or correct 
deficiencies in baseline service levels. The fee is based on a water and fair-share cost analysis 
which: 1) determines capital improvements required to mitigate the water supply impacts of the 
buildout of the ESP Planning Area, and 2) equitably distributes the costs of the improvements to 
the development areas that cause the impacts, per the provisions of the Mitigation Fee Act. 

The Mitigation Fee Act requires impact fee programs to comply with the following basic 
requirements: 

• Identification of the purpose of the fee. 

• Identification of how the fee will be used. 

• Determination of how there is a reasonable relationship between the fee’s use and the 
type of development project on which the fee is imposed. 

• Determination of how there is a reasonable relationship between the need for the 
public facility and the type of development project on which the fee is imposed. 

• Determination of how there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee 
and the cost of the public facility (or portion of facility) attributable to new 
development. 

The following findings address each of these five issues:  

1. Identification of the purpose of the fee. The purpose of the proposed water impact 
fee is to provide a source of funding based on the ESP’s proportionate share of the 
overall project cost to be used to construct water facilities that are required to provide 
water supply to the ESP Planning Area. These program water facilities are more 
completely analyzed in the ESP Water System Analysis and generally include: 
upgrades to the City’s water distribution system (as summarized on Tables 5 and 7). 

2. Descriptions of how the fee will be used. The fee will be used to plan, design and 
construct new or water facilities such as pipelines, storage tanks, and booster pump 
station. 

3. Determination of how there is a reasonable relationship between the fee's use and 
the type of development project on which the fee is imposed. The proposed impact 
fee will be used to construct water distribution facilities that are required to provide 
water services to the ESP Project. Construction of water facilities provides direct 
benefit to the proposed development projects. Therefore, there is a reasonable 
relationship between the fee's use and the type of development project on which the 
fee is imposed. 

4. Determination of how there is a reasonable relationship between the need for the 
public facility and the type of development project on which the fee is imposed. 
The use of a sophisticated and calibrated hydraulic water distribution system computer 
model, validated and subsequently adopted by the City, demonstrates the need for 
public facility improvements due to the proposed land uses on which the fee will be 
imposed. This analytical model was used to determine impacts to the City’s existing 
potable water system and identify impacts to public facilities. Analysis included 
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evaluation of treatment, transportation and storage requirements to deliver required 
pressure and flow for average day, maximum day, fire demand, and peak hour demand 
conditions. Without the identified improvements, the existing potable water system is 
incapable of providing the City's minimum standard system pressure and flow to serve 
the future service areas. This will not only affect the future service areas, but also the 
City’s existing customers. Therefore, there is a reasonable relationship between the 
need for the public facility and the type of development project on which the fee is 
imposed. 

5. Determination of how there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of 
fee and the cost of the public facility (or portion of the facility) attributable to 
new development. The proposed water facilities will be constructed to meet the water 
demand generated from the ESP Project. The demand is calculated using a factor of 1 
EDU for a single-family detached residential unit (low density). The estimated overall 
cost of the facilities is based on current conceptual engineering estimates which are 
based on similar facility types. The overall cost of the facilities is divided by the 
number of EDUs or residential units that are connected to the system. Therefore, each 
residential unit receives direct benefit and their cost will be proportional to the benefits 
received. Hence, there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of fee and the 
cost of the public facility (or portion of the facility) attributable to new development. 
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Ellis Specific Plan
ELLIS SPECIFIC

PLAN PHASING AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE

Notes
1. The City can provide temporary storage for the construction of up to 540 ECU's in Phase 1.
2. Initial construction located in Pressure Zone 2 could be served with a combination of a
   18-inch check valve connection with Pressure Zone 2 transmission pipeline located in Corral
    Hollow Road and a 12-inch bypass connection. The 12-inch bypass pipeline would be closed 
    until the area becomes part of Pressure Zone 3. When the 12-inch bypass pipeline is operational
    the 18-inch diameter check valve connection could be closed or disconnected once the area is 
    utilmately served as part of Pressure Zone 3. 
3. Phase 1 requirements and location as directed by City Staff.
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• Proportionate share of pipelines recommended to serve a portion of Plan C from 
Zone 3;  

• Proportionate share of Aquifer Storage and Recovery well; 

• Proportionate share of the City’s Regional Groundwater Study. 

Total estimated costs for the Initial Zone 3 Pressure Area facilities are $9,813,000 and are shown 
on Table 2. The proportionate share for the Ellis-Phase 1 Development was calculated to be 
43 percent based on the Average Day Demand for the Ellis-Phase 1 Development properties 
(174 gpm) in relation to the Average Day Demand for the Initial Pressure Zone 3 Area 
(403 gpm). This proportionate cost equals approximately $4.6 million.  

INTRODUCTION 

In August 2011, the City authorized West Yost to provide technical engineering support to the 
City related to performing a water system analysis and defining water system infrastructure needs 
for the City’s Initial Pressure Zone 3 Area. As detailed in our professional services agreement, 
this TM summarizes our findings and conclusions related to the following tasks: 

• Water Demand Evaluation, 

• Water Storage and Booster Pumping Facilities Evaluation, and 

• Estimate of Probable Facilities Cost and Allocation. 

The results of this TM should be incorporated by reference into the City’s Citywide Water 
System Master Plan. 

The following sections of this TM describe the additional supply, treatment capacity and pumping 
and storage facilities required to serve the Project. Also included in this TM are the estimated 
costs for the new facilities, which will need to be assessed to the Project properties. 

PLANNING/MODELING CRITERIA 

The general planning and hydraulic modeling criteria used by West Yost in the analysis of the 
Project’s potential impacts to the City’s existing water system infrastructure are listed below: 

• Design criteria 
— As presented in the City’s Citywide Water System Master Plan: 
— The water treatment plant is sized to meet maximum day demands; 
— Pumping facilities are sized to meet maximum day, peak hour or maximum day 

plus fire flow demand conditions; 
— Transmission mains are sized to provide required peak hour flows at a minimum 

pressure of 40 pounds per square inch (psi); and 
— Storage facilities are sized to include both operational and fire storage. 
— Emergency water storage will be provided by the groundwater basin. 

• Demands 
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— Average day water demand will be calculated using the water duties adopted in the 
City’s Citywide Water System Master Plan. 

— Maximum day and peak hour demands will be calculated using the peaking factors 
of 2.0 and 3.4 times the average day demand, respectively. 

• Supply 
— The Project will receive its water supply from the Delta Mendota Canal through 

the existing water treatment plant, and local groundwater sources. 
— The City’s Banta Carbona/Westside Irrigation District supply transfer with storage 

in Semitropic Water Bank will be utilized as an additional supply source. 
• Modeling Criteria 

— New pipelines will be hydraulically modeled using a roughness coefficient 
(C-factor) of 130. 

— The 2010 calibrated hydraulic model of the City’s water system will serve as the 
basis for evaluation of the hydraulic conditions in the Project area. 

• Land Use 
— Land use for the parcels south of Linne Road between Tracy Boulevard and Corral 

Hollow Road are assumed to be commercial/light industrial. 

WATER DEMAND 

Average day water demands for the Project were calculated based on the number of acres in each 
project area as well as the number of dwelling units in the residential areas multiplied by the 
appropriate water use factors. These factors, which are consistent with those used in the City’s 
Citywide Water System Master Plan, are presented below: 

Land Use Density Water Use Factor 
Low Density Residential 4.35 dwelling units (DU) per acre 429 gpd per DU 

Medium Density Residential 9 DU per acre 310 gpd per DU 
High Density Residential 18.75 DU per acre 220 gpd per DU 

Commercial FAR(a) 0.3 2.0 af/ac/yr 
Office FAR(a) 0.45 1.5 af/ac/yr 

Industrial FAR(a) 0.5 1.5 af/ac/yr  
(a) FAR is floor to area ratio. 
gpd = gallons per day 
af/ac/yr = acre-feet per acre per year 

   

Maximum day and peak hour demands were calculated by multiplying the average day demand 
by the maximum day and peak hour demand peaking factors of 2.0 and 3.4, respectively.  

The resulting demands for average day, maximum day and peak hour for the Project, are 
presented in Table 1. 



Development Project Land Use Type
Average Day 
Demand, gpm

Maximum Day 
Demand, gpm(b)

Peak Hour 
Demand, gpm(c)

Plan "C"
Existing Residential Units(d) Low Density Residential 87          du 429       gpd/du 26                      52                      88                      
Waterstone Apartments(d) High Density Residential 147        du 220       gpd/du 22                      44                      75                      
Don Cose Park(d) Park 3.4         acres(j) 4           af/ac/yr 8                        16                      27                      
Proposed Apartments(e) 144        du 220       gpd/du 22                      44                      75                      

UAFW (7.5%) 6                      13                      21                    
Subtotal 84                      169                    286                    

ISP - South(f)

Parcel "I-8" Industrial 66.3       acres 1.5        af/ac/yr 62                      124                    211                    
UAFW (7.5%) 5                      10                      17                    

Subtotal 67                      134                    228                    
Infill(g)

Parcel "29" Industrial 17.1       acres 1.5        af/ac/yr 16                      32                      54                      
Parcel "A" Industrial 26.5       acres 1.5        af/ac/yr 25                      50                      85                      
Parcel "B" Industrial 11.7       acres 1.5        af/ac/yr 11                      22                      37                      

UAFW (7.5%) 4                      8                        14                    
Subtotal 56                      112                    190                    

Ellis - Phase 1(h)

Residential Low Low Density Residential 93          du 429       gpd/du 28                      56                      95                      
Residential Medium Medium Density Residential 357        du 310       gpd/du 77                      154                    262                    
Village Center Commercial 5.7         acres 2           af/ac/yr 7                        14                      24                      
General Commercial Commercial 4.4         acres 2           af/ac/yr 5                        10                      17                      
Limited Use Commercial 26.0       acres 2           af/ac/yr 32                      64                      109                    
Neighborhood Parks Park 5.0         acres 4           af/ac/yr 12                      24                      41                      

UAFW (7.5%) 13                    26                      44                    
Subtotal 174                    348                    592                    

Tracy Aquatic Center(i)                                                                                                                                                              
Base Bid + Additional Options 20                      189                    296                    

UAFW (7.5%) 2                      15                      24                    
Subtotal 22                      204                    320                    

403                    968                    1,617                 
0.6                   1.4                     2.3                   
650                    

(k) Total demand includes 7.5% unaccounted for water. 
        = Existing Plan C Development Project Demands. `

(c) Based on the adopted peak hour peaking factor of 3.4 from the City's December 2012 Citywide Water System Master Plan, except for demands from the proposed Tracy Aquatic Center. 

Table 1. Summary of Proposed Water Demands in Initial Pressure Zone 3  Area

Dwelling Units (du) 
or Acres

Unit Water Demand 
Factor(a)

High Density Residential

Total, gpm(k)

Total, mgd
Total, af/yr

(a) Based on the adopted unit water demand factors from the City's  December 2012 Citywide Water System Master Plan. 
(b) Based on the adopted maximum day peaking factor of 2.0 from the City's  December 2012 Citywide Water System Master Plan, except for demands from the proposed Tracy Aquatic Center. 

(j) Acreage based on data presented on the City's website. 

(d) Existing parcel(s) currently served by Zone 2 water supply facilities. Proposed to be re-zoned into Pressure Zone 3 to meet the City's minimum pressure requirement. 
(e) Data provided to West Yost in email from City staff dated July 27, 2011. 
(f) Proposed acreage based on data presented in South ISP Water System Analysis TM prepared by West Yost Associates dated October 2008. 
(g) Proposed acreage based on data presented in Undeveloped Infill Properties TM prepared by West Yost Associates dated October 2011. 
(h) Proposed dwelling units and acreage based on data presented in the Ellis SP Water System Analysis TM prepared by West Yost Associates dated December 2012.
(i) Proposed water demand based on data presented in the DRAFT Aquatic Center Facility Water Demand and Water System Infrastructure Analysis TM prepared by West Yost Associates dated
    December 2010. 

W E S T  Y O S T  A S S O C I A T E S
o\c\404\02-11-91 \e\TMtables20130531
Last Revised:  05-31-13

City of Tracy
Water System Evaluation for the
Initial Zone 3 Pressure Area TM
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RECOMMENDED WATER SYSTEM INFRASTRUCTURE 

Figure 2 presents the location of the facilities and transmission mains required to serve the Project. 

Water Supply and Treatment Facilities 

Based on the maximum day demand estimated for the Project properties, an additional maximum 
day treated water supply of 1.2 mgd (the maximum day demand for the Zone 3 initial area), and 
an additional annual supply of 553 af/yr, will be required to serve the demand of the Project 
properties. This demand requirement is slightly less than the demand presented in Table 1, 
because it does not include the existing Plan C Development Project demands (total supply minus 
the existing Plan C Development Project; 650 af/yr – 97.1 af/yr = 553 af/yr). These demands were 
removed from the water supply and treatment facilities allocation, since they have already paid 
for their proportionate share of the existing JJWTP. 

The City plans to expand the JJWTP by 15 mgd. In addition, the City has signed a surface water 
agreement with the Westside and Banta Carbona Irrigation Districts for up to 10,000 af/yr. 
However, this surface water does not have the same reliability as a Municipal and Industrial 
(M&I) water supply. To compensate for potential cut backs in the water supply, the City has also 
entered into an agreement with Semitropic Water Bank to firm up the reliability of the supply. 
The Project properties will need to pay their proportionate share of the costs for these 
improvements and supply reliability. The proportionate share of the water supply transfer for the 
Project properties is based on the Project’s average day demand of 553 af/yr (does not include the 
existing Plan C Development Project demands). As shown on Table 2, this equates to a cost of 
approximately $857,000.  

Costs for the JJWTP expansion are presented in Table 2. The proportionate share of the JJWTP 
expansion for the Project properties is based on the Project’s maximum day demand (1.4 mgd) 
minus the existing Plan C Development Project demands (0.17 mgd) in relation to the 15 mgd 
expansion. As shown on Table 2, this equates to approximately 8.2 percent of the expansion at a 
cost of about $2.6 million. Therefore, the total estimated costs for both the additional raw water 
supply and the JJWTP expansion are approximately $3.5 million. 

Water Pumping Facilities 

The December 2012 Citywide Water System Master Plan recommended the installation of a new 
booster pump station with a minimum firm pumping capacity of 4,500 gpm to meet the buildout 
maximum day water demands of the Zone 3 City-Side area. The Project’s proportionate share of 
this 6.48 mgd booster pump station is detailed in Table 2 and is equal to $392,000.  

Water Storage 

Required water storage for the initial Pressure Zone 3 area is based on several components 
including operational storage, fire flow storage and short-term emergency storage. Operational 
storage is required to meet peak hour demands and is based on 30 percent of the maximum day 
demand. Fire flow storage is based on an assumed fire flow demand and duration. The City’s 
required fire flow demand is 4,000 gpm for a duration of four (4) hours. Short-term emergency 
storage is required to provide a water supply in the event of a supply or treatment plant outage, 
and is assumed to equal two times the average day demand.  



Item Unit Price/Unit Unit Price(c) Qty % for Initial Area
Initial Zone 3 
Area Cost(d)

Ellis
Phase 1 Cost (e)

Zone 3-City-Side BPS (JJWWP)(f)

6.48 mgd each $1,822,591 1 22% $392,000 $169,250
Clearwell at JJWTP(g)

2.0 MG each $3,198,900 1 40% $1,286,000 $555,243
John Jones Water Treatment Plant Expansion(h)

15.0 mgd each $32,121,838 1 8% $2,612,000 $1,326,112
BCID/WSID Supply Transfer with Storage in Semi Tropic Water Bank(i)

10,000 af each $15,500,000 $1,550 553 100% $857,000 $435,099
Long-term Emergency Groundwater Storage(j,k)

2,500 gpm each $2,500,000 1 16% $403,000 $173,999
Water Transmission Lines from JJWTP Z3-City-side BPS(k,l)

24-inch lf $375 35 24% $3,000 $1,295
20-inch lf $320 9300 24% $704,000 $303,959
18-inch lf $300 825 24% $59,000 $25,474
16-inch lf $230 2935 24% $160,000 $69,082
20-inch Jack and Bore under Delta Mendota Canal, Railroad lf $1,005 458 24% $109,000 $47,062
20-inch Jack and Bore (Corral Hollow and Linne Rd under RR) lf $1,005 250 24% $59,000 $25,474

Water Transmission Lines to move Portion of Plan C into Zone 3(k,l)

12-inch (Whirlaway Lane to Linne Road) lf $210 562 24% $28,000 $12,089
12-inch Jack and Bore (SW Portion of Plan C under R/R to Linne Road) lf $690 150 24% $24,000 $10,362

Valve Connections
Connection at Middlefield Drive:

18-inch diameter check valve each $84,000 $84,000 1 24% $20,000 $8,635
12-inch diameter bypass PZ2 on Corral Hollow, Jack and Bore (SW Portion of Plan C under Corral Hollow) lf $690 60 24% $10,000 $4,318

Estimated Construction Cost $6,726,000 $3,167,454
Design and Planning  (10%) 10% 10% $673,000 $317,000

Construction Management  (10%) 10% 10% $673,000 $317,000
General Contingency  (20%) 20% 20% $1,345,000 $633,000
Program Administration (5%) 5% 5% $336,000 $158,000

Groundwater Conjunctive Use Study(m) LS $60,000 1 100% $60,000 $25,800
Total Anticipated "In Place" Project Cost $9,813,000 $4,618,000

(f) Pump station costs for Initial Zone 3 Area assume Initial Zone 3 Area's proportionate share of the total cost to construct the 6.48 mgd pump station (Initial Zone 3 Area's share is estimated @ 22% of the total construction cost, 1.4 mgd [Initial Zone 3 Area's Maximum Day Demand] divided by 6.48 mgd
     [Buildout Zone 3 Area's Maximum Day Demand]). 

(g) Clearwell costs for Initial Zone 3 Area assume Initial Zone 3 Area's proportionate share of the total cost to construct the 2.0 MG clearwell (Initial Zone 3 Area's share is estimated @ 40 % of the total construction cost, 1.4 mgd    [Initial Zone 3 Area's Maximum Day Demand]  divided by 3.5 mgd
    [Maximum Day Demand that the available operational storage can support at Clearwell No. 3]). 

Table 2. Estimate of Probable Water Distribution System and Infrastructure Costs  for the Initial Pressure Zone 3 Area(a,b)

(a) Does not include site specific facilities.
(b) All markups and contingencies are consistent with the City's 2012 Citywide Water System Master Plan.

(c) All unit prices are presented in 2012 dollars. Unit prices based on combination of cost curves, construction cost guidelines and similar construction projects.
(d) Costs rounded to nearest one thousand dollars.
(e)  Ellis- Phase 1 proportionate share of Initial Zone 3 Area costs was estimated at 43% of the total costs (Average Day Demand for Ellis - Phase 1 [174 gpm] in relation to Average Day Demand for Initial Z3 Area [403 gpm]). However, for the water supply and treatment costs, the proportionate share is
    increased to reflect the existing Plan C Development already paying for their fair share. Ellis- Phase 1 proportionate share of Initial Zone 3 Area costs for water supply and treatment was estimated at 51% of the total costs (Average Day Demand for Ellis - Phase 1 [174 gpm] in relation to Average Day
    Demand for Initial Z3 Area [342.7 gpm]). 

(h) Water treatment costs assume the Initial Zone 3 Area's proportionate share of the total cost of the 15.0 mgd expansion of the John Jones Water Treatment Plant (Initial Zone 3 Area's share is estimated @ 8.2% of the total expansion cost, based on [Initial Zone 3 minus existing Plan C Development Area's
    Maximum Day Demand ] of 1.22 mgd).  The cost of the 15.0 mgd expansion is based on the FY 09/10 adopted budget, CIP 75053, and is equal to $44,358,728. This cost does not include program management mark-ups of 5%, but include all other mark-ups. So the unit price is based on $44,358,728
    multiplied by 1.05 and then divided by 1.45, or $32,121,838.

(i) Supply transfer costs assume Initial Zone 3 Area's proportionate share of the total cost supply transfer and water bank storage (Initial Zone 3 Area's share is estimated at 100% of the total cost of 553 afa [Initial Zone 3 Area's minus existing Plan C Development Average Day Demand]). 

(k) Water transmission line costs assume Initial Zone 3 Area's proportionate share of the total cost to construct the Zone 3 pipelines (Initial Zone 3 Area's share is estimated @ 24% of the total construction cost, 1.4 mgd [Initial Zone 3 Area's Maximum Day Demand] divided by 5.9 mgd
    [Buildout Zone 3 Area's maximum day demand]). 

(l) The unit construction costs for pipeline include pipeline materials, trenching, placing and jointing pipe, valves, fittings, hydrants, service connections, placing imported pipe bedding, native backfill material, and partial asphalt pavement replacement, if required.
(m) The groundwater conjunctive use study is Initial Zone 3 Area's proportionate share of the City's Groundwater Management Plan Study.

(j) Long-term emergency storage costs assume initial Zone 3's proportionate share of the total cost to construct a groundwater well (Initial Zone 3's share is estimated at 16% of the total cost, 403 gpm [Initial Zone 3's average day demand] ÷ 2,500 gpm [Assumed well capacity]).
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Currently, the City does not have any services or storage within the Zone 3 Pressure Zone. For the 
purposes of this study, West Yost assumed that the total storage calculated is required to be 
placed in the Zone 3 Pressure Zone and will be pumped from new storage tank(s) into the 
distribution system.  

As part of the JJWTP expansion, the December 2012 Citywide Water System Master Plan 
recommended the installation of a new clearwell with a minimum active storage capacity of 
2.0 MG. The Project’s proportionate share of this facility is detailed in Table 2 and is equal to 
$1,286,000.  

Clearwell No. 3 will only supply the initial Pressure Zone 3 Area’s fire flow and operational 
storage. Short term emergency storage will need to be supplied by another storage facility or an 
ASR well. In order not to lock in the timing of development of Initial Pressure Zone 3 area with 
others in Pressure Zone 3, West Yost assumed that the short-term emergency storage would come 
from a future ASR well. The Project’s proportionate share of this facility is detailed in Table 2 
and is equal to approximately $403,000. 

In addition, as part of the City’s policy to continue to allow new development to use the 
groundwater basin as a long-term emergency supply source, the City is requiring that each new 
planning area participate in a comprehensive regional groundwater study. As part of the study, 
maximum groundwater extraction rates and quantities of groundwater that could be extracted in 
the event of an emergency, without encountering significant issues, such as subsidence or water 
quality, will be determined. A conjunctive use program will also be evaluated, including the 
possible use of injection and extraction wells to recharge and store excess water during wet 
hydrologic periods for future extraction and use during emergency situations and/or improve 
water supply reliability. Proportionate costs of the study for the Project are presented in Table 2. 

Transmission and Distribution Mains 

In order to serve water demands for the Project area, the installation of approximately 14,575 
linear feet of new pipelines ranging from 8 to 24-inches is recommended. Proportionate costs of 
the pipelines for the Project are presented in Table 2. 

FEE JUSTIFICATION STUDY EXECUTIVE SUMMARY FOR THE PROJECT WATER SYSTEM 

Based on the data and project criteria provided, the recommended water system to serve the 
Initial Pressure Zone 3 Area is presented on Figure 2. Project’s infrastructure costs are detailed in 
Table 2.  

It is anticipated that the City will establish a financing district to provide funding mechanisms for 
the proposed development projects in the Project. Formation of these financing districts is 
consistent with the objectives of the Mitigation Fee Act, Government Code Sections 66000, 
et seq., also known as Assembly Bill 1600 (AB 1600). The Mitigation Fee Act requires 
documentation of a reasonable relationship (benefit and burden) between the type of development 
projects planned for Project and the need for the water infrastructure improvements proposed for 
the Project. The purpose of this summary is to show that a reasonable relationship between the 
proposed development projects for the Project properties and the proposed infrastructure 
improvements exists. 



Technical Memorandum 
June 3, 2013 
Page 8 
 
 

  o\c\404\02-11-91\wp\060113_1TMZone3 

1. Description of Assumptions and Design Criteria 

Water Demands 

For single family residential (i.e., very low and low density residential) water uses, the estimated 
average day water demand rate of 429 gallons per day (gpd) per detached single family dwelling unit 
(gpd/sfdu) is based on work completed in the Water System Master Plan to verify unit water demand 
factors. For all other residential water uses, the projected water demand was also calculated based on 
the appropriate “water duty” or unit water demand factor adopted in the Water System Master Plan 
for each particular residential density category and are summarized below.  

Medium Density Residential  = 310 gpd/du 
High Density Residential  = 220 gpd/du 
Very High Density Residential = 150 gpd/du 

The average annual water demands for non-residential land uses such as parks and schools were 
calculated using the following unit water demand factors:  

Commercial  = 2.0 af/ac/yr 
Office  = 1.5 af/ac/yr 
Industrial = 1.5 af/ac/yr 
Institutional = 1.5 af/ac/yr 
Parks  = 4.0 af/ac/yr 

These unit water demand factors presented above are consistent with the adopted water duty 
factors from the Citywide Water System Master Plan. 

The estimated average day water demand rate from single family residential water uses can be 
used to define an Equivalent Customer Unit (ECU). Generally, one ECU is equal to the amount 
of water required to serve one single family dwelling unit per day (i.e., 429 gallons, based on 
130 gallons per capita per day (gpcd) times 3.3 people per single family dwelling unit). Based 
on this definition (i.e., 1 ECU = 429 gpd), water demands from different types of land uses 
can be converted to ECUs for comparison.  

Number of Persons per Detached Single Family Unit 

Consistent with the Citywide Water System Master Plan, the City has established a policy 
regarding the estimated average number of persons per household, as set forth below.  

• SFDU: 3.3 people/du  

• MF 2-4: 2.7 people/du 

• MF > 5: 2.2 people/du 

The term “MF 2-4” applies to structures with 2 to 4 attached dwelling units (i.e., medium density 
residential). The term “MF > 5” applies to structures with 5 or more attached dwelling units (i.e., 
high density residential). 
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2. Description of Existing Level of Service 

The existing potable water system infrastructure in the City consists of pipelines ranging in size 
from 2 to 42-inches in diameter, pump stations, storage tanks, groundwater production wells, and 
a water treatment facility. The existing potable water distribution system currently meets the 
minimum requirements as presented in the City’s adopted performance criteria from the Citywide 
Water System Master Plan. However, not all of the existing approved projects (i.e., development 
projects with approved water supply) are completely built out. Therefore, before any excess water 
system treatment, storage or transmission capacity can be assumed to be available for future 
planning areas, full buildout of the previously approved projects must be assumed. This 
assumption ensures that no existing capacity required for and built by previously approved 
projects would be inadvertently assigned to the future planning areas.  

However, to serve the buildout of these existing approved projects, additional pumping and 
storage facilities are required for the existing potable water system. Only after these additional 
facilities are added to the existing potable water system can the system meet all adopted 
performance and design criteria as established in the Citywide Water System Master Plan, 
December 2012. 

3. Description of assumptions regarding the type of development planned  

Based on buildout of the City’s General Plan, various future planning areas have been proposed 
within the City’s revised Sphere of Influence. Future planning areas will include a variety of land 
uses (e.g., residential, commercial, industrial, etc.). These proposed land uses from the future 
planning areas will increase the overall water demand in the existing potable water system. The 
existing potable water system will not be able to treat, store and deliver water of appropriate 
quality, quantity and pressure if existing potable water facilities are not modified to serve the 
future planning areas. This would impact public health and welfare because of inadequate 
pressures to fight fires. Because additional water demands will have a major impact on existing 
potable water system facilities, modifications to these facilities are required to maintain the 
current level of water service provided by the City. Therefore, additional water supply sources, 
treatment capacity, pumping capacity, storage capacity and transmission capacity will be required 
to meet the projected water demands at buildout of the City’s General Plan. 

4. Description of how the impact of future development projects will require additional 
modifications to public facilities, including description of standards by which it was 
determined that additional modifications to public facilities are required 

The size and configuration of the City’s existing potable water system is not sufficient to 
accommodate additional water demands that will be generated by the future planning areas. These 
proposed development projects will require additional storage, pumping and distribution 
facilities. Without these additional facilities, adequate water service cannot be provided to the 
future planning areas.  
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As previously discussed, the City’s existing potable water system has been sized to meet the full 
buildout of existing approved projects. Any demands above these will require additional new 
facilities or modifications to the proposed facilities to meet the City’s adopted performance and 
design criteria from the Citywide Water System Master Plan. The criteria used to determine the 
additional public water facilities or modifications to previously proposed facilities included: 

• Above Ground Storage Requirements—must contain operational, emergency, and fire 
flow storage; 

• Allowable system pressure during a peak hour demand condition must be maintained 
at or above 40 psi; and 

• Allowable system pressure during a maximum day plus fire flow demand condition 
must be maintained at or above 30 psi. 

The City’s existing potable water system is currently capable of meeting all the above criteria 
based on existing water demands. With the design and construction of the various other water 
facilities identified as the responsibility of the previously approved projects, demands for these 
previously approved projects can also be met consistent with the City’s potable water system 
design criteria. However, water system improvements identified and required for future planning 
areas as documented in the Citywide Water System Master Plan will also be required to meet the 
above City standards for buildout of the City’s General Plan Sphere of Influence. 

5. Description of the level of service that will result from new developments after the 
required additional public facilities and/or modifications to previously proposed public 
facilities are constructed 

After construction of the proposed buildout potable water system facilities recommended for the 
future planning areas, the level of water service after development will be similar to the level of 
water service currently provided by the City. The City’s potable water system will meet all of the 
adopted performance and design standards as described in Item 4 above. The potable water 
system will be in full compliance with the City’s adopted design and performance criteria as 
stated in the Citywide Water System Master Plan. 

6. Description of how the new developments benefit from the additional facilities 

It was previously identified that the City’s existing potable water system infrastructure cannot 
support the future planning areas. For this reason, additional and/or modifications to previously 
proposed facilities need to be in place and operational for the future planning areas to benefit 
from them. Therefore, the proposed development projects benefit directly from recommended 
and/or proposed potable water facility modifications as described in the Citywide Water System 
Master Plan. Without these facilities, the future planning areas would not be able to meet the 
City’s adopted performance and design criteria for the potable water distribution system. Some of 
the benefits that the new/modified water facilities bring to the future planning areas include: 

• Adequate peak hour and fire flow pressures; 

• Adequate storage (emergency, operational and fire); and 

• Adequate treated water supply. 
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7. Description of the basis upon which the total estimated cost of providing the proposed 
public facilities is allocated to properties within the future planning areas 

Table 2 presents an estimate of the reasonable costs associated with the required facilities to serve 
the future planning areas. The unit costs are based on costs for similar water facility projects and 
from standard construction cost estimating guides and cost curves. 

8. Description of the basis upon which the total estimated cost of providing the additional 
and/or the modifications to previously proposed public facilities is allocated to properties 
within the future planning areas 

The total projected potable water demands from the future planning areas were calculated using 
the factors set forth in Item 1 above, as well as the maximum day and peak hour peaking factors 
of 2.0 and 3.4, respectively. 

Based on the above unit water demand and peaking factors and the total projected potable water 
demand from all the future planning areas as calculated, the required water facilities necessary to 
support these future planning areas (for conveyance, storage and treatment) were determined and 
associated costs to serve proposed development projects were identified. 

9. Reference Documents 

The documents used in the analysis include: 

1. City of Tracy, Citywide Water System Master Plan. December, 2012. 

2. Plan C Water System Analysis - Final Technical Memorandum. February 24, 1998. 

3. Technical Memorandum “South ISP Water System Analysis.” October 13, 2008. 

4. Technical Memorandum “Undeveloped Infill Properties.” October 2011. 

5. Technical Memorandum “Ellis SP Water System Analysis.” November 2012. 

6. Draft Technical Memorandum “Aquatic Center Facility Water Demand and Water 
System Infrastructure Analysis,” December 2010 

10. Findings with respect to the Mitigation Fee Act 

The future planning area development impact fee will provide for the funding of the proportionate 
share of the water supply requirements for the future planning areas in accordance with the 
requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act California Government Code sections 66000, et seq., also 
known as “AB 1600”. The recommended capital improvements are required to mitigate the water 
impacts of new development within the future planning areas consistent with the land use and 
water policies of the City’s General Plan and the Citywide Water System Master Plan. The fee is 
not imposed to improve or correct deficiencies in the City’s baseline (i.e., existing) service level. 
The fee is based on a water and fair-share cost analysis which: 1) determines capital 
improvements required to mitigate the water supply impacts from the buildout of the City’s 
General Plan, and 2) equitably distributes the costs of the improvements to the development areas 
that cause the impacts, per the provisions of the Mitigation Fee Act. 
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The Mitigation Fee Act requires impact fee programs to comply with the following basic 
requirements: 

• Identification of the purpose of the fee; 

• Identification of how the fee will be used; 

• Determination of how there is a reasonable relationship between the fee’s use and the 
type of development project on which the fee is imposed; 

• Determination of how there is a reasonable relationship between the need for the 
public facility and the type of development project on which the fee is imposed; and 

• Determination of how there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee 
and the cost of the public facility (or portion of facility) attributable to new 
development. 

The following findings address each of these five issues:  

a. Identification of the purpose of the fee. The purpose of the proposed water impact 
fee is to provide a source of funding, based on the future planning areas’ proportionate 
share of the overall project costs, to be used to construct water facilities that are 
required to provide water supply to the future planning areas. These proposed water 
facilities are more completely analyzed and presented in the Citywide Water System 
Master Plan and generally include upgrades to the City’s water distribution system (as 
summarized in Table 2). 

b. Descriptions of how the fee will be used. The fee will be used to plan, design and 
construct new or improved water facilities such as pipelines, storage tanks, and 
booster pump stations. 

c. Determination of how there is a reasonable relationship between the fee's use and 
the type of development project on which the fee is imposed. The proposed impact 
fee will be used to construct water distribution facilities that are required to provide 
water service to the future planning areas. Construction of water facilities provides 
direct benefit to the proposed development projects. Therefore, there is a reasonable 
relationship between the fee's use and the type of development project on which the 
fee is imposed. 

d. Determination of how there is a reasonable relationship between the need for the 
public facility and the type of development project on which the fee is imposed. 
The use of a sophisticated and calibrated hydraulic water distribution system computer 
model, validated and adopted by the City, demonstrates the need for public facility 
improvements due to the proposed land uses on which the fee will be imposed. This 
analytical model was used to determine impacts to the City’s existing potable water 
system and identify impacts to public facilities. Analysis included evaluation of 
treatment, transportation and storage requirements to deliver pressure and flow for 
average day, maximum day, fire demand, and peak hour demand conditions. Without 
the identified improvements, the existing potable water system is incapable of 
providing the City's minimum standard system pressure and flow to serve the future 
planning areas. This will not only affect the future planning areas, but also the City’s 
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existing customers. Therefore, there is a reasonable relationship between the need for 
the public facility and the type of development project on which the fee is imposed. 

e. Determination of how there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of 
fee and the cost of the public facility (or portion of the facility) attributable to 
new development. The proposed water facilities will be constructed to meet the water 
demand generated from the future planning areas. The demand is calculated using a 
factor of one EDU for a single family detached residential unit (i.e., very low or low 
density residential). The estimated overall cost of the facilities is based on current 
conceptual engineering estimates which are based on similar facility types. The overall 
cost of the facilities is divided by the number of EDUs that will be connected to the 
system. Therefore, each residential unit or developed acre receives direct benefit and 
their cost will be proportional to the benefits received. Hence, there is a reasonable 
relationship between the amount of fee and the cost of the public facility (or portion of 
the facility) attributable to new development.  
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NOTES

1. Project boundaries are approximate.
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Notes
1. Initial construction located in Pressure Zone 2 could be served with a combination of a
   18-inch check valve connection with Pressure Zone 2 transmission pipeline located in Corral
    Hollow Road and a 12-inch bypass connection. The 12-inch bypass pipeline would be closed 
    until the area becomes part of Pressure Zone 3. When the 12-inch bypass pipeline is operational
    the 18-inch diameter check valve connection could be closed or disconnected once the area is 
    utilmately served as part of Pressure Zone 3. 
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1.0 Executive Summary 

This technical report summarizes the results of a storm drainage analysis performed to 
determine the master plan drainage infrastructure needed to serve properties located 
within the Ellis Program Sub-basin.  The boundary of the Ellis Program Sub-basin is 
shown on Exhibit B1 and is generally bordered by Corral Hollow Road on the east, the 
Delta Mendota Canal (south of Linne Road) on the south, Lammers Road on the west 
and Valpico Road on the north.  Properties included in the Ellis Program Sub-basin are 
the Ellis Specific Plan, the South Linne Planning Area, St. Bernard’s Church, an LDS 
Church, and other undeveloped and developed parcels.  These properties are all 
included in the Ellis Program Sub-basin as they are contiguous properties in the City’s 
Sphere of Influence that are topographically connected from a storm drainage 
perspective. 

The proposed master plan, or “program”, storm drainage infrastructure that will serve 
the Ellis Program Sub-basin is shown on Exhibit B1.  A Preliminary Opinion of 
Probable Cost for implementing the “program” storm drainage infrastructure plan is 
provided on Exhibit B2.  “Program” storm drainage infrastructure has been sized for a 
100-year 24-hour return period storm capacity. 

Storm runoff generated by the development of properties located within the Ellis 
Program Sub-basin will discharge to existing downstream storm drainage facilities that 
were built previously by the City and others.  These downstream facilities also have a 
100-year 24-hour return period storm capacity, including excess capacity to accept 
attenuated storm runoff from the Ellis Program Sub-basin.   

As a result of increased population, all new development in a community creates 
additional demands on public facilities provided by local government.  If the supply or 
capacity of facilities is not increased to satisfy the additional demand, the quality of 
public services and infrastructure for the entire community will deteriorate.  The purpose 
of this study is to analyze the impact of development of the Ellis Program Sub-basin on 
downstream storm drainage facilities in the City of Tracy to ensure that the City’s 
established level of service is maintained and to calculate fair and equitable 
development impact fees based on that analysis.   
 
This storm drainage technical report includes the derivation of storm drainage impact 
fees to fund Ellis Program Sub-basin “program” storm drainage infrastructure (Exhibit 
B3), Westside Storm Drainage Fees to utilize excess capacity in existing downstream 
storm drainage facilities (Exhibit C4), and findings with respect to the Mitigation Fee 
Act. 
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2.0 Introduction 

This technical report summarizes the results of a storm drainage analysis performed to 
determine the master plan drainage infrastructure needed to serve properties located 
within the Ellis Program Sub-basin and to determine storm drainage impact fees and 
fees pertaining to the use of excess capacity in existing downstream storm drainage 
facilities.  The boundary of the Ellis Program Sub-basin is shown on Exhibit B1 and is 
generally bordered by Corral Hollow Road on the east, the Delta Mendota Canal (south 
of Linne Road) on the south, Lammers Road on the west and Valpico Road on the 
north.  Properties included in the Ellis Program Sub-basin are the Ellis Specific Plan, the 
South Linne Planning Area, St. Bernard’s Church, an LDS Church, and other 
undeveloped and developed parcels.  These properties are all included in the Ellis 
Program Sub-basin as they are contiguous properties in the City’s Sphere of Influence 
that are topographically connected from a storm drainage perspective. 

There are several prior storm drainage analyses, studies and improvement projects that 
have evaluated storm drainage conditions and solutions that include components 
relevant to the Ellis Program Sub-basin.  To the extent applicable, information contained 
in these prior storm drainage analyses, studies and improvement projects will be 
superseded by this technical report.  The relevant prior studies are: 

• Storm Drainage Master Plan; Cella Barr Associates, 1994. 

• Citywide Storm Drainage Master Plan; Stantec Consulting Services Inc., March 
2012 version. 

• Plan “C” Storm Drainage Analysis, Final Report; Cella Barr Associates, April 29, 
1998. 

• Plan “C” Storm Drainage Analysis Update, Final Report; Stantec Consulting Inc., 
May 2000. 

• Documents provided by The Surland Companies for the Ellis Program, including 
Project/Document Outline for Utilities, Master Layout (Illustrative Plan), 
topographic mapping, land use assumptions, boundary survey and soils reports. 

• The current Ellis Specific Plan document and Chapter 3A.10 of the Draft EIR for 
the Ellis Specific Plan entitled Hydrology, Drainage, and Water Quality. 

• Plans and project costs pertinent to downstream components of the CITY’s 
Westside Channel system. 

• Group 76 Drainage Improvement, Fund 322 project cost data provided by Harris 
& Associates. 
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Future land use assumptions for properties residing within the Ellis Program Sub-basin 
have formed the basis for determining rates and volumes of storm runoff production in 
this technical report and were provided by the City and by The Surland Companies.  A 
listing of these properties along with their areas and proposed land uses is provided on 
Exhibit A.  Assessor’s Parcel Maps depicting the properties referenced on Exhibit A 
are provided in Appendix A-2.   
 
The Ellis Program Sub-basin is located entirely within the City’s Westside Channel 
Watershed as defined in the Citywide Storm Drainage Master Plan.  It occupies the 
southernmost, upstream portion of the Westside Channel Watershed.  Provision has 
been made in existing downstream storm drainage facilities to accept attenuated 
(metered) storm runoff from the Ellis Program Sub-basin.  Applicable downstream storm 
drainage infrastructure that will collect and convey future storm runoff from the Ellis 
Program Sub-basin includes trunk line storm drains and open channels serving 
residential subdivisions to the north to DET 5 (Plasencia Field) and facilities 
downstream of DET 5 associated with the City’s Westside Channel Outfall System. 

This technical report recommends new storm drainage infrastructure (program 
infrastructure) that will be needed to serve the future buildout of the Ellis Program Sub-
basin and provides a Preliminary Opinion of Probable Cost to construct the program 
infrastructure.  The proposed program storm drainage infrastructure improvements 
needed to serve the Ellis Program Sub-basin are shown on Exhibit B1.  A Preliminary 
Opinion of Probable Cost for said infrastructure is provided on Exhibit B2. 

Also included herein are discussions and calculations for the following storm drainage 
fees that are proposed for adoption for the Ellis Program Sub-basin: 

• Storm Drainage Impact Fees – to fund the program storm drainage 
infrastructure improvements that will serve the Ellis Program Sub-basin. 

• Westside Storm Drainage Fees – to utilize excess capacity in existing 
downstream storm drainage facilities.  
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3.0 Existing City Facilities and Levels of Service 

Existing City storm drainage facilities include open channels, underground storm drains, 
detention and retention basins, and pumping facilities.  The following is a description of 
their general levels of service: 

• Open channels and detention basins are intended to have a 100-year 24-hour 
return period storm design capacity under built out conditions for land 
development in conformance with the City’s General Plan and supplemental land 
use assumptions currently being utilized by the City for infrastructure master 
planning purposes.  Pumping facilities serving detention basins are sized to 
provide the desired function and attenuation during a 100-year 24-hour return 
period storm.   

• Underground storm drains are intended to have either a 10-year or a 100-year 
24-hour return period storm capacity depending upon their location, function and 
contributing watershed.  Generally, the 100-year capacity standard is applied to 
trunk line storm drains, and the 10-year capacity standard is applied to lateral 
storm drains or storm drains serving internal areas of individual development 
projects.  

• Some of the City’s older, historical storm drains have a capacity that is limited to 
a 10-year 24-hour return period storm capacity or lower.   

• Retention ponds are utilized as a temporary measure to control storm runoff until 
such time as sufficient downstream facilities are constructed to accommodate the 
desired flows.  These temporary retention ponds are required to have a capacity 
equivalent to the runoff volume generated from 2 times a 10-year 48-hour storm 
per the City’s Engineering Design and Construction Standards (City Standards). 

The previous Storm Drainage Master Plan prepared for the City’s Sphere of Influence 
that was completed in 1994 supported the above levels of service.  The new Citywide 
Storm Drainage Master Plan supports the City’s recently updated General Plan and 
reflects more current storm drainage conditions and requirements.  The new Citywide 
Storm Drainage Master Plan also reaffirms the above stated levels of service.   
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4.0 Required Level of Service for Ellis Program Sub-basin 
Funded Storm Drainage Infrastructure  

The underground storm drains and detention basins that are proposed as program 
improvements to serve development within the Ellis Program Sub-basin are considered 
to fall under the 100-year 24- hour return period storm level of service category, which is 
consistent with existing downstream storm drainage facilities and City policy. 

Underground storm drains that are internal and will serve individual development areas 
are considered to be onsite facilities and shall have design capacities that are 
consistent with City Standards.  These onsite facilities are not addressed in this Storm 
Drainage Technical Report.   

The City also requires that new development projects include a provision for 
“emergency downstream release” of runoff to provide a factor of safety that accounts for 
the possible failure of storm drainage facilities or the occurrence of storms that exceed 
the design storm.  This requirement needs to be addressed with individual development 
projects and is not included in the program drainage infrastructure presented herein. 

Until such time as sufficient downstream storm drainage infrastructure serving the Ellis 
Program Sub-basin is funded and constructed, some individual developments may be 
required to construct temporary retention facilities in conformance with City Standards.   
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5.0 Hydrology   

Methodology 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ HEC-HMS computer program was used to develop 
a rainfall/runoff computer simulation for the Westside Channel Watershed, including the 
Ellis Program Sub-basin. The Soil Conservation Service dimensionless unit hydrograph 
method, frequently used in practice, was used for the analysis. The HEC-HMS 
computer model develops a runoff hydrograph for individual sub-basins through the 
input of numerical representations of their physical and hydrologic characteristics. The 
computed hydrographs are then routed and/or combined with hydrographs from other 
sub-basins to yield a dynamic numerical analysis of peak discharges (design flows) and 
volumes that may be expected to occur at key locations. The model was run for the 
100-year 24-hour storm event. The design flows and volumes were subsequently used 
for the sizing of program storm drainage facilities to serve the Ellis Program Sub-basin. 

Sub-basin Delineation 

The Ellis Program Sub-basin was further subdivided into four (4) internal sub-basins for 
hydrologic modeling purposes.  These internal sub-basins are shown on Exhibit B1 and 
are named Sub-basins W40, W41, W41A and W41B.  Sub-basin W40 consists of the 
South Linne planning area to the south of the Ellis Specific Plan property.  Sub-basin 
W41 consists of the Ellis Specific Plan property and a small existing 
telecommunications site.  Sub-basin W41A consists of undeveloped land and a small 
residential parcel to the north of the Ellis Specific Plan property.  Sub-basin W41B 
includes St. Bernard’s Church (existing), an LDS Church (existing) and small contiguous 
parcels. 

The existing church developments currently drain to temporary onsite retention ponds 
that provide terminal drainage on an interim basis.    

Soil Group Classifications 

Soil groups within the Westside Channel Watershed and the Ellis Program Sub-basin 
were initially determined using soil maps contained in a report entitled Soil Survey for 
San Joaquin County, California issued March 2006 by the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) - formerly the US Department of Agriculture Soil 
Conservation Service. Soil groups are classified as A, B, C, or D with Soil Group A 
having the highest rate of infiltration (lowest runoff production) and Soil Group D having 
the lowest rate of infiltration (highest runoff production).  The NRCS data indicates that 
the western portions of the Ellis Program Sub-basin consist of Soil Group D soils, and 
the eastern portions of the sub-basin consist primarily of Soil Group B soils with a small 
area of Soil Group C soils.  Site specific soils data was also provided by The Surland 
Companies for the properties residing in Sub-basins W41 and W41A.  This soils 
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information was presented in four (4) separate soils reports prepared by Engeo 
Incorporated (Engeo), along with written opinions from Engeo that the underlying soils 
for these sub-basins consisted entirely of Soil Group B.  Since the site specific soils 
information prepared by Engeo was based on more detailed evaluations and testing 
than the broader based soils information prepared by NRCS, Soil Group B was adopted 
and utilized in the hydrologic modeling of Sub-basins W41 and W41A. 

Rainfall Loss and SCS Curve Numbers 

Rainfall loss is that portion of the precipitation depth that is lost due to evaporation, 
interception by vegetation, infiltration into soil, and surface depression storage. Rainfall 
excess is that portion of the precipitation depth that appears as surface or collected 
storm runoff during and after a storm event. Rainfall loss consists of both initial and 
constant losses and was determined using the NRCS Curve Number (CN) Method that 
uses a soil cover complex for estimating watershed losses. The CN is related to the 
underlying hydrologic soil group (A, B, C, or D), land use, cover density, and soil 
moisture conditions. In addition to soil classification, the Curve Numbers are based on 
the vegetative cover. A vegetative cover classified as “good” with grass cover on at 
least 75% of the area was assumed.  

Land Use Percent Impervious 

Future land uses assumed for the Westside Channel Watershed, including the Ellis 
Program Sub-basin, were taken from the City’s General Plan update, with supplemental 
input and direction from City staff.   

In the Ellis Program Sub-basin, the land use assumptions for the South Linne planning 
area (Sub-Basin W40) were taken from a land use table dated December 8, 2009 that 
the City previously provided for use in the preparation of recent infrastructure master 
plan updates.  Land use assumptions and residential unit counts for the Ellis Specific 
Plan and APN’s 240-140-05 and 06 in Sub-basins W41 and W41A were provided by 
The Surland Companies.  Existing church developments were assigned their existing 
land uses.  The remaining undeveloped properties located within Sub-basins W41A and 
W41B were assigned a future land use of Residential – Low Density per input from City 
planning staff.  These land uses and residential unit count assumptions are shown on 
Exhibit A. 

The percent of impervious area assigned to each sub-basin was based on a weighted 
average of the amount and type of the different land uses within the sub-basin.  This is 
an important input parameter in the HEC-HMS program because the model relates the 
amount of impervious area to the total area of a given sub-basin to estimate the amount 
of runoff losses attributed to pervious areas.  For the purposes of hydrologic modeling, 
design flow determination, and the planning of storm drainage facilities, future build-out 
of the Sphere of Influence within the Westside Channel Watershed was assumed. 
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Based on the requirements of the City’s Manual of Stormwater Quality Control 
Standards for New Development and Redevelopment (SWQC Manual) adopted by the 
City Council in August 2008, different land use percent impervious values were used for 
existing development than for future development.  The Citywide Storm Drainage 
Master Plan includes an analysis of the impact of the use of sustainable infrastructure 
principles on storm runoff generation rates and volumes during a 100-year 24-hour 
storm that would result from implementing practices required per the SWQC Manual for 
new development.  This resulted in a reduction in impervious cover percentages to be 
applied to new development areas in HEC-HMS modeling at a master plan level, 
including this storm drainage technical report.  The procedures for hydrology to be 
utilized for onsite storm drainage facilities are not impacted by this approach and 
procedures described per City Standards for said facilities shall be adhered to.  

Table 1, below, shows the impervious cover percentages of the different land uses that 
have been utilized in the HEC-HMS model provided herein. 

 

Table 1 - Land Use Impervious Cover Values 

Land Use Designation 

% Impervious 
(Existing and 

Infill 
Development)* 

% Impervious 
(New 

Development)** 

Residential – Very Low Density 10 6 
Residential - Low Density 25 16 
Residential - Medium Density 35 22 
Residential - High Density 65 41 
Commercial A – Standard Uses 90 57 
Commercial B – Gravel Surface 25 16 
Office/Church 90 57 
Industrial 90 57 
Downtown 90 57 
Village Center 90 57 
Public Facilities 60 38 
Park 10 6 
Open Space 3 2 

 

* Provisions from City's Manual of Stormwater Quality Control Standards for New Development and 
Redevelopment NOT applied 

** Provisions from City's Manual of Stormwater Quality Control Standards for New Development and 
Redevelopment applied 
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As shown in Table 1, the Commercial land use category has been broken down into two 
(2) separate categories having different impervious cover percentages.  This was done 
to more effectively represent the runoff production characteristics of a proposed 11-acre 
commercial storage site proposed within the Ellis Specific Plan area.  The 11-acre 
commercial storage site will have a finished ground surface that will consist of loose 
gravel that will promote onsite retention of rainfall and reduce runoff that leaves the site. 

New development areas within the Ellis Program Sub-basin were modeled using the 
reduced percent impervious values shown on Table 1.  The existing churches were 
modeled utilizing a 90% impervious value assumption based on a review of aerial 
photographs.  The future Swim Center within the Ellis Specific Plan area was modeled 
under the land use category of Public Facilities. 

Rainfall 

A 100-year 24-hour storm depth of precipitation of 2.69 inches was used in the HEC-
HMS modeling in conformance with the new Citywide Storm Drainage Master Plan.  
The SCS 24 hour Type I rainfall distribution was used in the modeling of the Westside 
Channel Watershed, including the Ellis Program Sub-basin. 

Unit Hydrograph 

For runoff computations from each sub-basin, the NRCS Dimensionless Unit 
Hydrograph option was utilized in the HEC-HMS computer model. 

Lag Time 

The temporal distribution of the unit hydrograph is a function of the sub-basin lag time. 
The lag time is defined as a time required for 50 percent of the volume of runoff to reach 
the sub-basin outlet and was estimated utilizing the NRCS method. The equation is as 
follows: 

 Lag  = (L)0.8 (S+1)0.7/1900(Y)0.5 

  L  = hydraulic length of sub-basin in feet 

  S  = potential maximum surface retention = (1000/CN) -10  

  CN  = hydrologic curve number 

            Y  = average watershed land slope in percent  
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Routing 

Routing of runoff between sub-basins was performed utilizing the Muskingum-Cunge 
method. The Modified Puls Reservoir Routing method was used to route flow through 
existing and proposed detention basins. 

Results 

The HEC-HMS output files are included in Appendix A-1.  
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6.0 Hydraulics 

The sizing of storm drains required to serve development within the Ellis Program Sub-
basin was performed utilizing 100-year discharges derived from the HEC-HMS analysis 
and assumed full flow conditions for reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) having an average 
slope of 0.003 ft/ft.  Under these assumptions, the following full flow capacities were 
estimated: 

Storm Drain Capacity 

12” RCP 2 cfs 

18” RCP 6 cfs 

42” RCP 59 cfs 

 

Routing of flows through the detention basins that are proposed to serve the Ellis 
Program Sub-basin (DET SL and DET 3A) was performed utilizing the reservoir routing 
options in the HEC-HMS model for the 100-year 24-hour return period storm.   
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7.0 Program Storm Drainage Infrastructure 

Storm Drainage Infrastructure Plan for the Ellis Program Sub-basin 

A schematic representation of the master plan (or “program”) storm drainage facilities 
that will be required to serve the fully built out condition for the Ellis Program Sub-basin 
is depicted on Exhibit B1.  The program facilities only include the backbone facilities 
needed to serve the Ellis Program Sub-basin.  Other storm drains will be needed but 
are considered to be a part of required onsite improvements and costs attributable to 
new development.  

As a part of formulating the master plan for program storm drainage facilities, capacity 
has been provided to allow future drainage connections for the existing church 
developments within Sub-basin W41B and the subsequent decommissioning of the 
existing temporary retention ponds that serve them. 

The program storm drainage facilities proposed to serve the Ellis Program Sub-basin 
are: 

• A detention basin (DET SL) within Sub-basin W40 (South Linne).  This detention 
basin will provide sufficient storage to accept all future runoff from Sub-basin 
W40 and attenuate inflow to a metered outflow of 1 cfs.  The 100-year peak 
storage volume for DET SL is 17 acre-feet (AC-FT).  Outflow from DET SL will be 
discharged to onsite storm drains that will serve future internal development 
within the future Ellis Program Sub-basin development to the north. 

• An assumed 12” SD gravity discharge pipe extending to the north from DET SL 
through the Ellis Specific Plan area and the Sub-basin W41A to Valpico Road.  
This assumed 12” SD will require a “jack and bore” crossing underneath the 
existing Western Pacific Railroad track on the north side of the alignment of 
Linne Road.  A 12” SD is the size of storm drain required to convey the 1 cfs 
outflow from DET SL to Valpico Road and is being assumed as a program storm 
drainage element for impact fee analysis purposes.  The actual size of the storm 
drain connection between DET SL and Valpico Road will vary, as capacity will be 
integrated into future onsite storm drainage facilities associated with new 
development.  It is also assumed that the storm drain(s) will be aligned within 
future public streets.  

• A 42” SD extending north from Valpico Road, west of Corral Hollow Road that 
will serve as the discharge pipeline for combined onsite runoff generated from 
the overall Ellis Program Sub-basin (Sub-basins W40, W41, W41A and W41B).  
This 42” SD will discharge to proposed detention basin DET 3A on the north side 
of Valpico Road (described below).     
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• A detention basin (DET 3A) to be located on the north side of Valpico Road that 
will store and attenuate runoff from the collective existing and future development 
within the Ellis Program Sub-basin.  This detention basin will have sufficient 
storage to attenuate inflow to a metered outflow of 3 cfs.  The 100-year peak 
storage volume for DET 3A is 36 AC-FT.  Overexcavation will be required for 
DET 3A in order for upstream storm drainage connections to be made and to 
maintain a design 100-year water surface elevation that is low enough to avoid 
surcharging within future upstream connecting storm drains.  This detention 
basin will also have opportunities to incorporate recreational elements as a joint-
use for the completed facility.  The proposed location for DET 3A has been 
changed from the location previously reflected in the 1994 Storm Drainage 
Master Plan for the City, but is reflected in the new Citywide Storm Drainage 
Master Plan.  The new proposed location offers the following benefits when 
compared to the former proposed location (that abutted the south side of the 
Union Pacific Railroad track, north of the new proposed location):  1) Improved 
access, via direct frontage along Valpico Road (the prior proposed location was 
landlocked), 2) Less acreage due to more favorable topographic conditions, and 
3) Greater potential community benefit with regard to joint-use opportunities.   

• An 18” SD gravity discharge pipe extending to the north from DET 3A that will 
connect to an existing 30” SD stub that was previously provided within the 
Gabriel Estates subdivision (a Plan “C” Yellow Zone residential development) on 
the north side of the Union Pacific Railroad track.  Acquisition of a 20’ wide storm 
drain easement will be required.  The 18” SD will need to cross underneath the 
West Side Irrigation District’s (WSID’s) Upper Main Canal and will require a “jack 
and bore” crossing underneath the Union Pacific Railroad track. 

At buildout of the proposed storm drainage infrastructure serving the Ellis Program Sub-
basin, the program storm drainage facilities will have a capacity to accommodate the 
100-year 24-hour return period storm under fully developed conditions and the existing 
downstream storm drainage facilities will retain their 100-year 24-hour return period 
storm capacity. 

Preliminary Opinion of Probable Cost 

The Preliminary Opinion of Probable Cost for program storm drainage facilities that will 
serve the Ellis Program Sub-basin is provided on Exhibit B2, with a total estimated cost 
of $6,034,500.   

The Preliminary Opinion of Probable Cost is considered to be an “order of magnitude” 
estimate that is acceptable for use in initial budgeting and for impact fee calculation 
purposes.  Final project costs will be dependent on a number of factors at the time of 
bidding, including final design and project scope of work, labor and material costs, 
number of competing projects, allotted construction schedule, and time of year, among 
other things.   
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The Preliminary Opinion of Probable Cost has utilized the same unit costs and markups 
for construction items that are included in the new Citywide Storm Drainage Master 
Plan.  The unit costs for storm drainage infrastructure elements represent installation 
costs under what would be considered “typical” site conditions.  

The City provided the following unit costs for land acquisitions to utilize in this storm 
drainage technical report: 

Drainage ROW Unit Cost = $100,000/acre 

Drainage Easement Unit Cost = $50,000/acre 

Soft cost mark-ups incorporated into the preparation of the Preliminary Opinion of 
Probable Cost account for costs and functions that support the actual construction 
process and for contingencies. The actual costs for each item in the following four main 
categories of soft cost mark-ups will vary according to many individual project factors 
(i.e., complexity of the project, existing site conditions, etc.) but, in general, they are 
supported historically as appropriate mark-up estimates for master planning purposes 
(standardized as a percentage relative to the estimated construction cost) and are 
included in the total estimated cost for identified program storm drainage infrastructure 
serving the Ellis Program Sub-basin. 

General Contingency – Due to the fact that there are many unknowns related to a given 
project at the master planning level (i.e., site conditions, unforeseen constraints, details 
of design alternatives, construction schedule uncertainty, etc.), a 15 percent 
construction contingency is added to the construction cost estimate. 

Design & Planning – These services typically include management of consultant 
agreements, preliminary site investigations, feasibility studies, plans and specifications, 
surveying and staking, and geotechnical reports. The cost of this work is estimated to 
be 10 percent of the estimated construction cost. 

Construction Management – This primarily covers management of the construction 
contract, sampling and testing of materials, and site inspections during construction. 
This work is estimated to be 10 percent of the estimated construction cost. 

Program Administration – Among other things, this category includes management and 
administrative costs, environmental review, permits, regulatory compliance, financing 
expenses, and legal review. This work is estimated to be 5 percent of the estimated 
construction cost. 

Downstream Storm Drainage Facilities 

The program storm drainage facilities that will serve the Ellis Program Sub-basin will 
connect to an existing 30” storm drain stub that was provided within the Gabriel Estates 
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subdivision to the north in anticipation of accepting attenuated storm drainage from 
future upstream development.  This 30” storm drain stub discharges to larger trunk line 
storm drains and an existing open channel (C2 Channel) that ultimately drain to the 
City’s existing DET 5 (Plasencia Field) to the north.   

Previous master planning proposals included a need for a future interconnection to be 
made between the downstream storm drains and future DET 3B to the northwest of 
proposed DET3A (along the alignment of Schulte Road) whenever future development 
upstream of the Union Pacific Railroad (such as the Ellis Program Sub-basin) would 
become connected to the system.  DET 3B was intended to provide additional storage 
and attenuation prior to discharge to DET 5 in order to maintain adequate system 
capacity.  DET 3B would also store and attenuate additional runoff from specific future 
development areas to the west.  Due to the extent of storage and attenuation afforded 
by proposed DET SL and DET 3A that will serve the Ellis Program Sub-basin, the 
interflow connection to future DET 3B will not longer be required.  

DET 5 discharges to the Westside Channel Outfall System, which consists of a network 
of City storm drains, detention basins, and channel parkways that ultimately discharge 
to DET 10/11, a large terminal detention basin located on the west side of Naglee Road 
north of Tracy Auto Plaza.  This system drains the entire Westside Channel Watershed, 
excepting a roughly 2-square mile area that drains to WSID’s Main Drain open channel 
as facilitated by a drainage agreement between the City and WSID. 

Phasing of Infrastructure 

It is likely that construction of the program storm drainage infrastructure serving the Ellis 
Program Sub-basin will occur in phases.  The construction of program storm drainage 
infrastructure elements will be influenced by the location and extent of new 
development, land acquisition opportunities, and available funding.  The following are 
considerations that may be applied to the phasing of future construction of program 
storm drainage improvements: 

• To the extent considered to be practical and allowed by the City, new 
development may utilize temporary retention ponds as an interim terminal 
drainage solution until such time as appropriate program storm drainage 
infrastructure elements may be constructed.  The design requirements for 
these temporary retention ponds are set forth in current City Standards. 

• Phased construction of DET SL and/or DET 3A may occur to serve interim 
stages of development within the Ellis Program Sub-basin.   Phased versions 
of these program detention basins may be utilized as temporary retention 
ponds (with capacities set forth in City Standards), or if constructed in 
conjunction with the program outfall systems, they may be sized to 
accommodate the phased 100-year 24-hour storm inflow runoff expected from 
new development with an appropriate reduction for detention basin outflows. 
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• The City has indicated that they may be willing to allow percolation rates to be 
factored into the storage volume sizing requirements for the ultimate buildout 
of DET 3A if supported by data obtained for the initial phase of DET 3A 
construction via monitoring over a minimum period of 2 storm seasons.  If a 
volume reduction is accepted by the City, it will only account for a portion of 
the assumed percolation rates given that there are inherent uncertainties 
associated with the long-term function and effectiveness of percolation 
facilities.  

• Generally, when offsite right-of-way or drainage easements are needed, the 
City prefers that land acquisitions and easements be acquired for the ultimate 
system even if actual infrastructure construction is phased.   
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8.0 Storm Water Quality Provisions and Requirements 

The City Council adopted a Manual of Stormwater Quality Control Standards for New 
Development and Redevelopment (SWQC Manual) in August 2008. The SWQC Manual 
has the following goals: 

• Assist new development in reducing urban runoff pollution to prevent or minimize 
water quality impacts. 

• Provide standards for developers, design engineers, agency engineers, and 
planners to use in the selection, design, and implementation of General Site 
Design Control Measures for Low Impact Design (LID) and appropriate site-
specific source and treatment control measures. 

• Provide maintenance procedures to ensure that the selected control measures 
will be maintained to provide effective, long-term pollution control.  

LID is an approach to managing stormwater runoff that mimics the natural pre-
development hydrology of the site by using design techniques that infiltrate, filter, store, 
treat, evaporate, and detain stormwater runoff close to the source. Almost all areas of 
site design can incorporate LID measures, including residential landscaping, open 
space, streetscapes, parking lots, sidewalks, and medians. LID can be used in 
combination with traditional storm drain systems to infiltrate the smaller, more frequent 
storms, while allowing the larger storms to flow to pipes and basins for flood control 
(possibly with lower offsite costs than traditional non-LID systems). LID techniques offer 
great benefits to stormwater quality, especially for the smaller return interval storm 
events. LID will help reduce the amount of runoff entering the City’s system and will aid 
in recharging ground water. 

The infrastructure identified in this storm drainage technical report assumes that LID 
practices will be implemented with new development within the Ellis Program Sub-basin 
in conformance with the SWQC Manual and that the rates and volumes of runoff will be 
reduced when compared against developed condition runoff production in the absence 
of said measures.  

The Clean Water Act (CWA) was amended in 1972 to prohibit the discharge of 
pollutants to Waters of the United States from any point source unless the discharge is 
in compliance with a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. 
Section 402(p) was added to the CWA in 1987 to establish the framework for regulating 
municipal and industrial stormwater discharges under the NPDES program through a 
two-phase implementation plan. Phase I regulations were promulgated in 1990 and 
require large and medium size municipalities (population over 100,000) to comply with 
the NPDES municipal program. Phase II regulations were promulgated in 1999 and 
require small municipalities obtain coverage under the NPDES municipal program. The 
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City of Tracy is subject to the Phase II municipal program and has prepared a Storm 
Water Management Program (SWMP) to comply with the regulations (General Permit 
Number CAS000004, Water Quality Order No. 2003-0005-DWQ).  

The intent of the SWMP is to implement Best Management Practices to reduce the 
discharge of pollutants from the City to the Maximum Extent Practicable. The City’s 
current SWMP, dated September 2003, includes six program categories: 

• Public Education and Outreach 

• Public Involvement and Participation 

• Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination 

• Construction Site Storm Water Runoff Control 

• Post-Construction Storm Water Management in New Development and 
Redevelopment 

• Pollution Prevention and Good Housekeeping for Municipal Operations 

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) is in the process of creating a new 
Water Quality Order to replace Water Quality Order No. 2003-0005-DWQ. The new 
Water Quality Order will include additional requirements that Phase II municipalities will 
need to comply with. 
One of the most cost effective methods to improve the quality of stormwater runoff is to 
utilize detention basins that provide attenuation storage and opportunities for pollutants 
to settle and be retained within these basins prior to the stormwater being discharged 
into receiving waters. Detention basins have been used as an acceptable BMP to help 
the City achieve improvements in stormwater quality. Allowing urban runoff to flow 
through grassy swales and turf areas also provides a filtering mechanism that serves to 
improve the quality of urban runoff.  

On September 2, 2009, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) adopted a 
new Construction General Permit, or CGP (Order No. 2009-0009DWQ) that became 
effective and superseded the former CGP as of July 1, 2010.  New development within 
the Ellis Program Sub-basin will need to comply with the provisions of this new CGP. 
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9.0 Storm Drainage Fees and AB 1600 Findings 
Overview 

In determining program storm drainage impact fees, percent impervious cover formed 
the basis for allocating funding responsibility to different land uses proposed with future 
development within the Ellis Program Sub-basin.  Percent impervious values listed in 
Section 5.0 of this report were utilized in the impact fee analysis.  Application of percent 
impervious values to the impact fee analysis provides for a consistent approach that 
may be applied to new development within the Ellis Program Sub-basin and storm 
drainage connections from the existing churches to program storm drainage facilities.   

In determining the Westside Storm Drainage Fees that are required for new 
development within the Ellis Program Sub-basin to utilize excess capacity in existing 
downstream storm drainage facilities, runoff volume formed the basis for assessing the 
total fee and reimbursement responsibility.  Use of the runoff volume approach allows 
the effects of flow attenuation within the Ellis Program Sub-basin to be factored into 
consideration of the degree of fee and reimbursement responsibility that is warranted 
and appropriate.  Once the total level of Westside Storm Drainage Fee responsibility 
was determined for the Ellis Program Sub-basin on a runoff volume basis, percent 
impervious was then used to allocate the total fee responsibility among the different 
land use categories, consistent with the approach used in the impact fee analysis. 

Impact Fees 

The aggregate of new development within the Ellis Program Sub-basin (and existing 
churches that will utilize the program storm drainage infrastructure) will fund the 
program storm drainage infrastructure listed on the Preliminary Opinion of Probable 
Cost for the facilities (Exhibit B2).   

In order to establish an equitable fee structure, total areas for each proposed land use 
category within the Ellis Program Sub-basin were weighted according to their runoff 
production using their assigned percent impervious values.  The percent impervious 
approach assigns a lesser funding requirement on a per acre basis to a lower runoff 
producing land use (such as Residential Mixed Low, or RML) than the requirement that 
will be applied to a greater runoff producing land use (such as Industrial).  The total 
funding responsibility for each land use category was then divided by the total acreage 
for the land use category to yield a funding responsibility value (or impact fee value) for 
the land use category on a per acre basis.   

For residential land uses, the per acre impact fee amounts were divided by the 
proposed number of dwelling units for the land use category to yield values for impact 
fees per dwelling unit.  For those properties not in the Ellis Specific Plan or APN’s 240-
140-05 and 06 and having a Residential-Low Density proposed land use that did not 
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have a specific number of proposed dwelling units assigned to them, an average 
development density of 4.0 du/acre was assumed.  

Storm drainage impact fees to be applied to the different land use categories within the 
Ellis Program Sub-basin are derived and presented in the described manner on Exhibit 
B3 of this report. 

There is a proposed 16-acre school site located within the Ellis Specific Plan area (Sub-
basin W41).  The program storm drainage facilities that will serve the Ellis Program 
Sub-basin will have adequate capacity to accommodate storm runoff from this future 
school site.  The school site is an “excluded” parcel with respect to the derivation of 
storm drainage impact fees, and a proportional fee allocation of roughly $200,000 
attributable to the school site will be covered within the storm drainage impact fees that 
are charged to other development constituents.  

Westside Storm Drainage Fees 

The program storm drainage facilities that will serve new development within the Ellis 
Program Sub-basin will discharge to existing downstream trunk line storm drains and 
open channels within existing residential subdivisions draining to DET 5 and 
subsequently to existing flood control improvements associated with the City’s Westside 
Channel Outfall System downstream of DET 5.  In order to utilize excess capacity 
provided for in these downstream facilities, new development within the Ellis Program 
Sub-basin will be required to pay a Westside Storm Drainage Fee. 

The Westside Storm Drainage Fee has been determined for the use of facilities draining 
to DET 5, for the use of facilities discharging downstream of DET 5, and for the 
composite of downstream storm drainage facilities.  The fee derivation was based on 
determining the ratio of the runoff volume produced by new development in the Ellis 
Program Sub-basin to the total runoff volume produced by the sub-basins contributing 
to the C2 Channel that drains to DET 5 and to the overall Westside Channel Watershed 
and by subsequently applying these proportions to the total cost of the downstream 
facilities being utilized.  The analysis was performed for the 100-year 24-hour storm, 
which is the capacity of the downstream facilities.  Numerical information regarding 
runoff volumes was obtained from the HEC-HMS modeling of the Westside Channel 
Watershed performed for this storm drainage technical report, Appendix A-1.  

Calculation of the Westside Storm Drainage Fees included the following steps: 

1. Runoff Volume Calculation – Derived from the HEC-HMS model. 

2. Cost Estimate for Downstream Facilities to be Utilized – Cost estimates were 
prepared for components of downstream storm drainage facilities draining to 
DET 5 and components of the Westside Channel Outfall System facilities 
downstream of DET 5 that will be utilized for conveyance and storage of Ellis 



ELLIS PROGRAM SUB-BASIN 
STORM DRAINAGE TECHNICAL REPORT (FINAL) 
SEPTEMBER, 2012 
 
 

21 

Program Sub-basin runoff.  The cost estimate for the Westside Outfall System 
facilities included actual bid costs from the Westside Channel Outfall Project and 
unit costs and mark-ups that were being used by the City at or about the time 
frame for project construction.  This cost estimate is included in this report as 
Exhibit C1, and derived a downstream facility total of $23,826,088.  The cost 
estimate for the storm drainage facilities upstream of DET 5 utilized an 
extrapolation of Group 76 Drainage Improvements Fund 322 data and land 
acquisition unit costs and markups that were utilized in prior storm drainage 
analysis reports prepared for Plan “C”.  This cost estimate is included herein on 
Exhibit C2, and derived a downstream facility total of $1,074,714.  

3. Total Cost Obligation – The proportion of the new development runoff volume for 
the Ellis Program Sub-basin to the Westside Channel Watershed runoff volume 
and the runoff volume contributing to the C2 Channel draining to DET 5 were 
determined and multiplied by the estimated cost of the applicable downstream 
facilities as shown on Exhibit C3.  These calculations yielded a “gross” cost 
obligation for the use of facilities downstream of DET 5 and facilities upstream of 
DET 5.  Based on the upstream orientation of the Ellis Program Sub-basin within 
the overall Westside Channel Watershed and the significant degree of flow 
attenuation that will be provided by DET SL and DET 3A prior to discharge of 
Ellis Program Sub-basin runoff to downstream facilities, a 50% reduction 
adjustment was made to determine the fair share “net” cost obligations for the 
Ellis Program Sub-basin per Exhibit C3. 

4. Westside Storm Drainage Fees – Exhibit C4 provides the derivation of Westside 
Storm Drainage Fees recommended to be assessed to the different land use 
categories within the Ellis Program Sub-basin.  The derivation of these fees is 
based on the fair share “net” cost obligations derived on Exhibit C3 and uses the 
same approach to weighting percent impervious for each of the land use areas 
as was performed in deriving the storm drainage impact fees. 

Findings With Respect to the Mitigation Fee Act (AB 1600)  

This section provides the nexus findings for establishing development impact fees for 
storm drainage pursuant to the Mitigation Fee Act, California Government Code 
sections 66000, et seq., AB 1600. 
 
Description of assumptions and design criteria regarding existing level of service, 
including a description of the existing public facilities and the existing users 
 
Existing condition storm drainage facilities within the City include open channels, 
underground storm drains, and detention and retention basins.  Existing condition levels 
of service are a) 100-year design capacity for open channels and detention basins, b) 2 
times the 10-year 48-hour storm runoff volume for temporary retention basins, and c) 
either a 10-year or a 100-year design capacity for underground storm drains, depending 
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upon whether or not they are an integral part of the City’s drainage infrastructure or are 
considered to be lateral facilities.  Some of the City’s older, historical storm drainage 
facilities have a capacity that is less than the desired level of service and will eventually 
require upgrading via a source of funding other than Ellis Program Sub-basin impact 
fees and drainage fees. 
 
Description of assumptions regarding the type of development planned for the Ellis 
Program Sub-basin 
 
The Ellis Program Sub-basin consists of approximately 0.98 square miles of land 
bordered by Corral Hollow Road on the east, the Delta Mendota Canal (south of Linne 
Road) on the south, Lammers Road on the west and Valpico Road on the north.  
Proposed land uses include residential, commercial, industrial, public facilities, open 
space and existing churches.  The land uses and acreages for future development 
properties are shown on Exhibit A. 
  
Description of the impacts that new development within the Ellis Program Sub-basin will 
have on the level of service to existing City residents 
 
New development within the Ellis Program Sub-basin will significantly increase runoff 
rates and volumes resulting from storm events when compared with existing 
agricultural, vacant, and lower density land use conditions due to the construction of 
more efficient storm drainage conveyance elements and the increase in impervious 
ground cover.  These runoff increases will require the construction of new storm 
drainage facilities and flow attenuating BMPs serve the new development. 
 
Also, the new storm drainage facilities that will serve new Ellis Program Sub-basin 
development will connect to existing downstream drainage facilities.  Some excess 
capacity is available within these downstream facilities, and this excess capacity may be 
used by Ellis Program Sub-basin development.  However, Ellis program Sub-basin 
storm drainage infrastructure will need to be planned, designed, and constructed in a 
manner such that the required capacity will continue to exist in the downstream 
facilities.  This will be accomplished by providing stormwater detention within the Ellis 
Program Sub-basin and incorporating measures set forth per the City’s SWQC Manual 
to attenuate runoff rates. 
 
Ellis Program Sub-basin runoff will not be hydraulically connected with the City’s older, 
historical storm drains and will have no impact on their level of service.   
 
Description of the facilities required for the new development in the Ellis Program Sub-
basin to meet the City’s design criteria and level of service standards 
 
New storm drainage facilities that will be needed to serve new development within the 
Ellis Program sub-basin will include underground storm drains and detention basins.  
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The “program” storm drains are considered to be integral components of the storm 
drainage infrastructure.  New “program” storm drains and detention basins will have a 
100-year 24-hour return period storm capacity, consistent with City policy for master 
plan storm drainage facilities.  The required storm drainage facilities are shown on 
Exhibit B1.  Also, the existing downstream storm drainage facilities will retain their 
capacity to accommodate the 100-year 24-hour return period storm discharge after the 
completion of the “program” storm drainage infrastructure improvements serving the 
Ellis Program Sub-basin.   
 
Description of how new development within the Ellis Program Sub-basin will benefit 
from the new storm drainage facilities 
 
The new storm drainage facilities will benefit new development in the Ellis Program 
Sub-basin by providing proper control and conveyance of runoff generated by the 100-
year 24-hour return period storm.     
 
Pursuant to Government Code section 66005(a), an estimate of the total cost for 
providing the required public facilities necessary to support the buildout condition for the 
Ellis Program Sub-basin 
 
Exhibit B2 provides an opinion of probable cost for constructing the necessary program 
storm drainage improvements to serve Ellis Program Sub-basin.  These are considered 
to be reasonable order of magnitude estimates of costs that will be incurred to construct 
the required improvements, and have been corroborated with actual bids and 
experiences on prior storm drainage improvement projects.  The cost estimates assume 
full improvements for integral storm drainage facilities as well as provisions for design 
and planning, construction management, land acquisition, general contingency, and 
program administration.  The costs do not account for or include the following elements: 
 

• Storm drainage facilities that are internally needed to serve individual 
developments (onsite facilities). 

• Lateral storm drainage facilities that are components of street drainage, but are 
not considered an integral component of the City’s storm drainage 
infrastructure. 

• Temporary retention basins 
 
Description of the basis, or bases, upon which the total estimated cost of providing the 
required storm drainage facilities will be allocated 
 
The total estimated cost of providing the required storm drainage facilities to serve new 
development within the Ellis Program Sub-basin will be allocated to new development 
based on a proportional fair share analysis that utilizes a “percent impervious” approach 
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as described in this technical report.  The Westside Storm Drainage Fee required for 
new development in the Ellis Program Sub-basin to utilize excess capacity in existing 
downstream storm drainage facilities has been based on a “proportional runoff volume” 
assessment, and then allocated to Ellis Program Sub-basin properties utilizing the 
“percent impervious” approach. 
 
The Storm Drainage Impact Fees to fund new storm drainage infrastructure to serve the 
Ellis Program Sub-basin are derived and represented on Exhibit B3.  The Westside 
Storm Drainage Fees for new development within the Ellis Program Sub-basin to utilize 
excess capacity for runoff conveyance and storage in existing downstream storm 
drainage facilities are derived and represented on Exhibit C4. 
 
Findings with Respect to the Mitigation Fee Act 
 
This sub-section provides findings which comply with the requirements of California 
Government Code Section 66000, et seq.  The capital improvements to be funded by 
storm drainage impact fees and the fees required to utilize excess capacity in existing 
downstream facilities are required to mitigate the storm drainage impacts of new 
development within the Ellis Program Sub-basin, consistent with the land use and storm 
drainage policies set forth by the City.  The storm drainage impact fees are not being 
imposed to improve or correct deficiencies in existing condition service levels.  The 
impact fees and drainage fees are based on a storm drainage and fair-share cost 
analysis which:  1) determines capital improvements required to mitigate the storm 
drainage impacts of the buildout of new development within the Ellis Program Sub-
basin, 2) determines the fair share cost for new development in the Ellis Program Sub-
basin to utilize excess capacity in the existing downstream storm drainage facilities, and 
3) equitably distributes the costs of the improvements to the new development areas 
that cause the impacts, per the provisions of the Mitigation Fee Act. 
 
The Mitigation Fee Act requires mitigation fee programs incorporate the following basic 
requirements and information relating to reasonable relationship: 
 
• Identification of the purpose of the fee. 
• Identification of how the fee will be used. 
• Determination of how there is a reasonable relationship between the fee’s use and 

the type of development projects on which the fee is imposed. 
• Determination of how there is a reasonable relationship between the need for the 

public storm drainage facilities and the type of development projects on which the 
fee is imposed. 

• Determination of how there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the 
fee and the cost of the public storm drainage facilities (or portion of facilities) 
attributable to new development. 

 
The following findings address these requirements on reasonable relationship: 
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1. Identify the purpose of the fee.  The purpose of the fee is to provide a source of 

funding to be used to construct storm drainage facilities to serve new development 
within the Ellis Program Sub-basin and for new development within the Ellis Program 
Sub-basin to utilize excess capacity in existing downstream storm drainage facilities. 

2. Identify how the fee will be used.  The impact fees and drainage fees will be used to 
construct the needed program storm drainage facilities, including underground storm 
drains, detention basins, and appurtenant improvements and to utilize excess 
capacity in existing downstream storm drainage facilities. 

3. Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the fee’s use and the 
type of development projects on which the fee is imposed.  New development 
proposed within the Ellis Program Sub-basin will generate additional runoff during 
storm events.  The quantities and rates of runoff generated from new development 
exceed the amounts of runoff generated under existing land uses and create a need 
for the utilization of program and downstream storm drainage facilities.  The 
establishment of fees to fund storm drainage improvements required to serve and 
mitigate the impacts of new development and utilize excess capacity in existing 
downstream facilities is directly related to the type of new development anticipated 
based on relative rates and volumes of runoff production created by new 
development. 

4. Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the need for the public 
storm drainage facilities and the type of development on which the fee is imposed.  
Hydrologic and hydraulic technical evaluations have been performed to determine 
quantities and rates of runoff that will be generated by new development within the 
Ellis Program Sub-basin.  Based on these evaluations, relevant storm drainage 
infrastructure improvements have been recommended to serve said new 
development and proportional fair share responsibility to utilize excess capacity in 
existing downstream facilities have been derived.   

5. Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and 
the cost of the public storm drainage facilities (or portion of the facilities) attributable 
to new development.  Estimated costs of storm drainage infrastructure 
improvements that are needed to serve new development have been prepared and 
are presented in this storm drainage technical report.  These are considered to be 
reasonable order of magnitude estimates of costs that will be incurred to construct 
the required improvements, and have been corroborated with actual bids and 
experiences on prior storm drainage improvement projects and other storm drainage 
planning documents.  The Storm Drainage Impact Fees and Westside Storm 
Drainage Fees allocate a proportionally fair share amount of the estimated storm 
drainage infrastructure costs and benefits to the various proposed land uses 
associated with new development. 

 
 



City of Tracy 9-26-12 Exhibit A Property Listings

Planning Area or APN ID Development Status RML RMM RMH Church Commercial Industrial Public Facilities Excluded

Ellis Specific Plan Area Proposed 120.7 111.6 5.2 35.0 16.0 32.5 (PF & OS)*

240-140-05 and 06 Proposed 19.8 70.3 3.9 (PF & OS)*

253-020-11, and 12 (South Linne) Proposed 120.0

240-140-07, 08, 10, 11 and 29 Proposed 66.6

240-140-21 (Telecommunications) Existing 2.0

240-140-24 (St. Bernard's Church) Existing 18.4

240-140-28 (LDS Church) Existing 5.6

Totals 207.1 181.9 5.2 24.0 35.0 122.0 16.0 36.4

Total Acreage = 627.6 Acres
Total Acreage Less Excluded = 591.2 Acres
Total Residential Units for Combined Ellis Specific Plan Area and APN's 240-140-05 and 06 = 2,250 units

* PF & OS = Public Facilities and Open Space

Residential Dwelling Units Proposed 771** 1705*** 40****

**     370 (Ellis Specific Plan) + 135 (APN's 240-140-05 and 06) + 266 (remaining 66.6 acres @ 4.0 du/acre, avg. density)
***  1240 (Ellis Specific Plan) + 465 (APN's 240-140-05 and 06) 
**** Units for HMR Ellis Specific Plan Area

EXHIBIT A
ELLIS PROGRAM SUB-BASIN - LISTING OF PROPERTIES AND FUTURE LAND USES

September, 2012

RESIDENTIAL ACRES OTHER ACRES





City of Tracy 9-26-12
Exhibit B2 Program Opinion of Probable Cost

DESCRIPTION UNIT

ELLIS PROGRAM SUB-BASIN
Construction of Major Facilities

DET 3A (36 AF, plus 36 AF add'l excavation) 72 AF 10,000$        720,000$      

DET SL (17 AF, plus 8 AF add's excavation) 25 AF 10,000$        250,000$      

Construction of Storm Drains
12" SD 6,100 LF 75$               457,500$      

12" SD (Bore & Jack) 100 LF 500$             50,000$        

18" SD 4,200 LF 100$             420,000$      

18" SD (Bore & Jack) 100 LF 600$             60,000$        

42" SD 200 LF 350$             70,000$        

Other Items
Dewatering 1 LS 200,000$      200,000$      

UPTC/WPRR Crossing Agreements 2 EA 5,000$          10,000$        

WSID Crossing Agreement 1 EA 5,000$          5,000$          

Subtotal of Construction 2,242,500$   
Design & Planning @ 10% of Construction Subtotal 224,250$      
Construction Management @ 10% of Construction Subtotal 224,250$      
General Contingency @ 15% of Construction Subtotal 336,375$      
Program Administration @ 5% of Construction Subtotal 112,125$      
Land Acquisition

DET 3A 20.0 AC 100,000$      2,000,000$   

DET SL  8.0 AC 100,000$      800,000$      

18" SD Easement 1.9 AC 50,000$        95,000$        

Subtotal of Land Acquisition 2,895,000$   
TOTAL ESTIMATED COST 6,034,500$   

QTY UNIT                                                                                               
COST

TOTAL                                                                                            
COST

Exhibit B2
Preliminary Opinion of Probable Cost for Program Storm Drainage Infrastructure

ELLIS PROGRAM SUB-BASIN
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Exhibit B3 Program SD Fees

Area of 
Participating 

Properties in Ellis 
Program Sub-basin 

(acres)

Program Storm 
Drainage 

Infrastructure 
Cost

Land Use                                                                                              
Category

Acreage by 
Land Use 
Category

Percent                          
Impervious

Proportional 
Funding Factor 

(Land Use % 
times % 

Impervious)

Proportional 
Funding 

Responsibility 
(Funding Factor 

% of Total)

Total Fee 
Responsibility

Impact Fee 
(Per Acre)

Dwelling Units 
(Residential)

Impact Fee 
(Per 

Dwelling 
Unit)

Residential Mixed Low - RML 207.1 35.03% 16%                 0.0560 17.63%  $       1,063,918  $         5,137 771  $         1,380 

Residential Mixed Medium - RMM 181.9 30.77% 22%                 0.0677 21.29%  $       1,284,883  $         7,064 1705  $            754 

Residential Mixed High - RMH 5.2 0.88% 41%                 0.0036 1.13%  $            68,453  $       13,164 40  $         1,711 

Church 24.0 4.06% 90%                 0.0365 11.49%  $          693,525  $       28,897  N/A 

Public Facilities (Swim Center) 16.0 2.71% 38%                 0.0103 3.23%  $          195,214  $       12,201  N/A 

Commercial A - Standard Uses 24.0 4.06% 57%                 0.0231 7.28%  $          439,232  $       18,301  N/A 

Commercial B - Gravel Surface 11.0 1.86% 16%                 0.0030 0.94%  $            56,509  $         5,137  N/A 

Industrial 122.0 20.64% 57%                 0.1176 37.00%  $       2,232,764  $       18,301  N/A 

591.2 100.00%                 0.3179 100.00%  $       6,034,500 

591.2  $      6,034,500 

EXHIBIT B3

Program Storm Drainage Impact Fees

Proportional 
Land Use 

Area                    

ELLIS PROGRAM SUB-BASIN



City of Tracy 9-26-12 Exhibit C1 - Facilities Cost D/S of DET 5

Item Quantity Unit Unit Cost Total Cost

DET 5 to Old River (Total Cost) 1 LS 17,653,617        17,653,617        
Less Proportional Construction Staking 1 LS (20,000)              (20,000)              
Less Proportional Chain Link Fence 1 LS (20,000)              (20,000)              
Less Proportional Earthwork for Channels 1 LS (120,000)           (120,000)            
Less Proportional Bike Path 1 LS (125,000)           (125,000)            
Less Proportional Cast in Place CBC 1 LS (122,120)           (122,120)            
Less 36" Concrete Storm Drain Pipe 1 LS (274,498)           (274,498)            
Less Proportional 42" Concrete SD Pipe 1 LS (40,000)              (40,000)              
Less Allan Block Walls 1 LS (183,680)           (183,680)            
Less Concrete Channel Linings 1 LS (24,450)              (24,450)              
Less Grouted Rock Riprap 1 LS (194,740)           (194,740)            
Less Irrigation Junction Box & Grate 1 LS (7,800)                (7,800)                
Less Trash Rack @ GLR 1 LS (3,500)                (3,500)                
Less Proportional Landscape Planting 1 LS (380,000)           (380,000)            
Less Proportional Irrigation/Maintenance 1 LS (400,000)           (400,000)            
Less Proportional Channel Furniture 1 LS (35,000)              (35,000)              
Less CO3 (Reimbursed by Chevron) 1 LS (1,500,000)        (1,500,000)         
Less CO5 (Utilities, Byron) 1 LS (794,097)           (794,097)            
Less CO11 (Lammers/Byron Traffic) 1 LS (57,703)              (57,703)              
Less CO13 & CO14 (Fill Dirt @ Future Parks) 1 LS (49,500)              (49,500)              
"Add Back" DET 5 Cost Elements 1 LS 331,391             331,391              

Subtotal Construction 13,632,920        

Design & Planning @10% 1,363,292          

Program/Construction Management @ 10% 1,363,292          

Land Acquisition
C1(60) Channel 1.5 AC 60,000 90,000                
Dobler (30' Wide R/W) 1 AC 125,000 125,000              
Kuimelis/Robertson (30' Wide R/W) 2 AC 125,000 250,000              
DET 11 55 AC 45,000 2,475,000          

Program Implementation @ 5% 681,646              

Contingency @ 15% 2,044,938          

Amendment to Drainage Agreemt w/ WSID - 20 Years 1,800,000          

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST 23,826,088        

Note:  Actual bid costs and original estimated unit costs provide basis for this estimate.

SEPTEMBER, 2012

EXHIBIT C1
ELLIS PROGRAM SUB-BASIN - WESTSIDE STORM DRAINAGE FEE DATA

COST OF EXISTING DRAINAGE FACILITIES TO BE UTILIZED DOWNSTREAM OF DET 5



City of Tracy 9-26-12 Exhibit C2 - Facilities Cost U/S of DET 5

Item Quantity Unit Unit Cost Total Cost

30" SD 1 LS 50,000              50,000              
48" SD 1 LS 261,700            261,700            
2-42" SDs 1 LS 180,070            180,070            
C2 Channel Improvements 1 LS 111,260            111,260            
DET 5 Modifications 1 LS 57,480              57,480              

Subtotal Construction 660,510            

Design & Planning @10% 66,051              

Program/Construction Management @ 10% 66,051              

Land Acquisition
C2 Channel 1.2 AC 125,000 150,000            

Program Implementation @ 5% 33,026              

Contingency @ 15% 99,077              

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST 1,074,714         

Note:  Costs were extrapolated from Group 76 Drainage Improvements Fund 322 data and prior
          Storm Drainage Analysis reports prepared for Plan C.

SEPTEMBER, 2012

EXHIBIT C2
ELLIS PROGRAM SUB-BASIN - WESTSIDE STORM DRAINAGE FEE DATA

COST OF EXISTING DRAINAGE FACILITIES TO BE UTILIZED UPSTREAM OF DET 5



City of Tracy 9-26-12 Exhibit C3 - Cost Obligation

Ellis Program 
Sub-basin Runoff 

Volume             
(acre-feet)

Westside Channel 
Watershed Runoff 

Volume                
(acre-feet)*

Percent 
Runoff 

Volume

Cost of 
Facilities 

Used D/S of 
DET 5

Gross Cost 
Obligation 

(Facilities D/S 
of DET 5)

Reduction for 
Runoff 

Attenuation**

Net Cost 
Obligation 

(Facilities D/S 
of DET 5)

56.07 416.53 13.46% $23,826,088 $3,207,281 ($1,603,640) 1,603,640$    

Ellis Program 
Sub-basin Runoff 

Volume             
(acre-feet)

Runoff Volume at 
C2 Channel U/S of 

DET 5                
(acre-feet)

Percent 
Runoff 

Volume

Cost of 
Facilities 

Used U/S of 
DET 5

Gross Cost 
Obligation 

(Facilities U/S 
of DET 5)

Reduction for 
Runoff 

Attenuation**

Net Cost 
Obligation 

(Facilities U/S 
of DET 5)

56.07 136.19 41.17% $1,074,714 $442,464 ($221,232) 221,232$       

*   Excluding 2-square mile area covered by drainage agreement with WSID and excluding I-205 Specific Plan.

**  Based on upstream orientation within the watershed and the significant amount of flow attenuation provided
    by DET SL and DET 3A = 50% Reduction Factor

Note:  Runoff Volumes are for 100-year 24-hour storm.

SEPTEMBER, 2012

EXHIBIT C3
ELLIS PROGRAM SUB-BASIN

WESTSIDE STORM DRAINAGE FEE COST OBLIGATION



City of Tracy 9-26-12 Exhibit C4 - Westside Storm Drainage Fees

Area of 
Participating 

Properties In Ellis 
Program Sub-basin 

(acres)

Westside SD 
Cost Obligation 
(D/S of DET 5)

Land Use                                                                                              
Category

Acreage by 
Land Use 
Category

Percent                          
Impervious

Proportional 
Funding Factor 

(Land Use % 
times % 

Impervious)

Proportional 
Funding 

Responsibility 
(Funding Factor % 

of Total)

Westside SD Fee 
Responsibility 
(D/S of DET 5)

Westside SD Fee 
(Per Acre) For Use 
of Facilities D/S of 

DET 5

Dwelling Units 
(Residential)

Westside SD Fee 
(Per Dwelling Unit) 

For Use of 
Facilities D/S of 

DET 5

Residential Mixed Low - RML 207.1 35.03% 16%                    0.0560 17.63%  $               282,731  $                    1,365 771  $                        367 

Residential Mixed Medium - RMM 181.9 30.77% 22%                    0.0677 21.29%  $               341,452  $                    1,877 1705  $                        200 

Residential Mixed High - RMH 5.2 0.88% 41%                    0.0036 1.13%  $                 18,191  $                    3,498 40  $                        455 

Church 24.0 4.06% 90%                    0.0365 11.49%  $               184,301  $                    7,679 N/A

Public Facilities (Swim Center) 16.0 2.71% 38%                    0.0103 3.23%  $                 51,877  $                    3,242 N/A

Commercial A - Standard Uses 24.0 4.06% 57%                    0.0231 7.28%  $               116,724  $                    4,863 N/A

Commercial B - Gravel Surface 11.0 1.86% 16%                    0.0030 0.94%  $                 15,017  $                    1,365 N/A

Industrial 122.0 20.64% 57%                    0.1176 37.00%  $               593,347  $                    4,863 N/A

591.2 100.00%                    0.3179 100.00%  $            1,603,640 

Area of 
Participating 

Properties In Ellis 
Program Sub-basin 

(acres)

Westside SD 
Cost Obligation 
(U/S of DET 5)

Land Use                                                                                              
Category

Acreage by 
Land Use 
Category

Percent                          
Impervious

Proportional 
Funding Factor 

(Land Use % 
times % 

Impervious)

Proportional 
Funding 

Responsibility 
(Funding Factor % 

of Total)

Westside SD Fee 
Responsibility 
(U/S of DET 5)

Westside SD Fee 
(Per Acre) For Use 
of Facilities U/S of 

DET 5

Dwelling Units 
(Residential)

Westside SD Fee 
(Per Dwelling Unit) 

For Use of 
Facilities U/S of 

DET 5

Residential Mixed Low - RML 207.1 35.03% 16%                    0.0560 17.63%  $                 39,005  $                       188 771  $                          51 

Residential Mixed Medium - RMM 181.9 30.77% 22%                    0.0677 21.29%  $                 47,105  $                       259 1705  $                          28 

Residential Mixed High - RMH 5.2 0.88% 41%                    0.0036 1.13%  $                   2,510  $                       483 40  $                          63 

Church 24.0 4.06% 90%                    0.0365 11.49%  $                 25,425  $                    1,059 N/A

Public Facilities (Swim Center) 16.0 2.71% 38%                    0.0103 3.23%  $                   7,157  $                       447 N/A

Commercial A - Standard Uses 24.0 4.06% 57%                    0.0231 7.28%  $                 16,103  $                       671 N/A

Commercial B - Gravel Surface 11.0 1.86% 16%                    0.0030 0.94%  $                   2,072  $                       188 N/A

Industrial 122.0 20.64% 57%                    0.1176 37.00%  $                 81,856  $                       671 N/A

591.2 100.00%                    0.3179 100.00%  $               221,232 

Area of 
Participating 

Properties In Ellis 
Program Sub-basin 

(acres)

Total Westside 
SD Cost 

Obligation

Land Use                                                                                              
Category

Acreage by 
Land Use 
Category

Percent                          
Impervious

Proportional 
Funding Factor 

(Land Use % 
times % 

Impervious)

Proportional 
Funding 

Responsibility 
(Funding Factor % 

of Total)

Total Westside 
SD Fee 

Responsibility

Total Westside            
SD Fee                  

(Per Acre)

Dwelling Units 
(Residential)

Total Westside SD 
Fee (Per Dwelling 

Unit)

Residential Mixed Low - RML 207.1 35.03% 16%                    0.0560 17.63%  $               321,736  $                    1,554 771  $                        417 

Residential Mixed Medium - RMM 181.9 30.77% 22%                    0.0677 21.29%  $               388,557  $                    2,136 1705  $                        228 

Residential Mixed High - RMH 5.2 0.88% 41%                    0.0036 1.13%  $                 20,701  $                    3,981 40  $                        518 

Church 24.0 4.06% 90%                    0.0365 11.49%  $               209,726  $                    8,739 N/A

Public Facilities (Swim Center) 16.0 2.71% 38%                    0.0103 3.23%  $                 59,034  $                    3,690 N/A

Commercial A - Standard Uses 24.0 4.06% 57%                    0.0231 7.28%  $               132,827  $                    5,534 N/A

Commercial B - Gravel Surface 11.0 1.86% 16%                    0.0030 0.94%  $                 17,089  $                    1,554 N/A

Industrial 122.0 20.64% 57%                    0.1176 37.00%  $               675,202  $                    5,534 N/A

591.2 100.00%                    0.3179 100.00%  $            1,824,872 

591.2  $       1,824,872 

Proportional 
Land Use Area                    

Proportional 
Land Use Area                    

591.2  $           221,232 

Proportional 
Land Use Area                    

591.2  $       1,603,640 

EXHIBIT C4
ELLIS PROGRAM SUB-BASIN

Westside Storm Drainage Fees



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX A-1 
 

HEC-HMS Hydrologic Model Data  



Westside Watershed ‐ 100‐yr Peak Flows

Hydrologic Element Drainage Area (MI2) Peak Discharge (CFS) Time of Peak   Volume (AC‐FT)
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
W02        0.4975 42.87 12Apr2010, 13:28 32.63
RCP4        0.4975 42.87 12Apr2010, 13:32 32.63
W10        0.2163 44.45 12Apr2010, 11:20 17.7
RCP2        0.2163 44.37 12Apr2010, 11:28 17.7
W03        0.0243 6.6 12Apr2010, 11:00 2.27
RCP1        0.0243 6.59 12Apr2010, 11:08 2.27
COMB 1       0.2406 50.22 12Apr2010, 11:24 19.97
W09        0.209 62.41 12Apr2010, 11:20 24.49
COMB2       0.4496 112.5 12Apr2010, 11:20 44.45
W04        0.034 7.7 12Apr2010, 11:16 3.03
RCP3        0.034 7.7 12Apr2010, 11:24 3.03
COMB 3       0.4836 120.16 12Apr2010, 11:20 47.48
COMB 4       0.9811 137.05 12Apr2010, 11:24 80.11
DET2A       0.9811 5.29 13Apr2010, 03:52 19.45
CP1        0.9811 5.29 13Apr2010, 04:12 19.31
W01        0.2162 26.51 12Apr2010, 11:56 13.95
RCP5        0.2162 26.5 12Apr2010, 12:04 13.95
W08        0.1288 17.85 12Apr2010, 12:04 9.67
COMB 5       0.345 44.35 12Apr2010, 12:04 23.62
W05        0.0633 7.73 12Apr2010, 11:56 4.08
CP7        0.4083 52 12Apr2010, 12:04 27.7
W11        0.0812 23.98 12Apr2010, 10:56 7.63
W11A        0.0319 18.33 12Apr2010, 10:36 4.24
RR03        0.0319 18.23 12Apr2010, 10:40 4.24
Junction‐1     0.1131 39.12 12Apr2010, 10:48 11.87
DET2B       0.5214 5 12Apr2010, 07:56 24.45
CP8        1.5025 10.29 13Apr2010, 04:12 43.76
RC1 1C       1.5025 10.29 13Apr2010, 04:40 43.29
W12        0.0362 6.22 12Apr2010, 11:24 2.62
CP5        1.5387 11.22 12Apr2010, 11:24 45.91
RCP6        1.5387 11.09 12Apr2010, 11:40 45.61
W21        0.2483 17.32 12Apr2010, 13:12 13.36
RPCP7       0.2483 17.32 12Apr2010, 13:20 13.36
W15        0.1238 9.72 12Apr2010, 12:36 6.66
W14        0.1224 8.84 12Apr2010, 12:20 5.81
Junction‐2     0.4945 34.61 12Apr2010, 12:48 25.84
RCP8        0.4945 34.58 12Apr2010, 13:08 25.84
W16        0.1354 11.01 12Apr2010, 12:20 7.11
W17        0.1251 7.77 12Apr2010, 12:48 5.76
Junction‐3     0.755 52.39 12Apr2010, 12:56 38.71
Reach‐1      0.755 52.38 12Apr2010, 13:00 38.71
W18        0.0655 6.38 12Apr2010, 12:00 3.66
CP6        2.3592 66.48 12Apr2010, 12:52 87.98
RCP9        2.3592 66.43 12Apr2010, 13:04 87.7
W19        0.1877 10.93 12Apr2010, 13:28 9.05



Westside Watershed ‐ 100‐yr Peak Flows

W20        0.1292 15.39 12Apr2010, 12:08 8.68
CP9        2.6761 89.39 12Apr2010, 12:56 105.43
W23        0.2573 15.17 12Apr2010, 12:48 11.31
W22        0.2517 13.6 12Apr2010, 12:48 10.34
RPCP11       0.2517 13.6 12Apr2010, 12:56 10.34
CP11        0.509 28.74 12Apr2010, 12:52 21.65
RPCP9       0.509 28.73 12Apr2010, 13:00 21.65
Junction‐5     3.1851 118.12 12Apr2010, 12:56 127.08
W25        0.0967 11.75 12Apr2010, 11:56 6.24
RCP12       0.0967 11.74 12Apr2010, 12:00 6.24
W26        0.0602 7.83 12Apr2010, 11:44 3.88
CP12        0.1569 19.43 12Apr2010, 11:52 10.12
Reach‐2      0.1569 19.42 12Apr2010, 11:56 10.12
Junction‐6     3.342 132.81 12Apr2010, 12:44 137.2
RCP13       3.342 132.76 12Apr2010, 12:52 137.08
W24        0.1291 14.06 12Apr2010, 11:56 7.88
CP13        3.4711 143.96 12Apr2010, 12:44 144.96
RCP17       3.4711 143.88 12Apr2010, 12:48 144.86
W27        0.1234 15.63 12Apr2010, 12:04 8.63
RCP14       0.1234 15.63 12Apr2010, 12:12 8.63
W28        0.0669 9.04 12Apr2010, 11:40 4.32
CP14        0.1903 23.73 12Apr2010, 11:56 12.95
RPCP15       0.1903 23.72 12Apr2010, 12:00 12.95
W29        0.0429 6.84 12Apr2010, 11:16 2.77
CP15        0.2332 28.63 12Apr2010, 11:52 15.72
RPCP16       0.2332 28.61 12Apr2010, 11:56 15.72
W29A        0.0166 5.36 12Apr2010, 10:52 1.58
C W29A       0.2498 30.69 12Apr2010, 11:48 17.29
RRW29A       0.2498 30.68 12Apr2010, 11:56 17.29
W30        0.0787 9.04 12Apr2010, 11:56 4.9
CP16        0.3285 39.72 12Apr2010, 11:56 22.19
RR W30       0.3285 39.69 12Apr2010, 12:00 22.19
W31        0.0342 5.08 12Apr2010, 11:08 2.03
CP17        0.3627 42.8 12Apr2010, 11:52 24.22
W34        0.1558 12.52 12Apr2010, 12:04 7.67
W33        0.0529 7.18 12Apr2010, 11:28 3.28
W47        0.042 7.73 12Apr2010, 11:00 2.71
RR W47       0.042 7.7 12Apr2010, 11:08 2.71
ADDW33       0.0949 14.41 12Apr2010, 11:16 5.99
RR W33       0.0949 14.39 12Apr2010, 11:40 5.98
W32        0.0916 15.02 12Apr2010, 11:04 5.67
RP17A       0.0916 15.01 12Apr2010, 11:12 5.67
Junction‐7     4.1761 208.4 12Apr2010, 12:24 188.4
RCP18A       4.1761 208.22 12Apr2010, 12:32 188.24
W36        0.0459 3.89 12Apr2010, 11:40 2.13
CP18A       4.222 211.18 12Apr2010, 12:32 190.37
RCP18       4.222 211.06 12Apr2010, 12:36 190.28



Westside Watershed ‐ 100‐yr Peak Flows

W35        0.0792 10.1 12Apr2010, 11:52 5.4
CP18        4.3012 219.43 12Apr2010, 12:32 195.69
RCP19       4.3012 219.15 12Apr2010, 12:44 195.44
W38        0.0984 9.35 12Apr2010, 12:16 5.72
W37        0.0778 7.04 12Apr2010, 11:32 3.58
RPCP19       0.0778 7.04 12Apr2010, 11:36 3.58
CP19        0.1762 15.57 12Apr2010, 11:56 9.3
RCP20       0.1762 15.48 12Apr2010, 12:04 9.3
CP20        4.4774 232.87 12Apr2010, 12:44 204.73
Reach‐6      4.4774 232.67 12Apr2010, 12:48 204.62
W41        0.502 37.09 12Apr2010, 12:20 24.41
W40        0.1875 42.67 12Apr2010, 11:28 18.14
DET SL       0.1875 1 12Apr2010, 11:32 4.56
RPCP21       0.1875 1 14Apr2010, 15:56 4.5
CP21        0.6895 38.09 12Apr2010, 12:20 28.91
RCP22       0.6895 38.06 12Apr2010, 12:36 28.89
W41A        0.243 11.51 12Apr2010, 12:20 8.35
W41B        0.045 20.57 12Apr2010, 10:40 5.17
CP22        0.9775 53.2 12Apr2010, 12:28 42.41
RRCP3A       0.9775 53.2 12Apr2010, 12:28 42.41
DET 3A       0.9775 2.63 13Apr2010, 04:20 10.26
RCP26       0.9775 2.63 13Apr2010, 04:40 10.17
W49        0.4703 33.31 12Apr2010, 14:00 28.31
CP26        1.4478 34.6 12Apr2010, 14:04 38.48
RCP27       1.4478 34.59 12Apr2010, 14:04 38.46
W51        0.0546 4.92 12Apr2010, 11:40 2.63
CPW51       1.5024 36.72 12Apr2010, 14:00 41.09
RR W51       1.5024 36.71 12Apr2010, 14:04 41.07
W52        0.1002 16.53 12Apr2010, 11:32 7.22
J1         1.6026 42.74 12Apr2010, 13:48 48.29
RRW52       1.6026 42.74 12Apr2010, 13:48 48.28
W50        0.1974 28.09 12Apr2010, 12:00 16.39
W80        0.0927 17.66 12Apr2010, 11:24 8.85
RR 06       0.0927 17.61 12Apr2010, 11:32 8.85
W81        0.0477 7.19 12Apr2010, 11:20 2.97
RR 08       0.0477 7.18 12Apr2010, 11:24 2.97
CP 3B       0.3378 50.62 12Apr2010, 11:40 28.21
DET 3B       0.3378 0.75 13Apr2010, 06:12 3.04
RCP28       0.3378 0.75 13Apr2010, 06:24 3.02
W54        0.0535 8.62 12Apr2010, 11:32 3.76
CP28        1.9939 46.49 12Apr2010, 13:40 55.06
RR W54       1.9939 46.49 12Apr2010, 13:40 55.03
W39        0.2435 26.65 12Apr2010, 12:20 16.36
RPCP20       0.2435 26.64 12Apr2010, 12:24 16.36
W53        0.1574 18.59 12Apr2010, 12:00 9.99
DET5        6.8722 196.3 12Apr2010, 15:44 285.32
RWCR11       6.8722 196.28 12Apr2010, 15:48 285.14



Westside Watershed ‐ 100‐yr Peak Flows

W55        0.0833 10.78 12Apr2010, 11:48 5.42
W56        0.04 17.9 12Apr2010, 10:52 5.33
RPCP29       0.04 17.88 12Apr2010, 10:56 5.33
CP29        6.9955 201.91 12Apr2010, 15:40 295.89
RCP29       6.9955 201.91 12Apr2010, 15:44 295.81
W57        0.1038 15.29 12Apr2010, 11:52 7.65
W54A        0.085 11.07 12Apr2010, 11:44 5.5
CPBYRN       0.085 11.06 12Apr2010, 11:52 5.5
Junction‐10    7.1843 210.42 12Apr2010, 15:28 308.96
RR 01       7.1843 210.41 12Apr2010, 15:32 308.79
W84        0.2047 29.43 12Apr2010, 11:40 13.79
W82        0.0918 12.52 12Apr2010, 11:44 6.1
RR 02       0.0918 12.51 12Apr2010, 11:56 6.1
W83        0.0388 10.69 12Apr2010, 11:00 3.39
Reach‐3      0.0388 10.68 12Apr2010, 11:04 3.39
COBFD       0.3353 48.25 12Apr2010, 11:40 23.28
DET CP       0.3353 8.54 12Apr2010, 14:44 8.38
RR 04       0.3353 8.54 12Apr2010, 14:56 8.38
W85        0.1066 16.67 12Apr2010, 11:52 8.08
COMB        0.4419 16.67 12Apr2010, 11:52 16.46
CPBERG       7.6262 224.46 12Apr2010, 15:20 325.25
CP15MD       7.6262 224.46 12Apr2010, 15:28 325.04
W86        0.2557 36.89 12Apr2010, 12:36 25.13
CW86        7.8819 244.4 12Apr2010, 14:56 350.18
RP16MD       7.8819 244.39 12Apr2010, 15:00 350.1
W94        0.1343 68.23 12Apr2010, 10:44 18.06
CP1WMD       8.0162 252.38 12Apr2010, 15:00 368.17
W87        0.0716 26.25 12Apr2010, 10:52 7.53
ADD10       8.0878 256.13 12Apr2010, 15:00 375.69
RRW87       8.0878 256.05 12Apr2010, 15:00 375.64
W88        0.1572 41.63 12Apr2010, 11:20 16.39
ADD11       8.245 265.3 12Apr2010, 15:00 392.03
RRW88       8.245 265.27 12Apr2010, 15:04 391.89
W89        0.2343 63.45 12Apr2010, 11:20 24.64
ADDALL       8.4793 321.09 12Apr2010, 11:32 416.53
W93        0.6116 187.93 12Apr2010, 11:20 74.39
W90        0.25 56.45 12Apr2010, 11:36 25.18
RRW90       0.25 56.42 12Apr2010, 11:44 25.18
Junction‐8     0.25 56.42 12Apr2010, 11:44 25.18
Reach‐7      0.25 56.39 12Apr2010, 11:52 25.18
Junction‐4     0.8616 237.36 12Apr2010, 11:28 99.56
W92        0.1656 20.39 12Apr2010, 11:48 9.77
W91        0.0835 23.78 12Apr2010, 11:12 8.78
ADD 12       0.2491 41.16 12Apr2010, 11:28 18.55
DET 11       9.59 10 12Apr2010, 03:44 50.65
W65        0.1453 18.66 12Apr2010, 11:56 9.99
W66        0.1391 12.43 12Apr2010, 12:56 8.68



Westside Watershed ‐ 100‐yr Peak Flows

W64B        0.016 5.76 12Apr2010, 10:48 1.64
DET 65       0.3004 1 12Apr2010, 12:00 4.51
W64        0.0507 6.74 12Apr2010, 11:20 3.03
W64A        0.0384 12.64 12Apr2010, 11:00 4.04
DET V       0.0384 2 12Apr2010, 00:00 4.05
ADDW64       0.0891 8.74 12Apr2010, 11:20 7.08
RCP1MD       0.0891 8.74 12Apr2010, 11:24 7.1
CP1MD       0.3895 9.52 12Apr2010, 11:28 11.62
RCP2MD       0.3895 9.51 12Apr2010, 11:28 11.62
CP2MD       0.3895 9.51 12Apr2010, 11:28 11.62
DET C       0.3895 4.09 12Apr2010, 21:00 6.86
RCP3MD       0.3895 4.09 12Apr2010, 21:00 6.85
W67A        0.0235 7.39 12Apr2010, 10:52 2.2
RW67A       0.0235 7.36 12Apr2010, 10:56 2.2
W67        0.0139 8.08 12Apr2010, 10:36 1.84
CP3MD       0.4269 14.06 12Apr2010, 10:44 10.9
Reach‐4      0.4269 14.02 12Apr2010, 10:48 10.88
W68        0.1715 33.35 12Apr2010, 11:36 14.68
RCP4MD       0.1715 33.34 12Apr2010, 11:40 14.68
W69        0.0886 17.63 12Apr2010, 11:28 7.27
W70        0.0391 8.05 12Apr2010, 11:36 3.56
CP4MD       0.7261 66.07 12Apr2010, 11:28 36.38
RCP5MD       0.7261 66.03 12Apr2010, 11:32 36.38
W71        0.0563 9.99 12Apr2010, 11:44 4.67
CP5MD       0.7824 75.74 12Apr2010, 11:32 41.05
RCP6MD       0.7824 75.68 12Apr2010, 11:36 41.04
W72        0.1073 17.86 12Apr2010, 11:36 7.92
CP6MD       0.8897 93.53 12Apr2010, 11:36 48.96
RCP7D       0.8897 93.51 12Apr2010, 11:36 48.96
W73        0.049 6.84 12Apr2010, 11:36 3.2
CP7MD       0.9387 100.35 12Apr2010, 11:36 52.15
RCP8MD       0.9387 100.22 12Apr2010, 11:36 52.14
W74        0.1336 29.29 12Apr2010, 11:44 13.51
CP8MD       1.0723 129.49 12Apr2010, 11:40 65.66
RCP9MD       1.0723 129.42 12Apr2010, 11:40 65.65
W68B        0.0916 16.22 12Apr2010, 11:52 8
W63        0.0265 14.09 12Apr2010, 10:44 3.56
W68A        0.0491 11.28 12Apr2010, 11:36 5.03
CW68A       0.1407 27.26 12Apr2010, 11:48 13.04
RRW68A       0.1407 27.24 12Apr2010, 11:48 13.04
W77        0.1044 29.81 12Apr2010, 11:12 10.89
CW77        0.2451 53.1 12Apr2010, 11:24 23.92
RRW77       0.2451 53.05 12Apr2010, 11:28 23.92
W76        0.0885 14.91 12Apr2010, 11:40 6.79
CP10MD       0.3336 67.53 12Apr2010, 11:28 30.71
Reach‐5      0.3336 67.5 12Apr2010, 11:32 30.71
W78        0.1893 32.85 12Apr2010, 11:56 16.48



Westside Watershed ‐ 100‐yr Peak Flows

RR W78       0.1893 32.83 12Apr2010, 12:04 16.48
W75        0.1387 22.11 12Apr2010, 11:56 11.1
CP9MD       1.7339 248.57 12Apr2010, 11:44 123.95
RCP31       1.7339 248.51 12Apr2010, 11:44 123.94
W58        0.1195 19.34 12Apr2010, 11:40 8.96
RWCR13       0.1195 19.1 12Apr2010, 12:04 8.95
W59        0.0517 7.61 12Apr2010, 11:28 3.35
ADDW59       0.1712 25.39 12Apr2010, 11:56 12.3
RR W59       0.1712 25.17 12Apr2010, 12:12 12.3
W60        0.0737 16.47 12Apr2010, 11:24 6.63
W61        0.0731 14.07 12Apr2010, 11:40 6.29
CP31        0.318 50.85 12Apr2010, 11:52 25.22
CP31MD       2.0519 298.81 12Apr2010, 11:44 149.16
RP11MD       2.0519 298.71 12Apr2010, 11:48 149.15
W79        0.0595 22.27 12Apr2010, 11:00 7.16
CP11MD       2.1379 315.42 12Apr2010, 11:44 159.88
RP1WMD       2.1379 315.16 12Apr2010, 11:48 159.85
DIV2        2.1379 170.16 12Apr2010, 11:48 23.73
W43        0.761 39.73 12Apr2010, 13:56 32.41
OUT2        0.761 39.73 12Apr2010, 13:56 32.41
W46        0.1813 12.12 12Apr2010, 12:28 7.68
OUT4        0.1813 12.12 12Apr2010, 12:28 7.68
W45        0.0585 8.97 12Apr2010, 11:16 3.34
OUT1        0.0585 8.97 12Apr2010, 11:16 3.34
W44        0.0509 7.97 12Apr2010, 11:12 2.91
OUT3        0.0509 7.97 12Apr2010, 11:12 2.91



Project: tracy_westside
Simulation Run: 100−yr 24−hr Reservoir: DET SL

Start of Run: 12Apr2010, 00:00 Basin Model: Basin 1
End of Run: 14Apr2010, 15:56 Meteorologic Model: Met 1
Compute Time: 06Oct2010, 15:43:42 Control Specifications: Control 1

Volume Units: AC−FT

Computed Results

Peak Inflow : 42.67 (CFS) Date/Time of Peak Inflow : 12Apr2010, 11:28
Peak Outflow : 1.00 (CFS) Date/Time of Peak Outflow : 12Apr2010, 11:32
Total Inflow : 18.14 (AC−FT) Peak Storage : 16.64 (AC−FT)
Total Outflow : 4.56 (AC−FT) Peak Elevation : 112.63 (FT)



Project: tracy_westside
Simulation Run: 100−yr 24−hr Reservoir: DET 3A

Start of Run: 12Apr2010, 00:00 Basin Model: Basin 1
End of Run: 14Apr2010, 15:56 Meteorologic Model: Met 1
Compute Time: 06Oct2010, 15:43:42 Control Specifications: Control 1

Volume Units: AC−FT

Computed Results

Peak Inflow : 53.20 (CFS) Date/Time of Peak Inflow : 12Apr2010, 12:28
Peak Outflow : 2.63 (CFS) Date/Time of Peak Outflow : 13Apr2010, 04:20
Total Inflow : 42.41 (AC−FT) Peak Storage : 36.35 (AC−FT)
Total Outflow : 10.26 (AC−FT) Peak Elevation : 99.63 (FT)
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Ellis Program 

Parks Impact Fee Study 

December 2012 

 
  
I.  Introduction 

As a result of increased population, all new development in a community creates additional 
demands on public facilities provided by local government.  If the supply of facilities is not 
increased to satisfy the additional demand, the quality of public services for the entire community 
will deteriorate.  The purpose of this study is to analyze the impact of the Ellis Program on parks 
and recreation facilities in the City of Tracy, to ensure that the City’s established level of service 
is maintained, and to calculate fair and equitable development impact fees based on that 
analysis.  

The Ellis Program currently contains a 321 acre parcel located between Lammers Road and 
Corral Hollow Road along the north side of the Union Pacific rail line.  The Ellis Program area 
consists of 505 residential mixed low density, 1705 residential mixed medium density, and 40 
residential mixed high density units. 

The Ellis Program park acreage includes multi-purpose paths and trails that are eight feet or 
wider and connect to the City path, trail or bikeway system and may be eligible for Neighborhood 
Park credits. 
 
Surland’s Consultant, Gates & Associates, provided cost estimates and facility plans for the 
Neighborhood Parks needed to serve the Ellis Program.  These cost estimates have been 
reviewed by Harris & Associates and appear to be appropriate for the facilities required.   
 
The City’s Park Master Plan requires 3 acres of neighborhood park per 1000 people and 1 acre 
of community park per 1000 people.  It is assumed that there are 3.3 people per residential 
mixed low density unit, 2.7 people per residential mixed medium density unit, and 2.2 people per 
residential mixed high density unit.  Based on these requirements, a total of 19.1 acres of 
neighborhood parks are required to be built by the Ellis Program.  In addition, the Ellis Program 
is responsible for funding 6.4 acres of community park.   
 
The Ellis program will pay a community park fee towards the community park requirement, 
unless the city accepts the Ellis Program contribution towards the swim center, then the 
contribution will be in lieu of any community park fee requirements, and the Ellis Program’s 
community park obligation will be met for the Ellis Program’s 2250 allowed dwelling units.   
 
The acreage requirements are summarized below: 
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Landuse No. Units People/Unit Total 
Population

Total Required 
Acreage 

(Neighborhood)

Total Required 
Acreage 

(Community)

RML 505 3.3 1666.5 5.0 1.7
RMM 1705 2.7 4603.5 13.8 4.6
RMH 40 2.2 88 0.3 0.1
Total 2250 8.2 6358 19.1 6.4

Required Acreage Calculation

 

II.  Neighborhood Parks 

Construction of the parks will be in accordance with Section 4.6 and 5.2 of the Ellis Specific 
Plan. 

The amenities required to serve the projected populations of the Ellis Program are shown in the 
table below.  The table also shows the facilities that are planned to be built as part of the Ellis 
Program.  These planned facilities are then used to determine the cost estimates for the parks in 
the Ellis Program. 

   

Amenity   Required Planned

1 full play area per 3,000 (includes 2‐5 AND 5‐12) 2.1 4

1 small play or play element per 2,000 3.2 2

1 water play element per 2,500 2.5 2

1 basketball per 3,500 (half basketball permitted) 1.8 2

1 tennis per 5,000 1.3 2

1 multi‐purpose (bantam soccer) field (minimum 160'x190') per 2,500 2.5 4

1 large picnic area (4 tables) per 1,500 4.2 6

1 small picnic area (2 tables) per 2,500 2.5 4

Amenity Requirements ‐ Neighborhood Parks

 

Based on the cost estimates provided by Gates & Associates, the following table summarizes 
the park program costs associated with the Neighborhood Parks for the Ellis Program.  The 
detailed cost estimates are included in Appendix A to this report.  A 40% mark-up has been 
added to account for design (10%), construction management (10%), program management 
(5%) and contingency (15%).    In addition, the cost of the land has been estimated at $100,000 
per acre. 
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Basic Improvements Quantity Units Cost Total
Base Park Acre 19.07 AC 235,092$           4,484,145$          
Amenities 0 0 -$                   -$                    
Basketball 2 EA 47,201$             94,402$               
Play Area (full) 4 EA 256,839$           1,027,356$          
Play Area (small) 2 EA 86,653$             173,306$             
Play Element 2 EA 43,566$             87,132$               
Water Play Element 2 EA 19,800$             39,600$               
Bocce 2 EA 33,352$             66,704$               
Picnic Small 4 EA 11,858$             47,432$               
Picnic Large 6 EA 20,614$             123,684$             
Shade Structure 6 ALLOW 75,000$             450,000$             
Tennis 2 EA 74,718$             149,436$             
Soccer/T-ball Multi-use Field 4 EA 8,382$               33,528$               
Open Green/Volleyball/Badminton 7  Included in base -$                   -$                    
Skate Spot 2 EA 24,500$             49,000$               
Dog Park 2 EA 39,754$             79,508$               
Drinking Fountain 6 EA 6,000$               36,000$               
Fountain/Gazebo 2 ALLOW 30,000$             60,000$               
Information Kiosk 2 EA 10,000$             20,000$               
Focal Element (allowance) 6 ALLOW 20,000$             120,000$             
Ornamental Garden 4 ALLOW 23,705$             94,820$               
Park Sign Large 6 ALLOW 10,000$             60,000$               
Park Sign Small 6 ALLOW 5,000$               30,000$               
Total Program Cost -$                   7,326,053$          
Mark-up for Soft Costs (40%) -$                   2,930,421$          
Land Acquisition 19.07 AC 100,000$           1,907,400$          
Total Cost -$                   12,163,874$        

Total Park Program Costs - Neighborhood Parks

 

The total cost of the program is divided by the estimated number of people generated by the Ellis 
Program to determine a cost per capita.  This cost is then converted into a fee per unit for 
residential mixed low density, residential mixed medium density and residential mixed high 
density based on the assumed number of people per unit for each use.  The cost per capita as 
well as the fees are summarized in the following table: 

                                   

Total Cost 12,163,874$             
Overall per-acre cost 637,720$                  
Per Capita Cost 1,913$                      
RML Fee 6,313$                      
RMM Fee 5,166$                      
RMH Fee 4,209$                      

Neighborhood Park Fee Calculation
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The developer will have the option of entering into an agreement with the City to design and 
construct the neighborhood parks in-lieu of paying fees (including, but not limited to, 
improvements, amenities, design, construction management, program management, and 
contingency mark-ups, and right of way acquisition/land cost). 
 
III.  Community Park 
Based on the cost estimates provided by Gates & Associates, the following table summarizes 
the park program costs associated with the Community Park Fee for the Ellis Program.  A 40% 
mark-up has been added to account for design (10%), construction management (10%), 
program management (5%) and contingency (15%).    In addition, the cost of the land has been 
estimated at $100,000 per acre. 

 
Community Parks 

Amenity Cost/ac 
Land Acquisition  $       100,000  
Park Construction  $       321,000  
Mark-up for Soft Costs (40%)  $       129,000  
Total Cost per Acre  $       550,000  
 
 
 

The cost per capital is calculated by dividing the cost per acres by 1000, as one acre of 
community park is required per 1000 new residents.  This cost is then converted into a fee per 
unit for residential mixed low density, residential mixed medium density and residential mixed 
high density based on the assumed number of people per unit for each use.  The cost per capita 
as well as the fees are summarized in the following table: 

 

                            

Total Cost per Acre 550,000$                  
Per Capita Cost 550$                         
RML Fee 1,815$                      
RMM Fee 1,485$                      
RMH Fee 1,210$                      

Community Park Fee Calculation

 
 
Should the Ellis program make the contribution towards the swim center, this will be in-lieu of 
paying the community park fee. 
 
IV.  Summary 
 
The Ellis Program will be required to fund a total of 19.1 acres of neighborhood parks and 6.4 
acres of community parks.  This results in park fee as summarized below. 
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Landuse Neighborhood Park
Community 

Park Total

RML 6,313$                       1,815$          8,128$        

RMM 5,166$                      1,485$         6,651$        

RMH 4,209$                      1,210$         5,419$        

Total Fee

 
 
 
A summary of the total park costs that Ellis will fund are as follows: 
 
                       

Total Costs Paid By Ellis 
Neighborhood Parks   $        12,163,874  

Community Parks   $          3,496,900  

Total      $        15,660,774  
                  
                                         
 
The development of the parks and amenities described in this report will meet the Ellis Program 
park requirements and will be maintained by a Property Owners Association (POA) paid for by 
the residents of the Ellis Program.  Park design and maintenance standards established by the 
POA will meet or exceed the City’s current City Park Standards. 
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Appendix A 



Ellis
Community Park Cost 

Population
2,250 Units x 3.21 persons per unit = 7,223 population

Community Park Acreage Required
1 acre per 1,000 population

7,223/1,000=7.2 acres

City of Tracy Standard Community Park Costs
Land Acquisition: $100,000/acre

Park Development: $550,000/acre

Community Park Cost
7.2 acres x $650,000 $4,680,000



Ellis
Opinion of Probable Construction Costs

Basic Park Improvements (per acre)
 

Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Subtotal
A General Requirements
1. Project start‐up (10% )   21,371.98

Mobilization ‐ 7%

Bonding ‐ 1.5%

Temp Facilities/Construction Fencing ‐ 1.5%

B Demolition
1. Clear & grub 43560 SF $0.20 8,712.00

C Earthwork 
1. Fine Grading 43560 SF $0.35 15,246.00

Earthwork Subtotal 15,246.00

D Basic Improvements
1. Concrete Walks 3500 SF $8.00 28,000.00

2. Lighting 1 allow $5,000.00 5,000.00

Pedestrian Fixtures

3. Benches (5') 2 EA $1,400.00 2,800.00

4. Trash Cans 1 EA $1,200.00 1,200.00

5. Bike Rack 1 EA $1,000.00 1,000.00

Basic Improvements Subtotal 38,000.00

G Planting
1. Soil Prep. 40060 SF $0.30 12,018.00

2. Turf 39060 SF $0.65 25,389.00

3. Irrigation 40060 SF $2.50 100,150.00

3" Poc, 3" Backflow, Maxicom Contr, LS

Valves, Rotors, 12" pop ups, EA

Mainline, Lateral Line LF

4. Trees 20 EA $250.00 $5,000.00

5. Enhanced Planting 1000 EA $6.00 $6,000.00

5. Plant Estab. Maintenance (90 day) 40060 SF $0.08 $3,204.80

Planting Subtotal 151,761.80

H Subtotal 213,719.80

I Total  $235,092

The above items, amounts, quantities, and related information are based on DGA judgement at this level of document preparation and is offered

only as reference data. DGA has no control over construction quantities, costs, and related factors affecting costs, and advises the client that

significant variations may occur between this opinion of probable construction costs and actual construction prices.  Costs shown reflect todays

dollars and no adjustments have been made for inflation/deflation in this estimate. Estimates do not include basic park costs, soft costs or

inflation.  



Ellis
Opinion of Probable Construction Costs

Basketball ‐Outdoor
1 court (sized for NCAA)

Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Subtotal
A General Requirements

1. Project start‐up (10% of project cost   $4,291.00

B Demolition
1. Clear & grub included in park site

C Earthwork & Drainage
1. Drainage included in park site

2. Rough grading included in park site

3. Soil prep. & fine grading included in park site

F Basketball court
1. Basketball (double ac courts) 4200 SF $6.50 $27,300

2. Basketball court surfacing 4200 SF $2.50 $10,500

3. Basketball standards 2 EA $1,800.00 $3,600

4. Benches 2 EA $1,400.00 $2,800

5. Trash receptacles 1 EA $1,200.00 $1,200

6. Misc Concrete and Seatwalls 1 LS $10,000.00 $10,000

6. Bike Rack 2 EA $1,000.00 $2,000

Subtotal Baseketball Court $57,400

G Subtotal $57,400

H Minus Base Planting Cost 4200 SF $3.45 ($14,490)
Soil Prep, Turf, Irrig., Estab. Maint.

I Subtotal $42,910

J  Total  $47,201

The above items, amounts, quantities, and related information are based on DGA judgement at this level of document preparation and is offered

only as reference data. DGA has no control over construction quantities, costs, and related factors affecting costs, and advises the client that

significant variations may occur between this opinion of probable construction costs and actual construction prices.  Costs shown reflect todays

dollars and no adjustments have been made for inflation/deflation in this estimate. Estimates do not include basic park costs, soft costs or

inflation.  



Ellis
Opinion of Probable Construction Costs

Play Area ‐ Full (2‐5, 5‐12)

Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Subtotal
A General Requirements
1. Project start‐up 10% of project cost $23,349

B Demolition
1. Clear & grub included in park site

C Earthwork & Drainage
1. Drainage included in park site    

2. Rough grading included in park site    

3. Soil prep. & finish grading included in park site

D 2‐5 play:
1. Seating Elements 1 allow $4,500.00 $4,500

2. Rubber Surfacing 1800 SF $15.00 $27,000

3. Play structure (2‐5 y.o.) 1 LS $54,000.00 $54,000

4. Sand 20 CY $85.00 $1,700

5. Concrete play area curb/ramp 250 LF $22.00 $5,500

6. Concrete access ramp 1 EA $1,500.00 $1,500

7. Misc Site Concrete 1 LS $7,000.00 $7,000

8. Tot swings 1 EA $3,000.00 $3,000

9. Trash Receptacle 1 EA $1,200.00 $1,200

Subtotal 2‐5 Play $105,400  

E 5‐12 play:
1. Seating Elements 1 allow $4,500.00 $4,500

2. Rubber Surfacing 2000 SF $15.00 $30,000

3. Play structure (5‐12 y.o.) 1 LS $68,000.00 $68,000

4. Concrete play area curb/ramp 250 LF $22.00 $5,500

5. Misc Site Concrete 1 LS $7,000.00 $7,000

6. Trash Receptacle 1 EA $1,200.00 $1,200

Subtotal 5‐12 Play $116,200  

F Shade Structure
1. Shade Structure 1 EA $25,000.00 $25,000

25' x 25 similar to Capital Village Renaissance

G Subtotal $246,600

H Minus Basic Planting Cost 3,800 SF $3.45 ($13,110)

Soil Prep, Turf, Irrigation, Maintenance

I Subtotal $233,490

J Total $256,839  

The above items, amounts, quantities, and related information are based on DGA judgement at this level of document preparation and is offered

only as reference data. DGA has no control over construction quantities, costs, and related factors affecting costs, and advises the client that

significant variations may occur between this opinion of probable construction costs and actual construction prices.  Costs shown reflect todays

dollars and no adjustments have been made for inflation/deflation in this estimate. Estimates do not include basic park costs, soft costs or

inflation.  



Ellis
Opinion of Probable Construction Costs

Play Area ‐ Small

Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Subtotal
A General Requirements
1. Project start‐up 10% of project cost $7,878

B Demolition
1. Clear & grub included in park site

C Earthwork & Drainage
1. Drainage included in park site  
2. Rough grading included in park site  
3. Soil prep. & finish grading included in park site

D Site Construction
1. Benches 2 EA $1,400.00 $2,800
2. Rubberized Surfacing 2200 SF $15.00 $33,000
3. Play structure  1 LS $48,000.00 $48,000
4. Misc Concrete Paving 300 SF $8.00 $2,400
5. Trash Receptacle 1 EA $1,200.00 $1,200

Subtotal Site Construction $87,400

E Minus Basic Planting Cost 2500 SF $3.45 ($8,625)
Soil prep., turf, irrigation, maintenance

F Subtotal $78,775

G Total  $86,653

The above items, amounts, quantities, and related information are based on DGA judgement at this level of document preparation and is offered

only as reference data. DGA has no control over construction quantities, costs, and related factors affecting costs, and advises the client that

significant variations may occur between this opinion of probable construction costs and actual construction prices.  Costs shown reflect todays

dollars and no adjustments have been made for inflation/deflation in this estimate. Estimates do not include basic park costs, soft costs or

inflation.  



Ellis
Opinion of Probable Construction Costs

Bocce Ball Courts
( 1 court)  

Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Subtotal
A General Requirements

1. Project start‐up 10% $3,032

B Earthwork & Drainage
1. Drainage 1 LS $2,500.00 $2,500
2. Rough grading included in park site
3. Soil prep. & fine grading included in park site

C Site Furnishings
1. Benches 1 EA $1,400.00 $1,400
2. Shade structure* 1 EA $15,000.00 $15,000
3. Trash receptacles 1 EA $1,200.00 $1,200

Subtotal Site Furnishings $17,600

D Bocce & Horseshoe Courts
1. Header 420 LF $20.00 $8,400
2. Base Rock 1400 SF $2.00 $2,800
3. Finish surface (oyster shell) 1400 SF $2.00 $2,800
4. Top Dressing (Clay) 1400 SF $0.75 $1,050

Subtotal Bocce/Horseshoe $15,050

E Subtotal $35,150

F Minus Base Planting Cost 1400 SF $3.45 ($4,830)
Soil Prep, Turf, Irrigation, Maintenance

G Subtotal $30,320

H Total  $33,352

The above items, amounts, quantities, and related information are based on DGA judgement at this level of document preparation and is offered

only as reference data. DGA has no control over construction quantities, costs, and related factors affecting costs, and advises the client that

significant variations may occur between this opinion of probable construction costs and actual construction prices.  Costs shown reflect todays

dollars and no adjustments have been made for inflation/deflation in this estimate. Estimates do not include basic park costs, soft costs or

inflation.  



Ellis
Opinion of Probable Construction Costs

Drinking Fountain  

Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Subtotal

A Water

1. Drinking Fountain  1 EA $6,000.00 $6,000.00

B Total $6,000.00

The above items, amounts, quantities, and related information are based on DGA judgement at this level of document preparation and is offered

only as reference data. DGA has no control over construction quantities, costs, and related factors affecting costs, and advises the client that

significant variations may occur between this opinion of probable construction costs and actual construction prices.  Costs shown reflect todays

dollars and no adjustments have been made for inflation/deflation in this estimate. Estimates do not include basic park costs, soft costs or

inflation.  



Ellis
Opinion of Probable Construction Costs

Decorative Fountain  

Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Subtotal

A Water
1. Fountain ‐Decorative 1 ALLOW $30,000.00 30,000.00

Subtotal Water 30,000.00

B Total 30,000.00

The above items, amounts, quantities, and related information are based on DGA judgement at this level of document preparation and is offered

only as reference data. DGA has no control over construction quantities, costs, and related factors affecting costs, and advises the client that

significant variations may occur between this opinion of probable construction costs and actual construction prices.  Costs shown reflect todays

dollars and no adjustments have been made for inflation/deflation in this estimate. Estimates do not include basic park costs, soft costs or

inflation.  



Ellis
Opinion of Probable Construction Costs

Soccer Field ‐ Bantam ‐ Small
(Bantam Small U9)

Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Subtotal
A General Requirements
1. Base project start‐up $762

B. Site Preparation
1. Base Construction fencing $0

2. Base Temp facilities $0

C Demolition
1. Base clear & grub $0

D Earthwork & Drainage
1. Base rough grading $0

2. Base soil prep.  $0

3. Base fine grading $0

F Soccer Fields  (30yd x 50yd)
1. Base turf sod   $0

2. Base 90 day turf establishment $0

3. Add for Soccer

3a. 90 day turf establishment 19,000 SF $0.08 $1,520

4. Base irrigation    $0

5. Add for Soccer

5a. Isolation Valves 2 EA $250.00 $500

6. Goal posts & field markers 1 SET $4,000.00 $4,000
7. Players bench 2 EA $800.00 $1,600

Subtotal $7,620

G Subtotal $7,620

H Total $8,382  

The above items, amounts, quantities, and related information are based on DGA judgement at this level of document preparation and is offered

only as reference data. DGA has no control over construction quantities, costs, and related factors affecting costs, and advises the client that

significant variations may occur between this opinion of probable construction costs and actual construction prices.  Costs shown reflect todays

dollars and no adjustments have been made for inflation/deflation in this estimate. Estimates do not include basic park costs, soft costs or

inflation.  

included in park site

included in park site

included in park site

Included in park site

Included in park site

included in park site

included in park site

included in park site

included in park site

included in park site



Ellis
Opinion of Probable Construction Costs

Tennis Court

Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Subtotal
A General Requirements
1. Project start‐up 10% of project cost $6,793

B Demolition
1. Clear & grub included in park site

C Earthwork & Drainage
1. Drainage included in park site

2. Rough grading included in park site

3. Soil prep. & fine grading included in park site

D Tennis Courts (2 courts)
1. Tennis court (base) 5500 SF $5.00 $27,500

Tennis court (surface) 5500 SF $2.00 $11,000

2. Tennis Edge 240 LF $15.00 $3,600

3. Tennis fence & wind screen 360 LF $100.00 $36,000

5. Tennis accessories 1 LS $6,000.00 $6,000

6. Benches  2 LS $1,400.00 $2,800

1 SubtotalTennis Courts $86,900

E Subtotal $86,900

F Minus Base Planting Cost 5500 SF $3.45 ($18,975)
Soil Prep, Turf, Irrigation, Maintenance

G Subtotal $67,925

H Total  $74,718

The above items, amounts, quantities, and related information are based on DGA judgement at this level of document preparation and is offered

only as reference data. DGA has no control over construction quantities, costs, and related factors affecting costs, and advises the client that

significant variations may occur between this opinion of probable construction costs and actual construction prices.  Costs shown reflect todays

dollars and no adjustments have been made for inflation/deflation in this estimate. Estimates do not include basic park costs, soft costs or

inflation.  



Ellis
Opinion of Probable Construction Costs

Shade Structure  

Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Subtotal

A Water

1. Shade Structure 1 ALLOW $75,000.00 $75,000.00

B Total $75,000.00

The above items, amounts, quantities, and related information are based on DGA judgement at this level of document preparation and is offered

only as reference data. DGA has no control over construction quantities, costs, and related factors affecting costs, and advises the client that

significant variations may occur between this opinion of probable construction costs and actual construction prices.  Costs shown reflect todays

dollars and no adjustments have been made for inflation/deflation in this estimate. Estimates do not include basic park costs, soft costs or

inflation.  



Ellis
Opinion of Probable Construction Costs

Ornamental Garden

Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Subtotal
A General Requirements
1. Project start‐up 10% of project cost $2,155

B Demolition
1. Clear & grub included in park site

D Site Construction

3. Enhanced Site Amenities 1 allow $20,000.00 $20,000

tree grates, pots, bollards, garden ornamentation, etc.

5. Ornamental Planting 1,000 SF $5.00 $5,000

Subtotal Site Construction $25,000

E Subtotal $25,000

F Minus Base Planting Cost 1,000 SF $3.45 ($3,450)
Soil prep., turf, irrigation, maintenance

G Subtotal $21,550

H Total  $23,705

The above items, amounts, quantities, and related information are based on DGA judgement at this level of document preparation and is offered

only as reference data. DGA has no control over construction quantities, costs, and related factors affecting costs, and advises the client that

significant variations may occur between this opinion of probable construction costs and actual construction prices.  Costs shown reflect todays

dollars and no adjustments have been made for inflation/deflation in this estimate. Estimates do not include basic park costs, soft costs or

inflation.  



Ellis
Opinion of Probable Construction Costs

Water Play Element

Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Subtotal
A General Recommendations
1. Project Startup 10% of total $1,800

B Drainage

1. 1 LS $3,000.00 $3,000

D Site Construction
1. 1 LS $15,000.00 $15,000

for incorporation into play area

  Subtotal Site Construction $15,000

E Subtotal $18,000

H Total $19,800  

The above items, amounts, quantities, and related information are based on DGA judgement at this level of document preparation and is offered

only as reference data. DGA has no control over construction quantities, costs, and related factors affecting costs, and advises the client that

significant variations may occur between this opinion of probable construction costs and actual construction prices.  Costs shown reflect todays

dollars and no adjustments have been made for inflation/deflation in this estimate. Estimates do not include basic park costs, soft costs or

inflation.  

Drainage

Water Mister 



Ellis
Opinion of Probable Construction Costs

Picnic ‐ 4 Tables

Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Subtotal
A General Requirements
1. Project start‐up 10% $1,874

B Demolition
1. Clear & grub included in park site

C Earthwork & Drainage
1. Drainage 1 LS $1,000.00 $1,000

2. Rough grading included in park site

3. Soil prep. & finish grading included in park site

D Site Construction
1. Trees for Shade 6 EA $350.00 $2,100

2. Picnic Tables 4 EA $1,800.00 $7,200

3. BBQ Grills 2 EA $1,200.00 $2,400

4. Misc Concrete Paving 800 SF $8.00 $6,400

5. Trash Receptacle 2 EA $1,200.00 $2,400

Subtotal Site Construction $20,500

E Subtotal $21,500

F Minus Base Planting Cost 800 SF $3.45 ($2,760)
Soil Prep, Turf, Irrigation, Maintenance

G Subtotal $18,740

H Total  $20,614

The above items, amounts, quantities, and related information are based on DGA judgement at this level of document preparation and is offered

only as reference data. DGA has no control over construction quantities, costs, and related factors affecting costs, and advises the client that

significant variations may occur between this opinion of probable construction costs and actual construction prices.  Costs shown reflect todays

dollars and no adjustments have been made for inflation/deflation in this estimate. Estimates do not include basic park costs, soft costs or

inflation.  



Ellis
Opinion of Probable Construction Costs

Picnic ‐2 tables

Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Subtotal
A General Requirements
1. Project start‐up 10% $1,078

B Demolition
1. Clear & grub included in park site

C Earthwork & Drainage
1. Drainage 1 LS $1,000.00 $1,000
2. Rough grading included in park site
3. Soil prep. & finish grading included in park site

D Site Construction
2. 10 Trees for Shade 3 EA $350.00 $1,050
3. Picnic Tables 2 EA $1,800.00 $3,600
4. BBQ Grills 1 EA $1,200.00 $1,200
5. Misc Concrete Paving 600 SF $8.00 $4,800
6. Trash Receptacle 1 EA $1,200.00 $1,200

Subtotal Site Construction $11,850

E Subtotal $12,850

F Minus Base Planting Cost 600 SF $3.45 ($2,070)
Soil Prep, Turf, Irrigation, Maintenance

G Subtotal $10,780

H Total  $11,858

The above items, amounts, quantities, and related information are based on DGA judgement at this level of document preparation and is offered

only as reference data. DGA has no control over construction quantities, costs, and related factors affecting costs, and advises the client that

significant variations may occur between this opinion of probable construction costs and actual construction prices.  Costs shown reflect todays

dollars and no adjustments have been made for inflation/deflation in this estimate. Estimates do not include basic park costs, soft costs or

inflation.  



RESOLUTION__________ 

ESTABLISHING ROADWAYS, WATER, WASTEWATER, STORM, RECYCLED WATER, 
PARKS AND PUBLIC BUILDING DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES FOR THE ELLIS 

PROGRAM AREA. 

WHEREAS, The Ellis Program Area consists of approximately 320 acres of residential, 
commercial and storage areas; and 

WHEREAS, The Ellis Program Area is generally located between Corral Hollow Road 
and Lammers Road south of Valpico Road; and 

WHEREAS, The city hired the services of consultants to complete the following technical 
analysis, reports and studies, which identifies the infrastructure demands created by the entire 
Ellis Program Area, including description of the required infrastructure and estimated 
construction costs; and 

• Ellis Program sub basin Final Drainage Technical Report by Storm Water Consulting, 
September 2012 

• Ellis Specific Water System Analysis-Technical Memorandum by West Yost, June 2013 
• Ellis Program Area Wastewater Analysis, Finance and Implementation program fee by 

CH2MHILL, June 2013 
• Ellis Program Area Traffic impact fees by Harris & Associates, December 2012 
• Ellis Program Area Public Building Study by Harris & Associates, December 2012 
• Ellis Program Area Park Study by Harris & Associates, December 2012 

WHEREAS, The City is authorized pursuant to the Police power granted by Article XI, 
Section 7 of the California Constitution and pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act as set forth in 
Government Code Section 66410. Et seq., to impose development impact fees to offset the 
costs required to provide public improvements to new developments; and 

WHEREAS, State law, as set forth in Government Code sections 66000, et seq., also 
known as “AB 1600” or “ Mitigation Fee Act” requires the City to follow specified procedures, 
and make specified substantive findings in establishing, increasing , or imposing development 
impact fees; and 

WHEREAS, In preparing the Ellis Program Area Development Impact Fees, the City has 
been consistent within the procedural and substantive requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act 
also known as ( AB1600) as set forth in the Technical analysis, reports and studies prepared by 
various consultants as noted above; and 

WHEREAS, The findings and conclusions from the above-mentioned technical analysis, 
reports and studies for the Ellis Program Area are also summarized in the Ellis Program Area 
Finance and Implementation Plan (FIP); and 

WHEREAS, The Ellis Program Area is responsible for its “fair share” of impacts to the 
City’s Roadways, Water, Wastewater, Storm, Recycled Water, Parks and Public Building 
System, and the property owners will pay their fair share through the Development Impact Fees 



Resolution 2013-
Page 2 

at the building permit stage or as agreed between the City and the property owners through 
Development Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, There is no fiscal impact to the General Fund since all Development Impact 
Fees will be paid by the property owners at the time of development; and 

WHEREAS, The recycled water fee is the proposed recycled fee based upon the 
Citywide Water Master Plan and this fee will not be effective until 60 days following the adoption 
of the Citywide Recycled Water Fee; and 

WHEREAS, The City provided the notice of public meeting, and made all relevant 
information available to the public, within the times specified by Government Section 66016; and 

WHEREAS, Government Code Section 66017 provides that the development impact 
fees are not effective until 60 days following the adoption of the fees by the City;  

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That City Council adopts the Roadways, Water, 
Wastewater, Storm, Recycled Water, Parks and Public Building Development Impact Fees for 
the Ellis Program Area as follows:  

  Public 
Buildings1 Traffic County 

Traffic 
Waste-
water4 Water Recycled 

Water4 
Storm 
Drain 

Parks & 
Recreation 

Total 
Fee2,3 

Residential (per unit) 

RML $3,479  $3,121  $1,500  $8,337   $   7,936   $   2,654   $   1,797  $8,128  $36,953  

RMM $2,846  $3,121  $1,500  $6,753   $   5,714   $   2,282   $      981  $6,651  $29,849  

RMH $2,319  $1,498  $720  $5,586   $   4,047   $   1,539   $   2,229  $5,419  $23,358  

Non-residential (per acre) 

Commercial  $      2,369  $49,625   $        -  $43,352   $ 33,014   $ 14,942   $ 23,836   $              -  $164,769  

Storage  $      2,369   $ 13,595   $        -  $3,168   $ 33,014   $ 14,942   $   6,691   $              -  $71,410  
1. Public Building fees for commercial zoning assumed 180,000 Sq. Ft. of commercial buildings over 35.6 acres 
2. Residential per unit, commercial per acre 
3. Fees do not include school, habitat mitigation, county fees, etc. 
4. Fees are from Citywide Master Plans 

 
The foregoing Resolution ___________ was adopted by the City Council of the City of 

Tracy on the 20th day of August, 2013, by the following votes: 

AYES:  CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
NOES:   CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
ABSENT:  CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
ABSTAIN: CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
                                                        

______________________    
                                                      Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
________________________ 
City Clerk 



RESOLUTION_______ 

AUTHORIZINGTHE RESOLUTION ADOPTING AND APPROVING THE ELLIS PROGRAM 
AREA FINANCE AND IMPLEMENTATION PLAN (FIP), INCLUDING INFRASTRUCTURE 

TECHNICAL ANALYSIS, REPORTS, STUDIES, AND THE ELLIS CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT 
PLAN 

WHEREAS, The City has, for the purpose of defining required public infrastructure for 
new development, established a geographic area approximately 320 acres, known as the Ellis 
Program Area generally located between Corral Hollow Road and Lammers Road south of 
Valpico Road; and 

WHERAS, The City adopted Development Impact Fees for Roadways, Water, 
Wastewater, Storm, Recycled Water, Parks and Public Buildings for the Ellis Program Area 
based upon the following technical analysis, reports and studies prepared by City’s Consultants 
meeting Mitigation Fee Act requirements; and 

• Ellis Program sub basin Final Storm Drainage Technical Report by Storm Water 
Consulting, September 2012 

• Ellis Specific Water system Analysis- Technical Memorandum by West Yost, August 
14, 2013 

• Ellis Program Wastewater Analysis, Finance and Implementation Program fees by 
CH2MHILL, August 14, 2013 

• Ellis Program Area Traffic fees by Harris & Associates, December 2012 
• Ellis Program Area Public Building Study by Harris & Associates, December 2012 
• Ellis Program Area Park Study by Harris & Associates, December 2012 

WHEREAS, The Implementing Development Impact Fee Resolution for the Ellis Program 
Area has been adopted by the City Council , in accordance with the requirement of the Impact 
Fee Ordinance, Tracy Municipal Code Title 13; and 

WHEREAS, each of the technical analysis, report or analysis listed above for Ellis 
Program Area , include an estimate of reasonable cost to provide the infrastructure, including an 
estimate of land acquisition and a mark- up of the estimated construction costs to cover the 
design, construction contingency, construction management and program management; and 

WHERAS, all of the above mentioned analysis, report and studies used the same mark-up 
methodology as follows: 

• 10% design 
• 10% construction management 
• 15% construction  contingency  
• 5% program  management ( For Implementation of Ellis Program ) 



Resolution 2013-____ 
Page 2 
 

WHEREAS, The term Ellis Program Area – Finance and Implementation Plan(FIP) includes 
Development Impact Fees described in this resolution, including all subsequent approved 
updates thereto; and 

WHEREAS, Pursuant to government code section 66002 and 66007(f), the Ellis Program 
area Finance and Implementation Plan includes a Capital Improvement Plan including 
description of approximate location, size, time of availability and estimates of cost for all public 
facilities to be financed by Ellis Program Area Development Impact Fees; and 

WHEREAS, By City council action approving the Ellis Program Area – Finance and 
Implementation plan, the City will adopt the Ellis Program Area Technical Analysis, Reports, and 
Studies, including the Ellis Program Area Capital Improvement Plan; and 

WHEREAS, Government Code section 66017 provides that the development impact 
fees are not effective until 60 days following adoption of the fees by the City, the Ellis Program 
Area – Finance and Implementation Plan is not effective until the date on which all fees 
described in the Ellis Program Area  - Finance and Implementation Plan are effective; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the City Council does hereby adopt and 
approve the Ellis Program Area- Finance and Implementation Plan including the Ellis Program 
capital Improvement plan; 

The foregoing Resolution_______ was adopted by the City Council of the City of Tracy 
on the 20th day of August, 2013 by the following votes: 

 

AYES:  CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS 
NOES:  CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS 
ABSENT: CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS 
ABSTAIN: CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS 

 

 

_____________________ 
Mayor 
 

ATTEST: 
 

_______________________ 
City Clerk  

 



August 20, 2013 
 

AGENDA ITEM 7
 

 
REQUEST 

 
APPROVE AN EXCLUSIVE NEGOTIATING RIGHTS AGREEMENT BY AND 
BETWEEN THE CITY OF TRACY AND WT MITCHELL GROUP, INC. FOR THE CITY-
OWNED PROPERTY LOCATED AT 729/741 CENTRAL AVENUE AND AUTHORIZE 
THE MAYOR TO SIGN THE AGREEMENT      
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The City of Tracy is the owner of the Westside Market building at 729/741 Central 
Avenue.  WT Mitchell Group, Inc. is interested in securing a tenant for the space and 
potentially purchasing the property.  This is a request for City Council to approve an 
Exclusive Negotiating Rights Agreement (ENRA) with WT Mitchell Group, Inc., to 
provide the parameters for good faith negotiations.                
 

BACKGROUND 
 
 The City purchased the Westside Market building in downtown Tracy in August 2011.  

The total building is approximately 11,000 square feet, which includes a large basement 
area.  The ground level of the building encompasses approximately 8,500 square feet of 
the total building.  The strategic objective in purchasing the property was to develop a 
public-private partnership for the construction of a catalyst restaurant in downtown 
Tracy.  Additionally, the property’s key location next to the Grand Theatre and the fact 
that the property owner was a willing seller provided a unique economic development 
opportunity for the City.  Redevelopment funds were used to purchase the property prior 
to the State eliminating redevelopment agencies in California.  

 
 After contacting and interviewing several developers and prospective restaurants in the 

fall of 2011, a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) / Letter of Interest was sent out to 
restaurants and brew pubs in Northern California.  The owners of Ruth McGowan’s Brew 
Pub in Cloverdale submitted a letter of interest.  Council authorized staff to begin 
negotiations with this prospect in March of 2012.  Those negotiations have not 
progressed due to the need for additional investors.  Staff has since been reaching out 
to other restaurants and developers for potential interest.   

  
DISCUSSION 

 
Over the past several months, the City has reached out to numerous developers and 
restaurant owners seeking potential renewed interest in the project given a 
strengthening local economy.  Staff’s outreach efforts identified three developers who 
expressed preliminary interest in the site.  After providing detailed site information and 
touring the facility with the three prospects, WT Mitchell Group, Inc., submitted a letter of 
interest to move forward with due diligence on purchasing the site.  A copy of the June 
25, 2013 letter is attached (Attachment A).   
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WT Mitchell Group has a long history of developing commercial projects throughout 
Northern California.  A summary of the company’s recent project experience is attached 
(Attachment B), along with plans for a project currently underway for Centennial Village, 
a transit-oriented mixed use development in South San Francisco (Attachment C).   
 
Mr. Mitchell, the President of WT Mitchell Group, (the “Developer”) has indicated that the 
first phase of the project will focus on leasing the property.  He estimates that it may take 
9 to 12 months to obtain a binding agreement with a tenant(s) that is satisfactory to the 
City to anchor the redevelopment of Downtown.  He has requested that the City enter 
into an Exclusive Negotiating Rights Agreement (ENRA) with him to provide the 
parameters for a good faith negotiation.   
 
The attached ENRA has been prepared to provide the parameters for a six month 
negotiating period (Attachment D).  During that time, if the Developer is successful in 
obtaining a signed Letter of Interest (LOI) from a tenant that is acceptable to the City, 
then a Purchase Agreement will be prepared for City Council consideration. The ENRA 
does provide a provision for a four month extension period if the Developer is making 
sufficient progress in the negotiation of an LOI or lease agreement with a desired tenant. 

 
STRATEGIC PLAN 

This agenda item supports the Economic Development Strategic Plan’s goal of attracting 
retail and entertainment uses that offer resident’s quality dining, shopping, and 
entertainment experiences, and specifically implements the following Action/ Task: 

Action/ Task 2.c.3:   Secure successful development partner/tenant(s) for the Westside 
Market building 

 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 

There is no impact to the General Fund as a result of approving this ENRA, aside from 
staff time.  The City budgeted $1 million for this Downtown restaurant/ brewpub project, 
of which, approximately $950,000 is remaining (CIP# 79364).   

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

That City Council approves an Exclusive Negotiating Rights Agreement by and between 
the City of Tracy and WT Mitchell Group, Inc. for the City-owned property located at 729/ 
741 Central Avenue and authorize the Mayor to sign the agreement.   
 
 

Prepared by: Scott Claar, Associate Planner 
  Amie Mendes, Economic Development Analyst 
 
Reviewed by: Bill Dean, Assistant Development Services Director 
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Approved by: Andrew Malik, Development Services Director 

R. Leon Churchill, Jr., City Manager 
 
ATTACHMENTS 

 
Attachment A – Letter of Interest from WT Mitchell Group 
Attachment B – Summary of Recent Project Experience 
Attachment C – Sample of Work – Plans for Centennial Village, a transit-oriented mixed-use  

  development in South San Francisco 
Attachment D – Exclusive Negotiating Rights Agreement  
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Projects In Development 
 

Centennial Village,        South San Francisco, CA 
 
Transit oriented mixed use development anchored by a Safeway Grocery, CVS Drug, Ross 
Dress For Less and 24 Fitness.  The project includes 35,000 SF of neighborhood serving 
offices with 284 apartment homes in an urban village design.  Construction Start Fall 2013 

 
Monte Vista Crossings South      Turlock, CA 

 
Expansion of the 100+ acres Monte Vista Crossings Shopping Center.  Kohl’s and Olive 
Garden are the first tenants of this 300,000 expansion to open.  Completion Fall 2014 

 
Harvest Crossings         Lodi, CA 

 
An eight acre property located at the gateway to Lodi on Highway 99 and Kettleman Lane.  
Currently leasing to anchor tenants. 

 
Completed Development Projects 

  
Sunwest Marketplace       Lodi, CA 

 
Neighborhood shopping center anchored by Safeway Food and Drug, Marshall’s , 
Starbucks, Washington Mutual Bank, and other national chains. 

 
Arden Watt Marketplace       Sacramento, CA 

 
A shopping center redevelopment with Safeway Food & Drug, Longs Drugs, Orchard 
Supply Hardware and other national chains.   
 

Countryside Plaza        Turlock, CA 
 
A community shopping center anchored by Food Maxx, Wal-Mart, JC Penney, Staples 
Office Superstore and many other national retail chains.   

 
Vasco Crossings        Livermore, CA 

 
Small three acre convenience center located at Vasco Road and Highway 580 interchange.  
Tenants included McDonalds, KFC, A&W, ARCO AM/PM and Country Waffle..   
 

Main Street Plaza         Turlock, CA 
 
A two-story retail/commercial building Downtown Turlock.  
 

The Howe Mitchell Building      Oakdale, CA 
 
A downtown redevelopment anchored by Washington Mutual, Starbucks Coffee and 
Fidelity Title Company.   
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Valencia Marketplace       Valencia, CA 
 
85 acre power center anchored by Wal-Mart, Vons, Toys R Us, Staples, Sports Mart, 
Gap, Old Navy, Petsmart and many other national retail chains. 

 
Valley Central        Lancaster, CA 

 
50 acre power center anchored by Costco, Home Base, Wal-Mart, Food 4 Less, Petsmart, 
Circuit City, Movies 12, Marshall’s and many other national chains. 

 
Madera Marketplace       Madera, CA 
  

Community shopping center anchored by Wal-Mart, J.C. Penney’s and Pak’N Save. 
 
Vineyard Square        Sacramento, CA 
 
 Neighborhood shopping center anchored by Lucky’s and Payless Drugs. 
 
Cochrane Plaza        Morgan Hill, CA 
 
 Community shopping center anchored by Mervyn’s and Target. 
 
Palmdale Place        Palmdale, CA 
 
 Neighborhood shopping center anchored by Albertson’s and Payless. 
 
Scotts Village Shopping Center      Scotts Valley, CA 
  

Neighborhood shopping center anchored by Safeway and Longs Drugs. 
 
Scotts Valley Square        Scotts Valley, CA 
  

A shopping center with Kmart as the anchor. 
 
Manteca Market Place       Manteca, CA 
 
 Power center with Wal-Mart, Mervyns, Pak’N Save and Big 5 as anchor tenants. 
 

 
Single Tenant Retail Buildings 

 
Walgreen Drugs        Hayward, CA 

Hollywood Video        Turlock, CA 

Hollywood Video        Castro Valley, CA 

Hollywood Video        Santa Maria, CA 

Hollywood Video        Berkeley, CA 



 

 

 

Hollywood Video        San Carlos, CA 

Auto Zone         Lodi, CA 

Carl’s Jr.         Stockton, CA 

County Bank of Merced       Modesto, CA 

Carl’s Jr. Restaurant       Modesto, CA 

Jack in The Box        Turlock, CA 
 

Completed Leasing Assignments 
 
A list or our completed leasing assignments will be provided upon request. 
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Project Description
The design statement respects the historic tradition of South San Francisco, and recall  the imagery of
those architectural styles.

The buildings at the corner of Spruce and El Camino create a nice urban statement, with two story
building forms that define the street edge and a nice presentation to the passerby, and also provide a
prominent node for the project. A mix of Victorian and more classical elements are incorporated here.

This theme is continued for the apartments on the east side above the retail and is broken down
architecturally to create interest along the façade, including the tower element on the south side of the
building as a landmark feature...

The retail buildings create the south edge of the project continuing down to El Camino Real

The buildings are further broken down with varied materials including a mix of stucco with a varied mix
of colors,  roof tiles, fabric awnings, which all blend into the urban fabric and context.

Pedestrian amenities are another critical component of the project, and we have indicated decorative
lights, benches, decorative signage, street trees, etc.
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 Project Summary - Final Phase

100,670 sf
36,000 sf
50,500 sf
35,327 sf

1,249 cars

Total Building Area
w/out parking structure Ground Level Area = 187,170 sf (30% coverage)

North

A1

14.5 acres (631,700 sf)
FAR:
Site Area

F.A.R.

1.15.13

Phased Elevation

Elevations

Phased Elevation

Elevations

Elevations

Elevations

Elevations

Elevations

Elevations

Sections

Color/Materials

Lighting Plan

Grading Plan

Utility Plan

Stormwater Plan

Existing Survey

Phasing Plan

Existing Photos

47 One Bdrm @ 800 sf x 3 levels
42 Two Bdrm @1,100 sfx 3 levels
Corridor/Common area x 3 levels
Podium Plaza area

Bldg Area w/out parking structure = 659,170 sf

112,800 sf
138,600 sf
137,538 sf
  47,735 sf

141 One Bdrm units (1.5 cars/unit) 212 cars
126 Two Bdrm units (1.8 cars/unit) 227 cars

1,329 cars

Apartments (267 units on 3 Levels)

1.04

Required area =40,050 sf (267 units@150sf/unit)

436,673 sf

659,170 sf

.30Active Use FAR:
Active uses(Grd Lvl uses-no office) = 187,170 sf
Landscape Area = 68,200 sf (11% coverage)

A1

A1A

PH1

A1B

A1C

A1D

A1E

A1E-PH1

A1F

A2

A2A

A2B

L1

L2

L3

L2A

L2B

A3

A4

Cover Sheet

Site Aerial

Context Photos

Rendering

Rendering

Rendering

Aerial View

Aerial View - PH1

Rendering

Ground Level

Second Level Plan

Third Level Plan

Landscape Plan

Landscape Plan

Landscape Detail

Landscape Plan Enlarged

Landscape Plan Enlarged

Elevations

Elevations

A4-PH1

A5

A5-PH1

A6

A7

A8

A9

A10

A11

A12

CB

SE1

C4.1

C5.1

C6.1

C1

P1

PH2

WT Mitchell Group
3380 Vincent Road, Ste HUB
Walnut Creek, CA 94523
(925) 988-8033
(925) 988-8032 faxSite

barbarah
Typewritten Text
Attachment C



JOHNSON
LYMAN
ARCHITECTS

1375 Locust Street, #202, Walnut Creek, CA 94596
925.930.9690                                              930.9039 fax

Health Club

Building D

A1B

View from Spruce Avenue

Building E

1.15.13

Centenn ia l  V i l l age
A Transit Oriented Development South San Francisco



JOHNSON
LYMAN
ARCHITECTS

1375 Locust Street, #202, Walnut Creek, CA 94596
925.930.9690                                              930.9039 fax

A1C

Building B Building A

View to Plaza from Intersection

1.15.13

Centenn ia l  V i l l age
A Transit Oriented Development South San Francisco



JOHNSON
LYMAN
ARCHITECTS

1375 Locust Street, #202, Walnut Creek, CA 94596
925.930.9690                                              930.9039 fax

A1D
View from El Camino Real Driveway

Building A CVS

View from Huntington Avenue Driveway

Entry Feature
@ Huntington AvenueBldg E

Major 2

1.15.13

Centenn ia l  V i l l age
A Transit Oriented Development South San Francisco



JOHNSON
LYMAN
ARCHITECTS

1375 Locust Street, #202, Walnut Creek, CA 94596
925.930.9690                                              930.9039 fax

A1E

Spruce Avenue

El Camino Real

Aerial View from Intersection

1.15.13

View looking south

Centenn ia l  V i l l age
A Transit Oriented Development South San Francisco



328 CARS

Ramp Up
to Parking

Transformer

8'6" x 18'0" stalls
with 25'0" aisles (typ)
No compacts allowed

7,000 SF Retail
7,000 SF Office

7,500 SF Retail
7,500 SF Office

7,500 SF Retail
7,500 SF Office

Loading
Area

25'0"

BLDG B
TWO STORY

N
O

PA
R

K
IN

G

N
O

PA
R

K
IN

G

N
O

PA
R

K
IN

G

MODIFIED DRIVEWAY

RIGHT IN/RIGHT OUT

WITH LEFT IN

Refuse

BLDG C
TWO STORY

Stairs

20' Setback
from curb

Loading

Transformer

Cart
Storage

NOT A
PART

E
L

C
A

M
I

N
O

R
E

A
L

MAJOR 2

BLDG E

15' Setback
from curb

Bike Rack
(4 bikes typ)

BLDG D
TWO STORY

Loading

Colored Asphalt(typ)
(.29 SRI Min)

NOT A
PART

Compactor

Bike Rack
(4 bikes typ)

N
O

PA
R

K
IN

G

N
O

PA
R

K
IN

G

New Driveway
Right In/Right Out

Stairs

Returnables

BLDG A
TWO STORY

Transformer

CVS
TWO STORY

LOBBY

Retaining wall

Cart
Storage

Loading Area

Transformer

15' Storm Drain
Easment

Existing
Driveway

Refuse
(see Sht CB)

15' Storm Drain
Easment

Decorative Pavers(typ)
(See Sht. CB)

Decorative lights &
planter pots(typ)
See Sht. CB

Cart
Storage

Outdoor Seating

Loading Area Refuse
(see Sht CB)

Loading Area

H
U

N
T

I
N

G
T

O
N

A
 V

E
N

U
E

Bike Rack
(4 bikes typ)

Bike Rack
(4 bikes typ)

Cart Storage

Retaining wall along Property line
with 6' high wood fence

30,000 S.F.
57,770 S.F.

Type IB construction

SAFEWAY

7,500 SF Retail
7,500 SF Office

12,900 SF
5,827 SF Office

9'0" x 18'0" stalls
with 25'0" aisles (typ)
No compacts allowed

Cart
Storage

Apartment Elevator/stairs to
parking and apartments above

Apartment Elevator/stairs to
parking and apartments above

Ramp Up
to Parking

Apartment Elevator/stairs to
parking and apartments above

Gateway Entry

Existing Driveway
Right In/Right Out

71 CARS

Pedestrian
connection

74 cars

Pedestrian
connection

12
4

17

4

9

21,000 S.F.

Safeway Elevator to
upper parking level only

Safeway Elevator to
upper parking level only

Apartment Elevator/stairs to
parking and apartments above

LOBBYLOBBY

20' high parking
luminaire (typ)
See Sht. CB

Transformer

Required Commercial Frontage:
Total Project frontage on El Camino = 520'
Total Building frontage on El Camino = 263'
51% Building frontage

Note:
El Camino Building Frontage = 263'
Transparent frontage = 187'
(71% of building)

Note:
Spruce Avenue Building Frontage = 687'
Transparent frontage = 395' = 66% of building

Sidewalk along street (typ)

Sidewalk along street (typ)

160'

5% SLOPE

15' setback

S P R U C E
A V E N U E

20' high parking
luminaire (typ)
See Sht. CB

Ramp

15' Storm Drain
Easment

New Driveway
All Turns

4' STEP

HEALTH CLUB

58'

36,000S.F.

10'

132'

110'

5'

68'

56'

Apartment Elevator/stairs to
parking and apartments above

LOBBY

220'

 Apartments above
shown dotted

+/- 37' setback
at residential level

NOT A
PART

Ramp Up
to Parking

72 CARS

Colored Asphalt(typ)
(.29 SRI Min)

Bike Rack
(4 bikes typ)

54 CARS

Pedestrian
Connection

Noise Contour
Residential Setback

18

Pedestrian
Connection

10

Pedestrian
Connection

JOHNSON
LYMAN
ARCHITECTS

1375 Locust Street, #202, Walnut Creek, CA 94596
925.930.9690                                              930.9039 fax

1" = 40'

Apartments
Above

Site Plan A2
1.15.13

Apartments
Above

Cen tenn ia l  V i l l age
A Transit Oriented Development South San Francisco



barbarah
Typewritten Text
Attachment D



















RESOLUTION ___________ 

APPROVING AN EXCLUSIVE NEGOTIATING RIGHTS AGREEMENT BY AND 
BETWEEN THE CITY OF TRACY AND WT MITCHELL GROUP, INC. FOR A CITY-OWNED 
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 729/741 CENTRAL AVENUE AND AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR 

TO EXECUTE THE AGREEMENT 

 WHEREAS, The City of Tracy purchased the property at 729/741 Central Avenue 
(former West Side Market) in August of 2011 for the purpose of revitalizing Downtown; and 

 WHEREAS, WT Mitchell Group, Inc. has expressed an interest in securing a tenant for 
the space and potentially purchasing the property; and 

 WHEREAS, The City and the Developer desire to enter into an Exclusive Negotiating 
Rights Agreement (the “Agreement”) to provide the parameters for a good faith negotiation;  

 NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED That the City Council does hereby approve an 
Exclusive Negotiating Rights Agreement by and between the City of Tracy and WT Mitchell 
Group, Inc. for the City-owned property located at 729/ 741 Central Avenue, and authorize the 
Mayor to sign the agreement. 

 The foregoing Resolution _________ was passed and adopted by the Tracy City Council 
on the 20th day of August 2013, by the following vote: 

AYES:   COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
NOES:   COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
ABSENT:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
ABSTAIN:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
        

_________________________________ 
       MAYOR 

ATTEST: 

 

__________________________ 
CITY CLERK  
 



August 20, 2013 
 

AGENDA ITEM 8 
 
 
REQUEST 

 
DISCUSS AND APPROVE THE FORMATION OF A SENIOR STEERING 
COMMITTEE AND AUTHORIZE A FY 13/14 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION OF 
$10,000 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
 

Staff was directed by City Council to explore the formation of a Steering Committee 
that would facilitate a series of community conversations with the public. This forum 
would provide the opportunity for seniors and community stakeholders, to identify 
issues that are of importance to the seniors in the Tracy community.  The series of 
meetings will allow seniors to voice their opinions on issues that impact them directly.  
Additionally, the City of Tracy would be proactive in planning for the future needs of our 
local senior population.    

 
DISCUSSION 

 
 

At the July 2, 2013 City Council meeting, Council directed staff to identify best practice 
approaches to forming  a Senior Steering Committee that would provide the 
local senior population a forum to identify and discuss current and future service 
needs. 
 
Staff identified and evaluated several cities that used a Senior Steering Committee 
structure to outreach to their respective senior community.  Cities surveyed included 
Claremont Heights, Encinitas, Loomis, Norco, Oakland, and Sonora.  Many of these 
agencies engage the senior population through town hall and community forums. 
 
Based on staff research, the membership of Senior Steering Committees vary and are 
made up of representatives from the community or a blend of community members and 
existing City Commissioners.  Council may wish to form a Senior Steering Committee 
using the latter model, which would include both existing commissioners and members 
of the public.    Attachment A outlines a various considerations regarding the formation 
of a Tracy Senior Steering Committee, including the committee’s purpose, 
responsibilities, committee structure and appointment guidelines, staffing and fiscal 
impacts, and implementation timeline.    

Should Council choose to form a Senior Steering Committee, it is recommended that a 
series of community conversations meetings be held to outreach to local seniors and 
gather feedback related to their current and future service needs.  The meetings would 
focus on relevant topics identified by the Committee and be led by an outside facilitator.  
A report discussing input received from the senior community would be presented to the 
City Council and Parks and Community Services Commission at a future joint meeting. 

Should Council choose to form a Senior Steering Committee, the estimated timeframe 
for implementation, including the committee recruitment process (Attachment B) and 
hosting two community conversation meetings would be approximately six months. 
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STRATEGIC PLAN 

 
This item is in accordance with the Council Strategic priority, Quality of Life, Goal 
1, Improve current recreation and entertainment programming & services to reflect 
the community and match trending demands. 

 
FISCAL IMPACT 

 
 

Should the Council form a Senior Steering Committee, two initial community 
conversations would be held and facilitated by an outside consultant.  The consultant 
would lead the community discussions and prepare and present a report summarizing the 
findings at a future joint City Council and Parks and Community Services Commission 
meeting.  Facilitation costs are anticipated to be approximately $10,000 and will require a 
supplemental appropriation to the General Fund.    

 
RECOMMENDATION 

 
 

That the City Council discuss and approve the formation of a Tracy Senior Steering 
Committee and authorize a supplemental appropriation of $10,000.  
 

Prepared by:  Kim Scarlata, Recreation Services Program Manager 
 Jolene Jauregui, Recreation Coordinator II 

 
Reviewed by: Maria Hurtado, Assistant City Manager 

 
Approved by:  R. Leon Churchill, Jr., City Manager 
 
Attachment A – Considerations Regarding Formation of a Tracy Senior Steering  
       Committee  
 

Attachment B - Resolution 2004-152 Establishing the Council Selection Process, and Defining            
Residency Requirements, for Appointee Bodies 

 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment A 
 
 

CONSIDERATIONS REGARDING FORMATION OF A  
TRACY SENIOR STEERING COMMITTEE  

 

This attachment outlines various considerations in the formation of a Tracy Senior Steering 
Committee, and includes the purpose, responsibilities, membership guidelines, staffing and 
fiscal impacts, and potential timeline.  

PURPOSE: 

The Tracy Senior Steering Committee is to receive input from seniors in the community on 
current and future needs of senior citizens and provide feedback to the Parks and Community 
Services Commission and the City Council.    

RESPONSIBILITIES INCLUDE: 

1. Host two Community Conversations to invite the following members of the Tracy 
Community: seniors, caregivers, stakeholders and members of the public. 
 

2. Receive input from the senior community, including input from other individuals 
and organizations on issues relevant to current and future needs of the seniors. 
 

3. Provide feedback to the Parks and Community Services Commission and City Council 
on the assessment of current and future needs of the senior citizen community.  

MEMBERSHIP GUIDELINES: 

The Tracy Senior Steering Committee shall consist of one appointed Commissioner from each 
of the following City of Tracy Commissions:  Parks & Community Services Commission, 
Planning Commission, Tracy Arts Commission and Transportation Commission.  Additionally, 
three senior at large from the Tracy community would be appointed by City Council that meet 
the following qualifications. 

1. Minimum age requirement of 55 years  
2. Currently work or have experience working in a senior related field 
3. Have the ability to take an active role in meetings  
4. Be a resident of the City of Tracy. 

 

Appointment to the Tracy Senior Steering Committee positions is voluntary.  

 
COMMUNITY CONVERSATION MEETINGS: 

1. Two Community Conversation meetings will be held. 
2. A facilitator will lead the discussion during the time meetings. 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. The facilitator will compile results from the two Community Conversations. 
4. The facilitator will work with staff and members of the Tracy Senior Steering Committee 

to prepare a report and presentation to the Parks and Community Services Commission 
and City Council at a joint meeting. 
 

STAFFING AND FISCAL IMPACTS: 

Using various media outlets, staff will market the  two community conversations at locations 
including the Lolly Hansen Senior Center and other locations where seniors gather.  Marketing 
efforts will also include reaching out to non-profits and other organizations that provide services 
to seniors.   

It is anticipated that there will be no additional expenses beyond the cost of facilitator services 
authorized by Council.  Staff will coordinate required meeting logistics and provide support as 
needed to the facilitator with respect to the development of related staff reports. 

 
TIMELINE 

Below is a tentative timeline for the formation of a Tracy Senior Steering Committee: 

TASK  DATE 

Staff begins to prepare documents necessary to recruit members of 
the Tracy Senior Steering Committee Aug 26, 2013 

Recruitment will begin and it will follow the process of other City of 
Tracy recruitments  Aug 28, 2013 

Applications due to the Clerk’s office Sep 18, 2013 

Interviews Oct 2013 

Appointments to the Tracy Senior Steering Committee 
made by City Council Oct 15, 2013 

First Town Hall meeting Oct 28,  2013 

Second Town Hall meeting Nov 18, 2013 

Prepare report and presentation Dec 2013 & Jan 2014 

Provide feedback to the Parks and Community Services Commission 
at City Council at a joint special meeting Jan 21, 2014 
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RESOLUTION ________ 
 

 
AUTHORIZING THE FORMATION OF A TRACY SENIOR STEERING COMMITTEE 

AND AUTHORIZE A FY 13/14 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION OF $10,000 
 
 
WHEREAS, Formation of the Tracy Senior Steering Committee would facilitate 

receiving input from seniors in the community on current and future needs of the senior citizens 
community; and 
 

WHEREAS, The Tracy Senior Steering Committee will host two Community 
Conversation meetings; and 

 
 WHEREAS, The Tracy Senior Steering Committee will present the findings to the Parks 
and Community Services Commission and City Council at a future joint meeting;  
    
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the City Council hereby approves the 
formation of a Tracy Senior Steering Committee and authorizes a FY 13/14 supplemental 
appropriation of $10,000. 

 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

  
The foregoing Resolution ________ was passed and adopted by the Tracy City Council 

on the ________ day of ____________, 2013, by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

 
 
       _______________________ 
        Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
______________________ 
 City Clerk 
 
 



August 20, 2013 
 

 
AGENDA ITEM  

 

 
REQUEST 

 
 CONSIDERATION OF APPOINTMENT OF TWO COUNCIL MEMBERS TO SERVE AS CITY 

REPRESENTATIVES ON A JOINT CITY/COUNTY CRIMINAL JUSTICE TASK FORCE  
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors has requested that each City appoint two 
Council members to serve on a Joint City/County Criminal Justice Task Force.  The City 
Manager and Police Chief will also serve on this task force. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
On March 26, 2007, the County hosted a City/County meeting to discuss various regional 
and county-wide issues.  Subsequently, the Joint City/County Criminal Justice Task Force 
was formed with representatives from the County and each City, including the City 
Manager and Chief of Police of the respective agencies.  The Task Force was charged to 
evaluate and develop program and funding recommendations to be considered by the 
respective City Councils and the Board of Supervisors.  
 
Since its formation, the Task Force met periodically and focused primarily on identifying 
revenue sources to operate an expanded jail facility.  The Task Force last met in 
February 2010. 
 
Vice Chairman Bob Elliott and Supervisor Carlos Villapudua are the County’s 
representatives of the Task Force and would like to reconvene the Task Force as a 
forum to maintain a dialogue and exchange ideas on how best to address the many 
facets of crime in San Joaquin County. 
 

STRATEGIC PLAN 
 
 This agenda item relates to: 
 

Public Safety Goal 2:  To Promote public health, safety, and community welfare by 
responding and addressing unsafe, unhealthy or blighted 
conditions in homes, neighborhoods and the entire community. 

FISCAL IMPACT  
 
 There is no fiscal impact with this agenda item. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

 

That the City Council consider appointment of two Council members to serve 
on the Joint City/County Criminal Justice Task Force, along with the Chief of 
Police and the City Manager. 
 

Prepared by: Maria A. Hurtado, Assistant City Manager 
Approved by:   R. Leon Churchill, Jr., City Manager 
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August 20, 2013 
 

AGENDA ITEM 10 
 
REQUEST 
 

ACCEPT CONSULTANT UPDATE ON CITY COST ALLOCATION PLAN 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

In Spring 2013, the City retained Management Partners to evaluate the City’s Cost 
Allocation Plan to ensure that the City’s current methodology and allocation of costs was 
aligned with industry standards.  The consultant firm reported that the City’s 
methodology was sound, although the presentation of overhead costs on City invoices 
could be improved.  At a future date, Management Partners will present a report of its 
findings, including recommended next steps. 
 

BACKGROUND 
  
In 2008, the City engaged Management Partners, a management consultant firm to 
identify and recommend strategies to address revenue shortfalls due to the great 
recession.  Several options were presented, including the full recovery of City overhead 
costs, which include administration’s time spent on development related 
activities/projects.   
 
The City later adjusted the cost allocation plan to fully recover its overhead expenses.  
Prior to this action, the City only recovered 66% of salary expenses, or 47% of total labor 
costs.    

 
DISCUSSION 

 
In response to a Council Member’s request to evaluate the application of City overhead, 
Management Partners was retained in April 2013 to examine the City’s cost allocation 
methodology.  The evaluation process also involved meeting with local developers who 
had expressed concerns about how overhead was applied and amount paid for 
applicable projects. 
 
After completing its analysis, Management Partners concluded that the City’s cost 
allocation methodology was reasonable and acceptable, and was within industry 
standards.  It was also determined that the City’s presentation of its overhead charges 
would benefit from further clarification on customer invoices. 
 
After reviewing the findings with members of the development community, the 
consultants reported that participants were less concerned about the overhead 
methodology and more focused on the City’s policy to recover full overhead costs. 
 
As part of its update at the August 20, 2013 Council meeting, Management Partners will 
discuss its findings to date, including preliminary recommendations. At a future meeting 
in Fall 2013, the consultants will present a final report and suggested next steps for 
Council consideration. 
   

STRATEGIC PLAN 
 

This item is in accordance with Council Strategy Priority for Organizational Efficiency, 
Goal 1: To advance City Council’s fiscal policies. 
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FISCAL IMPACT 
 
 There is no fiscal impact associated with this agenda item. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

It is recommended that the City Council accept Management Partner’s update on the 
City’s Cost Allocation Plan and current methodology. 
 

Prepared by:  Jenny Haruyama, Administrative Services Director 
Approved by: R. Leon Churchill, Jr., City Manager 



August 20, 2013 
 
 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM 11 
 
 

REQUEST 
 

SECOND READING AND ADOPTION OF ORDINANCE 1185 AN ORDINANCE OF 
THE CITY OF TRACY INCREASING WASTEWATER RATES 

 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Ordinance 1185 was introduced at the Council meeting held on July 16, 2013.  
Ordinance 1185 is before Council for a second reading and adoption. 

 
 
DISCUSSION 
 

Ordinance 1185 was introduced at the Council meeting held on July 16, 2013, to 
increase rates for wastewater service.  The revenue requirements associated with 
providing wastewater service have increased due to higher operating costs and the need 
to construct a second outfall line.  The revenues from the increased rates for wastewater 
service will not exceed the funds required to provide wastewater service, and will not be 
used for any purpose other than the provision of wastewater service.  The proposed 
wastewater rates are set forth in Exhibit A attached to Ordinance 1185. 
 
Ordinance 1185 is before Council for a second reading and adoption. 
 

STRATEGIC PLAN 
 
This agenda item does not relate to the Council’s four strategic plans. 
 

FISCAL IMPACT 
 
 None. 
  
RECOMMENDATION 
 
 That Council adopt Ordinance 1185 following its second reading. 
 
 
Attachment:      Ordinance 1185 
 
Prepared by:  Adrianne Richardson, Deputy City Clerk 
Reviewed by:   Sandra Edwards, City Clerk 
  
Approved by:   R. Leon Churchill, Jr., City Manager 
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ORDINANCE 1185 
 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF TRACY INCREASING WASTERWATER RATES 
 

 WHEREAS, The revenue requirements associated with providing wastewater service 
have increased due to higher operating costs and the need to construct a second outfall 
pipeline, and 
 
 WHEREAS. The City of Tracy needs to increase its rates for wastewater service in order 
to pay for the increased cost of providing wastewater service, and 
 
 WHEREAS, The revenues from the increased rates for wastewater service will not 
exceed the funds required to provide wastewater service, and 
 
 WHEREAS, The revenues derived from the increased rates for wastewater service will 
not be used for any purpose other than the provision of wastewater service, and 
 
 WHEREAS, The rates are based upon the wastewater service required of various 
classifications of residential, commercial, and industrial users, and 
 
 WHEREAS, The rates for wastewater service imposed upon any parcel or person as an 
incident of property ownership does not exceed the proportional cost of the wastewater service 
attributable to each parcel, and 
 
 WHEREAS, No rate or charge will be imposed if wastewater service is not used by a 
property owner; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TRACY DOES ORDAIN 
AS FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1: That the City’s wastewater rates are adopted in the amounts set forth in the 
attached Exhibit A, which is incorporated by reference. 
 
SECTION 2: This Ordinance shall take effect thirty (30) days after its final passage and 
adoption. 

 
SECTION 3: This Ordinance shall be published once in the Tri Valley Herald, a newspaper of 
general circulation, within fifteen (15) days from and after its final passage and adoption. 
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*  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  
 

The foregoing Ordinance 1185 was introduced at a regular meeting of the Tracy 
City Council on the 16th day of July, 2013, and finally adopted on the 20th day of August,
2013, by the following vote: 
 
 
AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 

_______________________________ 
Mayor 

ATTEST: 
 
 
____________________________ 

City Clerk 
 

 
 
 



EXHIBIT A 
 

Wastewater User Charges 
 
 
Residential (Monthly Charge)       

Single-Family Residential        $34.00 
Multiple-Family Dwellings      $28.75 
Septage (per 1,000 gallons)     $66.90 

 
Commercial Classes       

(Minimum Monthly Charge)      
Commercial I   (Volume Charge per ccf )   $1.98 
Commercial II (Volume Charge per ccf )   $2.91 
Commercial III (Volume Charge per ccf )   $4.89 
(ccf  = 100 cubic feet or 748 gallons) 

 
Industrial Charges 

Capacity Charges 
 Flow ($ per mgd per year)     $285,430 
 BOD ($ per lb.)      $31.07 
 SS ($ per lb.)       $47.47 
Use Charges  

Flow ($ per mg)      $767 
 BOD ($ per 1,000 lbs.)     $521.19 
 SS ($ per 1,000 lbs.)     $249.83 
 

Industrial Charges (Leprino Foods) 
Capacity Charges 
 Flow ($ per mgd per year)     $258,289 
 BOD ($ per lb.)      $28.23 
 SS ($ per lb.)       $43.13 
Use Charges  

Flow ($ per mg)      $334 
 BOD ($ per 1,000 lbs.)     $489.19 
 SS ($ per 1,000 lbs.)     $232.35 
 
(mgd = million gallons per day) 
(mg = million gallons) 

 



August 20, 2013 
 

 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM 13.A  
 
 
REQUEST 

 
RECEIVE AND ACCEPT THE CITY MANAGER INFORMATIONAL UPDATE 

 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
This agenda item will update the Council on newsworthy events. 

 
 
DISCUSSION 

 
The City Manager will provide Council with an informational report on various items, 
including upcoming special events, status on key projects, or other items of interest in 
an effort to keep Council, staff, and residents abreast of newsworthy events. 

 
STRATEGIC PLAN 

 
This agenda item does not relate to the Council’s strategic plans. 

 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 

 
There is no fiscal impact with this informational item. 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

 
That Council receive and accept the City Manager’s informational update. 

 

 
 
Prepared by: R. Leon Churchill, Jr., City Manager 
Reviewed by: R. Leon Churchill, Jr., City Manager 
Approved by: R. Leon Churchill, Jr., City Manager 
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August 20, 2013 
 

AGENDA ITEM 14.A 
 

REQUEST 
 

THE LEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA CITIES REQUEST THAT THE CITY COUNCIL 
DETERMINE THEIR POSITION ON TWO RESOLUTIONS TO BE CONSIDERED AT 
THE 2013 ANNUAL BUSINESS MEETING OF THE LEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA CITIES 
ANNUAL CONFERENCE 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The League of California Cities requests that Council discuss and determine their 
position on two resolutions to be considered at the Annual Business Meeting of the 
League of California Cities (LOCC) Annual Conference. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

The LOCC Annual Conference is scheduled for Wednesday, September 18, through 
Friday, September 20, in Sacramento.  An important part of the conference is the Annual 
Business Meeting.  At this meeting, the League membership considers and takes action 
on resolutions that establish League policy.  At the request of the LOCC, and in order to 
expedite the conduct of business at this policy-making meeting, a City Council Member 
from each city is designated as the voting delegate. 
 
At the City Council meeting held on July 16, 2013, Mayor Pro Tem Maciel was 
designated as the voting delegate and Council Member Young as an alternate for the 
City of Tracy. 
 
The League will consider two resolutions at this year’s annual conference.  Additional 
background on the two resolutions listed below are included in the attachment. 
 
1. Water Bond Funds:  A resolution calling upon the Governor and the Legislature to 

work with the League of California Cities in providing adequate funding and to 
prioritize water bonds to assist local government in water conservation, ground water 
recharge and reuse of storm water and urban runoff programs.  This resolution was 
referred to the Environmental Quality Policy Committee. 
 

2. Public Safety Realignment:  A resolution calling upon the Governor and the 
Legislature to enter into discussions with the League and California Police Chiefs’ 
Association representatives to identify and enact strategies that will ensure the 
success of public safety realignment from a local municipal law enforcement 
perspective.  This resolution was referred to the Public Safety Policy Committee. 
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The League requests that City Council discuss the resolutions and determine the City’s 
position so that the Council’s designated voting delegate Mayor Pro Tem Maciel or 
alternate voting delegate Councilmember Young can represent the City’s position on 
each resolution at the Annual Meeting. 
 

STRATEGIC PLAN 
 

This agenda item is a routine operational item and is not related to the Council’s four 
strategic plans. 
 

FISCAL IMPACT 
 

None. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

That Council discuss and determine their position on two resolutions to be considered at 
the 2013 Annual Business Meeting of the League of California Cities Annual 
Conference. 
 

 
ATTACHMENT 
 
Attachment A: 2013 LOCC Annual Conference Resolutions Packet 
 
 
Prepared by: Sandra Edwards, City Clerk 
Reviewed by: Maria A. Hurtado, Assistant City Manager 
Approved by: R. Leon Churchill, Jr., City Manager 
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