Merced Civic Center

Amended 678 W. 18th Street

‘ CITY OF M ERC ED City Council Chamber
ME‘RCED Meeting Agenda Merced, CA 95340

Planning Commission

Wednesday, November 5, 2025 6:00 PM City Council Chamber, 2nd Floor, Merced Civic
Center, 678 W. 18th Street, Merced, CA 95340

NOTICE TO PUBLIC
WELCOME TO THE MEETING OF THE MERCED PLANNING COMMISSION

At least 72 hours prior to each regular Planning Commission meeting, a complete agenda
packet is available for review on the City's website at www.cityofmerced.gov or at the Planning
Division Office, 678 W. 18th Street, Merced, CA 95340. All public records relating to an open
session item that are distributed to a majority of the Commission will be available for public
inspection at the Planning Division Office during regular business hours. The Planning
Commission also serves as the Board of Zoning Adjustment and the Design Review/Historic
Preservation Commission. Assisted hearing devices are available for meetings held in the
Council Chamber.

PUBLIC COMMENT: OBTAIN SPEAKER CARD FROM THE CLERK

Members of the audience who wish to address the Planning Commission are requested to
complete a speaker card available at the podium against the right-hand side of the Council
Chamber. Please submit the completed card to the Clerk before the item is called, preferably
before the meeting begins. Speakers will be called up, 3to 5at a time, in the order in which the
forms are received. Please use the microphone and state your name and city of residence for
the record. For permits, licenses, and other entitlements, the applicant will be allowed 15
minutes (including rebuttal), the appellant/leader of the opposition will be allowed 15 minutes
(including rebuttal), and all other speakers shall have 3 minutes each, unless the number of
speakers is over 10, which in that case, comments shall be limited to 2 minutes each. For all
other issues, for 3 or less speakers, 3 minutes each and for over 10 speakers, 2 minutes each
shall be allotted. A timer clock is located above the City Council dais illuminating the remaining
time. Once the buzzer sounds, please be courteous and conclude your remarks.

Material may be emailed to planningweb@cityofmerced.gov no later than 1 PM on the day of the
meeting. Please specify which portion of the agenda you are commenting on, for example, Item #
or Oral Communications. Your comments will be presented to the Planning Commission at the
appropriate time. Any correspondence received after 1 PM will be distributed to the Planning
Commission and retained for the official record.

A. CALL TO ORDER

A.1. Moment of Silence
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Planning Commission Meeting Agenda November 5, 2025

A.2. Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag

B. ROLL CALL

C. PUBLIC COMMENT

Members of the public who wish to speak on any matter not listed on the agenda may speak
during this portion of the meeting and will be allotted 3 minutes. The Chairperson may, at their
discretion, reduce the time to 2 minutes if there are more than 10 speakers, in order to
accommodate as many speakers as possible. State law prohibits the Planning Commission
from acting at this meeting on any matter raised during the public comment period. Members of
the public who wish to speak on a matter that is listed on the agenda will be called upon to speak
during discussion of that item. Please submit a Request to Speak card prior to the item being
called.

D. CONSENT CALENDAR

Adoption of the Consent Calendar may be made with one motion of the Planning Commission
provided that any Planning Commission member, individual, or organization may request
removal of an item from the Consent Calendar for separate consideration. If a request for
removal of an item from the Consent Calendar has been received, the item will be discussed and
voted on separately. With Consent items, there is generally no staff presentation but staff is
available for questions.

D1 25-982 SUBJECT: Planning Commission Minutes of September 17, 2025
ACTION:
Approving and filing the Planning Commission Minutes of September
17, 2025

D.2  25-989 SUBJECT:

Adopt _a Resolution Recommending Denial to the City Council of
General Plan Amendment #24-02, and Site Utilization Plan Revision #3
to Planned Development (P-D) #20, a Resolution Denying Site Plan
Review Permit #551, Minor Use Permit #24-13, and Environmental
Review #24-25, and a Resolution Approving Vesting Tentative
Subdivision Map #1332, and Environmental Review #24-25 initiated by
Eric Gonsalves, on behalf of Yosemite 1380 LLC, property owner.

This item was
revised

ACTION: PLANNING COMMISSION:
Adopt a Resolution to Recommend Denial to City
Council for:
1) General Plan Amendment #24-02
2) Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned
Development (P-D) #20
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Adopt a Resolution Denying:

1) Site Plan Review Permit #551

2) Minor Use Permit #24-13

Adopt a Resolution Approving:

1) Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332

2) Environmental Review #24-25 (Negative Declaration)

SUMMARY

On September 17, 2025, the Planning Commission (‘Commission”) held a
public hearing regarding General Plan Amendment #24-02, Site Utilization
Plan Revision #3to Planned Development (P-D) #20, Vesting Tentative
Subdivision Map #1332, Site Plan #551Minor Use Permit #24-13 and
Environmental Review #24-25 (Negative Declaration) for a request to
develop a self-storage facility with 500 storage units and gated residential
subdivision with 28 lots at 1380 Yosemite Avenue and 3595 Parsons
Avenue.

At the Commission Hearing, the Commission made a motion to
recommend denial to the City Council for General Plan Amendment
#24-02, and Site Utilization Plan Revision #3to Planned Development
(P-D) #20. The Commission failed to reach the requisite four (4) vote
threshold for denial of recommendation of General Plan Amendment
#24-02 and Site Utilization Plan Revision #3to Planned Development
(P-D) #20. Therefore, the recommendation is automatically deemed to be
a recommendation of denial pursuant to Municipal Code Section
20.82.040 (B). In addition, the Commission denied recommendation of
Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned Development (P-D) #20.

By separate motion, the Commission voted 3-2in favor of approving
Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332, Site Plan Review Permit #551
Minor Use Permit #24-13 and Environmental Review #24-25 (Negative
Declaration). Pursuant to City of Merced Municipal Code Section
20.64.040(e), the Site Review Permit and Minor Use Permit are deemed
denied by the Commission, since those two entitlements failed to receive
the required four (4) affirmative votes. However, the Vesting Tentative
Subdivision Map and Environmental Review are deemed approved, since
approval of a Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map and Environmental
Review (Negative Declaration) only require a simple majority approval.

Additional details and background information about the project can be
found at Attachment D (staff report from Planning Commission Meeting of
September 17, 2025).

RECOMMENDATION
General Plan _Amendment Site Utilization Plan Revision to Planned
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Development

Planning staff recommends the Planning Commission adopt the Resolution
to Recommend Denial for General Plan Amendment #24-02 and Site
Utilization Plan Revision #3to Planned Development #20in accordance
with the Commission’s action taken at the September 17, 2025
Commission meeting and pursuant to Municipal Code Section
20.82.040(B).

Site Plan Review Permit and Minor Use Permit

Planning staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt the
Resolution to deny Site Plan Review Permit #551 and Minor Use Permit
#24-13, in accordance with the Commission’s action taken at the
September 17, 2025 Commission meeting and pursuant Municipal Code
Section 20.64.040 (E).

Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map

Planning staff recommends the Commission adopt the Resolution to
approve Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332, and Environmental
Review #24-25 (Negative Declaration) subject to the conditions set forth in
Exhibit A of Attachment B, and based on the reasoning provided by the
Planning Commission at their meeting of September 17, 2025, and the
Findings found at Exhibit B of Attachment C.

E. PUBLIC HEARINGS

Members of the public who wish to speak on public hearings listed on the agenda will be heard
when the Public Hearing is opened, except on Public Hearing items previously heard and closed
to public comment. After the public has commented, the item is closed to further public comment
and brought to the Commission for discussion and action. Further comment will not be received
unless requested by the Commission.

E.1 25-919

SUBJECT: Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #25-0013, initiated by
Paramjit Singh and Jaswinder Kaur, property owners. This application
involves a request to subdivide approximately 3.38 acres of land at
2500 E Childs Avenue, into 17 residential lots generally ranging in_size
between 5,565 square feet and 14,579 square feet. This proposed
project would create a new cul-de-sac going south off East Childs
Avenue. This subject site is generally located south of East Childs
Avenue, approximately 500 feet east of Brimmer Road, with a General
Plan__designation of Low Density Residential (LD), and a Zoning
classification of Low Density Residential (R-1-5). **PUBLIC
HEARING**

ACTION: Approve/Disapprove/Modify
1) Environmental Review #25-0038 (Categorical
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Exemption)
2) Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #25-0013

SUMMARY

The applicant is proposing a vesting tentative subdivision map for 17 low
density residential lots at 2500 E. Childs Avenue. The subject site is
generally located south of East Childs Avenue, approximately 500 feet east
of Brimmer Road (Attachment B). The proposed subdivision would
subdivide approximately 3.38 acres of land into 17 residential single-family
lots generally ranging in size from 5,565 square feet to 14,579 square feet.
Planning staff, along with other City staff, have reviewed the project and
recommend approval subject to conditions.

RECOMMENDATION

Planning staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve
Environmental Review #25-0038 (Categorical Exemption) and Vesting
Tentative Subdivision Map #25-0013 (including the adoption of the Draft
Resolution) subject to the conditions in Exhibit A and the
findings/considerations in Exhibit B of Draft Resolution #4167 at
Attachment A.

F. INFORMATION ITEMS

F.1 25-983

F.2 25-984

G. ADJOURNMENT

SUBJECT: Report by Acting Planning Manager of Upcoming Agenda
Iltems

ACTION
Information only.

SUBJECT: Calendar of Meetings/Events

Nov. City Council, 6:00 p.m.

Planning Commission, 6:00 p.m.

City Council, 6:00 p.m.

Planning Commission, 6:00 p.m.

City Council, 6:00 p.m.

Planning Commission, 6:00 p.m.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee, 4:00 p.m.

Dec.

O© W =2 2 a2 01 W
© N

15 City Council, 6:00 p.m.
17 Planning Commission, 6:00 p.m.

CITY OF MERCED
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CITY OF MERCED 675 W, 16th Steet

‘ ) Merced, CA 95340
e

MERCED ADMINISTRATIVE REPORT

File #: 25-982 Meeting Date: 11/5/2025

Report Prepared by. Kayla Abarca, Administrative Assistant Il, Planning Division

SUBJECT: Planning Commission Minutes of September 17, 2025

ACTION:
Approving and filing the Planning Commission Minutes of September 17, 2025
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Merced Civic Center
678 W. 18th Street
Merced, CA 95340

‘ CITY OF MERCED City Council Chamber

MERCED Minutes
Planning Commission
Wednesday, September 17, 2025 6:00 PM

A. CALL TO ORDER

Vice Chair GREGGAINS called the meeting to order at 6:00 PM.

A.1. Moment of Silence
A.2. Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag

Commissioner SMITH led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.
B. ROLL CALL

Clerk's Note: Chairperson GONZALEZ and Commissioner THAO were
absent, excused.

Present: 5- Member Walter Smith, Member Emanuelle Ochoa, Vice Chair Jeremiah Greggains,
Member Jerry Vue, and Member Conchita Swiggart
Absent: 2 - Chair Anthony Gonzalez, and Member Yang Pao Thao

C. PUBLIC COMMENT

There were no public comments.

D. CONSENT CALENDAR

D.1 SUBJECT: Planning Commission Minutes of August 6, 2025

ACTION:
Approving and filing the Planning Commission Minutes of August 6,
2025

A motion was made by Member Ochoa, seconded by Member Vue and carried by
the following vote, to approve the Consent Agenda.

Aye: 5- Member Smith
Member Ochoa
Vice Chair Greggains
Member Vue
Member Swiggart

No: O
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2 - Chair Gonzalez
Member Pao Thao

E. PUBLIC HEARINGS

E.1

SUBJECT: Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #25-0003, initiated by
Paramijit Singh and Jaswinder Kaur, property owners. This application
involves a request to subdivide approximately 3.38 acres of land at
2500 E Childs Avenue,into 17 residential lots generally ranging in size
between 6,200 square feet and 14,579 square feet. This subject site
is_generally located south of East Childs Avenue, approximately 500
feet east of Brimmer Road, with a General Plan designation of Low
Density Residential (LD), and a Zoning classification of Low Density
Residential (R-1-5). **PUBLIC HEARING**

ACTION: Approve/Disapprove/Modify
1) Environmental Review #25-0022 (Categorical
Exemption)
2) Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #25-0003

SUMMARY

The applicant is proposing a vesting tentative subdivision map for 17 low
density residential lots at 2500 E. Childs Avenue. The subject site is
generally located, south of East Childs Avenue, approximately 500 feet
east of Brimmer Road (Attachment B). The proposed subdivision would
subdivide approximately 3.38 acres of land into 17 residential single-family
lots generally ranging in size from 6,200 square feet to 14,579 square feet.
Planning staff, along with other City staff, have reviewed the project and
recommend approval subject to conditions.

RECOMMENDATION

Planning staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve
Environmental Review #25-0022 (Categorical Exemption) and Vesting
Tentative Subdivision Map #25-0003 (including the adoption of the Draft
Resolution) subject to the conditions in Exhibit A and the
findings/considerations in Exhibit B of Draft Resolution #4165 at
Attachment A.

Assistant Planner LIVINGSTON reviewed the report on this item. For further
information, refer to Staff Report #25-654.

Public Testimony was opened at 6:11 PM.

Staff received 3 emails from ARIEL MANN, MID, and ROBERT RUYBE.
The emails were provided to the Planning Commission via email prior to

CITY OF MERCED
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E.2

the meeting and posted on the City's website.

Speaker from the Audience in Favor

CESAR PEREZ, Applicant, Golden Valley Engineering, Merced, CA

Speakers from the Audience in Opposition

ROBERT RUYBE, Resident, Merced, CA

DEBORAH CAMPBELL, Resident, Merced, CA

AMY VALENCIA, Resident, Merced, CA

PATRICIA GONZALEZ, Resident, Merced, CA

Speaker from the Audience (Neutral)

JEFF DINNOW, Resident, Merced, CA

Public Testimony was closed at 6:25 PM.

The application was withdrawn by the applicant. No motion was made.

SUBJECT: Conditional Use Permit #25-0015, submitted by Malek
Mosleh, on behalf of Chanana Sham & Meenu Trustee, property
owners. This application involves a request for tobacco sales (for
off-site _consumption) for a new convenience market at 1277 V Street,
Suite B. The subject site is _generally located at the southwest corner of
V_ Street and McSwain Road (turns into 13th Street going east), with a
General Plan_Designation of Thoroughfare Commercial (CT) and a
Zoning classification of Thoroughfare Commercial (C-T). *PUBLIC
HEARING*

ACTION: Approve/Disapprove/Modify

1) Environmental Review #25-0021 (Categorical Exemption)
2) Conditional Use Permit #25-0015

SUMMARY

Malek Mosleh is requesting approval to operate a convenience market
with tobacco sales for off-site consumption at 1277 V Street, Suite B. The
convenience market would be located within an  approximate
950-square-foot commercial suite. A conditional use permit is required for

CITY OF MERCED
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Aye:

No:

Absent:

“tobacco sales” for off-site consumption for sites within 600 feet of a “youth
center” per Merced Municipal Code Section 20.44.160 - Tobacco Sales
Prohibited Near Schools. The youth center located near the convenience
market is Dennis Chavez Memorial Park. The primary use of a
convenience market is principally permitted within the site’s Zoning
classification of Thoroughfare Commercial (C-T), and General Plan
designation of Thoroughfare Commercial (CT), but tobacco sales for
off-site  consumption requires conditional use permit approval from the
Planning Commission. Staff is recommending approval of this application
subject to conditions.

RECOMMENDATION

Planning staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve
Environmental Review #25-0021 (Categorical Exemption) including the
adoption of the Draft Resolution at Attachment A subject to the conditions
in Exhibit A and the findings/considerations in Exhibit B.

Assistant Planner LIVINGSTON reviewed the report on this item. For further
information, refer to Staff Report #25-789.

Public Testimony was opened at 6:49 PM.

Staff received 1 email from MID. The email was provided to the Planning
Commission via email prior to the meeting and posted on the City's
website.

There was no one present wishing to speak regarding the project;
therefore, public testimony was closed at 6:50 PM.

A motion was made by Member Ochoa, seconded by Member Swiggart and
carried by the following vote, to adopt a Categorical Exemption regarding
Environmental Review #25-0021, and approve Conditional Use Permit #25-0015,
subject to the Findings and nineteen (19) Conditions as set forth in Staff Report
#25-789 (RESOLUTION #4166).

5-  Member Smith
Member Ochoa
Vice Chair Greggains
Member Vue
Member Swiggart

0

2 - Chair Gonzalez
Member Pao Thao

E.3 SUBJECT: General Plan Amendment #24-02/ Site Utilization Plan
Revision #3to Planned Development #20/ Vesting Tentative
Subdivision Map #1332/ Site Plan Review Permit #551/ Minor Use
Permit #24-13, initiated by Eric Gonsalves, on behalf of Yosemite 1380
CITY OF MERCED Page 4 Printed on 10/30/2025
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LLC, property owner. The General Plan Amendment would change the
General Plan land use designation from Commercial Office (CO) to
Business Park (BP) for 3.02 acres and from Commercial Office (CO)
to Low Medium Density (LMD) residential for the remaining 4.85 acres.
The Site Utilization Plan Revision would change the land use
designation within P-D #20 from Commercial Office to Self-Storage for
3.02 acres _and to Residential for the remaining 4.85 acres. The Minor
Use Permit would be for interface review to allow commercial
development adjacent to or across from a Low Density Residential
(R-1-6) Zone. The Site Plan Review Permit would allow the
development a self-storage facility (approximately 500 storage units).
The vesting tentative subdivision map would divide the self-storage from
the residential lots and create the 28 residential lots. *PUBLIC
HEARING*

ACTION: PLANNING COMMISSION:
Recommendation to City Council:
1) Environmental Review #24-25 (Negative
Declaration)
2) General Plan Amendment #24-02
3) Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned
Development #20

Approve/Disapprove/Modify:

1) Environmental Review #24-25 (Negative Declaration)

2) Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332

3) Site Plan Review Permit #551

4) Minor Use Permit #24-13
[subject to City Council approval of General Plan
Amendment #24-02, and Site Utilization Plan
Revision #3 to Planned Development #20]

SUMMARY

The Project site consists of two parcels that total approximately 8.05 acres
located at 1380 Yosemite Avenue (APN: 006-050-068) and 3595 Parsons
Avenue (APN: 006-050-072) (Attachment C). The subject site has a
General Plan designation of Commercial Office (CO) and a Zoning
classification of Planned Development(P-D) #20. The subject site is
surrounded by a variety of uses which include residential to the east, south,
and west, a religious institution to the north and University Surgery Center
adjacent northeast of the project site.

The applicant is requesting approval to develop 28 single-family homes
and a self-storage facility. Of the 28 residential lots, lots 1-15 would be

CITY OF MERCED
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single story homes and lots 16-28 would be a mix of single- and two-story
homes. The proposed residential lots would range in size between 4,365
square feet and 8,930 square feet. These lots would be located within the
southern portion of the subject site on approximately 4.85acres. The
remaining 3.02 acres would be used to establish a self-storage facility with
500 storage units. The applicant has provided a site plan, floor plan, and
elevations (Attachments E and F) for this proposal.

RECOMMENDATION

General Plan Amendment and Site Utilization Plan Revision to Planned
Development

Planning staff recommends that the Planning Commission make a
recommendation to the City Council of Environmental Review #24-25
(Negative Declaration), General Plan Amendment #24-02, and Site
Utilization Plan Revision #3to Planned Development #20 (including the
adoption of the Draft Resolution at Attachment A) subject to the conditions
in Exhibit A and the findings/considerations in Exhibit B of the Draft
Resolution.

Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map, Site Plan Review Permit, and Minor
Use Permit

Planning staff recommends that the Planning Commission approves
Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332, Site Plan Review Permit #551
and Minor Use Permit #24-13 (including the adoption of the Draft
Resolution at Attachment B) subject to the conditions in Exhibit A, the
findings/considerations in Exhibit B of the Draft Resolution, and contingent
upon City Council approval of General Plan Amendment #24-02 and Site
Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned Development (P-D) #20.

Acting Planning Manager LAN reviewed the report on this item for
Associate Planner RENTERIA. For further information, refer to Staff Report
#25-835.

Public Testimony was opened at 7:13 PM.
Staff received 3 emails from CAROL DINUZZO, ROBERT DINUZZO, and
TOM CLENDININ. The emails were provided to the Planning Commission

via email prior to the meeting and posted on the City's website.

Speaker from the Audience in Favor

TODD BENDER, Applicant, Merced, CA

Speakers from the Audience in Opposition

CITY OF MERCED
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Aye:

No:

Absent:

Aye:

No:

Absent:

F. ACTION ITEMS

F.A

TOM CLENDENIN, Leader of Opposition, Resident, Merced, CA
ROBERT DINUZZO, Resident, Merced, CA

CAROL DINUZZ0, Resident, Merced, CA

LEE BOESE, Resident, Merced, CA

Public Testimony was closed at 7:43 PM.

A motion was made by Vice Chair Greggains, seconded by Commissioner Ochoa
to approve Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332, Site Plan Review Permit
#551, and Minor Use Permit #24-13. The motion to approve failed. Therefore, the
items were denied per the Merced Municipal Code.

3- Member Ochoa
Member Vue
Member Swiggart

2 - Member Smith
Vice Chair Greggains

2 - Chair Gonzalez
Member Pao Thao

A motion was made by Member Ochoa, seconded by Member Swiggart to
recommend to the City Council the denial of General Plan Amendment #24-02
and Site Utilization Plan #3 to Planned Development (P-D) #20. The motion failed,
and the items were denied per the Merced Municipal Code.

3 - Member Ochoa
Vice Chair Greggains
Member Swiggart

2- Member Smith
Member Vue

2 - Chair Gonzalez
Member Pao Thao

SUBJECT: Cancellation of October 8, 2025, Planning Commission
Meeting due to a lack of items

ACTION:
Cancel the Planning Commission Meeting of October 8, 2025
A motion was made by Member Ochoa, seconded by Member Swiggart and

carried by the following vote, to cancel the Planning Commission Meeting of
October 8, 2025, due to a lack of items.

CITY OF MERCED
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Aye: 5- Member Smith
Member Ochoa
Vice Chair Greggains
Member Vue
Member Swiggart

No: O

Absent: 2- Chair Gonzalez
Member Pao Thao

G. INFORMATION ITEMS

G.1 SUBJECT: Report by Acting Planning Manager of Upcoming Agenda
ltems

ACTION
Information only.

Acting Planning Manager LAN went over items for the next several
Planning Commission meetings.

G.2 SUBJECT: Calendar of Meetings/Events

Sept. 15 City Council, 6:00 p.m.
17 Planning Commission, 6:00 p.m.

Oct. 6 City Council, 6:00 p.m.
8 Planning Commission, 6:00 p.m. (To be cancelled)
20 City Council, 6:00 p.m.
22 Planning Commission, 6:00 p.m.

Nov. 3 City Council, 6:00 p.m.
5 Planning Commission, 6:00 p.m.

17 City Council, 6:00 p.m.
19 Planning Commission, 6:00 p.m. (May be cancelled)

H. ADJOURNMENT

Acting Director of Development Services QUINTERO introduced Chief
Deputy City Attorney RONDA LUCAS to the Commission.

Clerk's Note: The Regular Meeting adjourned at 8:20 PM.

A motion was made by Member Ochoa, seconded by Member Swiggart and
carried by the following vote, to adjourn the Regular Meeting.
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Aye:

No:

Absent:

5-

0

2 -

Member Smith
Member Ochoa

Vice Chair Greggains
Member Vue
Member Swiggart

Chair Gonzalez
Member Pao Thao

CITY OF MERCED
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BY:

JONNIE LAN, SECRETARY
MERCED CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

APPROVED:

ANTHONY GONZALEZ, CHAIRPERSON
MERCED CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

CITY OF MERCED
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CITY OF MERCED
Planning Commission

Resolution #4166

WHEREAS, the Merced City Planning Commission at its regular meeting of
September 17, 2025 held a public hearing and considered Conditional Use Permit
#25-0015, submitted by Malek Mosleh, on behalf of Chanana Sham & Meenu
Trustee, property owners. This application involves a request to operate a
convenience store that sells tobacco and tobacco products at 1277 V Street, Suite B.
The subject site is generally located at the southwest corner of V Street and McSwain
Road (turns into 13" Street going East), with a General Plan Designation of
Thoroughfare Commercial (CT) , and a Zoning classification of Thoroughfare
Commercial (C-T),; said property being more particularly described as Parcels 1,2,3,
and 4 of Block 262, as shown on that certain map entitled “Map of The Mussotto
Tract,” recorded in Page 59 of Book 2 of Merced County Records; also known as
Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 031-271-016; and,

WHEREAS, the Merced City Planning Commission concurs with
Findings/Considerations A through J of Exhibit B; and,

WHEREAS, the Merced City Planning Commission concurs with the Findings for
Conditional Use Permits in Merced Municipal Code Section 20.68.020 (E), and
other Considerations as outlined in Exhibit B; and,

NOW THEREFORE, after reviewing the City’s Draft Environmental
Determination, and discussing all the issues, the Merced City Planning Commission
does resolve to hereby adopt a Categorical Exemption regarding Environmental
Review #25-0021 and approve Conditional Use Permit #25-0015 subject to the
Conditions set forth in Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated herein by
reference.

Upon motion by Commissioner Ochoa, seconded by Commissioner Swiggart, and
carried by the following vote:

AYES: Commissioners Ochoa, Swiggart, Vue, Smith, and Vice Chair
Greggains

NOES: None

ABSENT: Chairperson Gonzalez and Commissioner Thao

ABSTAIN: None
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PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION #4166
Page 2
September 17, 2025

Adopted this 17" day of September 2025

/%////44

{(;}/ rper{on@l g Commission of
e City of Merced California

ATTEST:

==

ecretary

Attachments:
Exhibit A - Conditions of Approval
Exhibit B - Findings



Conditions of Approval
Planning Commission Resolution #4166
Conditional Use Permit #25-0015

The proposed project shall be constructed/designed/operated as shown
on the Site Plan and Floor Plan, except as modified by the conditions.

All conditions contained in Resolution #1249-Amended (“Standard
Conditional Use Permit Conditions”—except for Condition #16 which
has been superseded by Code) shall apply.

The developer/applicant shall indemnify, protect, defend (with counsel
selected by the City), and hold harmless the City, and any agency or
instrumentality thereof, and any officers, officials, employees, or agents
thereof, from any and all claims, actions, suits, proceedings, or
judgments against the City, or any agency or instrumentality thereof, and
any officers, officials, employees, or agents thereof to attack, set aside,
void, or annul, an approval of the City, or any agency or instrumentality
thereof, advisory agency, appeal board, or legislative body, including
actions approved by the voters of the City, concerning the project and the
approvals granted herein.  Furthermore, developer/applicant shall
indemnify, protect, defend, and hold harmless the City, or any agency or
instrumentality thereof, against any and all claims, actions, suits,
proceedings, or judgments against any governmental entity in which
developer/applicant’s project is subject to that other governmental
entity’s approval and a condition of such approval is that the City
indemnify and defend (with counsel selected by the City) such
governmental entity. City shall promptly notify the developer/applicant
of any claim, action, suits, or proceeding. Developer/applicant shall be
responsible to immediately prefund the litigation cost of the City
including, but not limited to, City’s attorney’s fees and costs. If any
claim, action, suits, or proceeding is filed challenging this approval, the
developer/applicant shall be required to execute a separate and formal
defense, indemnification, and deposit agreement that meets the approval
of the City Attorney and to provide all required deposits to fully fund the
City’s defense immediately but in no event later than five (5) days from
that date of a demand to do so from City. In addition, the
developer/applicant shall be required to satisfy any monetary obligations
imposed on City by any order or judgment.
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10.

I1.

12.

13.

14.

The developer/applicant shall construct and operate the project in strict
compliance with the approvals granted herein, City standards, laws, and
ordinances, and in compliance with all State and Federal laws,
regulations, and standards. In the event of a conflict between City laws
and standards and a State or Federal law, regulation, or standard, the
stricter or higher standard shall control.

Sufficient lighting shall be provided throughout the site to provide a safe
environment for employees and patrons of the business.

All landscaping shall be kept healthy and maintained in good condition
and any damaged or missing landscaping shall be replaced immediately.

The premises shall remain clean and free of debris and graffiti at all
times. Any damaged materials shall be replaced by matching materials.

A temporary banner permit shall be obtained prior to installing any
temporary signs.

The proprietor and/or successors in interest and management shall
comply with all Municipal Codes relating to loitering, and other
nuisance-related issues.

The City reserves the right to periodically review the area for potential
problems. If, in the opinion of the Police Chief, problems (on-site or
within the immediate area) including, but not limited to, the illegal sale
or use of narcotics, drugs or alcohol, disturbing the peace, and disorderly
conduct result from the proposed land use, the conditional use permit
may be subject to review and revocation by the City of Merced after a
public hearing and in conformance with the procedures outlined in the
Merced Municipal Code.

The business shall comply with all applicable requirements from the
Merced County Health Department.

The applicant shall obtain proper permits and licenses from the State to
sell tobacco products.

Building improvement work shall be done by qualified licensed
contractors.

The applicant shall install exterior video surveillance cameras that
continuously record outside activities 24 hours a day, 7 days a week
(locations to be worked out with the Police Department). Any video
related to criminal investigations must be accessible immediately for
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

viewing by the Merced Police Department or any other law enforcement
agency. A recorded copy of surveillance video, requested in connection
with a criminal investigation, must be reasonably accessible and
available within 24 hours when requested by law enforcement. The
business owner is responsible for maintaining the video surveillance
equipment in an operable manner at all times.

Any music played shall be kept to a minimum noise level so as not to
travel outside the immediate area around the building.

Signage approval is not being included with this request. Future signage
shall match or compliment the design of the facade (in regard to color,
design, and materials) and be in compliance with the City of Merced
Municipal Code regarding signage.

Tobacco products and associated paraphernalia shall be kept inaccessible
from the general public, stored behind the employee counter.

The business shall be allowed to operate from 8:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M.
Should the Police Department receive excessive calls regarding noise or
disturbances, the Police Chief may reduce the hours of operation at their
discretion, or potentially revoke the permit.

If the business owner wishes to extend or modify the business hours in
the future, they must obtain approval from the Development Services
Director and the Police Chief, or if deemed necessary by the
Development Services Director, be referred to the Planning Commission
for action.
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Findings and Considerations
Planning Commission Resolution #4166
Conditional Use Permit #25-0015

FINDINGS/CONSIDERATIONS:

General Plan Compliance and Policies Related to This Application

A)

The proposed project complies with the General Plan designation of
Thoroughfare Commercial (CT), and the Zoning classification of
Thoroughfare Commercial (C-T) with approval of this Conditional Use
Permit.

Tobacco Sales

B)

Per Merced Municipal Code Land Use 20.44.160 — Tobacco Sales
Prohibited Near Schools, a conditional use permit is required for tobacco
sales within 600 feet of “youth oriented” facilities. A convenience market
is principally permitted within the subject site, but the proximity to
Dennis Chavez Memorial Park is triggering the need for a conditional
use permit. Tobacco Sales is a discretionary permit that does not require
adoption of specific findings (such as is required for alcohol sales), but
the general findings required for all conditional use permits is required
and are being included under Finding I.

Neighborhood Impact

9)

The subject site is located in the southern portion of Merced and is
surrounded by a variety of commercial uses. The tobacco sales ordinance
(MMC 20.44.160 — Tobacco Sales Prohibited Near Schools) was adopted
in 2016 through the City’s comprehensive Zoning Ordinance Update,
and then amended again in 2022. As such, there are several businesses
throughout the community that were in operation prior to the adoption of
the ordinance, selling tobacco products near schools and youth-oriented
facilities. There are currently some businesses near this project site
selling tobacco products, including an Arco roughly 500 feet away, and
a Sinclair approximately 600 feet away. Given the existing businesses
selling tobacco in the area, staff, including the City of Merced Police
Department, do not anticipate that the approval of this convenience
market with tobacco sales would create any unusual circumstances for
the neighborhood.

A public hearing notice was circulated in the Merced County Times and
mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the subject site prior to this
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public hearing. As of the date that this report was prepared, staff did not
receive any comments from the public about this project.

Building Elevation

D)

This subject site is located within a suite of a larger commercial building.
The applicant is not proposing any modifications to the site plan or
exterior elevations, beyond possibly adding new business signage (not
provided at this time). If the applicant were to add new signage, the sign
would be required to be comply with the City of Merced’s Municipal
Code regarding signage and would require a building permit.

Floor Plan

E)

As shown on the floor plan at Attachment C of Planning Commission
Staff Report #25-789, the convenience market would be accessible
through the main entrance along the east elevation. The floor plan
includes areas displaying snacks such as candies and chips. Along the
southern portion of the floor plan, there would be large refrigerators to
store a variety of beverages and water. Alcohol sales are not included
with this request (alcohol sales would require a Conditional Use Permit
and a Finding of Public Convenience or Necessity). The floor plan also
includes a restroom along the southeast portion of the store. Tobacco
products would be required to be kept inaccessible to the public, stored
behind the employee counter (Condition #17). Also stored behind the
employee counter would be a variety of clothing products and hats for
sale for customers.

Signage

F)

The applicant is not proposing any specific signage with this request.
Typically, a signage plan is produced towards the end of the development
process. A formal request for permanent signage shall be reviewed with
a building permit application and shall require compliance with the
signage regulations for the City of Merced as shown at Condition #16.

Parking

G)

The building and site plan will remain as is. The applicant is not proposing
anything that would require additional parking, such as adding square
footage to the building or intensifying the site with a use that requires
more parking. As such, the existing parking lot complies with the City’s
parking requirements. The site is also located with the City of Merced
High Quality Transit Corridor and is exempt from parking requirements.
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Operation Details

H)

The applicant has indicated that they would like to operate daily from
8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. The market would sell snacks, candies, and
drinks normally founds in convenience markets. They also plan on
selling clothes and hats. Alcohol would not be sold at this location (this
requires a conditional use permit and possibly a finding of public
convenience or necessity). Tobacco products would be stored away from
the public, behind the employee counter.

Conditional Use Permit Findings

)

In order for the Planning Commission to approve or deny a conditional
use permit they must consider the following criteria and make findings
to support or deny each criteria per MMC 20.68.020 (E) — Findings for
Approval.

1. The proposed use is consistent with the purpose and standards of
zoning district, the general plan, and any adopted area or
neighborhood plan, specific plan, or community plan.

As shown under Finding A, the proposed project complies with the
General Plan designation of Thoroughfare Commercial (CT), and the
Zoning classification of Thoroughfare Commercial (C-T) with
approval of this conditional use permit.

2. The location, size, design, and operating characteristics of the
proposed use will be compatible with the existing and future land uses
in the vicinity of the subject property.

This application is for a land use request only (for tobacco sales).
Modifications will not be made to the exterior of the existing building.
Staff believes that the location, size, design, and operating
characteristics of the proposal would be compatible existing and future
land uses in the vicinity.

3. The proposed use will not be detrimental to the public health, safety,
and welfare of the city.

As shown under Findings B and C, staff does not anticipate that this
proposal would be detrimental to the public health, safety, and
welfare of the City. Planning staff consulted with the Merced Police
Department regarding tobacco sales at this location; the Police
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Department did not have any significant concerns with this request
and is not requiring any conditions of approval not normally
associated with tobacco sales for off-site consumption. Based on the
information provided by the Police Department, staff does not
anticipate that the approval of this request would adversely affect the
public health, safety, and welfare of the City.

4. The proposed use is properly located within the City and adequately
served by existing or planned services and infrastructure.

The subject site is existing and currently served by existing
infrastructure.

Environmental Clearance

)

Planning staff has conducted an environmental review (Environmental
Review #25-0021) of the project in accordance with the requirements of
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and a Categorical
Exemption (no further environmental review is required) is being
recommended.

EXHIBIT B
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Merced, CA 95340

‘ CITY OF MERCED 675 W, 16th Steet

MERCED ADMINISTRATIVE REPORT

File #: 25-989 Meeting Date: 11/5/2025

Planning Commission Staff Report

Report Prepared by: Valeria Renteria, Associate Planner, Development Services Department

SUBJECT:

Adopt a Resolution Recommending Denial to the City Council of General Plan Amendment #24-
02, and Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned Development (P-D) #20, a Resolution
Denying Site Plan Review Permit #551, Minor Use Permit #24-13, and Environmental Review
#24-25, and a Resolution Approving Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332, and
Environmental Review #24-25 initiated by Eric Gonsalves, on behalf of Yosemite 1380 LLC,
property owner.

ACTION: PLANNING COMMISSION:
Adopt a Resolution to Recommend Denial to City Council for:

1) General Plan Amendment #24-02
2) Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned Development (P-D) #20

Adopt a Resolution Denying:
1) Site Plan Review Permit #551
2) Minor Use Permit #24-13

Adopt a Resolution Approving:
1) Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332
2) Environmental Review #24-25 (Negative Declaration)

SUMMARY

On September 17, 2025, the Planning Commission (“Commission”) held a public hearing regarding
General Plan Amendment #24-02, Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned Development (P-D)
#20, Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332, Site Plan #551Minor Use Permit #24-13 and
Environmental Review #24-25 (Negative Declaration) for a request to develop a self-storage facility
with 500 storage units and gated residential subdivision with 28 lots at 1380 Yosemite Avenue and
3595 Parsons Avenue.

At the Commission Hearing, the Commission made a motion to recommend denial to the City Council
for General Plan Amendment #24-02, and Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned Development
(P-D) #20. The Commission failed to reach the requisite four (4) vote threshold for denial of
recommendation of General Plan Amendment #24-02 and Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to
Planned Development (P-D) #20. Therefore, the recommendation is automatically deemed to be a
recommendation of denial pursuant to Municipal Code Section 20.82.040 (B). In addition, the
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File #: 25-989 Meeting Date: 11/5/2025

Commission denied recommendation of Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned Development (P
-D) #20.

By separate motion, the Commission voted 3-2 in favor of approving Vesting Tentative Subdivision
Map #1332, Site Plan Review Permit #551 Minor Use Permit #24-13 and Environmental Review #24-
25 (Negative Declaration). Pursuant to City of Merced Municipal Code Section 20.64.040(e), the Site
Review Permit and Minor Use Permit are deemed denied by the Commission, since those two
entitlements failed to receive the required four (4) affirmative votes. However, the Vesting Tentative
Subdivision Map and Environmental Review are deemed approved, since approval of a Vesting
Tentative Subdivision Map and Environmental Review (Negative Declaration) only require a simple
majority approval.

Additional details and background information about the project can be found at Attachment D (staff
report from Planning Commission Meeting of September 17, 2025).

RECOMMENDATION

General Plan Amendment Site Utilization Plan Revision to Planned Development

Planning staff recommends the Planning Commission adopt the Resolution to Recommend Denial for
General Plan Amendment #24-02 and Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned Development #20
in accordance with the Commission’s action taken at the September 17, 2025 Commission meeting
and pursuant to Municipal Code Section 20.82.040(B).

Site Plan Review Permit and Minor Use Permit

Planning staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt the Resolution to deny Site Plan
Review Permit #551 and Minor Use Permit #24-13, in accordance with the Commission’s action
taken at the September 17, 2025 Commission meeting and pursuant Municipal Code Section
20.64.040 (E).

Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map

Planning staff recommends the Commission adopt the Resolution to approve Vesting Tentative
Subdivision Map #1332, and Environmental Review #24-25 (Negative Declaration) subject to the
conditions set forth in Exhibit A of Attachment B, and based on the reasoning provided by the
Planning Commission at their meeting of September 17, 2025, and the Findings found at Exhibit B of
Attachment C.

Findings/Considerations

Please refer to Draft Planning Commission Resolution Attachment A to Recommend Denial to the
City Council for General Plan Amendment #24-02, Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned
Development (P-D) #20. Attachment B is a Draft Planning Commission Resolution to approve Vesting
Tentative Subdivision Map #1332 and Environmental Review #24-25. Attachment C is a Draft
Planning Commission Resolution Denying Site Plan Review Permit #5651, Minor Use Permit #24-13.

ATTACHMENTS
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A. Draft Planning Commission Resolution to Recommend Denial - General Plan Amendment,
Site Utilization Plan Revision to Planned Development (P-D) #20.

B. Draft Planning Commission of Approval of Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map and
Environmental Review #24-25.

C. Draft Planning Commission of Denial of Site Plan Review Permit, Minor Use Permit.

D. Planning Commission Staff Report #25-835 from the Planning Commission meeting of
September 17, 2025
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CITY OF MERCED
Planning Commission

Resolution #4170

WHEREAS, On September 17, 2025 the Merced City Planning Commission at its regular
meeting, held a public hearing to consider General Plan Amendment #24-02 and Site
Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned Development (P-D) #20, initiated by Eric
Gonsalves, on behalf of Yosemite 1380 LLC, property owner for the property located at
1380 E Yosemite Avenue and 3595 Parsons Avenue. The General Plan Amendment
proposed changing the General Plan land use designation from Commercial Office (CO) to
Business Park (BP) for 3.19 acres and from Commercial Office (CO) to Low-Medium
Density Residential (LMD) for the remaining 4.86 acres. The Site Utilization Plan Revision
proposed changing the land use designation within Planned Development (P-D) #20 from
Commercial Office to Self-Storage for 3.19 acres and to Residential for the remaining 4.86
acres. The approximate 8.05-acre subject site is generally located on the southwest corner
of E. Yosemite Ave and Parsons Ave. The property being more particularly described as
Lots “A” and “B”, as shown on that certain map entitled “Oakmount Village Unit No. 5,”
recorded in Volume 46, Page 38 of Merced County Records; also known as Assessor’s
Parcel Number (APN) 006-050-068 and 006-050-072; and,

WHEREAS, at this meeting the Merced City Planning Commission voted 3-2 in favor of
a motion to recommend denial of General Plan Amendment #24-02, Site Utilization Plan
Revision #3 to Planned Development #20, and Environmental Review #24-25 (Negative
Declaration) ; and,

WHEREAS, the motion failed to obtain the required four (4) affirmative votes and
therefore was deemed denied pursuant to Municipal Code section 20.82.040(B).

WHEREAS, a resolution of denial was prepared for the Planning Commission and brought
back to the Planning Commission for their meeting of November 5, 2025; and,

NOW THEREFORE, after reviewing the project and fully discussing all the issues, the
Merced City Planning Commission does resolve to hereby recommend that City Council
deny General Plan Amendment #24-02,Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned
Development (P-D) #20.

Attachment A
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PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION #4170

Page 2

November 5, 2025
Upon motion by Commissioner , seconded by Commissioner
, and carried by the following vote:

AYES: Commissioner(s)
NOES: Commissioner(s)

ABSENT: Commissioner(s)
ABSTAIN: Commissioner(s)
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PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION #4170
Page 3
November 5, 2025

Adopted this 5™ of November 2025

Chairperson, Planning Commission of
the City of Merced, California

ATTEST:

Secretary
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CITY OF MERCED
Planning Commission

Resolution #4153

WHEREAS, on September 17, 2025, the Merced City Planning Commission at its regular
meeting held a public hearing to consider Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332 and
Environmental Review #24-25 (Negative Declaration) initiated by Eric Gonsalves, on
behalf of Yosemite 1380 LLC, property owner for the property located at 1380 E Yosemite
Avenue and 3595 Parsons Avenue. The Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map would divide
the self-storage from the residential lots and create 28, single-family, residential lots. The
approximate 8.05-acre subject site is generally located on the southwest corner of E.
Yosemite Ave and Parsons Ave. The property being more particularly described as Lots “A”
and “B”, as shown on the certain map entitled “Oakmount Village Unit No. 5, recorded in
Volume 46, page 38 of Merced County Records; also known as Assessor’s Parcel Number
(APN) 006-050-068 and 006-050-072; and,

WHEREAS, at this meeting, the Merced City Planning Commission voted 3-2 in favor of
approing Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332, Site Plan Review #558, Minor Use
Permit #24-13 and Environmental Review #24-25 (Negative Declaration); and,

WHEREAS, Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332 and Environmental Review #24-
25 (Negative Declaration) were deemed approved as these item required a simple majority
vote by the Planning Commission; and

WHEREAS, Site Plan Review #558, and Minor Use Permit #24-13 were deemed denied
since they failed to receive the required four (4) affirmative votes pursuant of Merced
Municipal Code section 20.64.040 (e) and a separate resolution was prepared for this
entitlement; and,

WHEREAS, the resolution for approval of Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332 and
Environmental Review was updated to reflect the approval of this entitlement only, and
brought back to the Planning Commission for their meeting on November 5, 2025; and,

WHEREAS, the Merced City Planning Commission concurs with Findings/Considerations
A through J of Staff Report #25-835 (Exhibit B of Planning Commission Resolution #4153);
and,

WHEREAS, the Merced City Planning Commission concurs with the Findings for
Tentative Subdivision Map Requirements in Merced Municipal Code Section 18.16.80,
18.16.90, and 18.16.100 as outlined in Exhibit B ; and,

NOW THEREFORE, after reviewing the City’s Initial Study and Draft Environmental
Determination, and fully discussing all the issues, the Merced City Planning Commission
does resolve to hereby adopt a Negative Declaration regarding Environmental Review #24-

Attachment B
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PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION #4153

Page 2

November 17, 2025

25, and approve Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332, subject to the Conditions set
forth in Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference.

Upon motion by Commissioner , seconded by Commissioner
, and carried by the following vote:

AYES: Commissioner(s)
NOES: Commissioner(s)

ABSENT: Commissioner(s)
ABSTAIN: Commissioner(s)
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PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION #4153
Page 3
November 17, 2025

Adopted this 5th day of November 2025

Chairperson, Planning Commission of
the City of Merced, California

ATTEST:

Secretary

Exhibits:
Exhibit A — Conditions of Approval
Exhibit B — Findings/Considerations
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Conditions of Approval
Planning Commission Resolution # 4153
Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332

The proposed project shall be constructed/designed as shown on Exhibit 1 (Site
Plan, Floor Plans and Elevation at Attachments E and F of Planning Commission
Staff Report #25-835), and as modified by the conditions of approval within this
resolution.

The Project shall comply with all applicable conditions set forth in the resolutions
for Annexation No. 137 (Southwest Yosemite and Parsons Annexation)
previously approved for this site.

All other applicable codes, ordinances, policies, etc., adopted by the City of
Merced shall apply.

The developer/owner is required to finance the annual operating costs for police
and fire services as well as storm drainage, public landscaping, street trees,
streetlights, parks and open space, which may include a financing mechanism
such as a Community Facilities District (CFD) or, assessment district. Procedures
for financing these services and on-going maintenance shall be initiated before
final map approval or issuance of a certificate of occupancy for any building,
whichever comes first. Developer/Owner shall submit a request agreeing to such
a procedure, waiving right to protest and post deposit as determined by the City
Engineer to be sufficient to cover procedure costs and maintenance costs
expected prior to first assessments being received.

The developer/applicant shall indemnify, protect, defend (with counsel selected
by the City), and hold harmless the City, and any agency or instrumentality
thereof, and any officers, officials, employees, or agents thereof, from any and
all claims, actions, suits, proceedings, or judgments against the City, or any
agency or instrumentality thereof, and any officers, officials, employees, or
agents thereof to attack, set aside, void, or annul, an approval of the City, or any
agency or instrumentality thereof, advisory agency, appeal board, or legislative
body, including actions approved by the voters of the City, concerning the project
and the approvals granted herein. Furthermore, developer/applicant shall
indemnify, protect, defend, and hold harmless the City, or any agency or
instrumentality thereof, against any and all claims, actions, suits, proceedings, or
judgments against any governmental entity in which developer/applicant’s
project is subject to that other governmental entity’s approval and a condition of
such approval is that the City indemnify and defend (with counsel selected by the
City) such governmental entity. City shall promptly notify the
EXHIBIT A
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6.

10.

developer/applicant of any claim, action, suits, or proceeding.
Developer/applicant shall be responsible to immediately prefund the litigation
cost of the City including, but not limited to, City’s attorney’s fees and costs. If
any claim, action, suits, or proceeding is filed challenging this approval, the
developer/applicant shall be required to execute a separate and formal defense,
indemnification, and deposit agreement that meets the approval of the City
Attorney and to provide all required deposits to fully fund the City’s defense
immediately but in no event later than five (5) days from that date of a demand
to do so from City. In addition, the developer/applicant shall be required to
satisfy any monetary obligations imposed on City by any order or judgment.

The developer/applicant shall construct and operate the project in strict
compliance with the approvals granted herein, City standards, laws, and
ordinances, and in compliance with all State and Federal laws, regulations, and
standards. In the event of a conflict between City laws and standards and a State
or Federal law, regulation, or standard, the stricter or higher standard shall
control.

The project shall comply with all requirements of the California Building Code
and all flood requirements of the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA), as well as the requirements for the California Urban Level of Flood
Protection (CA 200-year flood).

All landscaping in the public right-of-way shall comply with State Water
Resources Control Board Resolution No. 2015-0032 “To Adopt an Emergency
Regulation for Statewide Urban Water Conservation” and the City’s Water
Conservation Ordinance (Merced Municipal Code Section 15.42). Xeriscape or
artificial turf shall be used in place of natural sod or other living ground cover.
If turf 1s proposed to be installed in park-strips or on-site, high quality artificial
turf (approved by the City Engineer and Development Services Director) shall be
installed. All irrigation provided to street trees, parking lot trees, or other
landscaping shall be provided with a drip irrigation or micro-spray system. All
landscaping shall comply with the City’s Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance
(MMC Section 20.36.030).

All landscaping shall be kept healthy and maintained in good condition and any
damaged or missing landscaping shall be replaced immediately.

Trees and or fast-growing vines or other plants shall be planted on or near the
block wall along E Yosemite Avenue to soften the visibility of the site. Details
to be worked out with Planning staff during the building permit stage.

EXHIBIT A
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11.

12.

13.

14.
15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

21.

Full public improvements shall be installed/repaired if the permit value of the
project exceeds $100,000.00. Public improvements may include, but not be
limited to, repairing/replacing the sidewalk, curb, gutter, and street corner
ramp(s), so that they comply with ADA standards and other relevant City of
Merced/State/Federal standards and regulations.

Any missing or damaged improvements along the property frontage shall be
installed/repaired to meet City Standards. Any improvements that don’t meet
current City Standards shall be replaced to meet all applicable standards.

The applicant shall work with the City’s Refuse Department to determine the
proper location for a trash enclosure at the self-storage facility and if a recycling
container will be required to comply with AB 341. The container(s) shall be
enclosed within a refuse enclosure built to City Standards.

All mechanical equipment shall be screened from public view.

The parking lot layout shall comply with all applicable City Standards. Parking
lot trees shall be provided at a ratio of one tree for every six parking spaces
provided for customers (this does not apply to the long-term parking spaces).
These trees shall be installed per the City’s Parking Lot Landscape Standards,
shall be a minimum of 15-gallons, and be of a type that provides a 30-foot
minimum canopy at maturity (trees shall be selected from the City’s approved
tree list).

The driving aisles of the self-storage facility shall be paved with an impervious
surface, as approved by the City Engineer.

The driving aisles in the self-storage facility and internal streets in the residential
subdivision shall be designed to meet all City of Merced Engineering and Fire
Department requirements, including those pertaining to turning radius, unless
otherwise approved by the city engineer.

All vehicular gates shall be provided with a “click-to-enter” access and remote
controls shall be provided to the City of Merced Police, Fire, and Public Works
Departments. The device used shall be approved by the City prior to installation.

All gates shall be provided with a Knox box, as required by the Fire Department.

All service drives including the access and egress gates shall be posted as Fire
Lanes. All signs and markings shall be as required by the Fire Department.

The developer shall use proper dust control procedures during site development
in accordance with San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District rules.

EXHIBIT A
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22.

23.

24.

25.
26.

217.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

Parking lot lights and building lights shall be shielded or oriented in a way that
does not allow “spill-over” onto adjacent lots or be a nuisance to adjacent
residential properties. This shall be done in compliance with the California
Energy Code requirements. Any lighting on the building shall be oriented to
shine downward and not spill-over onto adjacent parcels.

The project shall comply with all the Post Construction Standards required to
comply with State requirements for the City’s Phase II MS-4 Permit (Municipal
Separate Storm Sewer System).

The self-storage facility may operate daily between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.
Hours of operation may be adjusted at the discretion of the Director of
Development Services.

Dwelling within the storage units is prohibited

Minor modifications to the site plan, floor plan, or elevations may be reviewed
and approved by the Director of Development Services as allowed by Merced
Municipal Code Section 20.20.020 (O).

This resolution for a Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map (VTSM #1332) does
not become effective until the General Plan Amendment (GPA #24-02) and Site
Utilization Plan Revision (#3 to Planned Development #20) are approved by the
City Council.

Lots 1-15 as shown on the map at Attachment F of Staff Report #25-835 shall be
single story.

Additional fire access shall be available via a gate connecting the residential
subdivision and the parking lot to the medical offices to the north.

There must be a minimum 26-foot-wide unobstructed are around all the hydrants
within the subdivision or one side of the road must be a permanent fire lane to
comply with Fire Department requirements. Details to be reviewed and approved
by the Fire Department prior to building permit approval.

The applicant shall dedicate all necessary street right-of-way and easements as
needed for irrigation, utilities, drainage, landscaping, and open space during the
Final Map stage as required by the City Engineer.

The developer shall provide all utility services to each lot, including sanitary
sewer, water, electric power, gas, telephone, and cable television, or as otherwise
required by the City engineer. All new utilities are to be undergrounded.
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33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.
42.

43.

All streets within the subdivision shall be private streets and shall be privately
maintained. An easement for utilities and access shall be granted to the City of
Merced with the Final Map.

Any work done by the City of Merced to maintain utilities shall be restored to
City Standards. Any decorative treatments shall be the responsibility of the
Homeowner’s Association (HOA) to repair/replace.

The gates at the entrances shall be setback a minimum of 20 feet from the
roadway to allow stacking room for at least two vehicles. Gate width on each side
of the entrance/exit shall be at least 14 feet wide.

Fire hydrants shall be installed along street frontages and throughout the gated
subdivision to provide fire protection to the area. The hydrants shall meet all City
of Merced standards and shall comply with all requirements of the City of Merced
Fire Department. Final location of the fire hydrants shall be determined by the
Fire Department.

All dwellings shall be designed to include fire sprinklers as required by the
California Fire Code.

The developer shall provide construction plans and calculations for all
landscaping and public maintenance improvements. All such plans shall conform
to City standards and meet approval of the City Engineer.

Plans shall meet current codes at the time of building permit application
submittal. Building permit applications shall comply with the newest enacted
California Building Codes. Plans shall be drawn by a licensed California design
professional.

At the building permit stage, the site plans for each lot shall include a minimum
3-foot by 6-foot concrete pad located in the side yard or backyard for the storage
of 3 refuse containers.

All undeveloped areas shall be maintained free of weeds and debris.

Sewer manholes shall be installed as required by the Engineering Department (if
needed).

The developer shall establish a Homeowner’s Association (HOA) (or approved
alternative) governing this project. The HOA shall be responsible for the
maintenance of all streets and landscaping within the development as well as
sweeping/cleaning of all interior streets. Prior to the Final Map approval, the
HOA and any Conditions, Covenants and Restrictions (CC&R’s) shall be
reviewed and approved by the City Attorney.
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Findings and Considerations
Planning Commission Resolution # 4153
Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332

FINDINGS/CONSIDERATIONS:

General Plan Compliance and Policies Related to This Application

A)

If the General Plan Amendment is approved, the norther 3.02 acres of the
proposed project would comply with the General Plan land use designation of
Business Park (BP), which allows self-storage facilities with a Site Plan
Review permit. The southern 4.85 acres of the proposed would comply with
the General Plan Designation of Low Medium Density (LMD) residential
which allows for residential subdivisions. The project would also comply with
the Zoning classification of Planned Development (P-D) #20 with the change
in land use designation from Commercial Office to low Medium Density
Residential and Self-Storage.

The proposed project, with conditions of approval, will help achieve the
following General Plan land use policies:

Policy L-3.2: Encourage Infill Development and a Compact Urban Form

The proposed project would develop an approximate 8.05-acre site that has
been vacant for decades. Developing this site addresses some maintenance
issues associated with undeveloped parcels, such as overgrown weeds (fire
hazard), vandalism, and loitering which could impact neighboring parcels. In
addition, infill development is an efficient use of development that utilizes
existing infrastructure within City limits as opposed to annexing land that
requires expanding City infrastructure and services.

Traffic/Circulation

B)

The proposed development includes a self-storage facility with approximately
500 storage units, and a residential subdivision located on an approximately
8.05-acre vacant parcel located at 1380 E Yosemite Avenue and 3595 Parsons
Avenue. The project site fronts an arterial road to the north (E. Yosemite
Avenue) and a collector road to the east (Parsons Avenue). Vehicle access
would be available from a driveway along E. Yosemite Avenue and Parsons
Avenue. The nearest major north-south road being G Street (arterial road)
which is designed to carry large volumes of traffic traveling throughout the
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community. G Street provides access to Highway 99 that connects Merced
with other regional communities throughout the State.

Vehicle Miles Traveled

The self-storage facility project is comprised of land uses estimated to
generate 109 vehicle trips per day, and the residential portion is estimated to
generate 264 vehicle trips per day totaling 373 vehicle trips per day. Based on
the MCAG guidelines, projects that are low trip generators can be screened
out of a quantitative VMT Analysis. Projects that are consistent with the
Merced Vision 2030 General Plan have a low trip generator threshold of 1,000
average daily trips, and projects that are not consistent with the Merced Vision
2030 General Plan have a low trip generator threshold of 500 average daily
trips. This Project is not consistent with the Merced Vision 2030 General Plan,
but generates less than 500 daily trips. As a result, this Project is screened out
from a quantitative VMT analysis and this Report serves as the required VMT
Analysis, for this Project.

Improvements

The development requires the construction of a street network connecting the
residential subdivision to Parsons Ave. This street network shall be built to
Merced City Standards (Condition #17 Planning Commission Resolution
#4133 — Attachment B of Planning Commission Staff Report #25-835). This
may require making minor modifications to the site plan that would need to
be reviewed and approved by the Director of Development Services.

Public Improvements/City Services

C) Any damaged or missing public improvements shall be repaired if the permit
value of the project exceeds $100,000.00. The need for repairs or replacement
of any missing improvements would be evaluated at the building permit stage
by the City’s Engineering Department (Condition #11).

Parking

D)  Per Merced Municipal Code Table 20.38 -1- Off Street Parking Requirements,

the parking requirements for Public/Mini Storage is 1 parking stall per 50
storage units or 5 spaces, whichever is greater. Based on the proposed 500
storage units, the site is required to have at least 10 parking stalls. With the
office unit, the site should have a minimum of 11 parking spaces. The
proposed project meets these requirements by providing 16 parking spaces for
the self-storage facility.
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The parking requirements for Single Family Dwellings is 1 parking stall per
unit. The proposed residential development proposes a two-car garage per unit
which would meet and exceed the parking requirements.

Site Design

E)

The proposed development includes a residential subdivision of 28 lots and a
self-storage facility. Of the 28 residential lots, lots 1-15 would be single story
homes and lots 16-28 would be a mix of single- and two-story homes. The
proposed residential lots would range in size between 4,365 square feet and
8,930 square feet. These lots would be located within the southern portion of
the subject site on approximately 4.85 acres. The remaining 3.02 acres would
be used to establish a self-storage facility.

Development Standards for the 28 residential lots shall meet standards set on
Attachment G - Planned Development Standards of Staff Report #25-835.
Because this site has a zoning classification of Planned Development, the
building design/elevations shall be reviewed and approved by Planning Staff
prior to issuance of a building permit for this subdivision. The minimum
parking requirement for single-family homes is one parking space per unit.
However, each one of these units would have two parking spaces located
within a garage.

The northern portion of the parcel along E. Yosemite Avenue, would be
reserved for the self-storage facility with approximately 500 storage units. The
applicant has provided a site plan, floor plans, and elevations for this proposal.
Attachment E illustrates the proposed structures (Site Plan, Floor Plan, and
Elevations). The storage facility would be composed of five storage buildings;
the office would be attached into one of those storage buildings. The office
would be the most visible structure to the public located along E Yosemite
Avenue. The exterior of the office would consist of terra cotta tile roofing,
walls with stucco finish, stone veneer accents, and storefront windows. The
storage spaces would range in dimensions between 5 feet by 5 feet, and 10
feet by 25 feet. The storage buildings would have a metal finish. The back of
the storage units along the eastern, southern and western property lines would
consist of a 12 to 14-foot-tall block wall. The northern property line would be
secured with a wrought iron perimeter fence.
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Elevations

F)

The elevations shown at Attachment E illustrate the proposed structures for
this project. The ground floor leasing office would be front facing E. Yosemite
Avenue. This structure would be approximately 27 feet tall with the exterior
consisting of concrete walls, columns and beam finish carborundum-rubbed
and painted, and storefront windows.

The storage unites along the southern property line would range in dimension
between 5 feet by 10 feet, and 10 feet by 12 feet. The storage units would be
approximately 16 feet in height. The back of the storage units along the
eastern, southern, and western property lines would consist of a 12 to 14-foot-
tall block wall. The northern property line would be secured with a wrought
iron perimeter fence. As required by Condition #10 of Planning Commission
Resolution #4153, landscaping or trees would be installed along the northern
property line (along E. Yosemite Avenue) to soften the visibility of the site.

Landscaping

G)

The proposal does not include a landscape plan, but all future landscaping for
mulch, shrubs, turf, or trees should be drought tolerant and all irrigation
systems must comply with the latest requirements for water conservation
(Condition #8). In addition, parking lot trees shall be installed as required by
the City’s Parking Lot Landscape Standards at a minimum ratio of one tree
for every six parking spaces. Parking lot trees shall be selected from the City’s
approved tree list, providing a 30-foot minimum canopy at maturity
(Condition #15). If needed, street trees would be installed along E. Yosemite
Avenue as required by City standards. All trees shall be planted away from
the City’s 10-foot visual corner triangle area.

Neighborhood Impact

H)

The subject site is surrounded by a variety of uses which include residential
to the east south and west, the Episcopal Church of the Resurrection to the
north across E. Yosemite Avenue and University Surgery Center immediately
to the northeast. The subject site is designated Commercial Office (CO) as a
land use designation that is compatible with the surrounding uses. Even
though the applicant is proposing a General Plan designation of Business Park
and Low Medium Density Residential, the proposed use of self-storage and
residential subdivision is expected to produce less traffic than expected for a
Commercial Office development and would not significantly alter the traffic
patterns throughout the neighborhood.
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The site 1s surrounded with residential uses to the west and south of the
proposed project. The proposed residential subdivision would serve as a
buffer/transition from the proposed self-storage facility and the existing
single-family residences to the south. Additionally, the south elevation of
Building F (self-storage facility) includes a concrete-masonry unit fagade that
ranges from 12 to 14-feet in height. This block wall facade serves to screen
the self-storage facility (from the adjacent residential uses) and reduce noise
and privacy concerns. To create additional compatibility with the surrounding
sites to help reduces concerns regarding noise, lighting, and privacy, there are
conditions requiring the parking lot lights and building lights be shielded so
that lighting does not “spill-over” to adjacent parcels (Conditions #22);
controlled hours of operation only allowing operation between 7 a.m. and 7
p.m. (Condition #24).

Public hearing notices were sent to all property owners within 300 feet of the
project site. At the time that this report was prepared, the City had not
received any comments regarding this project.

Housing Opportunity

)

The proposed would change the General Plan designation from Commercial
Office (CO) to Business Park (BP) for approximately 3.02 acres and Low
Medium Density (LMD) residential for approximately 4.85 acres. As such,
zoning at this location currently does not allows for any residential uses. Thus,
by changing the land use designation to Business Park and Low Medium
Density Residential, the site goes from no potential of having any residential
units constructed at its current designation, to 6 to 12 units per acre in the
proposed Low Medium Density residential portion of the project.

This site would be good for Low Medium Density residential uses given that
the site fronts a major collector road (Parsons Avenue) and is in close
proximity to multiple shopping centers (within 750 feet of the site), a park and
a school.

Environmental Clearance

J)

Infill projects over 5 acres or projects that don’t comply with Zoning/General
Plan designations require an Initial Study, per the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). In this case, the project is over 5 acres (at 8.05 acres),
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and the site is not consistent with Zoning or the General Plan requiring an
Initial Study. An Initial Study includes a wide range of analysis required by
the State covering an array of subjects including, but not limited to, impacts
on vehicle miles traveled, air quality, biological resource, public services,
cultural resources, and City utilities. Planning staff has conducted an
environmental review of the project in accordance with the requirements of
CEQA and concluded that Environmental Review #24-25 results in a
Negative Declaration as the proposal would not have a significant effect on
the environment (Attachment H of Planning Commission Staff Report #25-
835) and does not require the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report.
A copy of the Initial Study with a Negative Declaration can be found at
Attachment H of Planning Commission Staff Report #25-835.
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CITY OF MERCED
Planning Commission

Resolution #4171

WHEREAS, on September 17, 2025, the Merced City Planning Commission at its regular
meeting held a public hearing and considered Site Plan Review Permit #551 and Minor
Use Permit #24-13, initiated by Eric Gonsalves, on behalf of Yosemite 1380 LLC, property
owner for the property located at 1380 E Yosemite Avenue and 3595 Parsons Avenue. The
Minor Use Permit would be for interface review to allow commercial development adjacent
to or across from a Low Density Residential (R-1-6) Zone. The Site Plan Review Permit
would allow the development a self-storage facility (approximately 500 storage units). The
approximate 8.05-acre subject site is generally located on the southwest corner of E.
Yosemite Ave and Parsons Ave. The property being more particularly described as Lots
“A” and “B”, as shown on that certain map entitled “Oakmount Village Unit No. 5,”
recorded in Volume 46, Page 38 of Merced County Records; also known as Assessor’s
Parcel Number (APN) 006-050-068 and 006-050-072; and,

WHEREAS, at this meeting, the Merced City Planning Commission voted 3-2 in favor of
a motion to approve the Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map, Site Plan Review Permit, and
Minor Use Permit; and,

WHEREAS, Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332 and Environmental Review #24-
25 (Negative Declaration) were deemed approved as these items required a simple majority
vote by the Planning Commission and a separate resolution was prepared for this
entitlement; and

WHEREAS, Site Plan Review Permit #558 and Minor Use Permit #24-13 failed to obtain
the required four (4) affirmative votes and therefore was deemed denied pursuant to
Municipal Code section 20.64.040(e); and

WHEREAS, this resolution of denial for Site Plan Review Permit #551 and Minor Use
Permit #24-13 was brought to the Planning Commission for their consideration at their
meeting of November 5, 2025; and,

NOW THEREFORE, after reviewing the project and fully discussing all the issues, the
Merced City Planning Commission does resolve to hereby deny Site Plan Review Permit
#551, Minor Use Permit #24-13.

Upon motion by Commissioner , seconded by Commissioner
, and carried by the following vote:

Attachment C
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November 5, 2025

AYES: Commissioner(s)

NOES: Commissioner(s)

ABSENT: Commissioner(s)
ABSTAIN: Commissioner(s)
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Adopted this 5™ of November 2025

Chairperson, Planning Commission of
the City of Merced, California

ATTEST:

Secretary
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CITY OF MERCED 675 W, 16th Steet

‘ ) Merced, CA 95340
e

MERCED ADMINISTRATIVE REPORT

File #: 25-835 Meeting Date: 9/17/2025

Planning Commission Staff Report

Report Prepared by: Valeria Renteria, Associate Planner, Development Services Department

SUBJECT: General Plan Amendment #24-02/ Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned
Development #20/ Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332 / Site Plan Review Permit #551/
Minor Use Permit #24-13, initiated by Eric Gonsalves, on behalf of Yosemite 1380 LLC, property
owner. The General Plan Amendment would change the General Plan land use designation from
Commercial Office (CO) to Business Park (BP) for 3.02 acres and from Commercial Office (CO)
to Low Medium Density (LMD) residential for the remaining 4.85 acres. The Site Utilization Plan
Revision would change the land use designation within P-D #20 from Commercial Office to Self-
Storage for 3.02 acres and to Residential for the remaining 4.85 acres. The Minor Use Permit
would be for interface review to allow commercial development adjacent to or across from a Low
Density Residential (R-1-6) Zone. The Site Plan Review Permit would allow the development a
self-storage facility (approximately 500 storage units). The vesting tentative subdivision map
would divide the self-storage from the residential lots and create the 28 residential lots. *PUBLIC
HEARING*

ACTION: PLANNING COMMISSION:
Recommendation to City Council:

1) Environmental Review #24-25 (Negative Declaration)
2) General Plan Amendment #24-02
3) Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned Development #20

Approve/Disapprove/Modify:

1) Environmental Review #24-25 (Negative Declaration)

2) Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332

3) Site Plan Review Permit #551

4) Minor Use Permit #24-13
[subject to City Council approval of General Plan Amendment #24-02, and
Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned Development #20]

SUMMARY

The Project site consists of two parcels that total approximately 8.05 acres located at 1380 Yosemite
Avenue (APN: 006-050-068) and 3595 Parsons Avenue (APN: 006-050-072) (Attachment C). The
subject site has a General Plan designation of Commercial Office (CO) and a Zoning classification of
Planned Development(P-D) #20. The subject site is surrounded by a variety of uses which include
residential to the east, south, and west, a religious institution to the north and University Surgery
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Center adjacent northeast of the project site.

The applicant is requesting approval to develop 28 single-family homes and a self-storage facility. Of
the 28 residential lots, lots 1-15 would be single story homes and lots 16-28 would be a mix of single-
and two-story homes. The proposed residential lots would range in size between 4,365 square feet
and 8,930 square feet. These lots would be located within the southern portion of the subject site on
approximately 4.85 acres. The remaining 3.02 acres would be used to establish a self-storage facility
with 500 storage units. The applicant has provided a site plan, floor plan, and elevations
(Attachments E and F) for this proposal.

RECOMMENDATION

General Plan Amendment and Site Utilization Plan Revision to Planned Development

Planning staff recommends that the Planning Commission make a recommendation to the City
Council of Environmental Review #24-25 (Negative Declaration), General Plan Amendment #24-02,
and Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned Development #20 (including the adoption of the Draft
Resolution at Attachment A) subject to the conditions in Exhibit A and the findings/considerations in
Exhibit B of the Draft Resolution.

Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map, Site Plan Review Permit, and Minor Use Permit

Planning staff recommends that the Planning Commission approves Vesting Tentative Subdivision
Map #1332, Site Plan Review Permit #551 and Minor Use Permit #24-13 (including the adoption of
the Draft Resolution at Attachment B) subject to the conditions in Exhibit A, the
findings/considerations in Exhibit B of the Draft Resolution, and contingent upon City Council
approval of General Plan Amendment #24-02 and Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned
Development (P-D) #20.

DISCUSSION
Project Description

The Project site consists of two parcels that total approximately 8.05 acres located at 1380 Yosemite
Avenue (APN: 006-050-068) and 3595 Parsons Avenue (APN: 006-050-072) (Attachment C). The
subject site has a General Plan designation of Commercial Office (CO) and a Zoning classification of
Planned Development (P-D) #20. The subject site is surrounded by a variety of uses which include
residential to the east, south, and west, a religious institution to the north and University Surgery
Center immediately to the northeast vicinity of the project site.

The applicant is requesting approval to develop 28 single-family homes and a self-storage facility. Of
the 28 residential lots, lots 1-15 would be single story homes and lots 16-28 would be a mix of single-
and two-story homes. The proposed residential lots would range in size between 4,365 square feet
and 8,930 square feet. These lots would be located within the southern portion of the subject site on
approximately 4.85 acres. The remaining 3.02 acres would be used to establish a self-storage facility.

The developer has provided six different elevation styles as shown at Attachment F. These styles
include architectural concepts named Santa Barbara, Modern Farmhouse, European Cottage, and
English Cottage. They include a variety of earthtone colors and a mixture a material such as stucco,
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board and baton, stone veneers, and shingled roofs.

The northern portion of the parcel along E. Yosemite Avenue would be reserved for the self-storage
facility with approximately 500 storage units. The applicant has provided a site plan, floor plans, and
elevations for this proposal. Attachment E illustrates the proposed structures (Site Plan, Floor Plan,
and Elevations). The storage facility would be composed of five storage buildings; the office would be
attached into one of those storage buildings. The office would be the most visible structure to the
public located along E. Yosemite Avenue. The exterior of the office would consist of walls with stucco
finish, stone veneer accents, and storefront windows. The storage spaces would range in dimensions
between 5 feet by 5 feet, and 10 feet by 25 feet. The storage buildings would have a metal finish. The
back of the storage units along the eastern, southern and western property lines would consist of a
12 to 14-foot-tall block wall. The northern property line would be secured with a wrought iron
perimeter fence.

Surrounding uses as noted in Attachment C.

Surrounding Land  [Existing Use of Land |City Zoning City General Plan
Designation Land Use Designation
North Single-Family Low Density Low Density
Homes and church |Residential (R-1-6) |Residential (LDR)
(across E. Yosemite
Avenue)
South Single-Family Low Density Low Density
Homes Residential (R-1-6) [Residential (LDR)
East Single-Family Low Density Low Density
Homes and Residential (R-1-6) |Residential (LDR) and
University Surgery [and Planned Commercial Office
Center Development (P-D) [(CO)
#20
West Single-Family Low Density Low Density
Homes Residential (R-1-6) [Residential (LDR)

Background
The subject site (approximately 8.05 acres) was annexed into the City in 1980, as part of the

Southwest Yosemite and Parsons Annexation (Annexation No. 137). This annexation incorporated
approximately 121.24 acres of land into the City limits. The subject site is designated for Commercial
Office (CO); however, the site has remained vacant for several decades.

The storage facility is similar in size to other existing storage facilities in the community such as
Simply Space Self Storage, Central Self Storage, Cal Storage, etc. These storage facilities are
surrounded by residential zones. In 2023, the City Council approved a similar project for the applicant
for a combination self-storage facility, and long-term boat and recreational vehicle parking at 1965 W.
Olive Avenue which is currently under construction.

Public hearing notices were mailed to 93 property owners within 300 feet of the project site 3 weeks

CITY OF MERCED Page 3 of 5 Printed on 10/30/2025

powered by Legistar™

52


http://www.legistar.com/

File #: 25-835 Meeting Date: 9/17/2025

prior to this meeting and published in the Merced County Times on August 29, 2025. The initial study
prepared for this project was also published in the Merced City Website on August 29, 2025.

The Planning Commission considered a previous version of this proposed during the Planning
Commission Meeting of March 19, 2025. The public comment period was opened and residents from
the surrounding area raised their concerns regarding the project and adequate time being given to
review the project. The Planning Commission voted unanimously to continue the item to the Planning
Commission meeting of April 9, 2025.

At the April 9 Planning Commission meeting, the Planning Commission directed staff to prepare a
resolution recommending denial for General Plan Amendment #24-02, Site Utilization Plan Revision
#3 to Planned Development (P-D) #20, and another resolution denying Vesting Tentative Subdivision
Map #1332, Site Plan Review Permit #551, Minor Use Permit #24-13 and associated environmental
review based on the reasons provided by the Planning Commission.

The Planning Commission adopted these resolutions on May 7, 2025, which the applicant appealed.

The appeal was heard at the City Council July 7, 2025, where the public hearing was opened and
residents from the surrounding areas expressed their concerns about the project. The Council asked
questions to the residents and the applicant. Council voted to send the proposal back to the Planning
Commission and require that the applicant host a neighborhood meeting within 20 days of that
Council meeting.

A neighborhood meeting was held at Merced City Hall in the Sam Pipes Conference Room on July
22, 2025. Meeting invitations were provided to the neighborhood prior to the meeting. Approximately
30 residents attended the neighborhood meeting.

Based on the discussion at that meeting with the neighbors, the applicant made changes to the
project. Those changes include but are not limited to:

1. A decrease in residential density: from 41 dwelling units to 28 dwelling units.

2. Aniincrease in lot size.

3. A restriction of “single story housing units” for lots adjacent to southern neighbors. Other units
in the interior would be allowed up to 2 stories.

4. Rear setbacks that exceed the rear neighbor R-1-6 requirements (15 feet for the proposed PD
vs. down to 5 feet for the southern neighboring properties).

5. A reduction of operating hours for the storage facility from 7 AM to 7 PM (instead of 10 PM).

Findings/Considerations

Please refer to Exhibit B of the Draft Planning Commission Resolution at Attachment A for the
Findings related to General Plan Amendment 24-02 and Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned
Development (P-D) #20. Please refer to Exhibit B of the Draft Planning Commission Resolution at
Attachment B for the Findings related to Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332, Site Plan Review
Permit #551 and Minor Use Permit #24-13.
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ATTACHMENTS
A. Draft Planning Commission Resolution - General Plan Amendment and Site Utilization Plan
Revision to Planned Development
Draft Planning Commission Resolution - Vesting Tentative Subdivision, Site Plan Review, and
Minor Use Permit
Location Map
Land Use Map
Site Plan, Floor Plans, and Elevations for Self-Storage facility
Site Plan, Floor Plans, and Elevations for Residential
Planned Development Standards
Initial Study (Negative Declaration)
Tentative Subdivision Map
TSM Findings
Public Comments from first proposal
Presentation
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CITY OF MERCED
Planning Commission

Resolution #4152

WHEREAS, the Merced City Planning Commission at its regular meeting of September
17,2025, held a public hearing and considered General Plan Amendment #24-02 and Site
Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned Development (P-D) #20, initiated by Eric
Gonsalves, on behalf of Yosemite 1380 LLC, property owner for the properties located at
1380 E Yosemite Avenue and 3595 Parsons Avenue. The General Plan Amendment would
change the General Plan land use designation from Commercial Office (CO) to Business
Park (BP) for 3.02 acres and from Commercial Office (CO) to Low Medium Density (LMD)
residential for the remaining 4.85 acres. The Site Utilization Plan Revision would change
the land use designation within P-D #20 from Commercial Office to Self-Storage for 3.02
acres and to Residential for the remaining 4.85 acres. The approximate 8.05-acre subject site
is generally located on the southwest corner of E. Yosemite Ave and Parsons Ave. The
property being more particularly described as Lots “A” and “B”, as shown on that certain
map entitled “Oakmount Village Unit No. 5,” recorded in Volume 46, Page 38 of Merced
County Records; also known as Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 006-050-068 and 006-
050-072; and,

WHEREAS, the Merced City Planning Commission concurs with Findings/Considerations
A through H of Staff Report #25-835 (Exhibit B of Planning Commission Resolution
#4152); and,

WHEREAS, the Merced City Planning Commission concurs with the Findings for Planned
Development (P-D) Zoning Districts in Merced Municipal Code Section 20.20.020 (J); and,

NOW THEREFORE, after reviewing the City’s Initial Study and Draft Environmental
Determination, and fully discussing all the issues, the Merced City Planning Commission
does resolve to hereby recommend to City Council adoption of a Negative Declaration
regarding Environmental Review #24-25, and recommend approval of General Plan
Amendment #24-02 and Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned Development (P-D)
#20, subject to the Conditions set forth in Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated herein
by this reference.

Upon motion by Commissioner , seconded by Commissioner
, and carried by the following vote:

AYES: Commissioner(s)
NOES: Commissioner(s)

ABSENT: Commissioner(s)
ABSTAIN: Commissioner(s)
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September 17, 2025

Adopted this 17™ of September 2025

Chairperson, Planning Commission of
the City of Merced, California

ATTEST:

Secretary

Exhibits:
Exhibit A — Conditions of Approval
Exhibit B — Findings/Considerations
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Conditions of Approval
Planning Commission Resolution # 4152
General Plan Amendment #24-02
Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned Development #20

The proposed General Plan Amendment and Site Utilization Plan Revision shall be
as shown on the Proposed Land Use Map at Attachment D of Planning Commission
Staff Report #25-835.

Any project constructed on this site shall comply with all Design/Development
Standards (Attachment G of Planning Commission Staff Report #25-835) adopted
by Revision #3 of Planned Development (P-D) #20.

In compliance with Merced Municipal Code Section 20.20.020 Q, all projects shall
require a Site Plan Review Permit or Minor Use Permit at the discretion of the
Director of Development Services to address conformance to the Design Standards
approved with this Planned Development Establishment. This does not replace the
requirement for any other approval for a specific use required by the Zoning
Ordinance.

Approval of the General Plan Amendment and Site Utilization Plan Revision is
subject to the applicant(s) entering into a written Legislative Action Agreement that
they agree to all the conditions and shall pay all City and school district fees, taxes,
and/or assessments, in effect on the date of any subsequent subdivision and/or
permit approval, any increase in those fees, taxes, or assessments, and any new
fees, taxes, or assessments, which are in effect at the time the building permits are
issued, which may include public facilities impact fees, a regional traffic impact
fee, Mello-Roos taxes— whether for infrastructure, services, or any other activity
or project authorized by the Mello-Roos law, etc. Payment shall be made for each
phase at the time of building permit issuance for such phase unless an Ordinance
or other requirement of the City requires payment of such fees, taxes, and/or
assessments at an earlier or subsequent time. Said agreement to be approved by the
City Council prior to the adoption of the ordinance, resolution, or minute action.

The proposed project shall comply with all standard Municipal Code and
Subdivision Map Act requirements as required by the City Engineering
Department.

EXHIBIT A
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The Project shall comply with all applicable conditions set forth in the resolutions
for Annexation No. 137 (Southwest Yosemite and Parsons Annexation) previously
approved for this site.

All other applicable codes, ordinances, policies, etc., adopted by the City of Merced
shall apply.

The developer/owner is required to finance the annual operating costs for police
and fire services as well as storm drainage, public landscaping, street trees,
streetlights, parks and open space, which may include a financing mechanism such
as a Community Facilities District (CFD). Procedures for financing these services
and on-going maintenance shall be before final map approval or issuance of a
certificate of occupancy for any building, whichever comes first. Developer/Owner
shall submit a request agreeing to such a procedure, waiving right to protest and
post deposit as determined by the City Engineer to be sufficient to cover procedure
costs and maintenance costs expected prior to first assessments being received.

The developer/applicant shall indemnify, protect, defend (with counsel selected by
the City), and hold harmless the City, and any agency or instrumentality thereof,
and any officers, officials, employees, or agents thereof, from any and all claims,
actions, suits, proceedings, or judgments against the City, or any agency or
instrumentality thereof, and any officers, officials, employees, or agents thereof to
attack, set aside, void, or annul, an approval of the City, or any agency or
instrumentality thereof, advisory agency, appeal board, or legislative body,
including actions approved by the voters of the City, concerning the project and the
approvals granted herein. Furthermore, developer/applicant shall indemnify,
protect, defend, and hold harmless the City, or any agency or instrumentality
thereof, against any and all claims, actions, suits, proceedings, or judgments against
any governmental entity in which developer/applicant’s project is subject to that
other governmental entity’s approval and a condition of such approval is that the
City indemnify and defend (with counsel selected by the City) such governmental
entity. City shall promptly notify the developer/applicant of any claim, action, suits,
or proceeding. Developer/applicant shall be responsible to immediately prefund the
litigation cost of the City including, but not limited to, City’s attorney’s fees and
costs. If any claim, action, suits, or proceeding is filed challenging this approval,
the developer/applicant shall be required to execute a separate and formal defense,
indemnification, and deposit agreement that meets the approval of the City
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10.

Attorney and to provide all required deposits to fully fund the City’s defense
immediately but in no event later than five (5) days from that date of a demand
to do so from City. In addition, the developer/applicant shall be required to
satisfy any monetary obligations imposed on City by any order or judgment.

The developer/applicant shall construct and operate the project in strict
compliance with the approvals granted herein, City standards, laws, and
ordinances, and in compliance with all State and Federal laws, regulations,
and standards. In the event of a conflict between City laws and standards and
a State or Federal law, regulation, or standard, the stricter or higher standard
shall control.

EXHIBIT A
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Findings and Considerations
Planning Commission Resolution #4152
General Plan Amendment #24-02
Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned Development (P-D) #20

FINDINGS/CONSIDERATIONS:

General Plan Compliance and Policies Related to This Application

A)

If the General Plan Amendment is approved, the northern 3.02 acres of the
proposed project would comply with the General Plan land use designation of
Business Park (BP), which allows self-storage facilities with a Site Plan Review
permit. The southern 4.85 acres of the subject site would comply with the General
Plan Designation of Low Medium Density (LMD) residential which allows for
residential subdivisions. The project would also comply with the Zoning
classification of Planned Development (P-D) #20 with the change in land use
designation from Commercial Office to Low Medium Density Residential and Self-
Storage.

The proposed project, with conditions of approval, would help achieve the
following General Plan land use policies:

Policy 1.-3.2: Encourage Infill Development and a Compact Urban Form

The proposed project would develop an approximate 8.05-acre site that has been
vacant for decades. Developing this site addresses some maintenance issues
associated with undeveloped parcels, such as overgrown weeds (fire hazard),
vandalism, and loitering which could impact neighboring parcels. In addition, infill
development is an efficient use of development that utilizes existing infrastructure
within City limits as opposed to annexing land that requires expanding City
infrastructure and services.

General Plan Amendment - Findings

B)

Chapter 20.82 (General Plan Amendments) outlines procedures for considering
General Plan Amendments, but does not require any specific findings to be made
for approval. However, Planning practice would be to provide objective reasons
for approval or denial. These findings can take whatever form deemed
appropriate by the Planning Commission and City Council. Based on State law
and case law, the following findings are recommended:

1. The proposed amendment is deemed to be in the public interest.
The proposed amendment is deemed to be in the public interest
EXHIBIT B
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because it will provide employment, and storage options so that
residential properties are not overcrowded with personal items
resulting in blight from items stored outside. The project also
proposes housing which will help alleviate the housing needs in the
community.

. The proposed amendment is consistent and compatible with the rest
of the General Plan and any implementation programs that may be

affected.

As shown under Finding A, the proposed development meets the
General Plan Goals and Policies regarding promoting infill
developments. The proposed project would comply with the
General Plan designation of Business Park (BP) and Low Medium
Density Residential (LMD) if the General Plan Amendment is
approved.

The potential impacts of the proposed amendment have been
assessed and have been determined not to be detrimental to the
public health, safety, or welfare.

The proposed project does not include any uses that would be
detrimental to the public health, safety, and welfare of the City.
Implementation of the conditions of approval and adherence to all
applicable Building Codes, Fire Codes, and City Standards would
prevent the project from having any detrimental effect on the health,
safety, and welfare of the City as a whole.

The proposed amendment has been processed in accordance with
the applicable provisions of the California Government Code and
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The proposed General Plan Amendment has been processed in
accordance with all applicable California Government Code
sections. In addition, Planning staff has conducted an
environmental review (#24-25) of the project in accordance with
the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), and a Negative Declaration (see Attachment G of
Planning Commission Staff Report #25-835) has been
recommended.
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Zoning Code Compliance for Planned Development Establishments or Revision

C)  Per Merced Municipal Code Section 20.20.20 (J) Planned Development (P-D)
Zoning Districts, an application for Planned Development Establishment or
Revision with an accompanying Preliminary Site Utilization Plan can only be
approved if the following findings can be made.

1. The proposed development is consistent with the goals, policies, and
actions of the General Plan and any applicable specific plan and
community plan.

The proposed Planned Development would change the land use
designation for the approximately 8.05-acre subject site from Commercial
Office (CO) to Self-Storage and Residential. This use would be consistent
with the General Plan if General Plan Amendment #24-02 is approved. As
described in Finding A above, the project would help achieve Land Use
Policy L-3.2 by encourage in-fill development.

2. The site for the proposed development is adequate in size and shape to
accommodate proposed land uses.

The project site is approximately 8.05 acres, and would be used for 500
storage units and 28 residential lots. The storage facility is similar in size
to other existing storage facilities in the community (Simply Space Self
Storage, Central Self Storage, Cal Storage, etc.). The residential lots south
of the self-storage facility would serve as a transition in between the self-
storage and the single-family residences to the south of the project site.
The project site is considered adequate in size and shape to accommodate
the proposed land uses.

3. The site for the proposed development has adequate access considering the
limitations of existing and planned streets and highways.

The proposal would have adequate access to existing and planned streets
and highways. The proposed development would have access to E.
Yosemite Avenue and Parsons Avenue through driveways along the
northern and eastern property line. The project proposes a new private road
that would connect to Parsons Ave for the residential development. These
internal streets would be constructed to Merced City Standards as required
in Condition #17 of Planning Commission Resolution #4153 for the
Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332, Site Plan Review Permit #551
and Minor Use Permit #24-13 at Attachment B of Planning Commission
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Staff Report #25-835).

4. Adequate public services exist or will be provided to serve the proposed

development.

City utilities such as water and sewer main lines as well as storm drain
lines are directly available to the north at E. Yosemite Avenue and to the
east at Parsons Avenue. These lines are adequate to serve the project.

. The proposed development will not have a substantial adverse effect on
surrounding property, will be compatible with the existing and planned
land use character of the surrounding area, and will enhance the

desirability of the area and have a beneficial effect.

There may be some temporary impacts such as vibration, noise, and dust
during construction, but as described under Finding F — Neighborhood
Impact, the proposed development would not have a substantial adverse
effect on surrounding property, will be compatible with the existing and
character of the surrounding area, and will enhance the desirability of the
area and have a beneficial effect.

. The proposed development carries out the intent of the Planned
Development zoning district by providing a more efficient use of the land
and an excellence of site design greater than that which could be achieved
through the application of established zoning standards.

The proposed development provides efficient use of land optimizing the
property by revising the existing Planned Development to allow for the self-
storage and residential subdivision as infill development on the site. This is
attainable through specific development standards proposed as part of the
revision #3 to Planned Development (P-D) #20. These standards are
provided at Attachment G of Planning Commission Staff Report #25-835.

. Each individual unit of the proposed development, in each phase as well
as the total development, can exist as an independent unit capable of
creating a good environment in the locality and being in any stage as
desirable and stable as the total development.

The proposed development consists of a self-storage facility along the
northern portion of the property. The southern portion of the subject site
would have a residential subdivision. This self-storage facility and
residential development are capable of creating a good environment in the
locality and being in any stage as desirable and stable as the total
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development.

8. Any deviation from the standard ordinance requirements is warranted by
the design and additional amenities incorporated in the development plan,
which offer certain unusual redeeming features to compensate for any
deviations that may be permitted.

As shown on Attachment E of Staff Report #25-835, the proposal includes
decorative block building walls along the western and eastern property
lines that include a mixture of color finishes that go beyond a standard
concrete masonry unit wall.

9. The principles incorporated in the proposed development plan indicate
certain unique or unusual features, which could not otherwise be achieved
under the other zoning district.

The proposed use would allow development of the entire parcel. By
allowing a deviation in the setback requirements, the proposed
development is able to provide a fully developed self-storage facility
including parking and use an attractive design and color palette for the
buildings on the northern portion of the site. The southern portion of the
site would also accommodate more residential units with a deviation in
setback requirements. Without the deviation in the setback requirement,
the development would not be able to provide sufficient storage spaces and
number of residences to make the development feasible. This could lead to
the site remaining empty and susceptible to blight.

Revision #3 to Planned Development #20 would allow this development
to deviate from the standard zoning requirements, allowing the project to
move forward in a more streamlined approach. Planned Developments
were specifically designed to allow such unique designs.

Planned Development Standards

D) Specific development standards are typically established within a Planned
Development. The applicant could propose a standard City Zoning classification;
however, by proposing a Planned Development, the developer has the
opportunity to request unique development standards that deviate from the City’s
typical requirements. Through the Revision of a Planned Development, the
developer has requested a number of development standards specific to this
development as shown in Attachment G of Staff Report #25-835.
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Traffic/Circulation

E) The proposed development includes a self-storage facility with approximately 500
storage units, and a residential subdivision of 28 units located on an approximately
8.05-acre vacant parcel located at 1380 E Yosemite Avenue and 3595 Parsons
Avenue. The project site fronts an arterial road to the north (E. Yosemite Avenue)
and a collector road to the east (Parsons Avenue). Vehicle access would be
available from a driveway along E. Yosemite Avenue and Parsons Avenue. The
nearest major north-south road is G Street (arterial road) which is designed to carry
large volumes of traffic traveling throughout the community. G Street provides
access to Highway 99 that connects Merced with other regional communities
throughout the State.

Vehicle Miles Traveled

The self-storage facility project is comprised of land uses estimated to generate 109
vehicle trips per day, and the residential portion is estimated to generate 264 vehicle
trips per day, totaling of 373 vehicle trips per day. Based on the MCAG guidelines,
projects that are low trip generators can be screened out of a quantitative VMT
Analysis. Projects that are consistent with the Merced Vision 2030 General Plan
have a low trip generator threshold of 1,000 average daily trips and projects that
are not consistent with the Merced Vision 2030 General Plan have a low trip
generator threshold of 500 average daily trips. This Project is not consistent with
the Merced Vision 2030 General Plan but generates less than 500 daily trips. As a
result, this Project is screened out from a quantitative VMT analysis and this Report
serves as the required VMT Analysis for this Project.

Improvements

The development requires the construction of a street network connecting the
residential subdivision to Parsons Ave. This street network would generally be built
to Merced City Standards (Condition #17 of Planning Commission Resolution
#4153 — Attachment B of Planning Commission Staff Report #25-835). This may
require making minor modifications to the site plan that would need to be reviewed
and approved by the Director of Development Services.
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Neighborhood Impact

F) The subject site is surrounded by a variety of uses which include residential
to the east, south, and west, a religious institution to the north across E
Yosemite Avenue and University Surgery Center adjacent to the northeast.
The subject site is designated Commercial Office (CO) as a land use
designation that is compatible with the surrounding uses. Even though the
applicant is proposing a General Plan designation of Business Park and Low
Medium Density Residential, the proposed use of self-storage and residential
subdivision is expected to produce less traffic than expected for a Commercial
Office development and would not significantly alter the traffic patterns
throughout the neighborhood.

The site 1s surrounded with residential uses to the west and south of the
proposed project. The self-storage facility would consist of a 12 to 14-foot-
tall block wall that would screen the self-storage facility from the adjacent
residential uses and reduce noise and privacy concerns. To create additional
compatibility with the surrounding sites to help reduce concerns regarding
noise, lighting, and privacy, there are conditions requiring the parking lot
lights and building lights be shielded so that lighting does not “spill-over” to
adjacent parcels (Conditions #22 of Planning Commission Resolution #4153
Attachment B pf Planning Commission Staff Report #25-835); controlled
hours of operation only allowing operation between 7 am. and 7 p.m.
(Condition #24 of Planning Commission Resolution #4153 Attachment B of
Planning Commission Staff Report #25-835).

Public hearing notices were sent to all property owners within 300 feet of the
project site. The City received public comment letters and a petition for the
previous hearings shown on Attachment K of Staff Report #25-835. In these
letters, neighbors expressed their concerns for the proposed self-storage
facility and residential development. The letters and petition were generally
in opposition of the project.

Housing Opportunity

G) The proposed would change the General Plan designation from Commercial
Office (CO) to Business Park (BP) for approximately 3.02 acres and Low
Medium Density (LMD) residential for approximately 4.85 acres. As such,
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zoning at this location currently does not allows for any residential uses. Thus,
by changing the land use designation to Business Park and Low Medium
Density Residential, the site goes from no potential of having any residential
units constructed at its current designation, to 6 to 12 units per acre in the
proposed Low Medium Density residential portion of the project.

Staff believes this site would be good for Low Medium Density residential
given that the site fronts a major collector road (Parsons Avenue), and its close
proximity to multiple shopping centers within 750 feet of the site, a park, and
school.

Environmental Clearance

H) Infill projects over 5 acres or projects that don’t comply with Zoning/General
Plan designations require an Initial Study, per the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). In this case, the project is over 5 acres (at 8.05 acres),
and the site is not consistent with Zoning or the General Plan, requiring an
Initial Study. An Initial Study includes a wide range of analysis required by
the State covering an array of subjects including, but not limited to, impacts
on vehicle miles traveled, air quality, biological resource, public services,
cultural resources, and City utilities. Planning staff has conducted an
environmental review of the project in accordance with the requirements of
CEQA and concluded that Environmental Review #24-25 results in a
Negative Declaration as the proposal would not have a significant effect on
the environment (Attachments H of Planning Commission Staff Report #25-
835) and does not require the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report.
A copy of the Initial Study with a Negative Declaration can be found at
Attachment H of Planning Commission Staff Report #25-835.
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CITY OF MERCED
Planning Commission

Resolution #4153

WHEREAS, the Merced City Planning Commission at its regular meeting of September
17,2025, held a public hearing and considered Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332,
Site Plan Review Permit #551 and Minor Use Permit #24-13 initiated by Eric Gonsalves,
on behalf of Yosemite 1380 LLC, property owner for the property located at 1380 E
Yosemite Avenue and 3595 Parsons Avenue. The Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map would
separate the self-storage from the residential lots and create 28, single-family, residential
lots. The Site Plan Review Permit would allow the development of a self-storage
facility with approximately 500 storage units. The Minor Use Permit would be for
interface review to allow commercial development adjacent to or across from Low
Density Residential (R-1-6) Zone. The approximate 8.05-acre subject site is generally
located on the southwest corner of E. Yosemite Ave and Parsons Ave. The property
being more particularly described as Lots “A” and “B”, as shown on the certain map
entitled “Oakmount Village Unit No. 57, recorded in Volume 46, page 38 of Merced
County Records; also known as Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 006-050-068 and
006-050-072; and,

WHEREAS, the Merced City Planning Commission concurs with Findings/Considerations
A through L of Staff Report #25-835 (Exhibit B of Planning Commission Resolution
#4153); and,

WHEREAS, the Merced City Planning Commission concurs with the Findings for
Minor Use Permits in Merced Municipal Code Section 20.68.020 (E) and Site Plan Review
Permits in Merced Municipal Code Section 20.68.050 (F) as outlined in Exhibit B; and,

NOW THEREFORE, after reviewing the City’s Initial Study and Draft Environmental
Determination, and fully discussing all the issues, the Merced City Planning Commission
does resolve to hereby adopt a Negative Declaration regarding Environmental Review
#24-25, and approve Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332, Site Plan Review Permit
#551 and Minor Use Permit #24-13, subject to the Conditions set forth in Exhibit A
attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference.

Upon motion by Commissioner , seconded by Commissioner
, and carried by the following vote:
AYES: Commissioner(s)

NOES: Commissioner(s)

ABSENT: Commissioner(s)
ABSTAIN: Commissioner(s)



PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION #4153
Page 2
September 17, 2025

Adopted this 17th day of September 2025

Chairperson, Planning Commission of
the City of Merced, California

ATTEST:

Secretary

Exhibits:
Exhibit A — Conditions of Approval
Exhibit B — Findings/Considerations
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Conditions of Approval
Planning Commission Resolution # 4153
Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332
Site Plan Review Permit #551
Minor Use Permit #24-13

1. The proposed project shall be constructed/designed as shown on Exhibit 1 (Site Plan,
Floor Plans and Elevation at Attachments E and F of Planning Commission Staff
Report #25-835), and as modified by the conditions of approval within this
resolution.

2. The Project shall comply with all applicable conditions set forth in the resolutions
for Annexation No. 137 (Southwest Yosemite and Parsons Annexation)
previously approved for this site.

3. All other applicable codes, ordinances, policies, etc., adopted by the City of Merced
shall apply.

4. The developer/owner is required to finance the annual operating costs for police and
fire services as well as storm drainage, public landscaping, street trees,
streetlights, parks and open space, which may include a financing mechanism
such as a Community Facilities District (CFD) or, assessment district. Procedures
for financing these services and on-going maintenance shall be initiated before
final map approval or issuance of a certificate of occupancy for any building,
whichever comes first. Developer/Owner shall submit a request agreeing to such
a procedure, waiving right to protest and post deposit as determined by the City
Engineer to be sufficient to cover procedure costs and maintenance costs
expected prior to first assessments being received.

5. The developer/applicant shall indemnify, protect, defend (with counsel selected
by the City), and hold harmless the City, and any agency or instrumentality
thereof, and any officers, officials, employees, or agents thereof, from any and
all claims, actions, suits, proceedings, or judgments against the City, or any
agency or instrumentality thereof, and any officers, officials, employees, or
agents thereof to attack, set aside, void, or annul, an approval of the City, or any
agency or instrumentality thereof, advisory agency, appeal board, or legislative
body, including actions approved by the voters of the City, concerning the project
and the approvals granted herein. Furthermore, developer/applicant shall
indemnify, protect, defend, and hold harmless the City, or any agency or
instrumentality thereof, against any and all claims, actions, suits, proceedings, or
judgments against any governmental entity in which developer/applicant’s
project is subject to that other governmental entity’s approval and a condition of
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such approval is that the City indemnify and defend (with counsel selected by the
City) such governmental entity. City shall promptly notify the
developer/applicant of any claim, action, suits, or proceeding.
Developer/applicant shall be responsible to immediately prefund the litigation
cost of the City including, but not limited to, City’s attorney’s fees and costs. If
any claim, action, suits, or proceeding is filed challenging this approval, the
developer/applicant shall be required to execute a separate and formal defense,
indemnification, and deposit agreement that meets the approval of the City
Attorney and to provide all required deposits to fully fund the City’s defense
immediately but in no event later than five (5) days from that date of a demand
to do so from City. In addition, the developer/applicant shall be required to
satisfy any monetary obligations imposed on City by any order or judgment.

6. The developer/applicant shall construct and operate the project in strict compliance

10.

with the approvals granted herein, City standards, laws, and ordinances, and in
compliance with all State and Federal laws, regulations, and standards. In the
event of a conflict between City laws and standards and a State or Federal law,
regulation, or standard, the stricter or higher standard shall control.

The project shall comply with all requirements of the California Building Code
and all flood requirements of the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA), as well as the requirements for the California Urban Level of Flood
Protection (CA 200-year flood).

All landscaping in the public right-of-way shall comply with State Water
Resources Control Board Resolution No. 2015-0032 “To Adopt an Emergency
Regulation for Statewide Urban Water Conservation” and the City’s Water
Conservation Ordinance (Merced Municipal Code Section 15.42). Xeriscape or
artificial turf shall be used in place of natural sod or other living ground cover.
If turf 1s proposed to be installed in park-strips or on-site, high quality artificial
turf (approved by the City Engineer and Development Services Director) shall be
installed. All irrigation provided to street trees, parking lot trees, or other
landscaping shall be provided with a drip irrigation or micro-spray system. All
landscaping shall comply with the City’s Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance
(MMC Section 20.36.030).

All landscaping shall be kept healthy and maintained in good condition and any
damaged or missing landscaping shall be replaced immediately.

Trees and or fast-growing vines or other plants shall be planted on or near the
block wall along E Yosemite Avenue to soften the visibility of the site. Details
to be worked out with Planning staff during the building permit stage.
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11.

12.

13.

14.
15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

21.

Full public improvements shall be installed/repaired if the permit value of the
project exceeds $100,000.00. Public improvements may include, but not be
limited to, repairing/replacing the sidewalk, curb, gutter, and street corner
ramp(s), so that they comply with ADA standards and other relevant City of
Merced/State/Federal standards and regulations.

Any missing or damaged improvements along the property frontage shall be
installed/repaired to meet City Standards. Any improvements that don’t meet
current City Standards shall be replaced to meet all applicable standards.

The applicant shall work with the City’s Refuse Department to determine the
proper location for a trash enclosure at the self-storage facility and if a recycling
container will be required to comply with AB 341. The container(s) shall be
enclosed within a refuse enclosure built to City Standards.

All mechanical equipment shall be screened from public view.

The parking lot layout shall comply with all applicable City Standards. Parking
lot trees shall be provided at a ratio of one tree for every six parking spaces
provided for customers (this does not apply to the long-term parking spaces).
These trees shall be installed per the City’s Parking Lot Landscape Standards,
shall be a minimum of 15-gallons, and be of a type that provides a 30-foot
minimum canopy at maturity (trees shall be selected from the City’s approved
tree list).

The driving aisles of the self-storage facility shall be paved with an impervious
surface, as approved by the City Engineer.

The driving aisles in the self-storage facility and internal streets in the residential
subdivision shall be designed to meet all City of Merced Engineering and Fire
Department requirements, including those pertaining to turning radius, unless
otherwise approved by the city engineer.

All vehicular gates shall be provided with a “click-to-enter” access and remote
controls shall be provided to the City of Merced Police, Fire, and Public Works
Departments. The device used shall be approved by the City prior to installation.

All gates shall be provided with a Knox box, as required by the Fire Department.

All service drives including the access and egress gates shall be posted as Fire
Lanes. All signs and markings shall be as required by the Fire Department.

The developer shall use proper dust control procedures during site development
in accordance with San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District rules.
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22.

23.

24.

25.
26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

Parking lot lights and building lights shall be shielded or oriented in a way that
does not allow “spill-over” onto adjacent lots or be a nuisance to adjacent
residential properties. This shall be done in compliance with the California
Energy Code requirements. Any lighting on the building shall be oriented to
shine downward and not spill-over onto adjacent parcels.

The project shall comply with all the Post Construction Standards required to
comply with State requirements for the City’s Phase II MS-4 Permit (Municipal
Separate Storm Sewer System).

The self-storage facility may operate daily between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.
Hours of operation may be adjusted at the discretion of the Director of
Development Services.

Dwelling within the storage units is prohibited

Minor modifications to the site plan, floor plan, or elevations may be reviewed
and approved by the Director of Development Services as allowed by Merced
Municipal Code Section 20.20.020 (O).

This resolution for a Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map (VTSM #1332), Site
Plan Review (SP #551) and Minor Use Permit (#24-13) does not become
effective until the General Plan Amendment (GPA #24-02) and Site Utilization
Plan Revision (#3 to Planned Development #20) are approved by the City
Council.

Lots 1-15 as shown on the map at Attachment F of Staff Report #25-835 shall be
single story.

Additional fire access shall be available via a gate connecting the residential
subdivision and the parking lot to the medical offices to the north.

There must be a minimum 26-foot-wide unobstructed are around all the hydrants
within the subdivision or one side of the road must be a permanent fire lane to
comply with Fire Department requirements. Details to be reviewed and approved
by the Fire Department prior to building permit approval.

The applicant shall dedicate all necessary street right-of-way and easements as
needed for irrigation, utilities, drainage, landscaping, and open space during the
Final Map stage as required by the City Engineer.

The developer shall provide all utility services to each lot, including sanitary
sewer, water, electric power, gas, telephone, and cable television, or as otherwise
required by the City engineer. All new utilities are to be undergrounded.
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33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.
42.

43.

All streets within the subdivision shall be private streets and shall be privately
maintained. An easement for utilities and access shall be granted to the City of
Merced with the Final Map.

Any work done by the City of Merced to maintain utilities shall be restored to
City Standards. Any decorative treatments shall be the responsibility of the
Homeowner’s Association (HOA) to repair/replace.

The gates at the entrances shall be setback a minimum of 20 feet from the
roadway to allow stacking room for at least two vehicles. Gate width on each side
of the entrance/exit shall be at least 14 feet wide.

Fire hydrants shall be installed along street frontages and throughout the gated
subdivision to provide fire protection to the area. The hydrants shall meet all City
of Merced standards and shall comply with all requirements of the City of Merced
Fire Department. Final location of the fire hydrants shall be determined by the
Fire Department.

All dwellings shall be designed to include fire sprinklers as required by the
California Fire Code.

The developer shall provide construction plans and calculations for all
landscaping and public maintenance improvements. All such plans shall conform
to City standards and meet approval of the City Engineer.

Plans shall meet current codes at the time of building permit application
submittal. Building permit applications shall comply with the newest enacted
California Building Codes. Plans shall be drawn by a licensed California design
professional.

At the building permit stage, the site plans for each lot shall include a minimum
3-foot by 6-foot concrete pad located in the side yard or backyard for the storage
of 3 refuse containers.

All undeveloped areas shall be maintained free of weeds and debris.

Sewer manholes shall be installed as required by the Engineering Department (if
needed).

The developer shall establish a Homeowner’s Association (HOA) (or approved
alternative) governing this project. The HOA shall be responsible for the
maintenance of all streets and landscaping within the development as well as
sweeping/cleaning of all interior streets. Prior to the Final Map approval, the
HOA and any Conditions, Covenants and Restrictions (CC&R’s) shall be
reviewed and approved by the City Attorney.
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Findings and Considerations
Planning Commission Resolution # 4153
Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332
Site Plan Review Permit #551
Minor Use Permit #24-13

FINDINGS/CONSIDERATIONS:

General Plan Compliance and Policies Related to This Application

A)

If the General Plan Amendment is approved, the norther 3.02 acres of the
proposed project would comply with the General Plan land use designation of
Business Park (BP), which allows self-storage facilities with a Site Plan
Review permit. The southern 4.85 acres of the proposed would comply with
the General Plan Designation of Low Medium Density (LMD) residential
which allows for residential subdivisions. The project would also comply with
the Zoning classification of Planned Development (P-D) #20 with the change
in land use designation from Commercial Office to low Medium Density
Residential and Self-Storage.

The proposed project, with conditions of approval, will help achieve the
following General Plan land use policies:

Policy L-3.2: Encourage Infill Development and a Compact Urban Form

The proposed project would develop an approximate 8.05-acre site that has
been vacant for decades. Developing this site addresses some maintenance
issues associated with undeveloped parcels, such as overgrown weeds (fire
hazard), vandalism, and loitering which could impact neighboring parcels. In
addition, infill development is an efficient use of development that utilizes
existing infrastructure within City limits as opposed to annexing land that
requires expanding City infrastructure and services.

Traffic/Circulation

B)

The proposed development includes a self-storage facility with approximately
500 storage units, and a residential subdivision located on an approximately
8.05-acre vacant parcel located at 1380 E Yosemite Avenue and 3595 Parsons
Avenue. The project site fronts an arterial road to the north (E. Yosemite
Avenue) and a collector road to the east (Parsons Avenue). Vehicle access
would be available from a driveway along E. Yosemite Avenue and Parsons
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Avenue. The nearest major north-south road being G Street (arterial road)
which is designed to carry large volumes of traffic traveling throughout the
community. G Street provides access to Highway 99 that connects Merced
with other regional communities throughout the State.

Vehicle Miles Traveled

The self-storage facility project is comprised of land uses estimated to
generate 109 vehicle trips per day, and the residential portion is estimated to
generate 264 vehicle trips per day totaling 373 vehicle trips per day. Based on
the MCAG guidelines, projects that are low trip generators can be screened
out of a quantitative VMT Analysis. Projects that are consistent with the
Merced Vision 2030 General Plan have a low trip generator threshold of 1,000
average daily trips, and projects that are not consistent with the Merced Vision
2030 General Plan have a low trip generator threshold of 500 average daily
trips. This Project is not consistent with the Merced Vision 2030 General Plan,
but generates less than 500 daily trips. As a result, this Project is screened out
from a quantitative VMT analysis and this Report serves as the required VMT
Analysis, for this Project.

Improvements

The development requires the construction of a street network connecting the
residential subdivision to Parsons Ave. This street network shall be built to
Merced City Standards (Condition #17 Planning Commission Resolution
#4133 — Attachment B of Planning Commission Staff Report #25-835). This
may require making minor modifications to the site plan that would need to
be reviewed and approved by the Director of Development Services.

Public Improvements/City Services

C) Any damaged or missing public improvements shall be repaired if the permit
value of the project exceeds $100,000.00. The need for repairs or replacement
of any missing improvements would be evaluated at the building permit stage
by the City’s Engineering Department (Condition #11).

Parking

D)  Per Merced Municipal Code Table 20.38 -1- Off Street Parking Requirements,

the parking requirements for Public/Mini Storage is 1 parking stall per 50
storage units or 5 spaces, whichever is greater. Based on the proposed 500
storage units, the site is required to have at least 10 parking stalls. With the
office unit, the site should have a minimum of 11 parking spaces. The
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proposed project meets these requirements by providing 16 parking spaces for
the self-storage facility.

The parking requirements for Single Family Dwellings is 1 parking stall per
unit. The proposed residential development proposes a two-car garage per unit
which would meet and exceed the parking requirements.

Site Design

E)

The proposed development includes a residential subdivision of 28 lots and a
self-storage facility. Of the 28 residential lots, lots 1-15 would be single story
homes and lots 16-28 would be a mix of single- and two-story homes. The
proposed residential lots would range in size between 4,365 square feet and
8,930 square feet. These lots would be located within the southern portion of
the subject site on approximately 4.85 acres. The remaining 3.02 acres would
be used to establish a self-storage facility.

Development Standards for the 28 residential lots shall meet standards set on
Attachment G - Planned Development Standards of Staff Report #25-835.
Because this site has a zoning classification of Planned Development, the
building design/elevations shall be reviewed and approved by Planning Staff
prior to issuance of a building permit for this subdivision. The minimum
parking requirement for single-family homes is one parking space per unit.
However, each one of these units would have two parking spaces located
within a garage.

The northern portion of the parcel along E. Yosemite Avenue, would be
reserved for the self-storage facility with approximately 500 storage units. The
applicant has provided a site plan, floor plans, and elevations for this proposal.
Attachment E illustrates the proposed structures (Site Plan, Floor Plan, and
Elevations). The storage facility would be composed of five storage buildings;
the office would be attached into one of those storage buildings. The office
would be the most visible structure to the public located along E Yosemite
Avenue. The exterior of the office would consist of terra cotta tile roofing,
walls with stucco finish, stone veneer accents, and storefront windows. The
storage spaces would range in dimensions between 5 feet by 5 feet, and 10
feet by 25 feet. The storage buildings would have a metal finish. The back of
the storage units along the eastern, southern and western property lines would
consist of a 12 to 14-foot-tall block wall. The northern property line would be
secured with a wrought iron perimeter fence.
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Elevations

F)

The elevations shown at Attachment E illustrate the proposed structures for
this project. The ground floor leasing office would be front facing E. Y osemite
Avenue. This structure would be approximately 27 feet tall with the exterior
consisting of concrete walls, columns and beam finish carborundum-rubbed
and painted, and storefront windows.

The storage units along the southern property line would range in dimension
between 5 feet by 10 feet, and 10 feet by 12 feet. The storage units would be
approximately 16 feet in height. The back of the storage units along the
eastern, southern, and western property lines would consist of a 12 to 14-foot-
tall block wall. The northern property line would be secured with a wrought
iron perimeter fence. As required by Condition #10 of Planning Commission
Resolution #4153, landscaping or trees would be installed along the northern
property line (along E. Yosemite Avenue) to soften the visibility of the site.

Landscaping

G)

The proposal does not include a landscape plan, but all future landscaping for
mulch, shrubs, turf, or trees should be drought tolerant and all irrigation
systems must comply with the latest requirements for water conservation
(Condition #8). In addition, parking lot trees shall be installed as required by
the City’s Parking Lot Landscape Standards at a minimum ratio of one tree
for every six parking spaces. Parking lot trees shall be selected from the City’s
approved tree list, providing a 30-foot minimum canopy at maturity
(Condition #15). If needed, street trees would be installed along E. Yosemite
Avenue as required by City standards. All trees shall be planted away from
the City’s 10-foot visual corner triangle area.

Neighborhood Impact

H)

The subject site is surrounded by a variety of uses which include residential
to the east south and west, the Episcopal Church of the Resurrection to the
north across E. Yosemite Avenue and University Surgery Center immediately
to the northeast. The subject site is designated Commercial Office (CO) as a
land use designation that is compatible with the surrounding uses. Even
though the applicant is proposing a General Plan designation of Business Park
and Low Medium Density Residential, the proposed use of self-storage and
residential subdivision is expected to produce less traffic than expected for a
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Commercial Office development and would not significantly alter the traffic
patterns throughout the neighborhood.

The site 1s surrounded with residential uses to the west and south of the
proposed project. The proposed residential subdivision would serve as a
buffer/transition from the proposed self-storage facility and the existing
single-family residences to the south. Additionally, the south elevation of
Building F (self-storage facility) includes a concrete-masonry unit fagade that
ranges from 12 to 14-feet in height. This block wall facade serves to screen
the self-storage facility (from the adjacent residential uses) and reduce noise
and privacy concerns. To create additional compatibility with the surrounding
sites to help reduces concerns regarding noise, lighting, and privacy, there are
conditions requiring the parking lot lights and building lights be shielded so
that lighting does not “spill-over” to adjacent parcels (Conditions #22);
controlled hours of operation only allowing operation between 7 a.m. and 7
p.m. (Condition #24).

Public hearing notices were sent to all property owners within 300 feet of the
project site. At the time that this report was prepared, the City had not
received any comments regarding this project.

Minor Use Permit Findings

)

In order for the Planning Commission to approve or deny a conditional use
permit or minor use permit, they must consider the following criteria and
make findings to support or deny each criteria per MMC 20.68.020 (E) —
Findings for Approval.

1. The proposed use is consistent with the purpose and standards of zoning
district, the general plan, and any adopted area or neighborhood plan,
specific plan, or community plan.

As shown under Finding A, if the General Plan Amendment is approved,
the proposed project would comply with the General Plan land use
designation of Business Park (BP) which allows self-storage facilities with
a site plan review permit and Low Medium Density Residential (LMD) for
the proposed residential subdivision. The project would also comply with
the Zoning classification of Planned Development (P-D) #20 if the Revision
#3 to Planned Development #20 is approved.
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2. The location, size, design, and operating characteristics of the proposed

use will be compatible with the existing and future land uses in the vicinity
of the subject property.

As shown under Finding E - Site Design, Finding F - Elevations, and
Finding H — Neighborhood Impact, staff has determined that the location,
size, design, and operating characteristics of the proposal would be
compatible with existing and future land uses in the vicinity. The proposed
operation is relatively quiet and generates low traffic counts. In addition,
Condition #24 limits the business hours of operation between 7 a.m. and 7
p.m. daily for the self-storage facility.

3. The proposed use will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, and

welfare of the city.

This proposal will require building permits with compliance with the
California Building Code. During plan check staff will review the proposal
for matters concerning health and safety. With approval of the conditions
within this resolution, staff does not anticipate that the approval of this
request would adversely affect the public health, safety, and welfare of the
City.

4. The proposed use is properly located within the City and adequately served

by existing or planned services and infrastructure.

The proposed development is considered in-fill development which is
properly located within the City and adequately served by existing services
and infrastructure such as street access, sewer connections, water
connections, and other utilities.

Site Plan Review Findings

J)

A Site Plan Review Permit is required for the self-storage portion of this
project for two reasons: 1) to develop a project within a Planned Development
Zone; and, 2) because a public/mini storage is listed as a use that requires site
plan review under the Land Use Table 20.10-1 — Permitted Land Uses in the
Commercial Zoning Districts. This section applies to Planned Development
Zones with General Plan designations of Business Park, unless specific land
uses are identified by the Site Utilization Plan. Therefore, in order for the
Planning Commission to approve or deny a site plan review permit, they must
consider the following criteria and make findings to support or deny each
criteria. The Findings required by MMC Section 20.68.050 (F) “Findings for
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Approval for Site Plan Review Permits” are provided below, along with
recommended reasons to support each finding.

1. The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan, and any
adopted area or neighborhood plan, specific plan, or community plan.

As described in Finding A above, the project meets the requirements of
the General Plan if the proposed General Plan Amendment for this
development is approved. There are no other area, specific, or
neighborhood plans for this area.

2. The proposed project complies with all applicable provisions of the
Zoning Ordinance and Municipal Code.

Approval of the proposed Site Plan Review Permit and implementation
of the Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332, Site Plan Review
#551, and Minor Use Permit #24-13 would bring the project into
compliance with the applicable provisions of the Zoning Ordinance and
Municipal Code.

3. The design and layout of the proposed project will not interfere with
the use and enjoyment of existing and future neighboring properties
and structures.

There may be some temporary impacts such as vibration, noise, and
dust during construction, but as shown under Finding E -Site Design,
Finding F - Elevations, and Finding H — Neighborhood Impact, staff
believes that the location, size, design, and operating characteristics of
the proposal would be compatible with the existing and future land uses
in the vicinity. Therefore, with the implementation of the conditions of
approval, the proposed project would not interfere with the enjoyment
of the existing and future land uses in the vicinity.

4. The proposed architectural design makes use of appropriate materials,
texture, and color, and will remain aesthetically appealing and
appropriately maintained.

As shown under Finding F — Elevations, the applicant is proposing a
typical design for a mini storage with a mixture of materials, colors, and
textures. The building exterior would consist of a stucco finish with
stone veneers. Landscaping and a wrought iron perimeter fence would
be installed along the north elevation (E. Yosemite Avenue). The
landscaping would be consistent with the landscaping placed at the
neighboring medical offices. All structures onsite would generally
consist of a uniform design and aesthetic. Staff believes that the
EXHIBIT B
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proposed architectural design makes use of appropriate materials,
texture, and color.

. Any proposed landscaping design, including color, location, size,
texture, type, and coverage of plan materials, as well as provisions for
irrigation, maintenance, and protection of landscaping elements, will
complement structures and provide an attractive environment.

The proposal does not include a landscape plan at the moment.
Landscaping would be reviewed at the building permit stage. Trees
would be planted throughout the parking lot and along street frontages
(if required by Public Works). Parking lot trees would have to conform
with minimum City Standards regarding quantity (1 tree per 6 required
parking stalls), gallon size (15 gallons), and branch width (30-foot
canopy). Parking lot trees shall be from the City’s list of approved tree
species found within City Engineering Standards. Street trees shall be
reviewed by the Engineering and Public Works Departments to ensure
conformance with City Standards in regard to species type, irrigation
plan, and tree spacing. All landscaping must comply with local
regulations and State regulations regarding water conservation, as
found under Merced Municipal Code Section 20.36 — Landscaping, and
affiliated sections found under the WELO Act (MMC 17.60).

. The proposed design will not be materially detrimental to the public
health, safety, or welfare, or be injurious to the property or
improvements in the vicinity of the proposed project.

The proposed project does not include any uses that would be
detrimental to the public health, safety, and welfare of the City with
implementation of the conditions of approval for the Vesting Tentative
Subdivision Map, Site Plan Review Permit, and Minor Use Permit.
Implementation of the conditions of approval and adherence to all
Building and Fire Codes, and City Standards would prevent the project
from having any detrimental effect on the health safety, and welfare of
the City.

Housing Opportunity

The proposed would change the General Plan designation from Commercial
Office (CO) to Business Park (BP) for approximately 3.02 acres and Low
Medium Density (LMD) residential for approximately 4.85 acres. As such,
zoning at this location currently does not allow residential uses. Thus, by changing
the land use designation to Business Park and Low Medium
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Density Residential, the site goes from no potential of having any residential
units constructed at its current designation, to 6 to 12 units per acre in the
proposed Low Medium Density residential portion of the project.

This site would be good for Low Medium Density residential uses given that
the site fronts a major collector road (Parsons Avenue) and is in close
proximity to multiple shopping centers (within 750 feet of the site), a park and
a school.

Environmental Clearance

L)

Infill projects over 5 acres or projects that don’t comply with Zoning/General
Plan designations require an Initial Study, per the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). In this case, the project is over 5 acres (at 8.05 acres),
and the site is not consistent with Zoning or the General Plan requiring an
Initial Study. An Initial Study includes a wide range of analysis required by
the State covering an array of subjects including, but not limited to, impacts
on vehicle miles traveled, air quality, biological resource, public services,
cultural resources, and City utilities. Planning staff has conducted an
environmental review of the project in accordance with the requirements of
CEQA and concluded that Environmental Review #24-25 results in a
Negative Declaration as the proposal would not have a significant effect on
the environment (Attachment H of Planning Commission Staff Report #25-
835) and does not require the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report.
A copy of the Initial Study with a Negative Declaration can be found at
Attachment H of Planning Commission Staff Report #25-835.
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DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
Yosemite Ave. x Parsons Ave
Self-Storage & Residential Subdivision

The following information contains Development Standards for the E Yosemite Avenue x
Parsons Ave self-storage facily and residential subdivision at 1380 E Yosemite Ave and
3595 Parsons Ave through the Revision #3 of Planned Development (P-D) #20

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR E YOSEMITE AVENUE X PARSONS
AVENUE SELF-STORAGE

Exterior yard/front setbacks for all 10 Feet
primary and secondary structures

Interior yard/side and rear setbacks

for all primary and secondary et i
structures (from east, west, and

south property lines)

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR E YOSEMITE AVENUE X
PARSONS AVENUE RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION LOTS 1-15

Exterior yard/front setbacks for all 10 feet
primary and secondary structures

Interior yard/side setbacks for all 4 feet

primary and secondary structures

Rear Setbacks 15 feet
Fence height (Side Yard) 6 feet

Lots 1-15 to be all single story

ATTACHMENT G
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DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR E YOSEMITE AVENUE X
PARSONS AVENUE RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION LOTS 16-28

Exterior yard/front setbacks for all

P-D #20

primary and secondary structures 10 Feet
Interior yard/side setbacks for all 4 feet
primary and secondary structures

|Rear Setbacks 15 feet
Fence Height (Side Yard) 6 feet

Lots 15-28 to be a mixture of single and two story with a

max height of 32"
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Initial Study #24-25
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CITY OF MERCED
PLANNING & PERMITTING DIVISION

TYPE OF PROPOSAL: General Plan Amendment #24-02/ Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to
Planned Development #20/ Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332/
Site Plan #551/ Minor Use Permit #24-13

INITIAL STUDY: #24-25

DATE RECEIVED: August 15, 2024 (date application determined to be complete)
LOCATION: 1380 Yosemite Avenue, Merced CA 95340

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBERS: 006-050-072, 006-050-068
(SEE ATTACHED MAP AT ATTACHMENT A)

Please forward any written comments by September 17, 2025 to:

Valeria Renteria, Associate Planner

City of Merced Planning & Permitting Division
678 West 18™ Street

Merced, CA 95340

209-385-6929

renteriav(@cityofmerced.org

Applicant Contact Information:

Attn: Eric Gonsalves

755 E Yosemite Ave,Suite J
Merced, CA 95340

(209) 480-0585

eric@cirruscompany.com

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Project site consists of two parcels that total approximately 8.05 acres located at 1380
Yosemite Avenue (APN: 006-050-068) and 3595 Parsons Avenue (APN: 006-050-072)
(Attachment A). The subject site has a General Plan designation of Commercial Office (CO) and
a Zoning classification of Planned Development #20. The subject site is surrounded by a variety
of uses which include residential to the east south and west, Episcopal Church of the Resurrection
to the north and University Surgery Center immediately to the northeast vicinity of the project site.

The applicant is requesting approval to develop 28 single-family homes and a self-storage facility.
Of the 28 residential lots, lots 1-15 would be single story homes and lots 16-28 would be a mix of
single- and two-story homes. The proposed residential lots would range in size between 4,365
square feet and 8,930 square feet. These lots would be located within the southern portion of the
subject site on approximately 4.85 acres. The remaining 3.02 acres would be used to establish a
self-storage facility. (See Attachment B.)

The developer has yet to submit building designs for the 28 residential lots. Because this site has
a zoning classification of Planned Development, the building design/elevations shall be reviewed
and approved by Planning Staff prior to issuance of a building permit for this subdivision. The
homes shall be required to comply with the City’s minimum design standards for single-family

Attachment H
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homes as required under Merced Municipal Code Section 20.46.020 - Design Standards for Single-
Family Dwellings and Mobile Homes. The minimum parking requirement for single-family homes
is one parking space per unit. However, each one of these units would have two parking spaces
located within a garage.

The northern portion of the parcel along E. Yosemite Avenue, would be reserved for the self-
storage facility with approximately 500 storage units. The applicant has provided a site plan, floor
plans, and elevations for this proposal. Attachment B illustrates the proposed structures (Site Plan,
Floor Plan, and Elevations). The storage facility would be composed of five storage buildings, the
office would be attached into one of those storage buildings. The office would be the most visible
structure to the public located along E Yosemite Avenue. The exterior of the office would consist
of terra cotta tile roofing, walls with stucco finish, stone veneer accents, and storefront windows.
The storage spaces would range in dimensions between 5 feet by 5 feet, and 10 feet by 25 feet.
The storage buildings would have a metal finish. The back of the storage units along the eastern,
southern and western property lines would consist of a 12 to 14-foot-tall block wall. The northern
property line would be secured with a wrought iron perimeter fence.

Project Location

The subject site is located within the northeast quadrant of Merced. The subject site is surrounded
by a variety of uses which include residential to the east, south and west, the Episcopal Church of
the Resurrection to the north, and University Surgery Center immediately to the northeast. The
table below identifies the surrounding uses:

Table 1 Surrounding Uses (Refer to Attachment A)
Surrounding Existing Use Zoning City General Plan
Land of Land Designation Land Use Designation
Single-Family Homes and Low‘Den§1ty Low Density Residential
North Church Residential (LDR)
(R-1-6)
Low Density . . .
South Single-Family Homes Residential Low Densllj:]}ggemdentlal
(R-1-6) (LDR)
Low Density
Residential Low Density Residential
East Single-Family Homes and (R-1-6) (LDR)
University Surgery Center and Planned and Commercial Office
Development (CO)
#20
Low Density
West Single-Family Homes Residential Low Density Residential
(R-1-6) (LDR)
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1. INITIAL FINDINGS

A.
B.

m | o0

The proposal is a project as defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15378.

The Project is not a ministerial or emergency project as defined under CEQA
Guidelines (Sections 15369 and 15369).

The Project is therefore discretionary and subject to CEQA (Section 15357).
The Project is not Categorically Exempt.
The Project is not Statutorily Exempt.

Therefore, an Environmental Checklist has been required and filed.

2. CHECKLIST FINDINGS

An on-site inspection was made by this reviewer on February 6, 2025.
The checklist was prepared on August 20, 2025.

The Merced Vision 2030 General Plan and its associated Environmental Impact
Report [EIR (SCH# 2008071069)] were certified in January 2012. The document
comprehensively examined the potential environmental impacts that may occur as
a result of build-out of the 28,576-acre Merced (SUDP/SOI). For those significant
environmental impacts (Loss of Agricultural Soils and Air Quality) for which no
mitigation measures were available, the City adopted a Statement of Overriding
Considerations (City Council Resolution #2011-63). This document herein
incorporates by reference the Merced Vision 2030 General Plan, the General Plan
Program EIR (SCH# 2008071069), and Resolution #2011-63.

As a subsequent development project within the SUDP/SOI, many potential
environmental effects of the Project have been previously considered at the
program level and addressed within the General Plan and associated EIR. (Copies
of the General Plan and its EIR are available for review at the City of Merced
Planning and Permitting Division, 678 West 18th Street, Merced, CA 95340.) As
a second tier environmental document, Initial Study #24-25 plans to incorporate
goals and policies to implement actions of the Merced Vision 2030 General Plan,
along with mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR, as mitigation for
potential impacts of the Project.

Project-level environmental impacts and mitigation measures (if applicable) have
been identified through site-specific review by City staff. This study also utilizes
existing technical information contained in prior documents and incorporates this
information into this study.

3. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

Will the proposed project result in significant impacts in any of the listed categories? Significant
impacts are those that are substantial, or potentially substantial, changes that may adversely affect
the physical conditions within the area affected by the Project including land, air, water, minerals,

96



Initial Study #24-25

Page 4 0of 49

flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social
change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment. A social or
economic change related to a physical change may be considered in determining whether the
physical change is significant. (Section 15372, State CEQA Guidelines. Appendix G of the
Guidelines contains examples of possible significant effects.)

A narrative description of all “potentially significant,

2 13

negative declaration: potentially

significant unless mitigation incorporated,” and “less than significant impact” answers are
provided within this Initial Study.

A. Aesthetics

SETTING AND DESCRIPTION

The project site is located in northeast Merced, approximately 3 miles northwest of Downtown
and two- and three-quarter miles north of Highway 99. The project site consists of an
undeveloped lot of approximately 8.05 acres. The subject site is surrounded by a variety of uses
which include medical offices to the west, a church and residential to the north and more
residential to the east and south. The proposed building range in height, between 16 and 27 feet.
The Medical Offices adjacent and church across the street also have similar heights.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Aesthetics. Will the Project:

1) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic

vista?

2) Substantially damage scenic resources including,

but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

3) Substantially degrade

theexisting visual
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

4)

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

1) No Impact

No designated scenic vistas exist on the project site or in the project area. Therefore, no
impacts in this regard would occur with this development.

2) No Impact

There are no officially designated State Scenic Highways or Routes in the project vicinity.
Therefore, the Project would have no impact on scenic resources, such as rock
outcroppings, trees, or historic buildings within a scenic highway.
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3)

4)

Less-Than-Significant Impact

The proposed Project would transform the site from an undeveloped site to a mostly fully
developed site. Undeveloped lots tend to lead to concerns about weed abatement, waste
drop-off, and general dilapidation. The proposed storage, homes, and streets would mostly
develop the site. The homes would add architectural interest with the use of stucco, and
board and batten. Based on these factors, this impact is considered to be less than
significant.

Less Than Significant

Construction of the proposed project and off-site improvements include new lighting on
the homes and throughout the site. This new lighting could be a source of light or glare that
would affect the views in the area. However, the City of Merced has adopted the California
Green Building Standards Code (CGBSC) as Section 17.07 of the Merced Municipal Code.
As administered by the City, the Green Building Standards Code prohibits the spillage of
light from one lot to another. This would prevent new glare effects on the existing buildings
surrounding the project site.

B. Agriculture Resources

Setting and Description

Merced County is among the largest agriculture producing Counties in California (ranked fifth),
with a gross income of more than $4.4 billion. The County’s leading agriculture commodities
include milk, almonds, cattle and calves, chickens, sweet potatoes, and tomatoes.

Less
Than
Significa
Potenti | nt with Less
ally Mitigati | Than
Signifi on Signific
cant Incorpor ant No
Impact ated Impact | Impact
B. Agriculture Resources. Will the Project:
1) 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-
agriculture? 4
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2) Conflict with existing zoning for

agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract? v

3) Involve other changes in the existing

environment, which, due to their location
or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agricultural use? v

4) Cause development of non-agricultural

uses within 1,000 feet of agriculturally
zoned property (Right-to-Farm)? 4

1)

2)

3)

4)

No Impact

The project site is located within the City Limits of Merced. The California Department of
Conservation prepares Important Farmland Maps through its Farmlands Mapping and
Monitoring Program (FMMP). The system of classifying areas is based on soil type and
use. According to the Merced County Important Farmlands Map, the project site is
classified as “Grazing Land.” The conversion of this land from an undeveloped lot to a
developed urban parcel was analyzed as part of the Environmental Review for the Merced
Vision 2030 General Plan. The development on “Grazing Land” that is not “Prime
Farmland Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland)” is
considered to have no impact. Therefore, CEQA requires no further review.

No Impact

There are no Williamson Act contract lands in this area and the land is not being used for
agricultural uses. Therefore, there is no impact.

No Impact
Refer to Item #1 above.
No Impact

The nearest land being used for farming is located approximately five hundred feet
northwest of the subject site, across N Gardner Ave. The proposed development would not
affect farming operations.

C. Air Quality

SETTING AND DESCRIPTION

The project site is in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB), which includes the southern half
of the Central Valley and is approximately 250 miles long and an average of 35 miles wide. The
Coast Ranges, which have an average height of 3,000 feet, serve as the western border of the
SJVAB. The San Emigdio Mountains, part of the Coast Ranges, and the Tehachapi Mountains, part
of the Sierra Nevada, are both south of the SJTVAB. The Sierra Nevada extends in a northwesterly
direction and forms the air basin’s eastern boundary. The SJVAB is mostly flat with a downward
gradient to the northwest.
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The climate of the SJVAB is heavily influenced by the presence of these mountain ranges. The
mountain ranges to the west and south induce winter storms from the Pacific Ocean to release
precipitation on the western slopes, producing a partial rain shadow over the valley. A rain shadow
is defined as the region on the leeward side of a mountain where noticeably less precipitation occurs
because clouds and precipitation on the windward side remove moisture from the air. In addition,
the mountain ranges block the free circulation of air to the east and entrap stable air in the Central
Valley for extended periods during the cooler months.

Winters in the STVAB are mild and fairly humid, and summers are hot, dry, and typically cloudless.
During the summer, a high-pressure cell is centered over the northeastern Pacific, resulting in stable
meteorological conditions and steady northwesterly winds.

For additional information see Appendix A for combined studies on Air Quality, and Green House
Gas Emissions.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

C. Air Quality. Would the project:

1) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of
the applicable air quality plan? v
2) Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is non-attainment under
an applicable federal state ambient air
quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative

thresholds for O3 precursors)? v
3) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial

pollutant concentrations? v
4) Create objectionable odors affecting a

substantial number of people? v

Impacts are evaluated below on the basis of both State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G criteria and
SJVAPCD significance criteria.

SIVAPCD’s thresholds for determining environmental significance separate a project’s short-term
emissions from long-term emissions. The short-term emissions are related mainly to the
construction phase of a project. For this project, the long-term emissions are related primarily to
household trips.
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2)

3)

1) Less-than-Significant Impact

Thresholds of significance applied in this report are from the San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) is “Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air
Quality Impacts” (GAMAQI) (San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 2015).
These thresholds define an identifiable quantitative, qualitative, or performance level of a
particular environmental effect. Project-related emission levels which exceed any of the
thresholds of significance means the project-related effect will normally be considered
significant. Project related emissions at or below the thresholds of significance means the
project-related effect normally will be considered to be less than significant.

The SIVAPCD has established thresholds of significance for criteria pollutant emissions
generated during construction and operation of projects. These Thresholds may be found
in Table 1 of the Air Quality analysis at Appendix A. The significance thresholds presented
in the SIJVAPCD GAMAQI are based on the attainment status of the San Joaquin Valley
Air Basin in regard to air quality standards for specific criteria pollutants. Because the air
quality standards are set at concentrations that protect public health with an adequate
margin of safety, these emission thresholds are regarded as conservative and would
overstate an individual project’s contribution to health risks.

For a project to be consistent with SIVAPCD air quality plans, the pollutants emitted from
a project should not exceed the SJVAPCD emission thresholds or cause a significant
impact on air quality. The Air Quality Analysis at Appendix A analyzed the air quality impacts of
a prior version of the Project that had a greater number of residential units than the proposed (41 units
vs. 28 units). As shown on Tables 2 and 3 of the Air Quality Analysis at Appendix A, both
the construction and operational emissions associated with a prior version of the Project are below
the thresholds of significance for the SITVAPCD air quality plans. Table 7 of the Air Quality
Analysis at Appendix A shows the Project’s GHG emissions and evaluates them against
the SMAQMD significance threshold. Operational efficiency measures incorporate typical
code-required energy and water conservation features. Off-site traffic impacts are included
in these emissions estimates, along with construction emissions amortized over 30 years. As
shown in Table 7, the prior version of the Project would not exceed GHG emissions
thresholds adopted by SMAQMD. Therefore, the proposed which has a lower number of
units than the units analyzed would not exceed criteria pollutant emissions thresholds
adopted by SJTVAPCD and GHG emissions thresholds adopted by the SMAQMD. Therefore,
this impact is considered less than significant.

Less-than-Significant Impact

Although SJVAPCD does not have any quantitative cumulative significant criteria, air
quality is cumulative in nature. CAAQS are predicated on past, present, and future
emissions; therefore, if project-related emission are found to have a less-than-significant
impact in the near-term conditions, then cumulative impacts would also be less-than-
significant. Project-related air quality impacts were found to be less- than-significant in the
near-term conditions; therefore, the project would not adversely affect regional air quality
in the future. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

Less-than-Significant Impact

Construction of the proposed project may expose surrounding sensitive receptors to
airborne particulates, as well as a small quantity of construction equipment pollutants (i.e.,
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usually diesel-fueled vehicles and equipment). However, based on the findings of the Air
Quality Analysis at Appendix A, which was done for a prior version of the Project with
41 residential units, the construction emissions would not exceed the SJVAPCD
construction threshold levels. Using CalEEMod, direct on-site and off-site GHG emissions
were estimated for construction and operation, and indirect off-site GHG emissions were
estimated to account for electric power used by the proposed Project, water conveyance, and
solid waste disposal. CalEEMod also quantifies common refrigerant GHGs (abbreviated
as “R” in the model output) used in air conditioning and refrigeration equipment, some of
which are HFCs. Additionally, the Analysis indicates that operational emissions would not
exceed the SJVAPCD threshold levels. Because the Air Quality Analysis at Appendix A
was done for a version of the project with more residential units and the same storage facility
than the proposed, , the Project, would also not exceed emissions thresholds adopted by
SIVAPCD. Therefore, this impact is considered less than significant.

4) Less-than-Significant Impact

Given the use of heavy equipment during construction, the time- of-day heavy equipment
would be operated, and the distance to the nearest sensitive receptor, the project would not
emit objectionable odors that would be adversely affect a substantial number of people.
Operation of the project would not emit odors. Therefore, construction and operation of
the project would have a less-than-significant impact associated with odors. This impact
would be less than significant.

D. Biological Resources

SETTING AND DESCRIPTION

The project site is located in northeast Merced, approximately three miles northwest of Downtown
and two- and three-quarter miles east of Highway 99. The project site consists of an undeveloped
lot of approximately 8.05 acres. The subject site is surrounded by a variety of uses which include
University Surgery Center to the west, Episcopal Church of the Resurrection church and residential
to the north and more residential to the east and south. The proposed building range in height,
between 16 and 27 feet. The Medical Offices adjacent and church across the street also have similar
heights.

The general project area is located in the Central California Valley eco-region (Omernik 1987).
This eco-region is characterized by flat, intensively farmed plains with long, hot, dry summers and
cool, wet winters (14-20 inches of precipitation per year). The Central California Valley eco-
region includes the Sacramento Valley to the north, the San Joaquin Valley to the south, and it
ranges between the Sierra Nevada Foothills to the east and the Coastal Range foothills to the west.
Nearly half of the eco-region is actively farmed, and about three-fourths of that farmed land is
irrigated.

The biological resources evaluation, prepared as part of the Merced Vision 2030 General Plan
Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR), does not identify the project area as containing any
seasonal or non-seasonal wetland or vernal pool areas. Given the adjacent, built-up, urban land
uses/agricultural uses and major roadways, no form of unique, rare or endangered species of plant
and/or animal life could be sustained on the subject site.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Biological Resources. Would the Project:

1)

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly
or through habitat modification, 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?

2) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian

habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

3)

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?

41

nterfere 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?

5) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances

protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

6) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted

Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

1) No Impact

The proposed project would not have any direct effects on animal life by changing the
diversity of species, number of species, reducing the range of any rare or endangered
species, introducing any new species, or leading to deterioration of existing fish or wildlife
habitat. Although the Merced Vision 2030 General Plan identifies several species of plant
and animal life that exist within the City’s urban boundaries, the subject site does not

contain any rare or endangered species of plant or animal life.
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2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Less-than -Significant Impact

The proposed project would not have any direct effects on riparian habitat or any other
sensitive natural community. The City General Plan identifies Bear, Black Rascal,
Cottonwood, Miles, Fahrens, and Owens Creeks within the City’s growth area. The subject
site is approximately 1.45 miles north of Bear Creek and approximately 0.55 miles north
of Black Rascal Creek. These creeks are Waters of the U.S. under the jurisdiction of the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW), and the Regional Water Quality Control Board. As previously mentioned, Black
Rascal Creek is located south of the subject site outside of subject site’s boundary lines.
The proposed would have to comply with Merced Municipal Code Chapter 20.34— Creek
Buffers which requires a buffer of twenty-five (25) feet in width measured from the top of
bank or fifty (50) feet in width measured from centerline of any intermittent or perennial
stream or river landward, whichever is greater. This is intended to reduce the risks to
property owners and the public from erosion and flooding, protect and enhance chemical,
physical, and biological integrity of water resources in the City, minimize pollutants
entering water bodies from urban stormwater runoff, and preserve riparian vegetation and
protect vegetation fand protect wildlife habitats and wildlife corridors along natural
drainage ways.

Any proposed “fill” of that waterway would be subject to permits from ACOE, CDFW,
and the Regional Water Quality Control Board. No such “fill” or disturbance of the
waterway is proposed as part of this development. The City’s General Plan requires the
preservation of the creek in its natural state. No riparian habitat identified in CDFW or
USFW plans are present on the project site. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-
significant impact on riparian habitat.

No Impact

The project site would not have any direct effect on wetlands as no wetlands have been
identified in the project area.

No Impact

The Project would not have any adverse effects on any resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident migratory wildlife corridor, or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites.

Less Than Significant Impact

The Project would not interfere with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources such as tree preservation policy or ordinance. The City requires the planting and
maintenance of street trees along all streets and parking lot trees in parking lots, but has no
other tree preservation ordinances.

No Impact

The proposed project would not conflict with the provisions of a habitat conservation plan.
There are no adopted Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural Conservation Community Plan,
or other approved local, regional, or state Habitat Conservation Plan for the City of Merced
or Merced County.
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E. Cultural Resources

SETTING AND DESCRIPTION

The City of Merced area lies within the ethnographic territory of the Yokuts people. The Yokuts
were members of the Penutian language family which held all of the Central Valley, San Francisco
Bay Area, and the Pacific Coast from Marin County to near Point Sur.

Merced County was first explored by Gabriel Moraga in 1806, when he named the Merced River,
“El Rio de Nuestra Senora de la Merced.” Moraga’s explorations were designed to locate
appropriate sites for an inland chain of missions. Moraga explored the region again in 1808 and
1810.

Archaeology

Archaeological sites are defined as locations containing significant levels of resources that identify
human activity. Very little archaeological survey work has been conducted within the City or its
surrounding areas. Creeks, drainage, and sloughs exist in the northern expansion area of the City,
and Bear Creek and Cottonwood Creek pass through the developed area. Archaeological sites in
the Central Valley are commonly located adjacent to waterways and represent potential for
significant archaeological resources.

Paleontological sites are those that show evidence of pre-human existence. They are small
outcroppings visible on the earth’s surface. While the surface outcroppings are important
indications of paleontological resources, it is the geological formations that are the most important.
There are no known sites within the project area known to contain paleontological resources of
significance.

Historic Resources

In 1985, in response to community concerns over the loss of some of the City’s historic resources,
and the perceived threats to many remaining resources, a survey of historic buildings was
undertaken in the City. The survey focused on pre-1941 districts, buildings, structures, and objects
of historical, architectural, and cultural significance. The survey area included a roughly four
square-mile area of the central portion of the City.

The National Register of Historic Places, the California Historical Landmarks List, and the
California Inventory of Historic Resources identify several sites within the City of Merced. These
sites are listed on the Merced Historical Site Survey and are maintained by the Merced Historical
Society. There are no listed historical sites on the project site.

According to the environmental review conducted for the General Plan, there are no listed
historical sites and no known locations within the project area that contain sites of paleontologic
or archeological significance. The General Plan (Implementation Action SD-2.1.a) requires that
the City utilize standard practices for preserving archeological materials that are unearthed during
construction, as prescribed by the State Office of Historic Preservation.
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant with Significant | No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
E. Cultural Resources. Would the Project:
1) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined
in §15064.5? v
2) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5? v
3) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature? v
4) Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries? v
1) Less-than-Significant Impact
The Project would not alter or destroy any known historic or archaeological site, building,
structure, or object; nor would it alter or affect unique ethnic cultural values or restrict
religious or sacred uses. According to the environmental review conducted for the General
Plan, there are no listed historical sites and no known locations within the project area that
contain sites of historical or archeological significance. The General Plan (Implementation
Action SD-2.1.a) requires that the City utilize standard practices for preserving
archeological materials that are unearthed during construction, as prescribed by the State
Office of Historic Preservation.
2) Less-than-Significant Impact
The Project would not alter or destroy any known prehistoric or archaeological site,
building, structure, or object; nor would it alter or affect unique ethnic cultural values or
restrict religious or sacred uses. According to the environmental review conducted for the
General Plan, there are no listed historical sites and no known locations within the project
area that contain sites of historical or archeological significance. The General Plan
(Implementation Action SD-2.1.a) requires that the City utilize standard practices for
preserving archeological materials that are unearthed during construction, as prescribed by
the State Office of Historic Preservation.
3) Less-than-Significant Impact

The Project would not alter or destroy any paleontological resource, site, or unique
geological feature. According to the environmental review conducted for the General Plan,
there are no listed historical sites and no known locations within the project area that
contain sites of paleontological significance. The General Plan (Implementation Action
SD-2.1.a) requires that the City utilize standard practices for preserving archeological
materials that are unearthed during construction, as prescribed by the State Office of
Historic Preservation.
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4) Less-than-Significant Impact

The proposed project would not disturb any known human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries; nor would it alter or affect unique ethnic cultural
values or restrict religious or sacred uses. There are no known cemeteries in the project
area. Excavation of the site would be needed to construct the proposed project, so it is
possible that human remains would be discovered. However, Section 7050.5 of the
California Health and Safety Code requires that if human remains are discovered during
the construction phase of a development, all work must stop in the immediate vicinity of
the find and the County Coroner must be notified. If the remains are determined to be
Native American, the Coroner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission,
which in turn will inform a most likely descendant. The descendant will then recommend
to the landowner the appropriate method for the disposition of the remains and any
associated grave goods. Additionally, the City’s General Plan (Implementing Action SD-
2.1.a) requires that the City utilize standard practices for preserving archeological materials
that are unearthed during construction, as prescribed by the State Office of Historic
Preservation. By following the requirements of the Health and Safety Code and
Compliance with the City’s General Plan, this potential impact would be less than
significant.

F. Geology and Soils
SETTING AND DESCRIPTION

The City of Merced is located approximately 150 miles southeast of San Francisco along the east
side of the southern portion of the Great Valley Geomorphic Province, more commonly referred
to as the San Joaquin Valley. The valley is a broad lowland bounded by the Sierra Nevada to the
east and Coastal Ranges to the west. The San Joaquin Valley has been filled with a thick sequence
of sedimentary deposits from Jurassic to recent age. A review of the geological map indicates that
the area around Merced is primarily underlain by the Pleistocene Modesto and Riverbank
Formations with Holocene alluvial deposits in the drainages. Miocene-Pliocene Mehrten and
Pliocene Laguna Formation materials are present in outcrops on the east side of the SUDP/SOL.
Modesto and Riverbank Formation deposits are characterized by sand and silt alluvium derived
from weathering of rocks deposited east of the SUDP/SOI. The Laguna Formation is made up of
consolidated gravel sand and silt alluvium and the Mehrten Formation is generally a well
consolidated andesitic mudflow breccia conglomerate.

Faults and Seismicity

A fault, or a fracture in the crust of the earth along which rocks on one side have moved relative
to those on the other side, are an indication of past seismic activity. It is assumed that those that
have been active recently are the most likely to be active in the future, although even inactive faults
may not be “dead.” “Potentially Active” faults are those that have been active during the past two
million years or during the Quaternary Period. “Active” faults are those that have been active
within the past 11,000 years. Earthquakes originate where movement or slippage occurs along an
active fault. These movements generate shock waves that result in ground shaking.

Based on review of geologic maps and reports for the area, there are no known “active” or
“potentially active” faults, or Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones (formerly referred to as a
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Special Studies Zone) in the SUDP/SOL. In order to determine the distance of known active faults
within 50 miles of the Site, the computer program EZ-FRISK was used in the General Plan update.

Soils

Soil properties can influence the development of building sites, including site selection, structural
design, construction, performance after construction, and maintenance. Soil properties that affect
the load-supporting capacity of an area include depth to groundwater, ponding, flooding,

subsidence, shrink-swell potential, and compressibility.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Geology and Soils. Would the Project:

Y

Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

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?

b)

Strong seismic ground shaking?

c)

Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

d)

Landslides?

2)

Result in substantial soil erosion or loss of
topsoil?

3) 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 offsite landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

4) 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?

5) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting

the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

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

1) Less than Significant Impact

A), B)The project site is not located within a mapped fault hazard zone, and there is no
record or evidence of faulting on the project site (City of Merced General Plan Figure 11.1).
Because no faults underlie the project site, no people or structures would be exposed to
substantial adverse effects related to earthquake rupture.

Ground shaking of moderate severity may be expected to be experienced on the project site
during a large seismic event. All building permits are reviewed to ensure compliance with
the California Building Code (CBC). In addition, the City enforces the provisions of the
Alquist Priolo Special Study Zones Act that limit development in areas identified as having
special seismic hazards. All new structures shall be designed and built-in accordance with
the standards of the California Building Code.

C) According to the City’s Merced Vision 2030 General Plan EIR, the probability of soil
liquefaction occurring within the City of Merced is considered to be a low to moderate
hazard; however, a detailed geotechnical engineering investigation would be required for
the project in compliance with the California Building Code (CBC).

There would be no exposure to any geological hazards in the project area. Therefore, no
hazardous conditions related to seismic ground shaking would occur with the implementation
of the Project. Additionally, the implementation of the project would not lead to offsite effects
related to hazards related to seismic groundshaking, nor would any existing off-site hazards be
exacerbated.

APPLICABLE GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES
The City’s Merced Vision 2030 General Plan contains policies that address seismic safety.

Goal Area S-2: Seismic Safety:
Goal: Reasonable Safety for City Residents from the Hazards of Earthquake and
Other Geologic Activity

Policies

S-2.1 Restrict urban development in all areas with potential ground failure
characteristics.

D) The Project would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides.
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2)

3)

4)

5)

Landslides generally occur on slopes of 15 percent or greater. The project site’s topography
is generally of slopes between 0 and 3 percent, which are considered insufficient to produce
hazards other than minor sliding during seismic activity.

Less-Than-Significant Impact

Construction associated with the proposed project could result in temporary soil erosion
and the loss of topsoil due to construction activities, including clearing, grading, site
preparation activities, and installation of the proposed buildings and other improvements.
The City of Merced enforces a Storm Water Management Program in compliance with the
Federal Clean Water Act. All construction activities are required to comply with the City’s
Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance (MMC §15.50.120.B), including the
implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) to limit the discharge of sediment.

Less Than Significant Impact

The City of Merced is located in the Valley area of Merced County and is, therefore, less
likely to experience landslides than other areas in the County. The probability of soil
liquefaction actually taking place anywhere in the City of Merced is considered to be a low
hazard. Soil types in the area are not conducive to liquefaction because they are either too
coarse or too high in clay content. According to the Merced Vision 2030 General Plan
EIR, no significant free face failures were observed within this area and the potential for
lurch cracking and lateral spreading is, therefore, very low within this area.

Less-Than-Significant

Expansive soils are those possessing clay particles that react to moisture changes by
shrinking (when they dry) or swelling (when they become wet). Expansive soils can also
consist of silty to sandy clay. The extent of shrinking and swelling is influenced by the
environment, extent of wet or dry cycles, and by the amount of clay in the soil. This
physical change in the soils can react unfavorably with building foundations, concrete
walkways, swimming pools, roadways, and masonry walls.

Implementation of General Plan Policies, adherence to the Alquist-Priolo Act, and
enforcement of the California Building Code (CBC) Standards would reduce the effect of
this hazard on new buildings and infrastructure associated with the proposed development.
This would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.

No Impact

The project site would not have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater. However, the proposed project would be served by the City’s
sewer system. No new septic systems are allowed within the City Limits and any existing
systems will need to be removed upon demolition of the current home on the site.
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G. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

SETTING AND DESCRIPTION
Hazardous Materials

A substance may be considered hazardous due to a number of criteria, including toxicity,
ignitability, corrosivity, or reactivity. The term “hazardous material” is defined in law as any
material that, because of quantity, concentration, or physical, or chemical characteristics, poses a
significant present or potential hazard to human health and safety or to the environment.

Wildland and Urban Fire Hazards

Both urban and wildland fire hazard potential exists in the City of Merced and surrounding areas,
creating the potential for injury, loss of life, and property damage. Urban fires primarily involve
the uncontrolled burning of residential, commercial, or industrial structures due to human
activities. Wildland fires affect grassland, brush or woodlands, and any structures on or near these
fires. Such fires can result from either human made or natural causes.

Urban fires comprise the majority of fires in the City of Merced. The site is adjacent to
undeveloped ag land which could be a source for a wildland fire. However, the City of Merced
Fire Department has procedures in place to address the issue of wildland fires, so no additional
mitigation would be necessary.

Airport Safety

The City of Merced is impacted by the presence of two airports-Merced Regional Airport, which
is in the southwest corner of the City, and Castle Airport (the former Castle Air Force Base),
located approximately seven miles northwest of the subject site.

The continued operation of the Merced Regional Airport involves various hazards to both flight
(physical obstructions in the airspace or land use characteristics which affect flight safety) and
safety on the ground (damage due to an aircraft accident). Growth is restricted around the Regional
Airport in the southwest corner of the City due to the noise and safety hazards associated with the
flight path.

Castle Airport also impacts the City. Portions of the northwest part of the City’s SUDP/SOI and
the incorporated City are within Castle’s safety zones. The primary impact is due to noise (Zones
C and D), though small areas have density restrictions (Zone B2). The military discontinued
operations at Castle in 1995. One important criterion for determining the various zones is the noise
factor. Military aircraft are designed solely for performance, whereas civilian aircraft have
extensive design features to control noise.

Potential hazards to flight include physical obstructions and other land use characteristics that can
affect flight safety, which include: visual hazards such as distracting lights, glare, and sources of
smoke; electronic interference with aircraft instruments or radio communications; and uses which
may attract flocks of birds. In order to safeguard an airport's long-term usability, preventing
encroachment of objects into the surrounding airspace is imperative.

According to the Merced County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, the project site is not
located in any restricted safety zones for either airport, and no aircraft overflight, air safety, or
noise concerns are identified.
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Railroad

Hazardous materials are regularly shipped on the BNSF and SP/UP Railroad lines that pass through
the City. While unlikely, an incident involving the derailment of a train could result in the spillage
of cargo from the train in transporting. The spillage of hazardous materials could have devastating
results. The City has little to no control over the types of materials shipped via the rail lines. There
is also a safety concern for pedestrians along the tracks and vehicles utilizing at-grade crossings.
The design and operation of at-grade crossings allows the City some control over rail- related
hazards. Ensuring proper gate operation at the crossings is the most effective strategy to avoid
collision and possible derailments. The Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad is approximately
2.20 miles from the site and Union Pacific Railroad is over 3.0 miles away.

Public Protection and Disaster Planning

Hospitals, ambulance companies, and fire districts provide medical emergency services.
Considerable thought and planning have gone into efforts to improve responses to day-to-day
emergencies and planning for a general disaster response capability.

The City’s Emergency Plan and the County Hazardous Waste Management Plan both deal with
detailed emergency response procedures under various conditions for hazardous material spills.
The City also works with the State Department of Health Services to establish cleanup plans and
to monitor the cleanup of known hazardous waste sites within the City.

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant with Significant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

G. Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

Would the Project:

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

2) 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? v

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

4) 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? v
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant with Significant No Impact

Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

5)

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? v

6)

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? v

7)

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

8)

Expose people or structures, either directly or
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or

death involving wildland fires? v

1)

2)

Less-Than-Significant Impact

Construction activities associated with the proposed project would involve the use, storage,
transport, and disposal of oil, gasoline, diesel fuel, paints, solvents, and other hazardous
materials. The Project would be required to adhere to all applicable federal and state health
and safety standards. Construction activity must also be in compliance with the California
Occupational Safety and Health Administration regulations (Occupational Safety and
Health Act of 1970). Compliance with these requirements would reduce the risk of hazards
to the public to a less-than-significant level.

No Impact

Construction on the project site would be reviewed for the use of hazardous materials at
the building permit stage. Implementation of Fire Department and Building Code
regulations for hazardous materials, as well as implementation of federal and state
requirements, would reduce any risk caused by a future use on the site from hazardous
materials to a less than-significant-level.

APPLICABLE GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES
The City of Merced Vision 2030 General Plan contains policies that address hazardous
materials.

Goal Area S-7: Hazardous Materials
Goal: Hazardous Materials Safety for City Residents

Policies
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3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

S-2.1 o . o
Prevent injuries and environmental contamination due to the uncontrolled

release of hazardous materials.
Implementing Actions:
7.1.a

Support Merced County in carrying out and enforcing the Merced County
Hazardous Waste Management Plan.

7.1.b
Continue to update and enforce local ordinances regulating the permitted

use and storage of hazardous gases, liquids, and solids.
7.1.d Provide continuing training for hazardous materials enforcement and
response personnel.

No Impact

The nearest school is Providence Christian School, located approximately 0.4 miles east of
the subject site at 2142 E Yosemite Avenue. There are no other existing or proposed
schools within 2 mile of the site. Given the California Building Code protective measures
required during the construction process, there would be no impacts from this development
for any schools within %4 mile of the site. Post-construction the site would be used for
dwelling purposes only.

No Impact

No project actions or operations would result in the release of hazardous materials that
could affect the public or the environment, and no significant hazard to the public or the
environment would result with project implementation.

No Impact

The project site is located about 4.50 miles northeast from the Merced Regional Airport.
The approximate 8.05-acre site is surrounded by existing residential uses, office uses,
places of assembly, or open space. Given the land use designation and surrounding land
use, the potential impact is less than significant.

No Impact

The closest private airstrip to the site is approximately 9 miles northeast of the subject site
(Flying M Airport). There would be no hazard to people living or working on the project
site.

Less-Than-Significant Impact

The proposed project will not adversely affect any adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan. No additional impacts would result from the development of
the project area over and above ‘those already evaluated by the EIR prepared for the
Merced Vision 2030 General Plan.

APPLICABLE GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES:
The Merced Vision 2030 General Plan contains policies that address disaster preparedness.
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Goal Area S-1: Disaster Preparedness
Goal: General Disaster Preparedness

Policies

S-1.1 o .
Develop and maintain emergency preparedness procedures for the City.

Implementing Actions:

1.1.a . . oy
Keep up-to-date through annual review the City’s existing Emergency Plan
and coordinate with the countywide Emergency Plan.

L1b Prepare route capacity studies and determine evacuation procedures and
routes for different types of disasters, including means for notifying
residents of a need to evacuate because of a severe hazard as soon as
possible.

7.1.d Provide continuing training for hazardous materials enforcement and
response personnel.

8) Less-Than-Significant Impact

According to the EIR prepared for the Merced Vision 2030 General Plan, the risk for
wildland fire within the City of Merced is minimal. According to the Cal Fire website, the

Merced County Fire Hazard Severity Zone Map shows the project site is designated as a
“Local Responsibility Area” (LRA) with a Hazard Classification of “LRA Unzoned.”

The City of Merced Fire Department is the responsible agency for responding to fires at
the subject site. The project site is served by Station #55 located at 3520 Parsons Drive
(approximately 560 feet southeast from the project site).

The site is not near agricultural land that could be susceptible to wildland fires. Even
though there are some surrounding undeveloped lands and agricultural lands, the City of
Merced Fire Department has procedures in place to address the issue of wildland fires, so
no additional mitigation would be necessary. This potential impact is less than significant.

H. Hydrology and Water Quality

SETTING AND DESCRIPTION
Water Supplies and Facilities

The City’s water supply system consists of 22 wells and 14 pumping stations equipped with
variable speed pumps that attempt to maintain 45 to 50 psi (pounds per square inch) nominal water
pressure. The City is required to meet State Health pressure requirements, which call for a
minimum of 20 psi at every service connection under the annual peak hour condition and
maintenance of the annual average day demand plus fire flow, whichever is stricter. The project
site would be serviced by the utilities located within E Yosemite Ave and Parsons Avenue.

Storm Drainage/Flooding

In accordance with the adopted City of Merced Standard Designs of Common Engineering
Structures, percolation/detention basins are designed to temporarily collect runoff so that it can be
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metered at acceptable rates into canals and streams that have limited capacity. The project would
be required to adhere to the Post Construction Standards for compliance with the City’s Phase 11
MS4 permit issued by the state of California.

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant with Significant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
H. Hydrology and Water Quality.
Would the Project:
1) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements? v

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

3) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river or
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in

a manner which would: v
a) result in a substantial erosion or siltation
on- or off-site; v

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

c) 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; orPles v
d) impede or redirect flood flows? v

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

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

1) Less-Than-Significant Impact

The Project is not expected to violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements during construction or operation. In addition to compliance with standard
construction provisions, the Project shall be required to comply with the Merced Storm
Water Master Plan and the Storm Water Management Plan, and obtain all required permits
for water discharge. During project operations, the City has developed requirements to
minimize the impact to storm water quality caused by development and redevelopment.
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2)

3)

The increase in impervious areas caused by development can cause an increase in the type
and quantity of pollutants in storm water runoff. Prior planning and design to minimize
pollutants in runoff from these areas is an important component to storm water quality
management. These standards are set forth in the City’s Post-Construction Standards Plan
and provide guidance for post-construction design measures to ensure that storm water
quality is maintained. Compliance with these requirements and permits would reduce the
impact to a less than significant level.

APPLICABLE GENERAL PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES:
The Merced Vision 2030 General Plan contains policies that address Water Quality and
Storm Drainage.

Goal Area P-5: Storm Drainage and Flood Control

Goal: An Adequate Storm Drainage Collection and Disposal System in Merced

Policies

P-5.1
Provide effective storm drainage facilities for future development.

P-5.2 Integrate drainage facilities with bike paths, sidewalks, recreation facilities,
agricultural activities, groundwater recharge, and landscaping.

Implementing Actions:

S5.1.a
Continue to implement the City’s Storm Water Master Plan and the Storm

Water Management Plan and its control measures.

5.1.c Continue to require all development to comply with the Storm Water

Master Plan and any subsequent updates.

Less-Than-Significant Impact

The City of Merced is primarily dependent on groundwater sources that draw from the San
Joaquin aquifer. The City has 22 active well sites with one under construction, and 14
pumping stations, which provide service to meet peak hour urban level conditions and the
average daily demand plus fire flows.

According to the City of Merced Water Master Plan, the estimated average peak water
demand is 23.1 mgd.

The proposed project is estimated to use approximately 19,016 gallons of water per day
(residential and office for site). This would represent 0.08% of the estimated average daily
water consumption. Although development of the site would restrict onsite recharge where
new impervious surface areas are created, all alterations to groundwater flow would be
captured and routed to the storm water percolation ponds or pervious surfaces with no
substantial net loss in recharge potential anticipated. This reduces this impact to a less-
than-significant level.

Less-Than-Significant Impact

The proposed project would result in modifications to the existing drainage pattern on the
site. If required by the City’s Engineering Department, the project will be designed to
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capture all surface water runoff onsite and then drain into the City’s existing storm drainage
system.

The project site is currently vacant and consists of pervious surfaces. The proposed project
would create impervious surfaces over a large portion of the project site, thereby preventing
precipitation from infiltrating and causing it to pond or runoff. However, stormwater flows
would be contained onsite and piped or conveyed to the City’s stormwater system, there
would be no potential for increased erosion or sedimentation.

Developed storm drainage facilities in the area are adequate to handle this minor increase
in flows. The Project would not result in a substantial alteration of drainage in the area, and
no offsite uses would be affected by the proposed changes. All potential impacts are less
than significant.

4) Less-Than-Significant Impact

The proposed project is located approximately 80 miles from the Pacific Ocean, distant
from any large lakes. The proposedis near but not within the inundation zones for Lake
Yosemite or Bear Reservoir and is at an elevation ranging from approximately 177 feet
above Mean Sea Level(MSL). According to the City’s General Plan Safety Element, the
City of Merced is not subject to inundation by tsunami, seiche, or mudflow. This potential
impact is less than significant.

5) Less-Than-Significant Impact

The proposed project would not obstruct or conflict with the implementation of a water
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. The project would be
required to comply with all City of Merced standards and Master Plan requirements for
groundwater and water quality control. This impact is less than significant.

I. Land Use and Planning

SETTING AND DESCRIPTION

The project site is located within the City Limits of Merced and within its Specific Urban
Development Plan and Sphere of Influence (SUDP/SOI).

SURROUNDING USES
Refer to Page 2 of this Initial Study and the map at Attachment A for the surrounding land uses.

Current Use

The project site is approximately 8.05 acres of undeveloped land located at the southwest corner
of E Yosemite Avenue and Parsons Avenue.

The project site currently has a Zoning classification of Residential Planned Development (RP-D),
and a General Plan designation of Commercial Office (CO). The existing land use for this site
allows for commercial/business office activities including real estate agencies, insurance agencies,
financial institutions on a relatively small scale. The proposed land use amendment would
transition the site with revised planned development standards to allow for a self-storage facility
along with a single-family residential subdivision. This would be achieved with revision #3 to
Planned Development (P-D) #20 (along with Site Plan Review Permit #551), and the proposed
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General Plan designation of Business Park (BP) and Low Medium Density Residential (LMD)
with a Minor Use Permit would be for interface review to allow commercial development adjacent
to or across from a Low Density Residential (R-1-6) Zone. Along with a vesting tentative
subdivision map that would divide the lot proposed for the self-storage facility from the residential
lots, and to create the 28 single-family residential lots.

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant with Significant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
L. Land Use and Planning.
Would the Project:
1) Physically divide an established community? v
2) Cause a significant environmental impact due to
a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding
or mitigating an environmental effect? v

Y

2)

No Impact

The project site is within the boundaries of the Merced City Limits. As it is essentially an
infill site it would not physically divide the community as it is already part of the City. This
proposal does not include the creation of streets or barriers. No Impact.

Less-Than-Significant Impact

The project site currently has a Zoning classification of Residential Planned Development
(RP-D), and a General Plan designation of Commercial Office (CO). The existing land use
for this site allows for commercial/business office activities including real estate agencies,
insurance agencies, financial institutions on a relatively small scale. The proposed land use
amendment would transition the site with revised planned development standards to allow
for a self-storage facility along with a single-family residential subdivision. This would be
achieved with revision #3 to Planned Development (P-D) #20 (along with Site Plan Review
Permit #551), and the proposed General Plan designation of Business Park (BP) and Low
Medium Density Residential (LMD) with a Minor Use Permit would be for interface
review to allow commercial development adjacent to or across from a Low Density
Residential (R-1-6) Zone. Along with a vesting tentative subdivision map that would divide
the lot proposed for the self-storage facility from the residential lots, and to create the 28
single-family residential lots.

Business Park (BP) is similar to a hybrid of light industrial and office commercial. The
land use proposed for the 3.02 acres for self-storage would have a lesser impact than the
current designation of Commercial Office (CO). The subject site is surrounded by medical
offices, a church and residential.

Low Medium Density Residential (LMD) provides areas duplexes, triplexes four-plexes,
condominiums, zero-lot-line as well as single-family detached units on appropriately sized
lots that help transition from heavier uses like commercial into lower density residential.
The proposed 4.85 acres located to the south of the project site would have Business Park
(BP) use adjacent to the north and Low Density Residential (LD) adjacent to the south.
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Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with any land use plan or policy this
impact is less than significant.
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J. Mineral Resources

SETTING AND DESCRIPTION

The City of Merced does not contain any mineral resources that require managed production
according to the State Mining and Geology Board. Based on observed site conditions and review
of geological maps for the area, economic deposits of precious or base metals are not expected to
underlie the City of Merced or the project site. According to the California Geological Survey,
Aggregate Availability in California - Map Sheet 52, minor aggregate production occurs west and
north of the City of Merced, but economic deposits of aggregate minerals are not mined within the
immediate vicinity of the SUDP/SOI. Commercial deposits of oil and gas are not known to occur
within the SUDP/SOI or immediate vicinity.

According to the Merced County General Plan Background Report (June 21, 2007), very few
traditional hard rock mines exist in the County. The County’s mineral resources are almost all
sand and gravel mining operations. Approximately 38 square miles of Merced County, in 10
aggregate resource areas (ARA), have been classified by the California Division of Mines and
Geology for aggregate. The 10 identified resource areas contain an estimated 1.18 billion tons of
concrete resources with approximately 574 million tons in Western Merced County and
approximately 605 million tons in Eastern Merced County. Based on available production data
and population projections, the Division of Mines and Geology estimated that 144 million tons of
aggregate would be needed to satisfy the projected demand for construction aggregate in the
County through the year 2049. The available supply of aggregate in Merced County substantially
exceeds the current and projected demand.

Less Than

Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

J. Mineral Resources. Would the Project:

1) 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? v

2) 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? v
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1) No Impact

No mineral resources occur within City Limits, SUDP/SOI, or within the project site, so
no impact.

2) No Impact

See #1 above.

K. Noise

SETTING AND DESCRIPTION

Potential noise impacts of the proposed project can be categorized as those resulting from
construction and those from operational activities. Construction noise would have a short-term
effect; operational noise would continue throughout the lifetime of the project. Construction
associated with the development of the project would increase noise levels temporarily during
construction. Operational noise associated with the development would occur intermittently with
the continued operation of the proposed project.

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to noise levels than other uses. Sensitive land uses
can include residences, schools, nursing homes, hospitals, and some public facilities, such as
libraries. The noise level experienced at the receptor depends on the distance between the source
and the receptor, the presence or absence of noise barriers and other shielding devices, and the
amount of noise attenuation (lessening) provided by the intervening terrain. For line sources such
as motor or vehicular traffic, noise decreases by about 3.0 to 4.5A —weighted decibels (ABA) for
every doubling of the distance from the roadway.

Noise from Other Existing Sources

Vehicular noise from E Yosemite Avenue and nearby uses such as Shepherd of the Valley
Lutheran Church, and University Surgery Center would be the primary existing noise source at the
project site. The nearest railroad corridor is approximately 2.2 miles south from the project site.
The site is surrounded by various uses that generate operational noise on a daily basis. There are
several commercial uses located 0.3 miles west of the project site.

According to the Merced Vision 2030 General Plan, noise exposure not exceeding 45 dB is
considered to be a “normally acceptable” noise level for residential uses.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

K. Noise. Would the Project result in:

1) 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? v

2) Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels? v
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3) 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? v

1)

2)

3)

Less Than Significant

Construction Noise

Construction of the Project would temporarily increase noise levels in the area during the
construction period. Therefore, the noise from construction may be steady for a few months
and then cease all together. Construction activities, including site preparation and grading,
building construction, and sidewalk and street improvements would be considered an
intermittent noise impact throughout the construction period. These activities could result
in various effects on sensitive receptors, depending on the presence of intervening barriers
or other insulating materials. The Inspection Services Division currently addresses noise
levels for construction equipment on a case-by-case basis and limit operating hours for
noisy construction equipment used in the City of Merced. The effects of construction of
the proposed project will be short term and would result in a less than significant impact.

Operational Noise

Operational noise would be the main noise source expected from the proposed project.
Traffic coming to and from the project site would generate the most noise. However, the
site is surrounded by other residential uses, which are generally expected to generate
similar amount of noise as the proposed development. Implementation of the Project would
not lead to continued offsite effects related to noise generated by the Project. Given the
noise from similar low impact zones near the subject site, this potential impact is less than
significant.

Less-Than-Significant Impact

The proposed project would be exposed to existing noise generation in the city including
but not limited to, highways, railroads, traffic and airport noise that exist in the City. The
implementation itself of the proposed would not result in the generation of any ground
borne vibration or noise. This is a less-than-significant impact.

Less-Than-Significant Impact

The project site is located approximately 4 miles northeast from active areas of the Merced
Regional Airport and approximately 7 miles east from the Castle Airport. Therefore, no
population working or living at the site would be exposed to excessive levels of aircraft
noise. This potential impact is less than significant.
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L. Population and Housing

SETTING AND DESCRIPTION

The proposed project would change the General Plan designation from Commercial Office (CO)
to Business Park (BP) for approximately 3.02 acres and Low-Medium Density Residential (LMD)
residential for approximately 4.85 acres.

The existing land use designations for this site does not allow for residential uses such as single-
family homes, duplexes or high-density residential uses which include the former and multi-family
residential. The proposed land use amendment would transition the southern 4.85 acres of the
proposed site into 28 lots designated Low-Medium Density Residential (LMD). The existing
planned development standards would be revised to allow the uses and residential density currently
allowed under the Low-Medium Density Residential (LMD). However, the Planned Development
would allow the developer to propose unique development standards throughout the site for the 28
lots located within the southern portion of the subject site.

Expected Population and Employment Growth

According to the State Department of Finance population estimates for 2023, the City of Merced’s
population was estimated to be 91,837. Population projections estimate that the Merced SUDP
area will have a significant population of 159,900 by the Year 2030.

According to the Merced Vision 2030 General Plan, the City of Merced is expected to experience
significant population and employment growth by the Year 2030.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
L. Population and Housing.
Would the Project:

1) Induce substantial unplanned 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)? v

2) Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere? v

1) Less-Than-Significant Impact

The proposed residential subdivision at the southern portion of the project site would allow
for a density of 6-12 units/acre. The growth expected with this project would not exceed
the project growth of the City General Plan. The project also proposes a private road for
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residents to access Parsons Ave, a City maintained road. Based on the need to increase
housing supply, this potential impact would be less than significate.

2) No Impact

There project site is vacant. No housing would be displaced as a result of this project. There
1S no impact.

M. Public Services

SETTING AND DESCRIPTION
Fire Protection

The City of Merced Fire Department provides fire protection, rescue, and emergency medical
services from five fire stations throughout the urban area. Fire Station #55 is located at 3520
Parsons Drive approximately 560 feet southeast from the project site. This Station would serve
the proposed project.

Police Protection

The City of Merced Police Department provides police protection for the entire City. The Police
Department employs a mixture of sworn officers, non-sworn officer positions (clerical, etc.), and
unpaid volunteers (VIP). The service standard used for planning future police facilities is
approximately 1.37 sworn officers per 1,000 population, per the Public Facilities Financing Plan.

Schools

The public school system in Merced is served by three districts: 1) Merced City School District
(elementary and middle schools); 2) Merced Union High School District (MUHSD); and, 3)
Weaver Union School District (serving a small area in the southeastern part of the City with
elementary schools). The districts include various elementary schools, middle (junior high)
schools, and high schools.

As the City grows, new schools will need to be built to serve our growing population. According
to the Development Fee Justification Study for the MUHSD, Merced City Schools students are
generated by new development at the following rate:

Table 6 Student Generation Rates
Commercial/Industrial Elementary (K-8) High School (9-12)
Category (Students per 1,000 sq.ft.) (Students per 1,000 sq.ft.)

Retail 0.13 0.038
Restaurants 0.00 0.157

Offices 0.28 0.048

Services 0.06 0.022
Wholesale/Warehouse 0.19 0.016

Industrial 0.30 0.147

Residential 0.559 (per unit) 0.109 (per unit)

Based on the table above the 28 units would generate 16 K-8 students and 3 high school students.
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant with Significant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

M.

Public Services. Would the Project:

1) 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 following public services:

a) Fire Protection?

b) Police Protection?

¢) Schools?

d) Parks?

NANENENAN

e) Other Public Facilities?

1) Less Than Significant

a) Fire Protection

The project site would be served by Fire Station ##55 located at 3520 Parsons Drive
(approximately 560 feet southeast from the project site). The response from this station
would meet the desired response time of 4 to 6 minutes, citywide, 90 percent of the time,
within the financial constraints of the City. The proposed change in land use designation
would not affect fire protection services, and no new or modified fire facilities would be
needed. All buildings would be required to meet all requirements of the California Fire
Code and the Merced Municipal Code. Compliance with these requirements would reduce
any future impacts to a less than significant level.

At the time a building permit is issued, the developer would be required to pay impact fees
according to the City Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP). A portion of this fee goes
to cover the city’s costs for fire protection such as fire stations, etc. In addition, the
developer would be required to annex into the City’s Community Facilities District for
Services. This would result in an assessment paid with property taxes in which a portion of
the tax would go to pay for fire protection services. Compliance with all Fire, Building, and
Municipal Code requirements as well as payment of the Public Facility Impact Fees, and
annexation into the City’s CFD for services would reduce any potential impacts to a less
than significant level.

b) Police Protection

The site would be served by the City Police Department. The development of the vacant
project site could result in more calls to the site. Implementation of the proposed project
would not require any new or modified police facilities.
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The same requirements for paying Public Facility Impact Fees and potentially annexation
into the City’s Community Facilities District for Services would apply with a portion of
the fees and taxes collected going toward the costs for police protection. Therefore, this
potential impact is reduced to a less-than-significant level.

¢) Schools

The project site is located within the boundaries of the Merced City School District and
Merced Union High School District. Based on the table and discussion provided in the
“Settings and Description” section above, the proposed development would likely generate
additional students to the school system. As appropriate, the developer would be required
to pay all fees due under the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1988. Once these
fees are paid, the satisfaction of the developer of his statutory fee under California
Government Code §65995 is deemed “full and complete mitigation” of school impacts.
This potential impact is less than significant.

d) Parks

Bob Carpenter is located approximately 275 feet southeast of the subject site. the proposed
residences and storage facility may increase the use of neighborhood or regional parks.

Payment of the fees required under the Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) as described
above would be required at time of building permit issuance to help fund future parks and
maintenance of existing parks would be required at the building permit stage. The payment
of fees would reduce this potential impact to less than significant.

e) Other Public Facilities

The development of the Project could impact the maintenance of public facilities and could
generate impacts to other governmental services. Payment of the fees required under the
Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) as described above would mitigate these impacts
to a less than significant level.

N. Recreation

SETTING AND DESCRIPTION

The City of Merced has a well-developed network of parks and recreation facilities. Several City
parks and recreation facilities are located within a one-mile radius of the project site.

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant with Significant | No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
N. Recreation. Would the Project:
1) Increase the use of neighborhood and regional

parks or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facility
would occur or be accelerated? v
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2) 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? v

1) Less the Significant Impact

Development of the Project may increase the use of neighborhood or regional parks.
However, payment of the required development fees at the building permit stage would
reduce the potential impacts to a less than significant level.

2) No Impact

The Project does not include recreational facilities and is not responsible for the
construction or expansion of any recreational facilities.

O. Transportation/Traffic

SETTING AND DESCRIPTION
Roadway System

The project site is located in northeast Merced, approximately three miles northwest of Downtown
and two- and three-quarter miles east of Highway 99. The project site consists of an undeveloped
lot of approximately 8.05 acres. The project site fronts E Yosemite Ave to the north which is an
arterial road and Parsons Road to the east which is a collector road. The subject site is less than a
mile east of G Street which provides access to Highway 99 that connects Merced with other
regional communities throughout the State.

Transit Service

The Transit Joint Powers Authority for Merced County has jurisdiction over public transit in
Merced County and operates The Bus. The Bus provides transportation for residents traveling
within Merced and outside the City within neighboring communities such as Planada, Atwater,
and Livingston. Cat Tracks is a bus service for UC Merced students that also serves the City.

Vehicle Miles Traveled

Senate Bill (SB) 743 directs the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to develop
new guidelines for assessing transportation-related impacts that “promote the reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity
of land uses” (Public Resources Code Section 21099[b][1]). These new guidelines will replace
automobile delay, as described through level of service (LOS), with more appropriate criteria and
metrics based on travel demand, such as “vehicle miles traveled, vehicle miles traveled per capita,
automobile trip generation rates, or automobile trips generated” (Public Resources Code Section
21099[b][1]). The State CEQA Guidelines were amended to include guidance for measuring travel
demand and to recommend that delays related to congestion no longer be considered a significant
impact under CEQA (OPR 2016).
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Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis

The self-storage facility project is comprised of land uses estimated to generate 109 vehicle trips
per day and the residential portion is estimated to generate 264 vehicle trips per day. For a total of
373 total vehicle trips per day.

Based on the Merced County Association of Governments’ (MCAG) VMT Thresholds and
Implementation Guidelines, projects that are low trip generators can be screened out of a
quantitative VMT Analysis. Projects that are consistent with the Merced Vision 2030 General Plan
have a low trip generator threshold of 1,000 average daily trips and projects that are not consistent
with the Merced Vision 2030 General Plan have a low trip generator threshold of 500 average
daily trips. This Project is not consistent with the Merced Vision 2030 General Plan but generates
less than 500 daily trips. As a result, this Project is screened out from a quantitative VMT analysis
and this Report serves as the required VMT Analysis for this Project.

For additional information see Appendix B for the studies on Vehicle Miles Traveled and Level
of Service that were done for the original and current versions of the Project.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
0. Transportation/Traffic.
Would the project:
1) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs regarding public transit, bicycle,
or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise v
decrease the performance or safety of such
facilities?

2) Would the project conflict or be
inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines v
Section 15064.3 subdivision (b)?

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

4) Result in inadequate emergency access? v
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1)

2)

3)

3)

Less-than-Significant Impact

The existing system of pedestrian and bicycle facilities in this area include sidewalks and
Class 1 bike paths on E Yosemite Avenue. Sidewalks are present along the project’s E
Yosemite and Parsons Avenue frontage. The proposed self-storage and residential
subdivision would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of
such facilities.

Less-than-Significant Impact

The project would be constructed as an infill development surrounded by existing
adequate infrastructure. The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) presented in the
publication Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition, calculates the project to generate 373
trips on a daily basis, with 28 trips in the a.m. peak hours, and 39 trips in the p.m. peak
hours. The project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns, including air traffic
associated with any airports.

As previously described in this section, a VMT analysis was prepared for the prior
iteration of this project by JLB Traffic Engineering INC. A supplemental VMT analysis
was also prepared by JLB for the current version of the Project. Based on guidance
provided by MCAG, both the residential and the self-storage facility, as proposed, would
be screened out as a low trip generator and not require further VMT analysis. Therefore,
this impact is less than significant. Details regarding the criteria provided by MCAG can
be found in the traffic analysis at Appendix B.

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 alternative modes of transportation are being
assessed. The Transit Joint Powers Authority provides transit service through “The Bus.”
There are several bus stops along E Yosemite Avenue that provide access to Route UC
and bus stops less than half a mile east of the project site that provide access to Routes M3
and M4.

The Amtrak (passenger train service) is located within 2 miles providing services to the
greater California area and connections to travel across the country. The closest airport is
Merced Regional Airport, located approximately 4.5 miles southwest of the project site.

No Impact

City staff, including Police, Fire, and Engineering staff, reviewed the proposed subdivision
layout and did not express any concerns regarding the proposed street network. Therefore,
no impact would occur.

Less-than-Significant Impact

The subject site is an approximate 8.05-acre parcel on mostly developed parcels along an
arterial road (E Yosemite Avenue) and a collector road (Parsons Avenue). There is
currently no missing infrastructure of roads or utilities between the subject site and City
infrastructure. The Fire and Police departments reviewed this proposal and are not
requesting additional access points to this site. Therefore, project construction and
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operation would not pose a significant obstacle to emergency response vehicles. This
impact on emergency access would be less than significant.

SETTING AND DESCRIPTION
P. Water

The City’s water system is composed of 22 groundwater production wells located throughout the
City, and approximately 350 miles of main lines. Well pump operators ensure reliability and
adequate system pressure at all times to satisfy customer demand. Diesel powered generators help
maintain uninterrupted operations during power outages. The City of Merced water system
delivers more than 24 million gallons of drinking water per day to approximately 20,733
residential, commercial, and industrial customer locations. The City is required to meet State
Health pressure requirements, which call for a minimum of 20 psi at every service connection
under the annual peak hour condition and maintenance of the annual average daily demand plus
fire flow, whichever is stricter. The City of Merced Water Division is operated by the Public
Works Department.

The City of Merced’s wells have an average depth of 414 feet and range in depth from 161 feet to
800 feet. The depth of these wells would suggest that the City of Merced is primarily drawing
water from a deep aquifer associated with the Mehrten geological formation. Increasing urban
demand and associated population growth, along with an increased shift by agricultural users from
surface water to groundwater and prolonged drought have resulted in declining groundwater levels
due to overdraft. This condition was recognized by the City of Merced and the Merced Irrigation
District (MID) in 1993, at which time the two entities began a planning process to ensure a safe
and reliable water supply for Eastern Merced County through the year 2030. Integrated Regional
Water Planning continues today through various efforts.

Wastewater

Wastewater (sanitary sewer) collection and treatment in the Merced urban area is provided by the
City of Merced. The wastewater collection system handles wastewater generated by residential,
commercial, and industrial uses in the City.

The City Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP), located in the southwest part of the City about
two miles south of the airport, has been periodically expanded and upgraded to meet the needs of
the City’s growing population and new industry. The City’s wastewater treatment facility has a
capacity of 11.5 million gallons per day (mgd); with an average flow of 8.5 mgd. The City has
recently completed an expansion project to increase capacity to 12 mgd and upgrade to tertiary
treatment with the addition of filtration and ultraviolet disinfection. Future improvements would
add another 8 mgd in capacity (in increments of 4 mgd), for a total of 20 mgd. This design capacity
can support a population of approximately 174,000. The collection system will also need to be
expanded as development occurs.

Treated effluent is disposed of in several ways depending on the time of year. Most of the treated
effluent (75% average) is discharged to Hartley Slough throughout the year. The remaining treated
effluent is delivered to a land application area and the on-site City-owned wetland area south of
the treatment plant.
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Storm Drainage

The Draft City of Merced Storm Drainage Master Plan addresses the collection and disposal of
surface water runoff in the City’s SUDP. The study addresses both the collection and disposal of
storm water. Systems of storm drain pipes and catch basins are laid out, sized, and costed in the
plan to serve present and projected urban land uses.

It is the responsibility of the developer to ensure that utilities, including storm water and drainage
facilities, are installed in compliance with City regulations and other applicable regulations.
Necessary arrangements with the utility companies or other agencies will be made for such
installation, according to the specifications of the governing agency and the City [(Ord. 1342 § 2
(part), 1980: prior code § 25.21(f)).] The disposal system is mainly composed of MID facilities,
including water distribution canals and laterals, drains, and natural channels that traverse the area.

The City of Merced has been involved in developing a Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP)
to fulfill requirements of storm water discharges from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer
System (MS4) operators in accordance with Section 402(p) of the Federal Clean Water Act
(CWA). The SWMP was developed to also comply with General Permit Number CAS000004,
Water Quality Order No. 2003-0005-DWQ.

Solid Waste

The City of Merced is served by the State Route 59 Landfill and the State Route 59 Compost
Facility, located at 6040 North Highway 59. The County of Merced is the contracting agency for
landfill operations and maintenance, as the facilities are owned by the Merced County Association
of Governments. The City of Merced provides services for all refuse pick-up within the City limits
and franchise hauling companies collect in the unincorporated areas. In addition to these two
landfill sites, there is one private disposal facility, the Flintkote County Disposal Site, at State
Route 59 and the Merced River. This site is restricted to concrete and earth material.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
P. Utilities and Service Systems.
Would the Project:

1) Require or result in the relocation or construction
of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment or storm water drainage, electric
power, natural gas, or telecommunications
facilities, the construction or relocation of
which could cause significant
environmental effects? v

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

dry years? v
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3) Result in a determination by the wastewater

treatment provider which serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve
the project’s projected demand in addition to
the provider’s existing commitments? v

4) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local

standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the
attainment of solid waste reduction goals? v

5) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes

and regulations related to solid waste? v

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Less Than Significant Impact

The City’s current water and wastewater system is capable of handling this project within
the City of Merced. There are existing sewer and water lines along E Yosemite Ave and
Parsons Ave, which would be extended to go through the project site. No significant
environmental impacts would result from connecting to the line. This potential impact is
less than significant.

Less Than Significant Impact

No new water facilities are needed for this project. The existing water system is sufficient
to serve the development. Potential impacts are less than significant.

Less Than Significant Impact
Refer to item 1 above.
Less Than Significant Impact

The City of Merced uses the State Route 59 Landfill. Sufficient capacity is available to
serve the future project. According to the Merced Vision 2030 General Plan DEIR, the
landfill has capacity to serve the City through 2030. Potential impacts are less than
significant.

Less Than Significant Impact

All construction on the site would be required to comply with all local, state, and federal
regulations regarding solid waste, including recycling. Potential impacts are less than
significant.
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Q. Tribal Cultural Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Q. Tribal Cultural Resources
Would the project:

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

1. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register
of Historical Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in Public
Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 4

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

Impact Analysis
1) No Impact

As stated in the Cultural Resources Section of this Initial Study, improvements associated
with the project include site excavation, grading, paving, and construction of buildings.
The areas of the project subject to demolition and construction facilities are likely to have
been subject to ground disturbance in the past. No tribal resources are known to have
occurred or have been identified at the project site or in the vicinity of the project site.
However, as noted in the Cultural Resources Section, implementation of Mitigation
Measures CUL-1 and CUL-3 would protect previously unrecorded or unknown cultural
resources, including Native American artifacts and human remains, should these be
encountered during project construction.

In addition, Assembly Bill (AB) 52 provides for consultation between lead agencies and
Native American tribal organizations during the CEQA process. Since AB 52 was enacted
in July 2015, the City has not been contacted by any California Native American tribes
requesting that they be notified when projects are proposed in Merced. No tribes have

134



Initial Study #24-25
Page 42 of 49

requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1. Therefore, it
is assumed that no Tribal Cultural Resources would be adversely affected by the project.
As a result, no impact would occur.

R. Wildfire

SETTING AND DESCRIPTION

Both urban and wildland fire hazard potential exist in the City of Merced and surrounding areas,
creating the potential for injury, loss of life, and property damage. Urban fires primarily involve
the uncontrolled burning of residential, commercial, or industrial structures due to human
activities. Wildland fires affect grassland, brush or woodlands, and any structures on or near these
fires. Such fires can result from either human made or natural causes.

Urban fires comprise the majority of fires in the City of Merced. The site is surrounded by urban
uses. The City of Merced Fire Department has procedures in place to address the issue of wildland
fires, so no additional mitigation would be necessary.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

R. Wildfire. Iflocated in or near stat responsibility
areas or lands classified as very high fire
hazard severity zones, would the project:

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

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

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

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

)

2)

3)

4)

Less Than Significant Impact

The storage project does not include the construction of new roadways or changes to
existing roads. All new roads installed for the residential portion of this project are require
to comply with applicable MMC standards. The project would also be required to comply
with all applicable requirements of the California Fire Code. As such, the project would
not impact an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. This
impact would be less than significant.

Less Than Significant Impact

According to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, the project site is
not located in any fire hazard zone. The areas surrounding the project site are mostly
developed, urban land.

There is a low potential for wildland fires within these parameters. Additionally, the
California Building Code and the California Fire Codes work together to regulate building
construction and related items such as the care of vacant lots and the storage of flammable
liquids.

To provide effective fire prevention activities for low hazard occupancies, the Fire
Department conducts seasonal hazard removal programs (primarily weed abatement). The
City of Merced employs a weed abatement program, which requires property owners to
eliminate flammable vegetation and rubbish from their properties. Each property within the
City is surveyed each spring and notices are sent to the property owners whose properties
have been identified to pose a fire risk. Since inception of this program in 1992, grass or
brush related fires within the City have been greatly reduced. A “bulky item” drop off station
has been opened near Highway 59 and Yosemite Avenue. Further, staging areas, building
areas, and/or areas slated for development using spark-producing equipment are cleared of
dried vegetation or other materials that could serve as fuel for combustion; impacts are
considered less than significant.

Less Than Significant Impact

The project would be required to repair/replace any missing or damaged infrastructure along
their property frontage. However, the on-going maintenance of roadways would fall to the
City. All other infrastructure or utilities exist in the area. No additional infrastructure or on-
going maintenance would be required that would cause an impact to the environment. This
impact is less than significant.

No Impact

The project site and surrounding area is relatively flat with no risk of downslope or downstream
flooding or landslides. Therefore, there is no impact.
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S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
SETTING AND DESCRIPTION

Certain gases in the earth’s atmosphere, classified as greenhouse gases (GHGs), play a
critical role in determining the earth’s surface temperature. A portion of the solar radiation
that enters the atmosphere is absorbed by the earth’s surface, and a smaller portion of this
radiation is reflected back toward space. Infrared radiation is absorbed by GHGs; as a
result, infrared radiation released from the earth that otherwise would have escaped back
into space is instead trapped, resulting in a warming of the atmosphere. This phenomenon,
known as the greenhouse effect, is responsible for maintaining a habitable climate on Earth.

GHGs are present in the atmosphere naturally, are released by natural sources and
anthropogenic sources, and are formed from secondary reactions taking place in the
atmosphere. The following GHGs are widely accepted as the principal contributors to
human-induced global climate change and are relevant to the project: carbon dioxide
(CO2), methane, and nitrous oxide.

Emissions of CO, are byproducts of fossil fuel combustion. Methane is the main
component of natural gas and is associated with agricultural practices and landfills. Nitrous
oxide is a colorless GHG that results from industrial processes, vehicle emissions, and
agricultural practices.

Global warming potential (GWP) is a concept developed to compare the ability of each
GHG to trap heat in the atmosphere relative to CO>. The GWP of a GHG is based on several
factors, including the relative effectiveness of a gas in absorbing infrared radiation and the
length of time the gas remains in the atmosphere (i.e., its atmospheric lifetime). The
reference gas for GWP is CO»; therefore, CO> has a GWP of 1. The other main GHGs that
have been attributed to human activity include methane, which has a GWP of 28, and
nitrous oxide, which has a GWP of 265 (IPCC 2013). For example, 1 ton of methane has
the same contribution to the greenhouse effect as approximately 28 tons of CO>. GHGs
with lower emissions rates than CO; may still contribute to climate change, because they
are more effective than CO» at absorbing outgoing infrared radiation (i.e., they have high
GWPs). The concept of CO;-equivalents (CO2e) is used to account for the different GWP
potentials of GHGs to absorb infrared radiation.
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions.
Would the project:
1) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment? v
2) Conlflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse
ases?
g v
1) Less -than-Significant Impact

The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) is responsible for
protecting public health and welfare through the administration of federal and state air
quality laws and policies. In December 2009, SIVAPCD adopted the Final Staff Report
Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impacts under the California Environmental
Quality Act (STVAPCD 2009). SIVAPCD also developed guidance for land-use agencies
to address GHG emission impacts for new development projects. Projects complying with
an approved GHG emission reduction plan or GHG mitigation program would have a less-
than-significant individual and cumulative impact related to GHG emissions. Projects
implementing best performance standards and reducing project-specific GHG emissions
by at least 29 percent compared to the business-as-usual condition would have a less-than-
significant individual and cumulative impact on global climate change under this guidance.
However, models used to estimate GHG emissions now include some of the statewide
measures that previously would have been used to evaluate this 29 percent reduction
performance standard, so this particular method of comparison is out of date.

To establish the context in which to consider the project’s GHG emissions, this analysis
used guidance from the adjacent Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management
District (SMAQMD) to determine significance. In 2014, SMAQMD adopted a
significance threshold for GHG emissions consistent with the goals of Assembly Bill (AB)
32: 1,100 metric tons (MT) COe per year for construction-related and operational
emissions (SMAQMD 2014). This significance threshold was developed to assess the
consistency of a project’s emissions with the statewide framework for reducing GHG
emissions.

The impacts associated with GHG emissions generated by the project are related to the
emissions from short-term construction and operations. Off-road equipment, materials
transport, and worker commutes during construction of the project would generate GHG
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emissions. Emissions generated by the project during operations are related to indirect
GHG emissions associated with residential uses.

GHG emissions associated with construction of the project are short-term and will cease
following completion of construction activity. Therefore, the project would not generate
GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment. This impact would be less than significant with mitigation.

2) Less-than-Significant Impact

In 2006, California enacted AB 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006
(California Health and Safety Code Section 38500 et seq.). AB 32 establishes regulatory,
reporting, and market mechanisms to achieve reductions in GHG emissions and establishes

a cap on statewide GHG emissions. It requires that statewide GHG emissions be reduced
to 1990 levels by 2020.

In 2008 and 2014, the California Air Resources Board (ARB) approved the Climate Change
Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan) and the first update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan:
Building on the Framework, respectively (ARB 2008; ARB 2014). In 2016, the state
legislature passed Senate Bill SB 32, which established a 2030 GHG emissions reduction
target of 40 percent below 1990 levels. In response to SB 32 and the companion legislation
of AB 197, ARB approved the Final Proposed 2017 Scoping Plan Update: The Strategy
for Achieving California’s 2030 GHG Target in November 2017 (ARB 2017). The 2017
Scoping Plan draws from the previous plans to present strategies to reaching California’s
2030 GHG reduction target. The project would comply with any mandate or standards set
forth by an adopted Scoping Plan Update effecting construction activities and operations.

In 2012, the City of Merced adopted the Merced Climate Action Plan to address the
reduction of major sources of GHG emissions. The climate action plan established an
emissions target of 1990 levels by 2020, commensurate with the State of California’s target
(City of Merced 2012). To meet this goal, the City adopted values, goals, and strategies to
reduce emissions. Goals of the plan include:

enhanced mobility of all transportation modes;
sustainable community design;

water conservation and technology;

protection of air resources;

waste reduction;

increased use of renewable energy sources;
building energy conservation; and,

e public outreach and involvement.

The project would be consistent with the goals of the Merced Climate Action Plan.

As mentioned above, the project would not exceed emissions thresholds adopted by
SMAQMD and would be consistent with the applicable requirements of the Merced
Climate Action Plan. Therefore, the project would not conflict with any applicable plans,
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policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. This impact
would be less than significant. This impact would be less than significant.

T. Mandatory Findings of Significance

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

T. Mandatory Findings of Significance.
Would the Project:

1) 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? v

2) 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
probably future projects?) v

3) Have environmental effects which will cause
substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

1) No Impact

As previously discussed in this document, the project site does not provide habitat for fish
or wildlife, as the project site is an urban infill site and does not have the potential to
adversely affect biological resources or cultural resources, because such resources are
lacking on the project site. Thus, there would be no impact.

2) Less-Than-Significant Impact

The Program Environmental Impact Report conducted for the Merced Vision 2030 General
Plan, the General Plan Program EIR (SCH# 2008071069), has recognized that future
development and build-out of the SUDP/SOI will result in cumulative and unavoidable
impacts in the areas of Air Quality and Loss of Agricultural Soils. In conjunction with this
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3)

conclusion, the City has adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations for these impacts
(Resolution #2011-63) which is herein incorporated by reference.

The certified General Plan EIR addressed and analyzed cumulative impacts resulting from
changing agricultural use to urban uses. No new or unaddressed cumulative impacts will
result from the project that have not previously been considered by the certified General
Plan EIR or by the Statement of Overriding Considerations, or mitigated by this Expanded
Initial Study. This Initial Study does not disclose any new and/or feasible mitigation
measures which would lessen the unavoidable and significant cumulative impacts.

The analysis of impacts associated with the development would contribute to the
cumulative air quality and agricultural impacts identified in the General Plan EIR. In the
case of air quality, emissions from the proposed project would be less than significant. The
nature and extent of these impacts, however, falls within the parameters of impacts
previously analyzed in the General Plan EIR. No individual or cumulative impacts will be
created by the Project that have not previously been considered at the program level by the
General Plan EIR or mitigated by this Initial Study.

Less-Than-Significant Impact

Development anticipated by the Merced Vision 2030 General Plan will have significant
adverse effects on human beings. These include the incremental degradation of air quality
in the San Joaquin Basin, the loss of unique farmland, the incremental increase in traffic,
and the increased demand on natural resources, public services, and facilities. However,
consistent with the provisions of CEQA previously identified, the analysis of the proposed
project is limited to those impacts which are peculiar to the project site or which were not
previously identified as significant effects in the prior EIR. The previously-certified
General Plan EIR and the Statement of Overriding Considerations addressed those
cumulative impacts; hence, there is no requirement to address them again as part of this
project.

This previous EIR concluded that these significant adverse impacts are accounted for in
the mitigation measures incorporated into the General Plan EIR. In addition, a Statement
of Overriding Considerations was adopted by City Council Resolution #2011-63 that
indicates that the significant impacts associated with development are offset by the benefits
that will be realized in providing necessary jobs and homes for residents of the City. The
analysis and mitigation of impacts have been detailed in the Environmental Impact Report
prepared for the Merced Vision 2030 General Plan, which is incorporated into this
document by reference.

While this issue was addressed and resolved with the General Plan EIR in an abundance of
caution, in order to fulfill CEQA’s mandate to fully disclose potential environmental
consequences of projects, this analysis is considered herein. However, as a full disclosure
document, this issue is repeated in abbreviated form for purposes of disclosure, even
though it was resolved as a part of the General Plan.

Potential impacts associated with the Project’s development have been described in this
Initial Study. All impacts were determined to be less than significant.
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4. ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial environmental evaluation:

I find that the project would not have a significant effect on the environment, and
X  thata NEGATIVE DECLARATION HAS BEEN PREPARED for public review.

August 28, 2025

/ /a/m)A//Zj% =

Valeria Renteria, Associate Planner
——

Yy

Jie. Hanson Lan, AICP
Acting Planning Manager

City of Merced

S. PREPARERS OF THE INITIAL STUDY

LEAD AGENCY

City of Merced

Planning & Permitting Division
678 West 18t Street

Merced, CA 95340

(209) 385-6929

Valeria Renteria, Associate Planner

ATTACHMENTS:

A) Location Map
B) Site Plan/ Floor Plans/ Elevations

) Appendix A - Combined Studies for Air Quality, Green House Gas Emissions
D) Appendix B - Vehicle Miles Traveled and Level of Services Studies
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18.16.080 - Information required.

Every tentative map shall be clearly and legibly reproduced. The following
information shall be shown on, or accompanying, the map:

1.

S L

10.
11.
12.
13.

14.

15.
16.
17.

18.
19.
20.
21.

22.

A key or location map on which is shown the general area including adjacent
property, subdivisions and roads;

The tract name, date, north point, scale and sufficient legal description to
define location and boundaries of the proposed subdivision;

Name and address of recorded owner or owners;

Name and address of the subdivider;

Name and business address of the person who prepared the map;
Acreage of proposed subdivision to the nearest tenth of an acre;

Contours at six-inch intervals to determine the general slope of the land and
the high and low point thereof;

The locations, names, widths, approximate radii of curves and grades of all
existing and proposed roads, streets, highways, alleys and ways in and
adjacent to the proposed subdivision or subdivision to be offered for dedication;

Proposed protective covenants;
Location and description of all easements;
Locations and size of all existing and proposed public utilities;
Proposed method of sewage and stormwater disposal;

Location and character of all existing and proposed public open space in and
adjacent to the subdivision and a statement of intention with regard to park land
dedication or payment of a fee in lieu thereof;

Lot layout, approximate dimensions and area in square feet of each irregular
lot and lot numbers;

City limit lines occurring within the general vicinity of the subdivision;
Classification of lots as to intended land use, zone, and density;

Approximate bearings and distances to quarter-section bounds within the
general vicinity of the subdivision;

Proposed public improvements;
Statement as to whether the subdivision is to be recorded in stages;
Existing use and ownership of land immediately adjacent to the subdivision;

Preliminary title report issued not more than sixty days prior to filing of the
tentative map;

The outline of any existing buildings and indication of any to remain in place
and their locations in relation to existing or proposed street and lot lines;

ATTACHMENT J
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23. Location of all existing trees and indication of those proposed to remain in
place, standing within the boundaries of the subdivision;

24.  Location of all areas subject to inundation or storm water overflow, the
location, width and direction of flow of all watercourses and indicate flood zone
classification;

25. Elevations of sewers at proposed connection.
(Ord. 1533 § 1, 1984: Ord. 1358 § 3, 1980: Ord. 1342 § 2 (part), 1980: prior code § 25.32(c)).

18.16.090 - Required statement.

A statement shall be presented by the subdivider in written form accompanying the
map and shall contain justification and reasons for any exceptions to provisions of this
title, the standard drawings or for any amendments to or variation from the zoning law,
which may be requested in conjunction with the subdivision proposed.

(Ord. 1533 § 2, 1984: Ord. 1342 § 2 (part), 1980: prior code § 25.33).

18.16.100 - Public hearing—Generally.
The planning commission shall review the tentative map at a public hearing to

determine whether it is in conformity with the provisions of law and of this title and upon
that basis, within the time allowed in the Subdivision Map Act.

(Ord. 1358 § 4, 1980: Ord. 1342 § 2 (part), 1980: prior code § 25.34(a)).
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March 12, 2025

Dear Merced Planning Commission,

I am writing to recommend the development of condensed single story senior living
homes at 1380 Yosemite Ave, rather than two story condensed homes. This development
would be adjacent to the medium-to-upper class low density neighborhood known as
Oakmont Estates. | believe this approach would better align with the character of the area and
meet the needs of the community, while preserving its unique qualities. The current
neighborhood is defined by its low density spacious environment where residents value
privacy, tranquility, and aesthetic harmony of single story homes.

Introducing two story condensed homes could dramatically alter the character of the
area, leading to a higher population density, increased traffic, and a lose of the open suburban
feel that makes this community so desirable. On the other hand, single story senior living
homes would provide much needed housing options for other residents while maintaining the
neighborhood’s quite residential atmosphere. This type of development would have a lower
visual impact preserving the overall spaciousness that defines the community.

Additionally, single story homes are more suitable for seniors offering ease of mobility
and greater accessibility. Furthermore, this approach respects the existing architectural style
and low density nature of the neighborhood. Senior living homes would integrate well with the
surrounds, serving as a thoughtful addition to the community without overwhelming its
character. | strongly encourage you to consider the benefits of single story senior living homes
over two story condensed housing. This would not only preserve the neighborhoods unique
charm, but also provide valuable housing for seniors, while minimizing disruption to the areas

peaceful environment.

Thank you for you time and consideration,
Mr. and Mrs. David Miller

Attachment K
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City of Merced Planning Commission
General Plan Amendment #24 — 02

March 18, 2025

To whom it may concern,

| want to go on record as saying that | am in support of this project but | believe
there are some unanswered questions and some items that need to be addressed
before moving forward. The current project as submitted should be in no way be
approved by the planning commission. To move forward énd adopt this zoning
change as it is submitted would be a detriment to the surrounding communities
to the south and east.

As a current resident of Oakmont Village #8 the lots in this area range from
8,025 square feet to the largest one being 15,692 square feet. There are only
single story homes in this development. This project states that lots 1 thru 17 will
be single or two story homes and that lots 18-41 will be 2 story homes. This
project should not be allowed to build two story homes on lots 1 thru 17 that
back up to existing single story R-1-6 low density residential lots.

As seen on Attachment E the color map dated 4/30/24 they clearly show a
greenbelt of landscape with trees around the entire project with the exception of
lots 18 and 19 that would be two story homes and back up to Parsons Avenue.
Their map clearly shows the fence line backing up to the sidewalk. The rear
setback for these two lots would be 5 feet. That means that the continuous
greenbelt with trees would not be there and a two story home would be 5 feet
from the sidewalk. Currently there is a in ground concrete box for street lighting
and one labeled electric. In order to main optimum public standards | believe
they should have to conform to what the subdivisions closest to them have done
in the past and maintain a continuous green belt. On the color map it shows a
green bhelt all the way around the two projects. The storage units do address in
writing the required iandscaping that the deveioper wouid have io adhere tc. The
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residential area does not address in writing exactly what they would or would not
be providing as far as landscaping and if they are planning to keep the 25
redwood trees between this project and Oakmont Village #8. This creates a very
grey area that could be construed as deceptive.

In the description of the project they state they will put in a 12 to 14 foot high
block wall between the residential lots and the storage units and also between
the resident to the east. No where do they address any possible changes in the
rear fence between the homes to the south.

| would love to see the size of these lots be increased and the number of lots
decreased to allow for a more harmonious transition between the two
developments. This developer needs to work with the surrounding residents and
make concessions that will for all parties involved.

Janet L. Wainwright



To whom it may concern,

We would like to express our opposition to the application of the General Plan Amendment #24-02,
S Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned Development #20, Minor Use Permit #24-13, Site Plan
#551 Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332 and Environmental Review Checklist @24-25,
initiated by Eric Gonsalves, on behalf of Yosemite 1380 LLC, property owner.

We vehemently oppose the General Plan Amendment designation from Commercial Office (CO) to
Business Park for 2.72 and from CO to High Medium Density (HMD) residential for the remaining
4.48 acres. We vehemently oppose Site Plan Revision of the land use designation within P-D #20
from Commercial Office to Self-Storage for 2.72 acres and CO to Residential for the remaining 4.48
acres. We vehemently oppose the Minor Use Permit that would be for interface review to allow
commercial development adjacent to or across from Low Density Residential (R-1-6) Zone as well
as the Site Plan Review Permit that would allow the development of a self-storage facility
(approximately 500 storage units). We oppose the vesting of the subdivision map that would divide
the lot proposed for the self-storage from the residential lots to create the 41 single-family lots.

We oppose the application that involves the request to establish a self-storage facility and to create
aresidential subdivision consisting of 41 lots on the two parcels that total approximately 8.05
acres. These parcels are generally located on the southwest corner of East Yosemite Avenue and
Parsons Avenue. Specifically, the property is described as Lots A and B, as shown on the map
entitled “Oakmont Village Unit No. 5” recorded in Volume46, Page 38 of Merced County Records,
also known as Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 006-050-068 and006-050-072.

When we built our home on Ahwahnee Court in 2017, we chose that area because we loved the
location and had an expectation that the vacant lot “Oakmont Village Unit NO.5” was designated
exclusively for CO, not an overcrowded 41 unit HMD tract and an unsightly 500 unit self-storage.
The development of such projects would cause an otherwise quaint family friendly slice of Merced
to be a noise ridden construction zone adding non-stop traffic to streets already at max automobile
traveling capacity. This pleasant neighborhood is the place we sought to invest not only our heart
and soul into but the bulk of our retirement capital as well. Us, alongside all the neighbors we have
spoken to, do not want these projects to ruin the lives we built in this community. We have lived
most of our lives in Merced, invested heavily in this community, and paid taxes here for decades.
We feel that moving forward with these projects is a betrayal to not only ourselves but our
community as well.

Please take our opposition into consideration of this matter and do not capitulate to the greedy
interests of Yosemite 1380 LLC. The owners of that business knew the property was zoned for
commercial office use when they purchased it, and they should not be given special privileges to
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disturb this property because of their connections. We will be contacting our local, state, and
federal representation to express our opposition to these projects as well as encouraging our
neighbors to do the same.

Regards,

Ladislao and Kelly Rodriguez
|
|
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There will be a Planning Commission meeting on Wed., March 19", 2025, at 6:00 p.m. in the
Council Chambers of City Hall, 678 W. 18" St. in Merced. Yosemite 1380 LLC, property
owners, are seeking a General Plan Amendment to two parcels which will have a
detrimental/harmful or adverse impact on numerous single-family, low density residential
homes in the Oakmont subdivision. The application involves a request to establish a self-
storage facility and to create a High Medium Density (HMD) subdivision consisting of 41
single-family residential lots, appr. 2,160 sq. ft. to 5,374 sq. ft. Although the developer has
yet to submit building designs for the 41 residential lots, the plan is that 17 of the lots
would be single-story homes and the remaining 24 would be two-story homes. (See Site
Plan-SP1 The Cirrus Company-24-048 04/30/2024) and (Initial Study #24-25 Page 1 of 48
paragraph 2). The proposed buildings range in height, between 16 and 27 feet. The entire
document(s) regarding this case is available at
https://www.cityofmerced.org/home/showpublisheddocument/22408/6387659821537071
59

There are many issues of concern which need to be addressed.

e SELF-STORAGE UNITS: The proposed change from Commercial Office (CO) to
Business Park (BP) for 2.72 Acres creates many problems. What will the hours of

operation be IF this facility is approved? If itis a 24-hour accessible storage
building, it will bring traffic and related activity through our neighborhood for all days
of the week and night. It also gives “unsavory” people a cover to be in the
neighborhood claiming they have a storage unit. This would not happen if the (CO)
commercial office zoning remains in place.

e COMMERCIAL OFFICE TO HIGH MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL: Initial Study #24-
25, Page 30, “The existing land use designations for this site does not allow for
residential uses such as single-family homes, duplexes or high-density residential

uses which include the former and multi-family residential.” The proposed land use
amendment would transition the southern 4.48 acres of the proposed site into 41
lots designated (HMD) Residential. The existing planned development standards
would be revised to allow the uses and residential density currently allowed under
the (HMD) Residential. However, the “Planned Development would allow the
developer to create and then propose unique development standards throughout
the site, for the 41 separately identified lots located within the southern portion of
the subject site.” The concerning issue for the subdivision is that 24 two-story
homes on significantly smaller lot sizes are proposed to be plunked adjacent to an
area of single-family homes. The developer has yet to submit substantive building
designs for the 41 residential lots. However, the objectionable self-storage facility
has drawings, elevations, etc. available.
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e ENTRANCE/EXIT: As proposed (Site Plan 1) there is only one road for entering and
exiting via Parsons Avenue which is where the (HMD) high medium density homes

are planned. Is that adequate? Is it adequate in the event of an emergency? Can
our local fire trucks maneuver easily? Each lot is supposed to have two parking
spaces located within a garage. Does that mean visitors will be parking on the
street? How will that impact accessibility? The absence of substantive design and
the developers’ apparent unrestricted capacity to create and then propose “unique”
standards creates a strong impression of predatory development.

e FLOOD ZONE: Ahwahnee Drive was inundated several times with water during
heavy downpours. The homes are built significantly higher than the road so they did
not flood. How will flood water be handled? How and where will water be diverted?

e ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: The Environmental Impact Report [EIR (SCH#
2008071069)] were certified in January 2012. As a resident living in view of these
empty lots, | have had the opportunity to view Swainson’s hawks. How will they be
affected?

e NEIGHBORING PROPERTY VALUES: A home is often the largest asset people have.
The Oakmont subdivision has attracted many buyers who want privacy, safety and a
quiet low-density environment. Oakmont will be negatively impacted. We have

great concern for the substantial devaluation of our property should this zoning
change be approved. Will the developer compensate property owners for this? Of
greatest concern are the people who bought a home on the northern side of
Ahwahnee Court. Was this information revealed to them by anyone before they
purchased their home? They will have a concentrated development of two story
buildings looking right down into their back yards—losing all sense of privacy—in a
subdivision that does not have two-story homes.

CONCLUSION: Based upon these significant and serious issues, | oppose both
1) the seven day a week self-storage facility and

2) the extreme density (for Merced) two-story homes right next to Oakmont. Please
leave the zoning as is: Commercial Office.

susmiTTeD ey Linoa scHur [
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March, 92025
Dear Merced Planning Commission,

We are writing to express our strong opposition for the proposal tore-zone
the commercial property at 1380 Yosemite Ave Merced, CA from currently
low-density office spaces to medium or high-density residential use. This
change would significantly disrupt the character of our predominantly retired,
upper class community where residents value peace, privacy, and a quiet low-
density environment. The introduction of a higher density residential
development into our neighborhood would resultin increased traffic, noise,
and overcrowding. All of which would negatively impact our quality of life. Our
community is home to individuals who have invested in this area for its
tranquility and exclusivity. The proposed change threatens to undermine the
atmosphere we have worked hard to preserve. Furthermore, such a
development could lead to a decrease in property values, as a high-density
residential area typically does not align with the preferences of potential
buyers who are drawn to quiet, more spacious neighborhoods. The loss of our
community’s character would be detrimental to both residents and the overall
appeal of the area. While growth is important, we believe it should be carefully
considered and implemented in a way that preserves the integrity of existing
neighborhoods. The proposed rezoning is not in the bestinterest of our
community, and would disrupt the peaceful, upscale environment that
defines this area. We urge the planning commission to reject this rezoning
proposal and preserve the current zoning, which better aligns with the

character and values of our neighborhood. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

The residents of Oakmont Estates
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Upon short notice of the proposed change to the zoning on 1380 Yosemite Ave from
commercial to medium and high density residential, we were unable to contact all residents of

the Oakmont Estates. Attached is a list of signatures from the people whom we were able to

contact in our neighborhood who strongly oppose the change.
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Robert & Carol Dinuzzo
1282 Ahwahnee Drive
Merced, CA 95340
car24rosa@gmail.com
March 10, 2025

Planning Commission
City of Merced

Subject: Strong Opposition to Rezoning of Commercial Property to High-Density Residential Use
Dear Members of the Planning Commission,

| am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed rezoning of the property at 1380
Yosemite Ave, Merced, CA from commercial to high-density residential use. This decision is notin
the best interest of our community, and | urge you to reject this proposal for the following reasons:

1. Infrastructure Strain: Our local roads, schools, and utilities are already operating at or near
capacity. The influx of new residents will significantly burden these essential services,
leading to congestion, overcrowded schools, and potential water and sewer system
failures.

2. Traffic and Safety Concerns: Increased residential density will undoubtedly lead to more
traffic congestion, worsening already problematic conditions. This raises serious safety
concerns for pedestrians, cyclists, and motorists alike.

3. Loss of Commercial Viability and Economic Impact: Rezoning this property will remove
valuable commercial space that could provide jobs, goods, and services to our community.
Converting it into residential use undermines economic development and limits
opportunities for local businesses.

4. Decline in Property Values: The introduction of high-density housing in an area not suited
for such development could negatively impact property values for current homeowners.
This is unfair to long-term residents who have invested in their homes and neighborhoods,
with the understanding that this property was zoned for something entirely different than
what is being proposed.

5. Community Character and Quality of Life: The proposed rezoning is incompatible with the
surrounding areas and would fundamentally alter the character of our community. High-
density developments bring increased noise, parking shortages, and a reduction in green
space, all of which degrade our quality of life.

| strongly urge the Planning Commission to consider the long-term consequences of this rezoning
and to prioritize responsible, community-focused development. | request that you reject this
proposal and explore alternative solutions that balance growth with sustainability and resident
interests.

Thank you for your attention to this critical matter. | look forward to your response and to
participating in any upcoming hearings regarding this issue.
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Sincerely,
Robert & Carol Dinuzzo
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March 12, 2025

Public Hearing General Plan Amendment #24-02, Site Plan Revision #3 to Planned Development
#20, Minor Use Permit #24-13, Site Plan #551, Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #13332 and
Environmental Review Checklist #24-25 and Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration

Dear Merced City Planning Commission,

We are in opposition to the approval of the above General Plan Amendment for the following

reasons:

1.

We received the notice on March 5™ for the hearing scheduled for March 19%™. This was
NOT WITHIN the required 20 day notice time period.

The proposal wants to change to Business Park (BP) and High Medium Density (HMD)
residential. This is NOT consistent with the surrounding R-1-6 lots on all four sides of the
site. The residential community immediately to the West and South are all single story
in the highly desirable Oakmont Village. 2 story houses should not be allowed on this
site. These proposed changes will lower the value of our neighborhood homes.

The lot sizes and roads per Site Plan drawing on page 53 are much smaller than the
surrounding neighborhoods. Starting with access to the residential area from Parsons
Ave. The entrance is too small to allow the Merced City Fire ladder truck easy access to
the proposed 2 story houses in the event of a fire. Is this supposed to be a gated
community? Looks like gates on the drawing. The main road appears to be only 35’ wide
and the roads to the 2 story houses appear to be only 20" wide. These narrow roadways
will be a disaster just like the Moraga Subdivision on Yosemite Ave. to the East. The
proposed lot sizes vary from 2,160 to 5,374 sf. The existing lots to South and West in
Oakmont Village are 6,360 to 13,860 sf.

According to the city’s own report and | quote “This Project is not consistent with the
Merced Vision 2030 General Plan but generates less than 500 daily trips.” The traffic
study was conducted on only one day, November 19, 2024. This hardly represents a true
study of the existing traffic on Yosemite Ave and Parson Ave.

We purchased the property in 2009 as our last home only to see a developer come in
and try to rezone and ruin the continuity of our community. They purchased the site in
2022 knowing that it was zoned C-O and now want to change to Business Park and High
Medium Residential. These proposed changes will lower the value of our neighborhood
homes.
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Tom & Debbie Clendenin
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Trevor and Linda Hirst

|

Subject: Strong opposition to proposed rezoning,
high-density housing and commercial development

To: City of Merced Planning Commission

We are writing to express our strong opposition to the proposed rezoning and housing
development between the Yosemite Surgery Center and Ahwahnee Ct in our community of
Oakmont. As concerned residents of Ahwahnee Ct who will be directly impacted by the
proposal, we believe this project would have serious negative impacts on our community’s
infrastructure, quality of life, and property value.

Impact on Community Character and Property Values

The character of our neighborhood is one of the main reasons we chose to live here. The
zoning of the land behind the house as office space was another reason we chose our
home. The proposed rezoning and development will fundamentally alter the feel of our

home by crowding us in, increasing light and noise pollution and introducing a level of

overcrowding that is inconsistent with the existing residential setting. The proposed
development squeezes nearly double the number of existing homes along the shared
boundary, and features two-story homes, which will tower over the existing single-story
residences, resulting in a loss of privacy for current homeowners. Close-packed housing
developments have been shown to negatively affect property values, causing financial
harm to long-standing homeowners who have invested in this community. Existing
homeowners should not bear the financial burden of a decision that benefits developers.

Traffic and Infrastructure Concerns

Our current infrastructure around Yosemite Avenue is already strained, with congestion at
the junction of Yosemite and Parsons avenue increasing dramatically at rush hour over the
past few years. Yosemite narrows to a single lane road there on the way to the UC and
adding this housing complex and commercial facility will only exacerbate these issues,
making daily commutes longer, causing problems at the junction and increasing the risk of
accidents. Current infrastructure is inadequate for this proposed development. The single
lane road at Yosemite is currently in very poor condition and cannot handle more traffic.
This is one of only two access routes to the UC campus from town and the route already
cannot handle any more traffic in that direction. Regarding the specific proposed

169


RenteriaV
Rectangle

RenteriaV
Rectangle


development plan, a single narrow road is planned as the entryway into the housing area.
This does not provide adequate parking or space to handle the number of cars that will
enter and exit at that point as is currently the case in the Moraga development where
parking congestion in similar streets has become extremely problematic.

Environmental Concerns

The proposed site for this development includes mature pine trees (approximately 20 years
old) along the shared boundary that block sound from Yosemite Avenue, provide shade and
cooling to the yard and — most importantly — privacy. The proposed development appears
to include the removal of these trees. This will result in inadequate shade (which negatively
impacts power use) and, in concert with two story buildings, will exacerbate loss of privacy
in existing homes, dramatically affecting quality of life. Removal of these well-established
mature trees will very negatively impact our property in a way that will take at least 15 years
toreplace.

Conclusion

We strongly urge City Planners to reject this rezoning proposal. The proposed development
is highly inappropriate for the current area, and damage the higher value nature of the local

area. Squeezing this high-density house development into a relatively small space is
clearly not in the best interest of our community where there are several larger more open
spaces available for development very close by, including the opposite corner of Yosemite
and Gardner where space considerations are less of a problem.

We appreciate your attention to this critical issue and request that our concerns, along with
those of our neighbors — a large number of whom have signed a petition opposing this
proposal — be taken into serious consideration.

Yours sincerely,

Trevor P. Hirst Linda S. Hirst
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RE: General Plan Amendment #24-02 / Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned
Development #20 / Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332 / Site Plan #551/ Minor Use Permit
#24-13 — Yosemite Avenue Self Storage and Residential Project

April 8, 2025
Planning Commissioners,

I am writing to formally oppose General Plan Amendment 24-02, which proposes the rezoning
and development of dense housing and a storage facility along a primary corridor in Merced.

This proposed amendment stands in direct conflict with the principles and long-term vision laid
out in the Merced Vision 2030 General Plan, which seeks to foster a vibrant, connected, and
livable city. The plan emphasizes the importance of "Gateway Corridors" and encourages
development that enhances the aesthetic and functional character of these key areas.
Specifically, the stretch in question should be considered a prime candidate for mixed-use
commercial development that reflects the vitality of Merced'’s future, not reduced to high-density
housing and passive-use storage facilities.

Merced Vision 2030 encourages "smart growth that maximizes economic opportunity and
community livability while minimizing environmental impact." A storage facility, by nature,
generates minimal foot traffic, economic activity, or community interaction. Likewise, dense
residential development, without complementary commercial or recreational spaces, risks
becoming isolated and underutilized. This location has potential to host commercial enterprises
such as cafes, retail shops, recreational facilities, and family entertainment centers that would
serve both current residents and the growing population.

This corridor also boasts a unique geographical asset—on clear days, residents and visitors can
view the Sierra Nevada. The existing General Plan recognizes the value of Merced's natural
surroundings as a foundation for thoughtful, place-based planning. Any development here
should be designed to enhance public enjoyment of the region’s natural beauty—not disregard
it.

Additionally, as one of the few major connectors between the city and UC Merced, this area
holds immense potential to serve as an economic bridge. Investing in a more thoughtful
development plan—one that includes public spaces, sustainable businesses, and welcoming
architecture—would help solidify Merced’s identity as a growing university town with a strong,
integrated community fabric.

| respectfully urge the Commission to reject General Plan Amendment 24-02 and to open further
discussion around development alternatives that align more closely with the
community-centered and economically vibrant goals outlined in the Merced Vision 2030 General
Plan. Thank you for your time and commitment to responsible urban planning.

Jessica Duffy
Merced Resident
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April 7, 2025

City of Merced, Planning Commission
c/o Valeria Renteria — Associate Planner
678 West 18" Street

Merced, CA 95340

RE: Opposition to General Plan Amendment #24-02, PD-20 Zone Change from Commercial
Office to Business Park and Medium High Density Residential

Dear Honorable Commissioners:

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed Zone Change from Commercial
Office to Business Park and Medium High Density Residential as proposed in General Plan
Amendment #24-02, PD-20.

I am a Merced resident of almost 10 years and serve in a senior executive role at the University
of California, Merced. I have witnessed significant growth in the City of Merced through this
time and I welcome the many benefits that thoughtful and strategic development can provide to
our community. The proposed rezoning of the project site to allow for high density residential
development and mini storage is a short-sighted proposal that does not address the development
gaps that exist in the site’s area, nor does it provide a strong basis for the economic growth that
the City is striving for as addressed in the City’s General Plan.

The project site is in a highly advantageous location given its proximity to single family homes,
schools, churches, and other commercial businesses. It is highly accessible via all modes of
transportation and exposure will only increase as development takes place north of Yosemite.

Frankly, a mini storage facility at this site and additional medium density housing less than one
mile from two recently built apartment buildings on the same road is a waste, and the result of a
lack of planning vision with regard to diversity of development types. This site would bring
superior value to the community by being developed for commercial use — as it is currently
zoned. Such uses can establish and/or expand services the City is currently underproviding, such
as medical offices and day care centers.

It is also important to note that regardless of what may be developed under this “Office
Commercial” zoning, future offices in this location could offer a larger increase in new jobs to
the community than either an apartment complex or mini storage would generate. Additionally,
these businesses can bring marketable amenities to the City which supports the recruitment of
employees to the area, and attraction of prospective students to the local colleges.

172



Finally, with new businesses comes increased tax revenues that directly benefit the City. It can be
assumed that an active commercial center that welcomes high foot traffic will provide more
funds flowing back to the City through collected taxes than compared to a desolate mini storage.

I recognize that there are needs for housing expansion, and support those efforts. I also recognize
that there may be some need for storage unit facilities. This specific site, however, is an
inappropriate location for either of these types of uses for the reasons I have highlighted above. I
implore the Planning Commission to reject this proposal and maintain the existing zoning for this
site so the community can benefit from higher value development in the future.

Thank you for the opportunity to express my opposition of this project and I appreciate your time
and consideration.

Sincerely,

Kelli Maxey, CPA

Merced Resident

Cc:  Mr. Scott McBride, City Manager
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RE: General Plan Amendment #24-02 / Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned Development #20 /
Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332 / Site Plan #551/ Minor Use Permit #24-13 — Yosemite Avenue
Self Storage and Residential Project

April 8, 2025
Dear Planning Commissioners,

Thank you for representing the interests and vision for Merced and all who live here through creating
spaces that support the life, livelihoods and culture of our community. | have lived here 10 years, returning
after college and growing up in Mariposa. | am grateful for your work to expand parks and greenspaces. |
am pleased with many of the improvements to our community. However, smart growth requires the
courage to say no to developments that only serve individuals and bring minimal benefit to homeowners,
local businesses and community members. | am writing to strongly oppose the proposed General Plan
Amendment 24-02, which proposes the rezoning and development of dense housing and storage
facility along a primary corridor in Merced. This is not helpful, beautiful, economically viable, or
reasonable to change a clean slate into a hot, dirty, pavement for single use.

Mini-storage is the symptom of overconsumption, but the ill of modern society is not seeking solutions for
stuff. Theillis limited space for engagement, community, commerce, creativity. It is not having the green
space to choose other ways of being in the world besides consumption. Mini storage facilities, with their
large, dark, and often concrete structures, contribute to the urban heat island effect (UHI) by absorbing and
retaining heat, particularly during the day, and then releasing it slowly at night, which can lead to higher
temperatures. This night time heat source will make it more unpleasant to live near it. It’s also a place
where no people are—only things. That means that it is a place of minimal and limited commerce. One
contract and that is limited value. However, small stores and green spaces can contribute to the economy,
employ more people, serve as a place for healthy choices, act as a heat sink instead of a source, increase
the beauty and quality of life of Merced community members.

There are already other spaces for storage nearby (R and Yosemite, and on 59 for example). This is an open
space, a huge opportunity other cities would wish for. | want to live in a Merced that thinks about the world
to come—uwith more than 60 days over 100 degrees F—and plans for it, mitigates the stress on people,
and builds community. | would love to have a north Merced Bob Hart square, or another park, or other
uses. The artist Brian Andreas writes, “if we fail this time, it will be a failure of the imagination.” Please join
me in imagining a higher, greener, safer, cleaner, healthier, BETTER use of this space. Please open the
discussion to other opportunities and reflect the Merced Vision 2030 General Plan.

Thank you for your consideration and time.

Regards,
Leigh Bernacchi, PhD
Bellevue Ranch area, Merced, CA Resident since 2015
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Robert Dinuzzo, AIA Architect
|
I

April 6, 2025

City of Merced, Planning Commission c/o Valeria Renteria — Assoc Planner (via e-mail)
678 West 18" Street
Merced, CA 95340

RE: Agenda Item 25-263, PD-20 Zone Change from Commercial Office to Business Park
and Medium High Density Residential

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I join the many other residents of the Oakmont Village area in strongly opposing the proposed
Zone Change in PD-20 from Commercial Office to Business Park and High Medium Density
Residential. As a resident and licensed Architect with a long career in the design, planning and
construction industry, the proposed zone change is not appropriate for this area of the
community, and | wish to bring your attention to the following points:

1. Oakmont Village to the south and west is zoned R-1-6 (generally 6,000 sf lot size minimum)
however the actual lot sizes range from 8,000 to 15,000 sf, creating one of the lowest
density R-1-6 neighborhoods in the City. Home sizes in Oakmont Village range from 2,000 sf
to over 3,200 sf. Thisis a stark difference to the potential house sizes in the proposed
development. Many HOUSES in Oakmont are larger than some of the LOTS in the proposed
development. Oakmont Village is without question, one of the most desirable
neighborhoods in Merced as evidenced by the premium home values. Having an adjacent
high density neighborhood will diminish the investments and cohesiveness of Oakmont
residents.

2. Oakmont Village consists of ALL single story homes per the Subdivision CC&Rs. Oakmont
homes bordering the new development have liveable backyards with swimming pools and
patios. Ata MINIMUM, Lots 1-17 in the proposed development should be LIMITED to
SINGLE STORY homes, both to insure privacy to Oakmont residents as well as preserve
open views to the north and east. The developer mentioned “a mix” of single and two story
homes. Does this not mean there is a possibility of 1 single story and 16 two-story homes?

3. Oakmont Village consists of all well designed, high quality, mostly owner occupied homes
that have properly maintained yards, landscape and streetscapes. Higher density homes
are lesser quality in design and materials. Higher density homes are also primarily
marketed to investors/landlords, who are driven by returns on their investment and do not
maintain homes as well as homeowners, which draws tenants who lack the ability and/or
desire to maintain their rented homes. Generally an out of town investor with a portfolio of
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rental homes here do not take pride in ownership of their properties, being complacent with
the monthly rental incomes as a priority.

All Oakmont residents bought or built their home with the understanding that the parcel
north of Oakmont is zoned Commercial Office. Residents in any community all know
having an office complex as a neighbor is much more preferred than higher density housing
or a mini-storage facility. If this high density development/mini-storage facility existed
BEFORE Oakmont Village, most residents would likely not have chosen to buy or build in the
area.

Notwithstanding the misguided principle of placing high density homes against low density, there
are many concerns and questions of the 41 lot homesites that have not been addressed. The
comments and questions below are shown on the attached Site Plan.

1.

Moving the Surgery Center driveway to the north will cause dangerous northbound exits
from the Surgery Center (and likely the new mini storage since that driveway will be shared).
The existing driveway being used was located where itis to be further away from the
Yosemite Avenue intersection for safer traffic movements.

Oakmont is currently separated from the Surgery Center by a decorative concrete block
wall. The new development should have a matching block wall to separate it from the
Surgery Center as well but is not mentioned in the Conditions. Wood fencing deteriorates
and is hard to maintain.

There is existing greenscape between the current Surgery Center driveway and the Oakmont
subdivision wall (redwood trees) which was a likely condition of development of the Surgery
Center. There is no greenscape shown on the current plans, which means the driveway will
be against the subdivision with a fully exposed wall/fence. With no greenspace, this will
foster vandalism and tagging.

There is a subdivision block wall between Parsons Avenue and Oakmont. The new
development should have a matching block wall at Lots 18 and 19 as well as bordering the
new Dog Park. This should be addressed in the Conditions.

There is extremely little street parking. Space for street parking is shown only on the “main”
street in the development. There is NO space for street parking on the side streets. It
appears there is only enough space for 16 cars, which is unrealistic for 42 homes.
Developer stated that an HOA would be formed that would enforce parking and other rules
of the development. Thatis unrealistic given that a certain percentage of these homes will
NOT be owner occupied, and enforcing actions on an absent landlord or negligent tenant
would be fruitless. This would also apply to building maintenance, yard care, noise, crime,
etc.

Developer stated that greenspace would be maintained between the Surgery Center and
the housing by having trees inside the housing lots. Placing the responsibility of
maintaining trees on to homeowners or tenants is unrealistic. Also the proposed setbacks
of 3’-6” does not allow for tree growth.

Developer stated that the existing tree line between Oakmont and the Surgery Center would
be maintained and even added to towards the west. This is unrealistic in that the trees (if
left) would be in the backyards of the new Lots 11-17, which is making the assumption that
the new homeowners/tenants will maintain or even want those trees in their yards.
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9. City and Developer stated that the Fire Department has reviewed this. How can other
subdivisions be required to have a certain radius “end bulb” at dead end streets for required
turnaround of emergency vehicles? How will refuse trucks pick up trash in narrow, dead-
end streets? Will the streets be required to have a heavy vehicle pavement section?
(Thickened pavement to withstand fire and refuse trucks).

To summarize, as a resident and as a design professional, | am not opposed to growth and adding
much needed housing to our growing City as long as it is done smartly and without haste. However,
as a resident of Oakmont Village, | AM opposed to this inappropriate placement of high density
housing against an established low density neighborhood. Asyou know, there are currently many
other General Plan Zone Changes in process to create even more high density neighborhoods from
previously designated Commercial, Office and low density zones. If the decision making and
approval process allows this developer to continue against the wishes of the surrounding Oakmont
community, he will no doubt lose no sleep in walking away with huge profits afterwards while our
neighborhood is left with diminished home values and lower quality of life.

Please consider a NO vote for this Zone Change application.

Sincerely,

Robert Dinuzzo, AIA

Architect

Cc: Mr. Scott McBride, City Manager (via e-mail)

Mr. Frank Quintero, Deputy City Manager (via e-mail)
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City of Merced Planning Commission
678 West 18™ St.
Merced, CA 95340

April 7, 2025

RE: General Plan Amendment #24-02 / Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned Development #20 /
Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332 / Site Plan #551/ Minor Use Permit #24-13 — Yosemite Avenue
Self Storage and Residential Project

Dear Honorable Commissioners:

I am writing to urge the Planning Commission to take one of the following actions on the subject project
during its April 9, 2025 public hearing:

1. Deny the subject vesting tentative map, site plan review permit, and minor use permit;
and withold recommendation to City Council on the subject General Plan Amendment
and Site Utilization Plan Revision; or,

2. Direct staff to return to Planning Commission with the subject applications organized as
one project for consideration of recommendation to City Council.

As a Merced resident and former Community Development Director for Merced County, I am acutely
aware of the need to balance development interest with long term plans. In this instance, the conversion of
a prime development site should be given more thorough review by the community, especially in light of
the agenda and process issues described below.

Legal Issue: Considering Multiple Actions as a Single Project

The City appears to be inappropriately “splitting” Planning Commission and City Council actions for this
project. Such an approach would open the project and the City to challenge under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), alongside the broader legal principle that interrelated actions should
be considered collectively to ensure transparency and accountability.

Documents within the Planning Commission agenda packet — most notably, the CEQA Initial Study —
describe and depict the mini storage and residential components of the project site as one development.
The use permit, tentative map, general plan amendment, and PD/zoning amendments are clearly
interdependent as they are designed to achieve a common objective (Plan for Arcadia, Inc. v. City Council
of Arcadia, 1974 and County of Ventura v. City of Moorpark, 2018).

As all aspects of the subject property development are interrelated, the City Council should be the final
decision authority with regard to all aspects of the project(s). Furthermore, general plan and zoning
amendments are considered legislative acts of the City Council, and all interrelated parts of legislative
acts should be considered by City Council during a public hearing.

At a practical level, it would be inefficient to leave one half of the project open to appeal of a Planning
Commission decision, only to return to the City Council on appeal with the same set of issues and project-
wide considerations.
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Finally, the project’s placement on the consent calendar seems to be in error, and may give rise to
additional legal issues if not heard as a public hearing during the upcoming Planning Commission
hearing.

Good Planning: Consider Long Term Development, and Investments Made

The subject site is located in a prime location: on one of Merced’s major thoroughfares, with multi-modal
connection to multiple neighborhoods, near some of the busiest transit stops in the City, and in proximity
to major jobs and services (e.g. colleges, hospital, offices).

Planning Commission, and subsequently the City Council, should consider whether redesignation of this
land for purposes of a mini storage is in the best long-term interests of the community. Consider the
benefits if this were a commercial center with amenities complementary of other centers along Yosemite
Avenue. Imagine the potential benefits to nearby businesses and residents, easily accessing the City’s
commercial centers from Merced College to the UC Campus. The Planning Commission and City
Council are empowered with the discretion to make these decisions. I urge the commission to exercise
that power with the long-term in mind.

The City is currently making a major investment in improving Yosemite Avenue to allow for better
pedestrian and bicycle flow — to connect these major uses in North Merced. Planning Commission and
City Council should be making decisions that align with this investment rather than conflict with it by
modifying its long-term plans for the benefit of an auto-oriented, non-active use. The proposed project
would be a break in the planned “chain” of businesses and amenities along Yosemite Avenue.

The residential location, orientation, and design are questionable, at best. Its presence seems to be an
afterthought, crammed in to generate some utilization of the site after development of the mini storage.
Should we be “hiding” smaller homes on smaller lots? Relegating our neighbors to be tucked away
behind a 12-foot masonry wall? Good planning practice and City policies say otherwise.

Redesignation of Prime Development Space in Advance of General Plan Update

The City is in the initial stages its Comprehensive General Plan Update. Consideration of prime
commercial sites such as the subject property would be a critical component of the General Plan Update.
It is within the Planning Commission’s purview to suggest that amending land use at this time would be
detrimental to good long-term planning efforts that are on the horizon. Those long-term decisions can
absolutely be delegated from the Commission to the community through participation in the General Plan
Update.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project, thank you for your time, and thank you for your
consideration of community input.

Sincerely,

Steve Maxey
Merced Resident

cc:
Scott McBride — City Manager
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April 8, 2025

Subject: General Plan Amendment #24-02 / Site Utilization Plan Revision #3 to Planned
Development #20 / Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #1332 / Site Plan #551/ Minor Use Permit
#24-13 — Yosemite Avenue Self Storage and Residential Project

Dear Commissioners,

| am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed General Plan Amendment 24-02,
which | understand seeks to rezone land along a primary corridor in Merced for the development
of dense housing and a mini storage facility. As a resident/stakeholder in Merced, | have
significant concerns about the potential negative impacts this amendment would have on our
community's character, infrastructure, and overall quality of life. | urge you to carefully consider
these concerns and reject this proposed amendment.

The proposed development of dense housing along a primary corridor raises several critical
issues. Firstly, it is likely to exacerbate existing traffic congestion on what is already a heavily
utilized roadway. Increased residential density will inevitably lead to a higher volume of vehicles,
causing further delays, bottlenecks, and potentially impacting emergency response times.
Secondly, the introduction of high-density housing in this location may strain existing
infrastructure, including water and sewer systems, potentially leading to service disruptions and
the need for costly upgrades that could burden existing residents. Furthermore, the character of
this primary corridor, often serving as a key visual gateway to our city, risks being negatively
altered by the introduction of dense residential blocks, potentially diminishing the aesthetic
appeal and overall sense of place.

The inclusion of a mini storage facility in this proposal adds another layer of concern. While
such facilities may serve a purpose, locating one along a primary corridor detracts from the
visual appeal and potentially limits opportunities for more economically vibrant or
community-serving developments. Primary corridors should ideally be reserved for uses that
enhance the city's image, attract visitors, and contribute to a dynamic and engaging
environment. A mini storage facility, by its nature, is a low-intensity use that does not typically
generate significant economic activity or contribute positively to the streetscape. Combining it
with dense housing in this location appears to be a less than optimal use of valuable land along
a key thoroughfare.

In conclusion, | believe that General Plan Amendment 24-02, with its proposal for dense
housing and a mini storage facility along a primary corridor, is not in the best long-term interests
of Merced. The potential for increased traffic congestion, strain on infrastructure, and negative
impacts on the city's character outweigh any perceived benefits.
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| respectfully request that the Planning Commission carefully consider these concerns and vote
against the approval of General Plan Amendment 24-02. | encourage you to prioritize land use
decisions that promote sustainable growth, preserve the unique character of our city, and
enhance the quality of life for all Merced residents.

Thank you for your commitment and service to Merced as members of the Planning
Commission at this exciting time of growth and development.

Sincerely,

Tracy Proietti
Merced resident/Business owner
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Merced, CA 95340

‘ CITY OF MERCED 675 W, 16th Steet

MERCED ADMINISTRATIVE REPORT

File #: 25-919 Meeting Date: 11/5/2025

Planning Commission Staff Report

Report Prepared by: Matt Livingston, Assistant Planner, Development Services Department

SUBJECT: Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #25-0013, initiated by Paramijit Singh and
Jaswinder Kaur, property owners. This application involves a request to subdivide approximately
3.38 acres of land at 2500 E Childs Avenue, into 17 residential lots generally ranging in size
between 5,565 square feet and 14,579 square feet. This proposed project would create a new cul
-de-sac going south off East Childs Avenue. This subject site is generally located south of East
Childs Avenue, approximately 500 feet east of Brimmer Road, with a General Plan designation of
Low Density Residential (LD), and a Zoning classification of Low Density Residential (R-1-5).
**PUBLIC HEARING**

ACTION: Approve/Disapprove/Modify

1) Environmental Review #25-0038 (Categorical Exemption)
2) Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #25-0013

SUMMARY

The applicant is proposing a vesting tentative subdivision map for 17 low density residential lots at
2500 E. Childs Avenue. The subject site is generally located south of East Childs Avenue,
approximately 500 feet east of Brimmer Road (Attachment B). The proposed subdivision would
subdivide approximately 3.38 acres of land into 17 residential single-family lots generally ranging in
size from 5,565 square feet to 14,579 square feet. Planning staff, along with other City staff, have
reviewed the project and recommend approval subject to conditions.

RECOMMENDATION

Planning staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve Environmental Review #25-0038
(Categorical Exemption) and Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #25-0013 (including the adoption of
the Draft Resolution) subject to the conditions in Exhibit A and the findings/considerations in Exhibit B
of Draft Resolution #4167 at Attachment A.

DISCUSSION

Project Description

The proposed project would subdivide 3.38 acres of land into 17 standard single-family lots
(Attachment C). The subdivision would be accessed from East Childs Avenue from the north, and
lead into a newly created cul-de-sac. Immediately to the south of the site is an existing subdivision.
With approval of this request, the newly created cul-de-sac would exist directly north of the existing
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one on Rye Street.
The subdivision will provide a density of about 5.1 dwelling units per acre, which is consistent with

the density allowed by the Low Density Residential (LD) General Plan designation, which allows
between 2-6 units per acre.

Surrounding uses as noted in Attachment B.

Surrounding Land  |Existing Use of Land |City Zoning City General Plan
Designation Land Use
Designation

North Single-Family Located in Merced |Rural Residential
Dwellings (across E. [County N/A (RR)
Childs Avenue)

South Single-Family Low Density Low Density
Dwellings Residential (R-1-5) [Residential (LD)

East Single-Family Low Density Low Density (LD)
Dwellings And Residential (R-1-5) [Residential (LD)
Farmland

West Single-Family Low Density Low Density
Dwellings Residential (R-1-5) |Residential (LD)

Background
This site was originally annexed into the City on December 27, 1990, as part of the Childs Avenue

Annexation No. 2. The project site is located directly to the north of the “Hartley Crossings”
subdivision, which was approved back in 2005, and has a similar design to this request. With that
map approval, it was determined that Rye Street would include a temporary cul-de-sac that would
allow Rye Street to be extended up to E. Childs Avenue with future development of the subject site.

On September 17, 2025, the Planning Commission reviewed a different design for this same
proposed subdivision, which involved eliminating the existing cul-de-sac on Rye Street and extending
Rye Street up to East Childs Avenue. After some discussion about the potential impacts on the
existing neighborhood, the applicant decided to withdraw the application and submit a new design
that creates a new cul-de-sac instead of extending the current one.

Amendment to Public Hearing Notice

The original Public Hearing Notice for this project described two design options for the subdivision.
The notice was amended on October 29, 2025, to reflect that the project would now proceed with a
single design option, which includes the creation of a new cul-de-sac from Childs Avenue and that
the alternative option, which would have extended Rye Street to Childs Avenue, would no longer be
considered.
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Findings/Considerations
Please refer to Exhibit B of the Draft Planning Commission Resolution #4167 at Attachment A.

Attachments

A) Draft Planning Commission Resolution #4167

B) Location Map

C) Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map (VTSM) #25-0013

D) MMC 18.16.080 Information Required

E) MMC 20.46.020 Design Standards for Single-Family Dwellings and Mobile Homes
F) Environmental Review - Categorial Exemption

G) Public Comments from September 17, 2025, Planning Commission Meeting

H) Presentation
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CITY OF MERCED
Planning Commission

Resolution #4167

WHEREAS, the Merced City Planning Commission at its regular meeting
of, November 5, 2025, held a public hearing and considered Vesting
Tentative Subdivision Map #25-0013, initiated by Paramyjit Singh and
Jaswinder Kaur, property owners. This application involves the subdivision
of approximately 3.38 acres into 17 single-family lots ranging in size from
approximately 5,565 square feet to approximately 14,579 square feet. This
proposed project would create a new cul-de-sac going south off East Childs
Avenue. The subject site is at 2500 E. Childs Avenue, generally located south
of East Childs Avenue, approximately 500 feet east of Brimmer Road within
a General Plan designation of Low Density Residential (LD) and a Zoning
classification of Low Density Residential (R-1-5); also known as Assessor’s
Parcel Number 061-261-002; and,

WHEREAS, the Merced City Planning Commission concurs with Findings
A through I of Staff Report #25-919; and,

WHEREAS, the Merced City Planning Commission concurs with the
Findings for Tentative Subdivision Map Requirements in Merced Municipal
Code Section 18.16.80, 18.16.90, and 18.16.100 as outlined in Exhibit B;
and,

NOW THEREFORE, after reviewing the City’s Draft Environmental
Determination, and discussing all the issues, the Merced City
Planning Commission does resolve to hereby adopt a California
Environmental Quality Act Sections 15332 and 15183 regarding
Environmental Review #25-0038, and approve Tentative Subdivision Map
#25-0013, subject to the Conditions set forth in Exhibit A, and the
Findings set forth in Exhibit B, attached hereto and incorporated herein
by this reference.

Attachment A
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PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION #4167
Page 2
November 5, 2025

Upon motion by Commissioner , seconded by
Commissioner , and carried by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

ABSTAIN:

Adopted this 5" day of November 2025

Chairperson, Planning Commission of
the City of Merced, California

ATTEST:

Secretary

Attachments:
Exhibit A — Conditions of Approval
Exhibit B — Findings and Considerations
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Conditions of Approval
Planning Commission Resolution #4167
Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map # 25-0013

The proposed project shall be constructed/designed as shown on
(Proposed Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map) —Attachment C of Staff
Report #25-919 as selected by Planning Commission, subject to
conditioned changes.

All conditions contained in Resolution #1175-Amended ("Standard
Tentative Subdivision Map Conditions") shall apply.

The proposed project shall comply with all standard Municipal Code,
Fire Code and Subdivision Map Act requirements as applied by the
City Engineering and Fire Departments.

All other applicable codes, ordinances, policies, etc., adopted by the City
of Merced shall apply.

Community Facilities District (CFD) annexation is required for annual
operating costs for police and fire services as well as storm drainage,
public landscaping, street trees, streetlights, parks and open space. CFD
procedures shall be initiated before final map approval.
Developer/Owner shall submit a request agreeing to such a procedure,
waiving right to protest and post deposit as determined by the City
Engineer to be sufficient to cover procedure costs and maintenance costs
expected prior to first assessments being received.

The developer/applicant shall indemnify, protect, defend (with counsel
selected by the City), and hold harmless the City, and any agency or
instrumentality thereof, and any officers, officials, employees, or agents
thereof, from any and all claims, actions, suits, proceedings, or
judgments against the City, or any agency or instrumentality thereof, and
any officers, officials, employees, or agents thereof to attack, set aside,
void, or annul, an approval of the City, or any agency or instrumentality
thereof, advisory agency, appeal board, or legislative body, including
actions approved by the voters of the City, concerning the project and
the approvals granted herein. Furthermore, developer/applicant shall
indemnify, protect, defend, and hold harmless the City, or any agency or
instrumentality thereof, against any and all claims, actions, suits,
EXHIBIT A
OF PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION #4167
Page 1

212



10.

11.
12.

proceedings, or judgments against any governmental entity in which
developer/applicant’s project is subject to that other governmental
entity’s approval and a condition of such approval is that the City
indemnify and defend (with counsel selected by the City) such
governmental entity. City shall promptly notify the developer/applicant
of any claim, action, suits, or proceeding. Developer/applicant shall be
responsible to immediately prefund the litigation cost of the City
including, but not limited to, City’s attorney’s fees and costs. If any
claim, action, suits, or proceeding is filed challenging this approval, the
developer/applicant shall be required to execute a separate and formal
defense, indemnification, and deposit agreement that meets the approval
of the City Attorney and to provide all required deposits to fully fund the
City’s defense immediately but in no event later than five (5) days from
that date of a demand to do so from City. In addition, the
developer/applicant shall be required to satisfy any monetary obligations
imposed on City by any order or judgment.

The developer/applicant shall construct and operate the project in strict
compliance with the approvals granted herein, City standards, laws, and
ordinances, and in compliance with all State and Federal laws,
regulations, and standards. In the event of a conflict between City laws
and standards and a State or Federal law, regulation, or standard, the
stricter or higher standard shall control.

All dwellings shall be designed to include fire sprinklers as required by
the California Fire Code.

Fire hydrants shall be installed along street frontages to provide fire
protection to the area. The hydrants shall meet all City of Merced
standards and shall comply with all requirements of the City of Merced
Fire Department. Final location of the fire hydrants shall be determined
by the Fire Department.

The project shall comply with all requirements of the Merced Irrigation
District (MID). The developer shall contact and work with MID to
ensure all requirements are satisfactorily met.

Street names to be approved by City Engineer or designee.

The applicant or developer shall dedicate all necessary street right-of-
way and easements as needed for irrigation, utilities, drainage,
landscaping, and open space during the Final Map stage as required by
the City Engineer or designee.

EXHIBIT A
OF PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION #4167
Page 2
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.
18.
19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

At the Final Map and Improvement Plan stage, all lots shall comply with
Merced Zoning Ordinance Table 20.08-2 Development Standards for
Single-Family Residential Zoning Districts for the R-1-5 Zone.

Plans shall meet current codes at the time of building permit application
submittal. Building permit applications shall comply with the newest
enacted California Building Codes. Plans shall be drawn by a licensed
California design professional.

At the building permit stage, the site plans for each lot shall include a
minimum 3-foot by 6-foot concrete pad located in the side yard or
backyard for the storage of 3 refuse containers.

The developer shall use proper dust control procedures during site
development in accordance with San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Control District rules.

Each lot shall provide 200 square feet of on-site parking for each unit.
All mechanical equipment shall be screened from public view.

Each lot within the subdivision shall be provided with one driveway. No
residential driveways shall front on any arterial or collector street.

The project shall meet all standards required to comply with state and
local requirements for connecting to the City’s Municipal Storm Sewer
System.

The applicant shall provide a minimum 36 inches of coverage between
the top of the sewer line and the surface of the street, or as otherwise
required by the City Engineer or designee.

The applicant shall work with and comply with the City’s Water and
Engineering Divisions to provide a plan showing how City water lines
would be extended from the south up to East Childs Avenue to serve the
subdivision. If required, the water service lines may include a redundant
water looped system. Details to be reviewed and approved by the City
Engineer or designee.

All landscaping within the public right-of-way shall comply with state
and local requirements for water conservation. All irrigation provided
to street trees or other landscaping shall be provided with a drip irrigation
or micro-spray system and shall comply with the City’s Water Efficient
Landscape Ordinance (MMC Section 20.36.030).

All undeveloped areas shall be maintained free of weeds and debris.

EXHIBIT A
OF PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION #4167
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25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Prior to final inspection of any home, all front yards and side yards
exposed to public view shall be provided with landscaping to include
ground cover, trees, shrubs, and irrigation in accordance with Merced
Municipal Code Section 20.36.050. Irrigation for all on-site landscaping
shall be provided by a drip system or micro-spray system in accordance
with the State’s Emergency Regulation for Statewide Urban Water
Conservation or any other state or City mandated water regulations
dealing with the current drought conditions. All landscaping shall
comply with the City’s Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MMC
Section 20.36.030) and any adopted amendments.

Sewer manholes shall be installed as required by the Engineering
Department (if needed).

Traffic control signs, street markings, and striping shall be installed as
directed by the City Engineer or designee.

The developer shall install appropriate street name signs and traffic
control signs with locations, names, and types approved by the City
Engineer or designee.

Dedication of all necessary easements will be made as shown on Vesting
Tentative Subdivision Map #25-0013 or by Final Map if any changes are
required by the City Engineer or designee.

The developer shall provide all utility services to each lot, including
sanitary sewer, water, electric power, gas, telephone, and cable
television. All new utilities are to be undergrounded.

Full public improvements shall be installed/repaired if the permit value
of the project exceeds $100,000.00. Public improvements may include,
but not be limited to, repairing/replacing the sidewalk, curb, gutter, and
street corner ramp(s), so that they comply with ADA standards and other
relevant City of Merced/State/Federal standards and regulations.

All public improvements shall be provided as required by the City
Engineer. All improvements shall meet City Standards.

The developer shall provide construction plans and calculations for all
landscaping and public maintenance improvements. All such plans shall
conform to City standards and meet approval of the City Engineer or
designee.

EXHIBIT A
OF PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION #4167
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34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44

45.

46.

Minor modifications to the development standards (as determined by the
Director of Development Services), may be reviewed and approved
through a Minor Use Permit.

Grading and construction activity shall be limited to daylight hours
(between 7:00 A.M. and 7 P.M.).

The project shall comply with all the Post construction Standards
required to comply with State requirements for the City’s Phase II MS-
IV Permit (Municipal Separate Sewer System).

The developer shall work with the City Engineering Department to
relocate the power poles near East Childs Avenue, as required by the
City Engineer.

The developer shall work with the City Engineering Department and
Merced Irrigation District to underground the existing canal along East
Childs Avenue.

The developer shall work with the City Engineering Department to
create a plan to adequately handle storm drainage at this site, as required
by the City Engineer.

The developer shall connect this development to the water main near
East Childs Avenue.

The developer shall install a minimum 6-foot-tall block wall at the
northern edge of lots 1 and 17 along East Childs Avenue.

The applicant shall abandon and destroy its septic and well system and
connect to City utilities if not already connected.

Any crossings over or under the Merced Irrigation District easement
shall require an encroachment agreement.

The developer shall adhere to any relevant agreements or guidelines as
required by Merced Irrigation District.

The northern watermain point of connection on East Childs Avenue shall
be required to cross above the MID pipeline along East Childs Avenue.
Details to be worked out during the building permit stage, as required by
the City Engineer.

The newly created cul-de-sac shall be designed to meet the dimension
and turnaround requirements as determined by the City of Merced Fire
Department and Engineering Department.

EXHIBIT A
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47.

48.

49.

The developer shall provide and identify a designated public utility
easement from the existing subdivision to the south to Lots 9 and 10.
Structures shall be required to maintain a setback from designated
easement of at least 5 feet.

The developer shall construct a wooden fence between the existing
subdivision to the south and Lots 9 and 10.

The developer shall install a sidewalk connecting both cul-de-sacs.
Details to be reviewed and approved by Engineering staff at the Final
Map stage.

EXHIBIT A
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Findings and Considerations
Planning Commission Resolution #4167
Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #25-0013
FINDINGS/CONSIDERATIONS:

General Plan Compliance and Policies Related to This Application

A)  The proposed project complies with the General Plan designation of Low
Density Residential (LD). The proposed density is about 5.1 units per acre,
which is within the allowed General Plan density range of 2 to 6 units per acre.

The proposed Tentative Subdivision Map, with conditions of approval, will
help achieve the following General Plan land use policies:

L-1.5 Protect existing neighborhoods from incompatible developments.
The proposed single-family residential project is compatible with and protects
the nearby existing neighborhood from incompatible development by
continuing the development of low density residential.

L-1.6 Continue to pursue quality single-family residential development.
The proposed subdivision would create 17 new lots for the development of
additional single-family units.

L-1.8 Create livable and  identifiable residential ~ neighborhoods
The proposed subdivision would create a new small and livable neighborhood
with a cul-de-sac, that is surrounded by existing residential neighborhoods.

L-3.2 Encourage infill development and a compact wurban  form.
The proposed project would allow for the development of a roughly 3.3-acre
vacant lot within the City of Merced and benefits the areas urban form.

Traffic/Circulation

B) It is anticipated that the project as proposed would generate approximately
162.69 Average Daily Trips (ADT) based on an average daily rate of 9.57
trips per dwelling unit.

As shown on the proposed tentative map (Attachment C of Planning
Commission Staff Report #25-919), vehicle access would be available from
East Childs Avenue only. The cul-de-sac at the end of Rye Street that currently
exists would remain in place, and a new cul-de-sac would be created at the
end of the newly created road that would run south off East Childs Avenue.
The traffic generated by this subdivision should not exceed the current and

EXHIBIT B
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projected capacity for the surrounding street system as the area was designed
to accommodate a higher density of residential units. The proposal has a
density of 5.1 dwelling units per acre, which is 15% less than the maximum 6
dwelling units per acre allowed within a Low Density Residential (LD)
General Plan designation.

Public Improvements/City Services

©)

The developer would be required to install all streets, utilities, and other
improvements within the subdivision and around the subdivision to be up to
City Standards (Conditions #27, #28, and #31).

Each lot would be required to pay fees for sewer and water connections at the
building permit stage. In addition, each lot within the subdivision would be
required to meet the City’s storm drainage and run-off requirements for the
City’s MS-IV permit (Condition #36). The proposed Tentative Map has been
reviewed by the City of Merced’s Engineering and Public Works
Departments, and with the implementation of the Conditions found in the staff
report, this proposed project complies with and is consistent with the City of
Merced requirements for public improvements and City services.

Building Design

D)

The developer has not submitted building designs at this time. The homes
shall be required to comply with the City’s minimum design standards for
single-family homes as required under Merced Municipal Code Section
20.46.020 Design Standards for Single-Family Dwellings and Mobile Homes.
Condition #13 ensures compliance with the City of Merced’s development
standards and building design regulations for single-family residential zoning
districts.

Site Design

E)

The design of this project works well with the surrounding area and integrates
the existing nearby single-family dwelling into the design.

The lot standards shall comply with Merced Zoning Ordinance Table 20.08-3
Development Standards for Single-Family Residential Zoning Districts for
the R-1-5 Zoning District.

EXHIBIT B
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The table below shows the mixture of lot sizes in the proposed subdivision.

Number of Lots Lot Size (S.F)
9 6,200
6,183
5,565
5,569
6,754
6,767
8,391
14,579

)—A)—l)—l)—t)—t)—lN

The proposed lot sizes and the density of the proposed Tentative Map comply
with the City of Merced development standards for the projects General Plan
designation and the projects Zoning district with the lot standards found under
Merced Municipal Code Table 20.08-2 Development Standards for Single-
Family Residential Zoning Districts.

Landscaping

F)

Each lot within the subdivision shall be provided with front yard landscaping
in compliance with Zoning Ordinance Section 20.36 — Landscaping. Section
20.36.050 requires all exterior setback areas, excluding areas required for
access, to the property to be landscaped (Condition #25).

For any landscaping within public right-of-way, the work shall be reviewed
by the City prior to installation (Condition #23). The landscaping within this
area would be maintained by the Community Facilities District (Condition
#5).

The conditions found in the Staff Report ensure that the proposed project
complies with and meets the City of Merced’s standards regarding
landscaping including Section 20.36.050 - Landscaping (as described above).

Neighborhood Impact/Interface

G)

The proposed subdivision would add additional homes to the area, but the use
is consistent with the General Plan designation and Zoning classification for
this site. There are single-family subdivisions to the south and southwest of
the site, as well as larger lot single-family homes and agricultural land uses to
the north and east.

EXHIBIT B
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Public hearing notices were published in a qualifying newspaper and mailed
to property owners within 300 feet of the subject site.

Staff received 3 comment letters prior to the September 17, 2025, Planning
Commission regarding the original application. These letters were provided
to the Planning Commissioners at that meeting, along with an additional letter
that was submitted after the meeting. These comment letters can be found at
Attachment G.

As of the time this staff report was prepared, staff has not received any
additional comments from the public for this updated proposal. If additional
comments are received prior to the Planning Commission Staff Report being
published, those comments will be added to the report and provided to the
Planning Commissioners.

The proposed project complies with the City of Merced Zoning and General
Plan requirements (as mentioned under Findings A, B, D, and E) and is
compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.

Land Use/Density Issues

H)

The proposed subdivision would provide a density of about 5.1 dwelling units
per acre. This density is within the allowable density for the Low Density
Residential (LD) General Plan designation, which allows between 2 and 6
units per acre.

The proposed project’s density falls within the allowable range and is
therefore in compliance with the density requirements for this area.

Environmental Clearance

D)

Planning staff has conducted an environmental review of the project in
accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), and a Categorical Exemption (i.e., no further environmental
review is needed) is being recommended. Due to the proposed project’s
consistency with the City of Merced General Plan and Zoning regulations, and
the fact that is an infill development project of a site under 5 acres, CEQA
exemptions Section 15332 and Section 15183 are being recommended.

EXHIBIT B
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Merced Municipal Code

Tentative Subdivision Map
18.16.080 - Information required.

Every tentative map shall be clearly and legibly reproduced. The following information shall be
shown on, or accompanying, the map:

1.

N kW

10.
1.
12.
13.

14.

15.
16.
17.

18.
19.
20.
21.

A key or location map on which is shown the general area including adjacent property,
subdivisions and roads;

The tract name, date, north point, scale and sufficient legal description to define
location and boundaries of the proposed subdivision;

Name and address of recorded owner or owners;

Name and address of the subdivider;

Name and business address of the person who prepared the map;
Acreage of proposed subdivision to the nearest tenth of an acre;

Contours at six-inch intervals to determine the general slope of the land and the high
and low point thereof;

The locations, names, widths, approximate radii of curves and grades of all existing and
proposed roads, streets, highways, alleys and ways in and adjacent to the proposed
subdivision or subdivision to be offered for dedication;

Proposed protective covenants;

Location and description of all easements;

Locations and size of all existing and proposed public utilities;
Proposed method of sewage and stormwater disposal;

Location and character of all existing and proposed public open space in and adjacent to
the subdivision and a statement of intention with regard to park land dedication or
payment of a fee in lieu thereof;

Lot layout, approximate dimensions and area in square feet of each irregular lot and lot
numbers;

City limit lines occurring within the general vicinity of the subdivision;
Classification of lots as to intended land use, zone, and density;

Approximate bearings and distances to quarter-section bounds within the general
vicinity of the subdivision;

Proposed public improvements;
Statement as to whether the subdivision is to be recorded in stages;
Existing use and ownership of land immediately adjacent to the subdivision;

Preliminary title report issued not more than sixty days prior to filing of the tentative
map;

Attachment D
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22.

23.

24.

25.

The outline of any existing buildings and indication of any to remain in place and their
locations in relation to existing or proposed street and lot lines;

Location of all existing trees and indication of those proposed to remain in place,
standing within the boundaries of the subdivision;

Location of all areas subject to inundation or storm water overflow, the location,
width and direction of flow of all watercourses and indicate flood zone classification;

Elevations of sewers at proposed connection.

(Ord. 1533 § 1, 1984: Ord. 1358 § 3, 1980: Ord. 1342 § 2 (part), 1980: prior code § 25.32(c)).
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Chapter 20.46 — RESIDENTIAL DESIGN STANDARDS

Sections:

20.46.010 Purpose
20.46.020 Design Standards for Single-Family Dwellings and Mobile Homes

20.46.030 General Design Standards for Multi-Family Dwellings

20.46.040 Specific Design Standards for Multi-Family Dwellings

20.46.010 Purpose

This chapter establishes design standards for residential uses, in addition to regulations
set forth in Chapter 20.08 (Residential Zones), except that parking, location, and address
requirements in Section 20.46.020 do not apply to accessory dwelling units.

20.46.020 Design Standards for Single-Family Dwellings and Mobile Homes

A. Applicability. The following standards shall apply to all single-family developments
and mobile homes.

B. Siding. No shiny or reflective exterior siding materials, which are more reflective than
semi-gloss paint, shall be permitted.

C. Exterior Walls.

1. Materials shall extend to the ground
where a unit is mounted at grade-level
or the top of the solid concrete or
masonry perimeter foundation where
an above-grade foundation is used.

2. Materials shall be limited to stucco,
wood, brick, stone, glass, or decorative
concrete block. No tin or other metallic
exterior wall material shall be used.

3. Materials shall be the same as or complementary to the wall materials and
roofing materials of the dwelling unit.
D. Windows.
1. All windows, doors, and gable ends shall be architecturally treated with a trim.

2. No shiny or reflective materials shall be permitted for trim which are more
reflective than semi-gloss paint.

City of Merced Zoning Ordinance Page 169
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CHAPTER 20.46 RESIDENTIAL DESIGN STANDARDS

E. Roof.

1. Roof Pitch Slope. The slope or inclination of a pitched roof shall be no less than
a ratio of 4 inches vertical rise for each 12 inches horizontal run (4:12).

2. Projection. Overhanging eves shall be at
least 12 inches from the exterior vertical walls.

3. Materials.

a. Roofs shall be composed of shingles, shake

shingles, non-reflective and matte-finish metal,

rock or concrete or adobe or composition tile, or
other similar materials commonly used in the
area.

b.  Fascia boards shall be used on all sides of the
structure to screen exposed elements, like rafters and vents, and to give the
roof a finished edge.

c. Roofing materials for a garage or carport shall be the same as the wall

materials and roofing materials of the dwelling unit.
4. Mechanical and Utility Equipment. All mechanical and utility equipment shall
be screened from the public right-of-way.
F. Parking. Each unit shall have at least 200 square feet of off-street parking outside of
required setback areas.
G. Width. Each unit shall have a width of at least
20 feet.

H. Location. Each dwelling shall face or have
frontage upon a street or permanent means of

access to a street by way of a public or private
easement other than an alley. Such easements
shall not be less than 10 feet in width.

I. Landscaping. All front yards, and all side yards exposed to public view on corner lots,
shall be landscaped with drought-tolerant ground cover, trees, and shrubs, including
but not limited to, City street trees. Underground irrigation of the required
landscaping shall be required. All shall be installed prior to occupancy. (Refer to
Chapter 20.36.)

J.  Foundation. All homes and mobile homes must be attached to a permanent
foundation system that complies with all building codes of the City.

K. Addresses. The street address number of the house shall be displayed on the front
wall of the house clearly visible from the street and shall be a minimum height of 4
inches with a % inch stroke (or as otherwise required in the California Residential and
Fire Codes.)

Page 170 City of Merced Zoning Ordinance
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NOTICE OF EXEMPTION

To: Office of Planning and Research From: (Public Agency)
P.O. Box 3044 City of Merced
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 678 West 18th St.

Merced, CA 95340

X County Clerk
County of Merced
2222 M Street
Merced, CA 95340

Project Title: VTSM #25-0013 ERC #25-0038
Project Applicant: Golden Valley Engineering, on behalf of Paramjit Singh & Jaswinder Kaur, property
owners

Project Location (Specific): 2500 East Childs Avenue

APN: 061-261-002
Project Location - City:  Merced Project Location - County: Merced

Description of Nature, Purpose, and Beneficiaries of Project:

Vesting Tentative Subdivision map to subdivide one approximate 3.3-acre parcel into 17 lots for single-family
homes.

Name of Public Agency Approving Project: City of Merced

Name of Person or Agency Carrying Out Project:
Paramjit Singh & Jaswinder Kaur (property owners)

Exempt Status: (check one)
___ Ministerial (Sec. 21080(b)(1); 15268);
____Declared Emergency (Sec. 21080(b)(3); 15269(a));
____ Emergency Project (Sec. 21080(b)(4); 15269(b)(c));
_X_ Categorical Exemption. Section Number: Section 15332 and Section 15183
___ Statutory Exemptions. State Code Number:
____General Rule (Sec. 15061 (b)(3))
_Ceriteria for Subsequent EIR or MND (Sec. 15162)

Reasons why Project is Exempt:

As defined under the above referenced Section, the proposed project is considered an in-fill project. The project
location is within the City limits on a parcel totaling less than five acres, surrounded by urban uses. The site can
be served by all required utilities and public services, and the project site has no value as habitat for endangered,
rare or threatened species. No significant effects resulting from traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality will
result from the approval of this map. The project is consistent with the City of Merced General Plan and Zoning
regulations.

Lead Agency: City of Merced
Contact Person: Matt Livingston Code/Telephone:(209) 385-6858
Signature: /Mt “.,/Q«N;_m";;(:y(__, Date: 10/16/2025 Title: Assistant Planner
_X Signed by Lead Agency Date Received for Filing at OPR:

(If applicable)

Authority Cited: Sections 21083 and 21110. Public Resources Code
Reference: Sections 21108, 21152, and 21152.1. Public Resources Code
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From: Ariel Mann

To: planningweb
Subject: Public comment for 09/17/25 meeting
Date: Sunday, September 14, 2025 6:23:22 PM

You don't often get email fro_. Learn why this is important

RE: public hearing for vesting tentative subdivision map #25-0003
Attn: Planning Commission

I will be out of town and unable to attend the meeting, but ask you to please consider my
comments below.

I have owned my home on Rye St for 17 years; I held on through the 2008 housing market
crash, and major life changes. We have a healthy and classic neighborhood, with children
playing outside and neighbors that wave hello to each other, that I attribute to being tucked
away at the end of Dinkey Creek Ave. I've personally watched this neighborhood grow from
only 2 houses, to 2 full courts just a few years ago. The physical shape of our street has always
been a court, and I was unaware until very recently that Rye St wasn't simply a misnomer.

I would support the proposed subdivision of 17 more houses with only 1 request; please do not
connect Rye St to Childs Ave for vehicular traffic. Allowing through traffic would remove the
safety our neighborhood has relied on; speeders and those with nefarious intent would find
easy access via Rye St to and from the Brimmer/Gerard area. Children would stop playing in
the street, more cameras would be mounted on homes, and the crime rate for Rye St and
Arroyo Ct would increase dramatically.

Numerous similar streets exist in the Childs area, such as Sable St to Hartley Ct. Allowing
pedestrian traffic to access the brand new walk path and the local schools is a valuable benefit
to our neighborhood, but allowing vehicular traffic will be a tangible detriment.

Thank you for allowing me to voice my concerns and I hope you will take a few moments to
see our quiet neighborhood for yourself. I am happy to make myself available should you have
any questions.

Thank you,

Ariel Mann

[NOTICE: This message originated outside of City of Merced -- DO NOT CLICK on links or
open attachments unless you are sure the content is safe.]

Attachment G
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MERCED IRRIGATION DISTRICT

\-

WATER & POWER

September 17, 2025

Kayla Abarca Administrative Assistant II, Planning Department
City Of Merced

678 West 18th Street

Merced, California 95340

Subject: Vesting Tentative Map #25-0003

Dear Ms. Abarca:

The Merced Irrigation District (MID) has reviewed the above referenced application and offers
the following comments. MID respectfully requests that the City require the following, as
conditions of approval:

1.

That the Deferment of Construction Agreement, which includes the pipelining of the
Hartley Lateral, be addressed per document No. 2005-073909, M.C.R.

If the owner desires to discharge storm drainage into MID facilities, the project will be
subject to all the conditions and fees as agreed to in the Subdivision Drainage Agreement
with Merced Irrigation District Drainage Improvement District No. 1 (MIDDID No.1),
recorded as document 2005-045686, M.C.R.

Owner shall be responsible for securing an Easement Grant Deed in favor of MID for the
Hartley Lateral pipeline, easement shall be of adequate width for said pipeline.

An Encroachment Agreement with MID will be required for any work associated with
MID facilities and for any roadways, walkways, bike paths, utilities and pipelines
crossing MID facilities or rights of way.

No structures, trees or fences will be allowed within MID rights of way.

A signature block will be provided for MID on all Improvement Plans.

MID reserves the right for further comment as unforeseen circumstances may arise.

(209) 722-5761 744 West 20t Street Merced. California 95344-0288

Administration / FAX (209) 722-6421 * Finance / FAX (209) 722-1457 * Water Resources / FAX (209) 726-4176
Energy Resources / FAX (209) 726-7010 * Customer Service (209) 722-3041 / FAX (209) 722-1457
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced application. If you have any
questions, please contact me at

Sincerely,
Dusty Ryan

Dusty Ryan
Engineering Technician

(209) 722-5761 744 West 20t Street Merced, California 95344-0288
Administration / FAX (209) 722-6421 « Finance / FAX (209) 722-1457 « Water Resources / FAX (209) 726-4176
Energy Resources / FAX (209) 726-7010 « Customer Service (209) 722-3041 / FAX (209) 722-1457
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From: H
To: planningw

Subject: 2500 East Childs Avenue Development Concerns
Date: Saturday, September 6, 2025 9:42:39 AM

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

Dear Frank Quintero and Merced City Planning Department,

I am writing on behalf of the residents of our established neighborhood on Rye Street
in Southeast Merced, regarding the recent proposal to extend through streets by
converting our current cul-de-sac layout. We have carefully reviewed the viewpoint,
which states that “the original developer did not set this up to be a court
permanently” and referenced easements and proprietary drawings. While we
acknowledge these technical points, we respectfully submit the following concerns
and counterarguments:

¢ Preservation of Community Character:

Our neighborhood has thrived as a cul-de-sac environment since at least 2008. The
design was a key factor for residents when choosing to invest in their homes,
ensuring a low-traffic, safe, and quiet residential setting. Changing this layout will
fundamentally alter the character of our community, likely leading to increased noise,
traffic, and a decline in property values.

¢ Interpretation of Easements:

The existence of easements for potential future road access does not mandate that
they be activated at the expense of our established neighborhood. Easements should
be considered contingent, not guaranteed, and must be balanced against the
community’s right to maintain the residential character and safety of the area.

e Transparency and Public Review:

While we understand that certain drawings are currently protected under the builder’s
code, the absence of transparency in the review process prevents residents from fully
understanding the impact of the proposed changes. A thorough, public evaluation of
these plans is essential to ensure that any modifications truly serve the best interest
of both the community and the city.

¢ Legal and Zoning Considerations:

Our neighborhood was designed and approved as a cul-de-sac community. Any
significant alteration—such as converting these cul-de-sacs into through streets—
should be rigorously examined to ensure compliance with established zoning laws and
the subdivision map. Approving the developer’s proposal solely on the basis of
technical easements sets a precedent that could lead to further unwanted changes in
other established neighborhoods.

e Alternative Access via Childs Avenue and Protecting Dinky Creek:

It has been suggested that the developer cannot reasonably access their property via
Childs Avenue because of the waterway (Dinky Creek) that runs along the frontage.
However, there is in fact substantial frontage on Childs Avenue that could provide
access if the creek were properly protected or covered. Importantly, other developers
within the last year have been required to comply with these protections when
building near Dinky Creek and were not permitted to bypass this requirement.
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Allowing this developer to avoid those same obligations would not only be inequitable
and unfair, but it would also guarantee a negative environmental impact. With the
addition of 17 new homes, stormwater runoff, pollutants, and construction activity
will inevitably put Dinky Creek at risk if proper protections are not enforced. To waive
these protections here would create both an unfair competitive advantage and a
dangerous precedent for future development while directly threatening an important
water resource.

In light of these concerns, we urge the City Planning Department to require a
comprehensive review of the proposed modifications, including access to all pertinent
plans and an independent traffic and environmental impact study. We respectfully ask
that you consider the significant negative effects that increased through traffic and
inadequate environmental protections will have on our community’s quality of life and
request that alternative development options—such as access via Childs Avenue with
appropriate safeguards for Dinky Creek—Dbe fully explored before any approval is
given.

Thank you for your time and consideration. We look forward to your response and
receiving more information on the proposed development and we are available to
discuss this matter further at your convenience.

Sincerely,

Robert Ruybe and all the neighbors of Rye Street.

[NOTICE: This message originated outside of City of Merced -- DO NOT CLICK on links or
open attachments unless you are sure the content is safe.]
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Livingston, Matt

From: Robert Ruybe

Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2025 4:20 PM

To: planningweb

Cc: Lee, Jessie; Livingston, Matt

Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item E.1 — Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #25-0003

You don't often get email fro_ Learn why this is important

Dear Chair and Planning Commissioners,

This decision is not simply about preference — it is about public safety, legal compliance, and
the City's duty to uphold its own laws. We, the undersigned residents of Rye Street, urge you to
deny the map as currently proposed and require the developer to provide access from East Childs
Avenue, which is both safer and fully feasible.

1. Violation of General Plan and Municipal Code

Policy L-1.5 requires protecting existing neighborhoods from incompatible development, and the
Municipal Code mandates preserving the “character and stability” of residential areas. For 17 years,
Rye Street has been defined by its safe, quiet cul-de-sac design. Converting it into a cut-through
corridor for a new subdivision is the definition of incompatible.

2. Improper CEQA Exemption

The City’s reliance on a categorical exemption under CEQA is legally indefensible. The California
Supreme Court’s Berkeley Hillside Preservation v. City of Berkeley ruling makes clear that unusual
circumstances — such as dismantling a long-established cul-de-sac — require full environmental
review. This project introduces a new traffic corridor carrying over 160 daily trips (about one car
every 5-6 minutes), creating documented risks to children, pedestrians, and neighborhood safety.

3. Feasible Childs Avenue Alternative

The developer’s frontage along Childs Avenue is already subject to major conditions of approval:
undergrounding the canal, relocating power poles, and crossing the MID pipeline. These prove the
City itself acknowledges significant engineering is required at Childs Avenue. To burden Rye Street
instead is not about feasibility — it is about shifting costs from the developer onto the community.

4. Equity and Consistency

Other developers along Dinky Creek were required to comply with environmental protections. To
allow this developer to bypass those obligations is inequitable, arbitrary, and sets a dangerous
precedent.

5. Safety and Property Value Impacts

Research shows cul-de-sacs are safer for children, reduce crime, and foster social cohesion. Homes
on cul-de-sacs carry up to a 29% price premium. By destroying our cul-de-sac, this project strips
both the safety and economic value that families here invested in.

We are not opposed to new homes being built. We are opposed to sacrificing our community’s
integrity and safety when a better alternative exists. We respectfully request that you deny the

1
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current plan, require access from Childs Avenue, and preserve Rye Street as the safe cul-de-sac it
was designed to be.

Your decision will set the precedent for whether Merced protects its neighborhoods or erodes them.
We urge you to stand with the families of Rye Street.

Sincerely,
Robert Ruybe and the Residents of Rye Street

[NOTICE: This message originated outside of City of Merced -- DO NOT CLICK on links or open attachments
unless you are sure the content is safe.]
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Livingston, Matt

From: Robert Ruybe

Sent: Thursday, September 18, 2025 12:19 PM

To: planningweb

Cc: Livingston, Matt; Lee, Jessie; Serratto, Matthew

Subject: Misuse of CEQA Exemptions for Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #25-0003

You don't often get email fro_. Learn why this is important

Dear Chair and Commissioners,

On behalf of the residents of Rye Street, I wish to formally place into the record our continued
opposition to converting Rye Street into a through street as proposed in the original version of
Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map #25-0003.

We appreciate being able to speak at last night's meeting on the matter and also that the
applicant has withdrawn that design to consider the sensible alternative,

but we submit this rebuttal to the arguments made in support of the through-street configuration and
state clearly that if the developer resubmits it, we remain firmly opposed.

CEQA misapplication

Staff cited §§15332 (Class 32 infill) and §15183 (General Plan consistency) to justify a
categorical exemption. Both are misapplied.

« 815332 applies only if the project “would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic
[and] noise.” The City’s own estimate is 162.69 daily trips forced onto a street that has
functioned as a quiet cul-de-sac for ~17 years. That is a significant change in traffic
character, safety, and noise. Under Berkeley Hillside Preservation v. City of
Berkeley, unusual circumstances that may cause significant effects invalidate reliance on a
categorical exemption.

« §15183 applies only when a project is truly consistent with the General Plan. Converting
Rye Street into a through street is, by definition, incompatible with the established
neighborhood. Therefore, the project is not consistent with the General Plan, and §15183 does
not apply. Courts have struck down exemptions where agencies claimed “consistency” while
ignoring clear policy conflicts. The General Plan is more than density numbers; it protects
established neighborhoods.

General Plan & Municipal Code conflicts
Merced Vision 2030 Policy L-1.5 requires protecting existing neighborhoods from incompatible

development. The Municipal Code likewise requires preserving the character and stability of
residential areas. Replacing a long-standing cul-de-sac with a cut-through corridor violates both.

Subdivision Map Act §66474(b)
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Gov. Code §66474(b) requires denial if a tentative map would create unsafe conditions or be
detrimental to public safety. While early plans may have contemplated a future connection ~20
years ago, Rye Street was constructed and has operated as a cul-de-sac for 2 decades.

Its built form, traffic-calming function, and residential use make it physically unsuitable as a
through connector without materially degrading safety. Adding 160+ daily trips where children
now play is substantial evidence of a foreseeable hazard.

Emergency services claim

Staff suggested a through connection improves emergency access. The facts do not support that:

e Current route from Childs Avenue is 0.40 miles; the proposed through-route would be 0.39
miles — a 53-foot difference, not a meaningful improvement.

« Emergency services have accessed Rye Street without issue for nearly 20 years; any true
deficiency would have been documented.

» The existing cul-de-sac meets California Fire Code turnaround requirements. Emergency
responders already reach Rye via direct arterials like Childs Avenue; a through-street adds no
measurable benefit.

Childs Avenue alternative is feasible and equitable

The applicant’s Childs Avenue frontage is already subject to major required work (canal
undergrounding, utility relocations, MID crossings). Those conditions demonstrate that Childs
access is feasible and contemplated.

Shifting costs and impacts onto Rye Street residents is a matter of convenience, not necessity. Other

nearby projects have been required to protect Dinky Creek; exempting this applicant would be
inequitable and arbitrary.

Safety and property value harm

Cul-de-sacs are associated with safer play environments, lower cut-through speeds, and higher
home values. Removing this design feature strips both safety and economic value from existing
residents for a benefit that can be achieved from Childs Avenue.

Conclusion

We respectfully request that the Commission uphold CEQA, the General Plan, the Municipal Code,
and the Subdivision Map Act by ensuring that Rye Street remains a cul-de-sac.

Should the through-street proposal be resubmitted, we will continue to oppose it as unsafe,
incompatible with City policy, and unlawfully exempted under CEQA.

Thank you for protecting the integrity of established neighborhoods in Merced.

Sincerely,
Robert Ruybe and the Residents of Rye Street
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[NOTICE: This message originated outside of City of Merced -- DO NOT CLICK on links or open attachments
unless you are sure the content is safe.]
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VESTING TENTATIVE
SUBDIVISION MAP #25-0013

17 LOT SUBDIVISION AT 2500 EAST CHILDS AVENUE

NOVEMBER 5, 2025

Attachment H
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LOCATION MAP
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PROJECT BACKGROUND

- Project was originally presented to Planning Commission on September 17, 2025

- After discussion, the Applicant decided to withdraw the application and re-submit a
new application with an additional design option

- This request involves a new design option, which creates a new cul-de-sac rather
than extending the existing cul-de-sac at Rye Street

- Project site is roughly 3.38 acres and would subdivide the lot into 17 single-family
residential lots
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

« This design option creates a new cul-de-sac near the existing cul-de-sac on Rye
Street

« Slightly alters lot sizes compared to original design proposal
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ZONING AND GENERAL PLAN
COMPLIANCHE

ZONING GENERAL PLAN

- The proposed subdivision is Zoned Low - The proposed subdivision is designated
Density Residential (R-1-5) Low Density Residential

- Single Family Residential is a permitted - The proposed project complies with the
use density standards of this designation

- The proposed complies with all applicable
standards under this zone
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GENERAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL,

- Condition #13 — At the Final Map and Improvement Plan stage, all lots shall comply
with Merced Zoning Ordinance Table 20.08-2 Development Standards for Single
Family Residential Zoning Districts for the R-1-5 Zone.

- Condition #16 - The developer shall use proper dust control procedures during site
development in accordance with San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
rules.

- Condition #27 - Traffic control signs, street markings, and striping shall be as directed
by the City Engineer or designee.

- Condition #31 — The developer shall provide all utility services to each lot, including
sanitary sewer, water, electric power, gas, telephone, and cable television. All new
utilities are to be undergrounded.
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GHENELRAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

- Condition #35 — Grading and construction activity shall be limited to daylight hours
(between 7:00 A.M. and 7:00 P.M.

- Condition #44 — The developer shall adhere to any relevant agreements or guidelines
as required by Merced Irrigation District.
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ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS

- 46. The newly created cul-de-sac shall be designed to meet the dimension
and turnaround requirements as determined by the City of Merced Fire
Department.

- 47. The developer shall provide and identify a designated public utility
easement from the existing subdivision to the south to Lots 9 and 10.
Structures shall be required to maintain a setback from designated easement
of at least 5 feet.

- 48. The developer shall construct a wooden fence between the existing
subdivision to the south and Lots 9 and 10.

« 49. The developer shall install a sidewalk connecting both cul-de-sacs.
Details to be worked out with required City Departments at the Final Map
stage.
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PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

Approve/Disapprove/Modify,
- Environmental Review #25-0038 (Categorical Exemption)

- Tentative Subdivision Map #25-0013 (subject to the 49 conditions in
the resolution)
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CITY OF MERCED 675 W, 16th Steet

‘ ) Merced, CA 95340
e

MERCED ADMINISTRATIVE REPORT

File #: 25-983 Meeting Date: 11/5/2025

Planning Commission Staff Report

SUBJECT: Report by Acting Planning Manager of Upcoming Agenda Items

ACTION
Information only.

CITY OF MERCED Page 1 of 1 Printed on 10/31/2025
powered by Legistar™ 249
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Merced, CA 95340

‘, CITY OF MERCED 675 W, 16th Steet

MERCED ADMINISTRATIVE REPORT

File #: 25-984 Meeting Date: 11/5/2025

Planning Commission Staff Report

SUBJECT: Calendar of Meetings/Events

Nov. 3 City Council, 6:00 p.m.
Planning Commission, 6:00 p.m.
17  City Council, 6:00 p.m.
19 Planning Commission, 6:00 p.m.
Dec. 1 City Council, 6:00 p.m.
3 Planning Commission, 6:00 p.m.
9 Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee, 4:00 p.m.
15  City Council, 6:00 p.m.
17 Planning Commission, 6:00 p.m.

CITY OF MERCED Page 1 of 1 Printed on 10/31/2025
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