
THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF STANISLAUS
ACTION AGENDA SUMMARY

DEPT: Planning and Community Development \\Y BOARD AGENDA #_9_:_1_0_a_.m_. _

Urgent 0 Routine Ii] AGENDA DATE August 28,2012

CEO Concurs with Recommendation YES D NO D 4/5 Vote Required YES 0 NO Ii]
(Information Attached)

SUBJECT:

Public Hearing to Consider Planning Commission's Recommendation for Denial of General Plan
Amendment Application No. 2012-01, Rezone Application No. 2012-01, and Vesting Tentative Subdivision
Map Application No. 2012-01, Del Rio Villas

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS:

After conducting a public hearing at its regular meeting on July 5, 2012, the Planning Commission on a 6-1
vote, recommended the Board of Supervisors deny approval of this project.

However, if the Board decides to approve the project, the Board should:

1. Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15074(b), by finding
that on the basis of the whole record, including the Initial Study and any comments received, that there
is no substantial evidence the project will have a significant effect on the environment and that the
Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects Stanislaus County's independent judgment and analysis.

(Continued on page 2)

FISCAL IMPACT:

In accordance with the adopted Department of Planning and Community Development Fee Schedule, the
project is subject to payment of the 'actual cost' for process. All costs associated with this project have
been paid.

BOARD ACTION AS FOLLOWS:

No. 2012-447

On motion of Supervisor gbi~~C! . ,Seconded by Supervisor Witl1rpw _
and approved by the following vote,
Ayes: Supervisors:_Cbl~~(LWith.r9YLQod_GOQlr01q.l1. Q'8JL~n. _
Noes: Supervisors:Jltl.9_nJ~Ltb_ql}dJ2~ .M~rj:Lnj _
Excused or Absent: Supervisors: None
Abstaining: Supervisor.,; -_-fJ_Q.~~- _-_-_-_-_- _- _-_-_- _-.:: _- _-_-_-:: _-_-_-_-_-.:_-_-_- _- _-_-_-:_-_- _- _- _-_- _- _- _-_- _- _- _-_- _- _-_- _-.:_-_- _- _-_-:: _- _-_- _-_-
1) X Approved as recommended

2) Denied

3) Approved as amended

4) Other:

MOTION: APPROVED STAFF RECOMMENDATION NOS. 1-7; AND, INTRODUCED, WAIVED THE
READING, AND ADOPTED ORDINANCE C.S.1121 FOR THE APPROVED REZONE
APPLICATION

ATTEST:

~jJ~
CHRISTINE FERRARO TALLMAN, Clerk File No. ORD-55-P-8
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS: (Continued)

2. Order the filing of a Notice of Determination with the Stanislaus County Clerk
Recorder's Office pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 211 52 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15075.

3. Find That:

A. The General Plan amendment will maintain a logical land use pattern
without detriment to existing and planned land uses.

B. The County and other affected government agencies will be able to
maintain levels of service consistent with the ability of the government
agencies to provide a reasonable level of service.

C. The amendment is consistent with the General Plan goals and policies.

4. Find that the proposed p oD zoning Is consistent with the Planned Development
General Plan designation.

5. Find that none of the findings requiring denial of this Tentative Map can be made:

A. That the proposed map is not consistent with applicable general and
specific plans.

B. That the design or improvements of the proposed subdivision are not
consistent with applicable general and specific plans.

C. That the site is not physically suitable for the type of development.

D. That the site Is not physically suitable for the proposed density of
development.

E. . That the design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements Is likely
to cause substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably
injure fish or wildlife or their habitat.

F. That the design of the subdivision or type of improvements Is likely to
cause serious public health problems.

G. That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will conflict
with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access through or use
of, property within the proposed subdivision. In this connection the
governing body may approve a map if it finds that alternate easements, for
access or for use, will be provided, and that these will be substantially
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS: (Continued)

equivalent to ones previously acquired by the public. This subsection
shall apply only to easements of record or to easements established by
judgment of a court of competent jurisdiction and no authority is hereby
granted to a legislative body to determine that the public at large has
acquired easements for access through or use of property within the
proposed subdivision.

H. The project would have a specific, adverse impact upon the public health
or safety unless the project Is disapproved or approved upon the condition
that the project be developed at a lower density; and

I. There is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the adverse
impact identified, other than the disapproval of the housing development
project or the approval of the project upon the condition that it be
developed at a lower density.

6. Find that the project will increase activities in and around the project area, and
increase demands for roads and services, thereby requiring dedication and
improvements.

7. Approve General Plan Amendment Application No. 2012-01, Rezone Application
No. 2012-01 , and Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map Application No. 2012-01 
Del Rio Villas, subject to the attached Development Standards/Development
Schedule.

DISCUSSION:

This is a three-part application requesting to make the following modifications to a 4.31
acre parcel located in the Del Rio Community Plan area: 1) Amend the General Plan
designation from LOR (Low Density Residential) to poD (Planned Development) and the
Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) residential unit density allowance
from 2 to 4.5 dwelling units per acre; 2) Amend the Zoning designation from R-A (Rural
Residential) to poD (Planned Development); and 3) Subdivide into a gated development
of 18 condominiums and a common area parcel which will include landscaping, a
swimming pool, access easements, an on-site package wastewater treatment plant, and
drainage. The project will be served by public water from the City of Modesto (Del
Este). The condominium parcels will be approximately 5,1 00 to 7,200 square feet in
size.

The project site is located at the southwest corner of Country Club Drive and Avenida
Del Rio, in the Del Rio Community Plan area and is surrounded with single-family
homes. The property is currently vacant. The small adjacent parcel at the northeast
corner of the site is owned by the City of Modesto and improved with a water well. The
project site is located in Area I of the Del Rio Community Plan.
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The current Del Rio Community Plan was adopted by the County ot Stanislaus in 1992.
That plan was adopted after a lengthy process of community involvement and
environmental review. It was a plan privately funded by proponents of three different
subdivision projects. The plan separates the community into Area I, which is mostly
developed, around the golf course and Area II, which is mostly undeveloped, to the
south of the developed area, between McHenry Avenue and Carver Road, north of
Ladd Road. The Community Plan allows development to occur in Area I, but restricts
development in Area II until a Specific Plan and an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
are approved.

Area I and II have been further divided into subareas that define allowable residential
densities (Dwelling Units [DU} per acre) and land uses as follows:

Subarea 2
Subarea 3
Subarea 4
Subarea 7
Subarea 10 -

2 DU/Acre
I OU/Acre
lDU/2Acres
Recreation
Commercial

This project is located in Area I, subarea 2, and, as such, would be limited to two (2)
dwelling units per acre. This equates to lot sizes of approximately 20,000 square feet;
based on one (1) dwelling unit per lot. The proposed density for this project is for 18
units on 4.31 acres, or approximately 4 dwelling units per acre. The County's General
Plan LOR (Low Density Residential) designation allows up to 8 dwelling units per acre.
It should be noted, however, that R-A (Rural Residential) zoned properties throughout
the County, including those in subarea 2 in Del Rio, are allowed a second unit or
"granny flat", as permitted by State law, if adequate water and sewer are available and
building site coverage and setback requirements can be met.

On November 4, 2010, the Stanislaus County Planning Commission heard General
Plan Amendment Application No. 2010-02, Rezone Application No. 2010-02, and
Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map 2010-01 - Del Rio Villas. This current application is
exactly the same project that was heard on November 4, 201 0. The Planning
Commission voted 3-2 to recommend denial of the 2010 application to the Board of
Supervisors; however the applicant withdrew the application before it could be heard by
the Board of Supervisors.

The concerns being expressed regarding the latest application remain generally the
same. The primary issues needing to be addressed are precedence, which could be
set by approving an Increase in the per-acre dwelling unit density, and the impact the
project may have on the character of the surrounding Del Rio Community. The
following is a summary overview of these two issues:

Precedence: The proposed density modification is only for the applicant's 4.31 acre
parcel and does not apply to any other parcels within the community. The concern is,
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however, that this project could establish a precedence allowing for increased dwelling
unit-per-acre densities on vacant/undeveloped and redeveloped properties within the
community. The vacant/undeveloped sites of concern include 44 acres along Carver
Road and 108 acres along McHenry Avenue. The following is an overview of these
sites of concern :

• The 44-acre site along Carver Road is zoned Planned Development (P-D) and
has been subdivided into 47 parcels (residential parcels and a common area)
with residential parcels of approximately 20,000 square feet in size. The poD
allows for the development of one single-family dwelling on each of the
residential parcels (consistent with the Del Rio Community Plan density limit of
one [1 ] dwelling unit per acre).

• The 82 acre site along McHenry Avenue was rezoned to poD in 1980 to allow for
the creation of 92 parcels; however, both the PoD and approved tentative
subdivision map have expired. The Del Rio Community Plan density limit for this
site is one (1 ) dwelling unit per acre.

• The 26 acre site along McHenry Avenue is zoned A-2-40 and would be subject to
a Measure E vote of the public for residential development. The Del Rio
Community Plan density limit for this site is one (1 ) dwelling unit per two (2)
acres.

The Del Rio Community Plan requires that a poD designation be used for all
development proposals. Unlike the other vacant/undeveloped sites, the project site is
zoned R-A (Rural Residential) which allows for some expanded development rights and,
based on its size and location, is considered an "lnfill" site.

Community Character: The Del Rio Community Plan identifies the proposed
development of Del Rio as "a mixed residential, recreational , and agricultural community
with residential, natural open space/recreational, and agricultural use wh ich consist
with and would maintain the essential character of the existing community" .

Community character directly relates to compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood
and is often subjective. Urban or suburban "infill" projects, such as this proposal, are
often constrained because they are surrounded by existing development expecting "like
kind" densities. "Greenfield" or new town developments often plan for mixed densities
and, as such, residents buy in knowing what to expect.

A complete analysis of these two issues and the findings required for approval of this
project are provided in the attached July 5, 2012, Stanislaus County Planning
Commission Staff Report. (See Atlachment 1)

At the time the Staff Report was prepared, the concerns relating to increased traffic
seemed to have lessened; however, testimony provided to the Planning Commission
clearly reflects that increased traffic is still a concern.
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The Public Works Department reviewed this application and determined no significant
impacts would occur in relation to traffic and circulation based On the total trips per day
generated as a result of this project. The following are traffic and trip generation
numbers presented by staff at the July 5th Planning Commission meeting:

Average Daily Traffic (ADT)
Country Club Drive (2,360) done March 3, 2012
St. James Road (1,724) done August 24, 2011
Carver Road (1,943) done June 27, 2006

Institute of Transportation Engineers - Trip Generation
Residential Condominium 5.81 trips/day
Single Family Residence 9.57 trips/day

(1 8) Residential Condominium
(8) SF Homes
(8) SF Homes w/(8) Second Unit

105 trips/day
77 trips/day

154 trips/day

At the meeting there was COncern expressed that the traffic numbers did not address
Stewart Road or McHenry Avenue and concern with the age of the 2006 numbers for
Carver Road. Public Works responded to the COncerns at the meeting by clarifying the
available numbers. Public Works position remains that the proposed project will not
result in a significant increase in traffic. The local roads will only see an addition of
three (3) vehicles per hour during the busiest times of the day.

If this project is approved, numerous Development Standards are recommended by
Public Works relating to roadway improvements, drainage and streetlights. Streetlights
will be annexed into the Hillcrest Lighting District and a Homeowners Association will be
required to maintain drainage, landscaping and roadways.

Attachment 1 includes all correspondence received prior to the Staff Report being
finalized. Attachment 3 consists of all the correspondence received after the Staff
Report was finalized, but provided to the Planning Commission at the July s" meeting
(and by e-mail as the correspondence was received). At the time the Staff Report was
finalized, the majority of the correspondence was in support of the project;however, the
majority of all correspondence received by the time of the meeting was in opposition to
the project. Correspondence received after the July s" Planning Commission meeting
is provided as Attachment 4.

On JUly 5, 2012, the Planning Commission held a public hearing and voted 6-1 to
forward this project to the Board of Supervisors with a recommendation to deny the
request. Nineteen persons spoke in opposition of the project, and ten persons spoke in
favor; those who spoke in favor of the project included Dave Romano, the applicant's
representative. (See Attachment 2)
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The foilowing are some of the reasons cited both in opposition and in support of the
project in both correspondence and at the July s" meeting:

Opposition: Inconsistent with the Del Rio Community Plan (which is likeiy to lead to
incompatible growth, negative impacts, and irreparable harm to the community);
concern with increased density; precedence setting; same project that was denied by
the Planning Commission in 2010; decreased property values; inadequate
environmental review; impacts to water supply/quality; impact to community
character/quality of life; pedestrian safety; and increased traffic.

Some of the opposition identified the project as inconsistent with the Dei Rio Community
Plan's Standards for Future Residential Development (no gated developments, 15%
open space, and 15-foot setbacks front yard setbacks). These standards only apply to
Area iI of the Communrty Plan and not Area I, which is the location of this proposed
project.

s uooon: Oesire to downsize in the future while remaining in the Del Rio area; common
type of development seen in and around other golf and country club communities; the
property is an eyesore; and this project is a well-planned development and makes the
best use of precious land.

A few people, including one Planning Commissioner, voiced the need to look at
reviewing/updating the entire Community Plan since it is 20 years old. A community
plan is a focused planning policy document that is part of the general plan and must be
internally consistent with the general plan of which it is a part. As SUCh, any proposed
amendment to a community plan must be evaluated in terms of consistency with both
the goals and policies of the general plan and the community plan; and must be found
to be consistent with the General Plan on an overall basis.

The Stanislaus County General Plan Land Use Element states that:

"All of the community plans shall be reviewed and updated as found necessary
by the Board of Supervisors. Substantial changes to these plans shall be
permitted only in conjunction with a complete community plan update unless
the Director of Planning and Community Development find that (1) the plan
has been completely updated within the past three years and the proposed
changes can be adequately evaluated based on that updated plan or (2) the
proposed change wiil have no major or demonstrable impact on the
surrounding area or on the community in general."
(Land Use Element, Goal One, Policy Nine, Implementation Measure No. 2 
Page 1-5)

Is the proposed amendment to the community plan a substantial change? The answer
to this question depends on the precedence, if any, that approval of this proposed
amendment may have on vacant/underdeveloped sites within the Del Rio Community
Plan area. If the answer is yes, the proposed change must be evaluated to determine if
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it will have a major or demonstrable impact on the surrounding area or on the
community in general. Staff has concluded that this project does not necessitate the
need for an update of the Del Rio Community Plan and will not have a major or
demonstrable impact on the community. Specifically, the proposal is to develop an
"infill" parcel of small scale (4.31 acres) under a poD zoning allowing for deveiopment to
occur only in compliance with an adopted development plan. The sites of concern,
listed earlier in this report, are not of an "infill" nature and, due to their size, have a much
greater potential to impact the character of the existing development.

After listening to the public comment on this project, the Planning Commission members
each discussed their viewpoints. The Commissioners that recommended denial noted
the project is a good project, but in the wrong location; recognized a need for higher
density development, but expressed concern for residents who invested in the
community based on Community Plan expectations (han-acre or larger lots); found the
project to be inconsistent with the Community Plan; and expressed concern with
increased traffic congestion resulting from the project. The Commissioner that spoke in
favor of the project expressed that the project makes sense and the findings for
approval can be made. Ultimately, the Commission voted 6-1 to recommend the Board
deny the application.

POLICY ISSUES:

The Board should determine if approval of the proposed General Plan Amendment and
Rezone furthers the goals of A Well Planned Infrastructure System and A Strong Local
Economy.

STAFFING IMPACT:

There are no staffing impacts associated with this item.

CONTACT PERSONS:

Angela Freitas, Interim Planning and Community Development Director.
Telephone: (209) 525-6330

ATTACHMENTS :

1. Planning Commission Staff Report, July 5, 2012
2. Planning Commission Minutes, July 5, 2012
3. Correspondence Provided at the July 5, 2012 Planning Commission Meeting
4. Additional Correspondence Received by the Board of Supervisors
r,.\pIannirlOlsl"" ,,,,,,,nslgpal2<ll2\gparez1m 2(112·01 • del riovillas\boslbosreport del rio .,;lIasdoc)
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STAFF REPORT

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT APPLICATION NO. 2012-01
REZONE APPLICATION NO. 2012·01

VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP APP LICATION NO. 2012-01
DEL RIO VILLAS

REQUEST: THIS IS A THREE·PART APPLICATION REQUESTING TO MAKE THE
FOLLOWING MODIFICATIONS TO A 4.31 ACRE PARCEL IN THE DEL RIO
COMMUNITY PLAN AREA: 1) AMEND THE GENERAL PLAN/CO MMUNITY
DESIGNATION FROM LOR (LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) TO P·D (PLANNED
DEVELOPMENT) AND THE DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN (PART OF THE
GENERAL PLAN) RESIDENTIAL UNIT DENSITY ALLOWANCE FROM 2 TO 4.5
DWELLING UNITS PER ACRE ; 2) AMEND THE ZONING DESIGNATION FROM R·
A (RURAL RESIDENTIAL) TO P·D (PLANNED DEVELOPMENT) ; AND 3)
SUBDIVIDE INTO 18 AIR SPACE CONDOMINIUMS AND A COMMON AREA
PARCEL.

APPLICATIO N INFORMATION

Owner/Applicant:

Representative :
Engineer:
Location:

Section, Township , Range :
Superv isorial District:
Assessor's Parcel:
Referrals :

Area of Parcels :
Water Supply:
Sewage Disposa l:
Zoning :

General Plan Designation :

Commun ity Plan Designation :

Environmental Review:
Present Land Use:
Surrounding Land Use:

1

Del Rio Villas, Inc. (Carl and Laurie
Wesenberg)
David Romano
Manny Souza
Southwest corne r of Country Club Drive and
Avenlda Del Rio, in the Del Rio Community
Plan area
19 & 30-2-9
Fou r (Supervisor Monteith)
004-059-044
See Exhibit J
Environmental Review Referrals
4 .31 acres
Public Water - City of Modesto (Del Este)
On-site package wastewater treatment plant
Existing : R-A (Rural Residential)
Proposed : P-D (Planned Development)
Existing: LOR (Low Density Resident ial)
Proposed : P·D (Planned Development)
Existing: LOR (Low Density Residential)
Proposed : P-D (Planned Development)
Mitigated Negative Declaration
Vacant
Single-family homes to the north, south, east,
and west, Del Rio Golf course to the northeast

ATTACHMENT 1
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RECOMMENDATION

Based on the entirety of the eviden ce on the record , and this staff report and its attachments, and on
the Del Rio Community Plan, sla ff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend the
Board of Superv isors approve the project. Exhibit A prov ides an overview of the requi red findings
for projec t approval.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Th is is a three-part application requesting to make the following modifications to a 4.31 acre parcel
located in the Del Rio Community Plan area : 1) Ame nd the General Plan designation from LOR
(Low Density Residential) to P-D (Planned Development) and the Del Rio Community Plan (part of
the General Plan) residentia l unit density allowance from 2 to 4.5 dwelling units per acre; 2) Ame nd
the Zoning designation from R· A (Rural Residential) to p-D (Planned Development) ; and 3)
Subd ivide into a gated development of 18 air spa ce condo miniums and a common area parcel
which wi ll include landscaping, a swimming pool, access easements , an on-site package
wastewater treatmen t plant , and drainage. The projec t will be served by public water from the City of
Modesto (Del Este). The condominium parcels will be approxi mately 5,100 to 7,200 square feet in
size. The applicant wan ts to create a projec t that allows current Del Rio home owners to "downsize"
their homes and still live near the country club.

SITE DESCRIPTION

The proposed project site is located within the Del Rio Community Plan area and is surrounded by
single-fam ily homes. The property is currently vacant. Adjoining the site there is an existing City of
Modesto wate r well on a separate parcel at the northeast corner. The Del Rio Country Club is
located northeast of the projec t site . The project site is located in Area I of the Del Rio Community
Plan , within the service areas for Salida Fire Protection District and City of Modesto (Del Este) for
water.

BACKGROUND/ISSUES

On November 4,2010, the Planning Commission heard General Plan Amendment Application No.
2010 -02, Rezone Application No. 2010-02, and Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map 2010-01 - Del
Rio Villas. This application is exactly the same project that was heard on November 4, 20 10. The
Planning Commission voted 3-2 to recommend denial of the application to the Board of Supervisors.
The applicant withdrew the application before it cou ld be heard by the Board of Supervisors.

During the November 4th meeting, a number of issues were brought up either in person or in writing.
Concerns were expressed that the application might set a precedent for allowing increased per

acre dwelling uni t density throughout the entire Del Rio Community Plan area and increase traffic.
Additionally , comments were made in relation to this project, being only market spec ulation , that it
would impact the rural residential character of the existing neighborhoods and tha t the higher
density development simp ly was not compatible with the surround ing lots . The Planning
Comm ission 's reasons for denial were the potenti al for increased traffic conge stion , compatibility of
the proposed smaller lots with surrounding lots , and the projec t be ing in the wrong area. In addition,
one Planning Commissioner indicated that there seemed to be no reason to change the densities in
the Community Plan, and that approval cou ld be preceden t selling.

The concerns being expressed regarding this latest application remain generally the same; however,
the concerns relating to increased traffic seem to have lessened. The primary issues needing to be
addressed are precedence , wh ich could be set by approving an increase in the per-acre dwelling

2
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unit density, and the impact the project may have on the character of the surrounding Del Rio
Community. The following is an overv iew of these two issues:

Precedence: The proposed dens ity modi fication is only for the applicant's 4.31 acre parcel and
does not applyto any otherparcelswithin the community. The concernis, however, that this project
could establish a precedence allowing for increased dwelling-unit-per-acre densities on
vaca nt/undeveloped and redeveloped properties within the community. The vacant/undeveloped
sites of concern include 44 acres along Carver Road and 108 acres along McHenry Avenue. The
following is an overview of these sites of concern :

• The 44-acre site along Carve r Road is zoned Planned Development (P-D) and has been
subdivided into 47 parcels (residential parcels and a common area) with residential parcels
of approx imately 20,000 square feet in size. The P'D allows for the development of one
single-fami ly dwelling on each of the residen tial parcels (consistent with the Del Rio
Community Plan density limit of one [1) dwe lling unit per acre) .

• The 82 acre site along McHenry Avenue was rezoned to P-D in 1980 to allow for the
creation of 92 parcels ; however, both the P-D and approved tentative subdivision map have
expired. The Del Rio Community Plan density limit for this site is one (1) dwelling unit per
acre .

• The 26 acre site along McHenry Aven ue is zoned A-2-40 and would be subjec t to a Measure
E vote of the public for residential development. The Del Rio Community Plan density limit
for this site is one (1) dwelling unit per two (2) acres .

The Del Rio Community Plan requ ires that a P'D designation be used for all development proposals .
Unlike the other vacanVundeveloped sites , the project site is zoned R-A (Rural Residential) which

allows for some expanded development rights and, based on its size and location , is considered an
"infill" site . W ith the current water and sewer service available to the project site, the R-A zoning
may allow for the creation of parce ls as small as 20,000 square feet in size and the development of
up to two (2) dwelling units per parcel. The R-A zoning district does not restrict the size of the first
dwelling. The first dwelling must be owner occupied at the time of construction of a second dwelling
which is limited to 1,200 square feet provided the overall building site coverage does not exceed a
maximum of 40 percent of the parcel area.

Any proposal to amend the de nsity requirements of the Del Rio Community Plan is subjec t to
approval of a general plan amendment. The findings required for approval of a general plan
amendment and an analysis of how this request compares to the sites of concern is provided in the
"Gene ral Plan Consistency" and "Zoning Oonslster-cy" sections of this report.

Comm unity Character: The Del Rio Community Plan identifies the proposed development 01 Del
Rio as "a mixed residential , recreational, and agricultura l community with residential , natural open
space/recreational , and agricultural use Which consis t with and w ou ld maintain the essential
character of the ex isti ng community" .

Community character directly relates to compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood and is often
subjective. Urban or suburban "inl ill" projects, such as th is proposal, are often constrained because
they are surrounded by existing development expecting "like kind" densities . "Greenfield" or new
town developments often plan lo r mixed densities and , as such , residents buy in knowing what to
expect. Diablo Grande , for example, has areas of small and large lots in close proximity to each
other and condominium projects are com mon around golf course and recreation facilities throughout
this State. At issue with this project is the expectation lor mixed densities consistent with the density
requirements of the Del Rio Community Plan.

3
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As with precedence, an analysis of community character is provided in the "General Plan
Consiste ncy" and "Zoning Consistency" sections of this report .

GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY

General Plan amendments affect the entire Countyand anyevaluationmust giveprimaryconcern to
the Coun ty as a whole ; the refore. a fundamental question must be asked in each case: "Will this
amendment, if adopted, generally improve the economic, physical, and social well -being of the
County in general?~ Additionally, the County, in reviewing GeneralPlan amendments,shallconsider
the additional costs to the County that might be anticipated (economic, environmental, social) and
how levels of public and private service might be affected. In each case, in order to take affirmative
action regarding the General Plan amendment application, it must be found that:

1. The General Plan amendment will maintain a logical land use pattern without detriment to
existing and planned land uses; and

2. The County and other affected government agencies will be able to maintain levels of
service cons istent with the ability of the gove rnment agencies to provide a reasonable level
of service.

In the case of a proposed amendment to the diagram of the Land Use Element, an additional finding
must be established.

3. The amendment is cons istent with the General Plan goals and policies.

As stated in the General Plan Guidelines (Office of Planning and Research, 2003 , page 17), a
community plan is a focused planni ng policy document that is part of the general plan. Acommunity
plan must be internally consistent with the general plan of which it is a part . As such, the proposed
General Plan amendment to the Community Plan must be evaluated in terms of cons istency with
both the goals and policies of the General Plan and the Community Plan. It must be found to be
consistent with the General Plan on an overall basis .

In 1992, the Cou nty of Stanislaus adopted the current Del Rio Community Plan. That plan was
adopted after a lengthy process of community involvement and environmental review. It was a plan
privately funded by proponents of three different subdivision projects. The plan separates the
community into Area I, which is mostly developed, around the golf course and Area II, which is
mostly undeveloped, to the south of the deve loped area, between McHenry Avenue and Carver
Road , north of Ladd Road. The Community Plan allows development to occu r in Area I but restricts
development in Area II until an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is appro ved. This proposed
project is in Area 1.

Areas I and II have been further divided into subareas that define allowable residential dens ities
(Dwelling Units lOU] per acre) and land uses as follows :

Subarea 2
Subarea 3
Subarea 4 4

Subarea 7 4

Subarea 10·

20UlAcre
1 oUlAcre
1 oUl2Acres
Recreation
Commercial
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Th is project is located in Area I, subarea 2, and, as such, would be limited to two (2) dwelling units
per acre. This equates to lot sizes of approximately 20,000 square feet ; based on one (1) dwelling
unit per acre. The proposed densityfor this project is for 18 units on 4.31 acres,or approximately4
dwelling units per acre. The County's General Plan Low Density designationallowsup to 8 dwelling
units per acre. It should be noted, however, that R-A zoned properties throughout the County,
including those in subarea 2 in Del Rio, are allowed a second unit or "qranny flat" , as permitted by
State law, if adequate water and sewer are available and building site coverage and setback
requirements can be met.

The applicant has submitted a findings statemen t with this application. The statement notes that the
proposed General Plan Amendment and the proposed project intend to develop an addition to the
Del Rio community that is entirely consistent with the "Purpose and Intent" of the P-D district. The
project wi ll include unique desig n elements and standards that necessitate the establishment of a p .
D district which assures a smooth transition to and cohesiveness with the existing community. The
inadequacy at the current General Plan designation is due largely to changing consumer demand
and market conditions. The Del Rio Commun ity currently offers little to none of this type of housing
and there is a surplus ot estate resident ial units with large homes on large lots. The proposed
project will not only help reso lve an inadequacy with the current General Plan designation but will
also help address current inadequacies with in the Del Rio Community housing market. (See Exhibit
C - Appficant Information and Findings.)

To eva luate a propose d General Plan amendment, the goals and polic ies of the General Plan must
be reviewed. The following com paris on is made between the goals and policies of the General Plan
and the proposed projec t:

Land Use

Goal Ona - Provide for diverse land use needs by designating patterns which are responsive to
the physica l characteristics and the land as well as to environmental, econom ic, and
social concerns of the residents at Stan islaus County.

Policy 5 - Residential densities as defined in the General Plan shall be the
maximum based upon environmental constraints, the availability of
public serv ices, and acceptable service levels. The densities
reflected may not always be achievable and shall not be approved
unless there is proper site planning and provision of suitable open
space and recreational areas consistent with the supportive goals
and polic ies of the General Plan.

The implementation for this policy states that: Residential development shall not be approved at the
maximum density if: (1) it threatens riparian habitat; (2) growth-limiting fac tors such as high water
table, poor soi l percolation, geological faul t areas , and airport hazard areas exist; (3) development is
in a designated floodway or does not meet the requirements of Chapter 16.40 of the County Code ;
(4) it does not comply with airport height limit ing ordinance rest rictions ; (5) there is lack of , or
inadequate, sanitary sewer or publ ic water service; or (6) environmental impacts, inclu ding traffic,
cannot be mitigated.

None of the concerns described above are applicable in this case and the proposed project appears
to be consistent with both the Policy and implementation measure.
Goal Two . Ensure compatibility between land uses.

5
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Policy 11 - Development of residential areas shall be adjacent to existing
compatible unincorporated urban development or, in the case of
remote development, included as part of a specific plan.

The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan states : "This Community Plan proposes development at the Del
Rio area as a mixed residential, recreational, and agr icultura l community with residential, natural
open space/recreational, and agricultural use which consist wi th and would maintain the
essential ch aracter of the existi ng community" . The Del Rio Community Plan requires that a P
D designation be used for all development proposals. The P-D designation is intended for land
which, because of demonstrably unique characteristics , may be suitable for a variety of uses without
detrimental effects to surrounding properties. The imp lementation of the designation with a P-D
zone allows for development consistent with site characteristics, creation of optimum quantity and
use of open space, encourage ment of good design, and promotion of compatible uses. While the
proposed development exceeds the Del Rio Community Plan 's dwelling unit per-acre density, it is
designed in a manner sensitive to the surrounding neighborhood through the use of archi tectural
elements, landscaping, and building scale. This project's residential nature is compatible with the
adjacent residential and open space uses. There is no intrusion into agricultural areas or
introduction of incompatible uses.

Goal Four - Ensure that an effective level of publi c service is provided in unincorporated areas.

Policy 22 - Future growth shall not exceed the capabilities /capacity of the
prov ider of services such as sewer, water, public safety, solid was te
management, road systems , schools, health care facilities, etc .

Staff has required in the Deve lopment Standards payment of water services fees, public faci lity fees,
annexation into the Hillcrest Lighting District , and formation of a fire benefit assessment district.

The project wi ll be served by public water provided by the City of Modesto. In a letter dated
February 22, 20 12, the City of Mode sto notes it is und er obligation to make certain improvemen ts to
the Del Rio water system by July 2013. Once the improvements are in place for the Del Rio area,
the City wi ll be able to issue the "W ill Serve" letter for this project. Due to this circumstance , a
Development Standard has been placed on the project requiring the applicant obtain a gWili Serve"
letter from the City of Modesto prior to record ing the final map or any improvements being made. In
addition, the project is proposing an on-site package wastewater treatment plant which is identified
to be placed on the southwest corn er of the "Common Area" parcel. Development Standards
concerning the water and on-site package was tewater treatmen t plant have been added, including
Development Standard No . 55 , which requires approval from the Regional Water Quality Control
Board for any necessary permits related to the wastewa ter facility.

Staff believes that finding No. 1 can be made. The proposed project is residential in nature and is
designed to "fit" with the surrounding neighborhood. The proposed projec t meets the density
requirement of the existing Low Density Resident ial designation; however, the proposed general
plan amendment to a P~D designation is needed to address the dwelling unit density maximum
establi shed in the Del Rio Community Plan .

The consis tency of a land use proposal is viewed in light of the jurisdiction's entire General Plan . In
this regard, the Office of Planning and Research has provided the following explanation of
cons istency:

6
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"The California Attorney General has opined that, "the term 'consistent with ' means
'agreement with.' The courts have held that the phrase 'consistent with' means
'agreement with' ; 'harmonious with.' The term 'conformity' means in harmony
therewith or agreeable to" (see 58 Ops . Cal. Atty. Gen . 21, 23 [1975]).

Based on the wo rding of the law and various legal interpretat ions, a general rule for
consistency determinationscan bestated as follows: An action,program,or project
is consistent with the general plan if, considering all its aspects, it will further the
objectives and policies of the general plan and not obstruct their attainment.

Thus, an "exact match" is not needed between a project and a General Plan, but rath er there must
be "agreement or harmony" between a project and a General Plan. Greenebaum v. City of Los
Angeles (1984) 153 Cal.App.3d 39 1,406. Ultimately, the Board of Supe rvisors has the final authority
and will exercise its discretion to determine whether the project "furthers" the objectives and policies
of the General Plan.

The Del Rio Community Plan allows for mixed residentia l development provided the essential
cha racter of the existing commun ity is main tained. Clearly the max imum dwelling units per acre
identified in the Del Rio Community Plan must be taken into consideration in light of determining the
intent of mixed resident ial. As with any land use decision, the re is always the possibility of
establishing precedence and, as such, the reasons supporting the decision are critica l. In this case ,
the proposal is to develop an "infill" parcel of small scale (4.31 acres) under a P·D zoning allowing
for development to occur only in compliance with an adopted development plan . The development
plan for this project allows for 18 condominiums with a common are a to be constructed in
conforma nce with the proposed building con figuration, architectural design, and landscaping
reflected in the attachments to this report. Any other proposed development will need to be
reviewed independently for impacts/consistency.

The sites of concern discussed earlier in the "Background/Issues" section of this report are not of an
"infi1J" nature and , due to thei r size, have a much greater potential to impact the character of the
existing development. The maximum dwe lling uni ts per acre of two (2) and one (1) identified in the
Del Rio Community Plan do not guarantee parcels of one (1) acre 10 20,000 square feet in size .
Smaller parcels could be found consistent with the Plan provided that the overall gross density is
consistent with the Plan . The project site itself has the potential , under the curren t R-A zoning, to be
subdivided to a density exceeding the Del Rio Community Plan. The subdivision, however, could be
restricted to less than the eight (8) 20,000 square fool parcels allowed under the R·A zoning if the
subdivision were found not to be consistent with the General Plan. In this situation, the decision
making body would have to consider the inconsistency between the Low Density Residen tial
designation and the maximum dwelling units per acre identified in the Del Rio Community Plan .

Staff believes that finding No.2 can be made. There is no evidence that the project wou ld adve rsely
impact provisions 01 services. Any impacts to County services will be mitigated through the payment
of impact fees and compliance with Development Standards.

Staff believes that finding No.3 can be made since this project does propose a diverse land use
project in the Del Rio area . The proposed project does include an open space element for the
landowners. There are adequate services for the project since it proposes a package treatment
plant as part of the project instead of ind ividual sep tic systems and will have public water to serve
the project once the City of Modesto has upgraded the Del Rio area. The project should be deemed
compatible to the surrounding land uses in the area since it is residen tial development and sho uld
not be considered a detriment to the area. There is no evidence that th is project will cause issues
with services in the area such as schools , hospitals, public safety, etc.
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In summary, Planning Staff believes the General Plan Amendment for the proposed use on this
specific site is consistent with the goa ls and policies of the Co unty's Ge neral Plan.

ZONING CONSISTENCY

To approve the requested rezone, the Planning Commiss ion must find that it is consistent with both
the General Plan and the Del Rio Community Plan. The Planned Development zoning district would
be consistent with both the Del Rio Community Plan and the General Plan if the proposed
amendments to the General Plan are approved.

TENTATIVE MAP

Below are the required findi ngs pertaining to approval of tentative subdivision maps. Unlike most
findings, in this case you must deny the map requ est if any of the listed findings can be made. With
approval of the General Plan Amendment and rezone, staff believes the evidence already presented
makes it clear that none of the findings requiring den ial can be made. Th e map is consistent with
the requested General Plan and Community Plan amendments, as are the subdivision des ign
elemen ts. Density and type of development are appropriate and there are no substantial
env ironmen tal impacts from the project, nor can we conceive of any health related issues.

In order to approve the ten tative map, none of the following findings requiring denial can be made:

A. That the proposed map is not consistent with applicable general and specific plans;

B. That the design or improvements of the proposed subdivision are not consistent with
applicable general and specific plans;

C. That the site is not physically su itable for the proposed density of development;

D. That the site is not physically su itable for the type of development;

E. That the design of the subdivis ion or the proposed improvements are likely to cause
substantial environmental damage or substantia lly and avoidably injure fish or wildlife
or the ir habitat;

F. That the design of the subdivision or type of improvements are likely to cause
serious public health problems ; or

G. That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will conflict with
easements, acq uired by the public at large, for access through or use of, property
within the proposed subdivision. In this connection the govern ing body may approve
a map if it finds that alternate easements , for access or for use, will be provided , and
that these will be substantially equiva lent to the ones previously acquired by the
public . Th is subsection shall apply only to easeme nts of record or to easements
established by judgment of a court of competent jurisd iction and no authority is
hereby granted to a legislative body to determine that the public at large has
acquired easements for access through or use of property within the proposed
subdivision.

8
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If the tentative subdivision map is to be denied, it must complywith the requirementsof Government
Code Section 65589.5(j) . For purposes of housing projects, Government Code Section 65598 .5U)
requires the County adopt findings justifying the de nial or density reduction in circumstances in
which the project complies with "applicable, objective general plan and zoning standards and
criteria , including design review standards".

Per Government Code Section 65598.50) , written findings supported by substantial evidence on the
record that both of the followi ng conditions exist must be adopted by the County:

1. The project would have a speci fic, adverse impact upon the pub lic health or safety
unless the projec t is disapproved or approved upon the condition that the project be
developed at a lower density; and

2. There is no feasib le method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the adverse impact
identified, other than the disapproval of the housing development project or the
approval of the project upon the condition that it be developed at a lower density.

CORRESPONDENCE

Staff has received many emails/letters regard ing this project from residents/property owners in the
Del Rio area. Two responses were also received (February 16, 2012, and June 19, 2012) from the
Del Rio Property Owner's Association. A majority of the emails/letters are in support of this project
noting the following: they live in the community but would like to downsize in the future while
remaining in the Del Rio area ; this type of development is seen in and around other golf and country
clubs ; the property is an eyesore; and this project is a well planned development and makes the
best use of precious land . The main issues of concern expressed are as follows: the project is
inconsistent with the Del Rio Community Plan (the Plan) whic h is likely to lead to incompatible
growth , negative impacts , and irrepa rable harm to the community; the Plan does not allow gated
communities ; the Plan requires 15% open space; and the setbacks of the wall are insufficient per
the Plan. It should be noted that there are differences in subdivision allowances between Areas I
and II of the Plan. Area II requires: no gated communities ; 15% open space; 15' setbacks from the
front lot line; etc. (See Exhibit H - Correspondence from Neighboring Prope rty Owners.)

DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE

The app licant is proposing to begin construction on the first five (5) units within five (5) years of
project approval. Once approved, a development schedule becomes part of the development plan
and must be adhered to by the owner of the property and successors in interest. Extensions of the
time limit may be approved by the Planning Com mission upon request by the property owner and for
good cause shown. Since this project involves a tentative map , there is the possibility that the map
may be allowed to reco rd (thus creating 18 condominium spaces) after five (5) years of project
approval or may be recorded within the five (5) years, but no construction occur before expiration of
the development sched ule. Once the condominium spaces are created, there does not appear to
be a log ical reason to prohibit construction of the units provided all app licable develo pment
standards are met. As such , staff is recom mending a develop ment schedule requiring the tentative
map be recorded within five (5) years of projec t approval; except as automatically extended by state
legislation.

9
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the proposed project was circulated to
all interested parties and responsible agencies for review and comment. (See Exhibit J .
Environmental Review Referrals.) A letter from the Central California Information Center (CCIC)
was submitted with the application which stated that based on existing data, the project area has a
low-la-moderate sensitivity for the possible discovery of prehistoric resources, as it lies less than half
a mile from the former south/southeastern terraces of the Stanislaus River. A mitigation measure is
in place to mitigate any impact regarding the possibility of resou rces being found duri ng the
constructio n phase of this "in-fill" project to a less than significa nt level. Based on the comments
received and the Initial Study discuss ion, a Mitigated Negative Declaration is being recommended
for adoption. (See Exhibit G - Mitigated Negative Declaration.) Development Standards have been
added to this project to mitigate potenti al impacts to a level of less than significant. (See Exhibit D 
Development Standards/Development Schedule.)

**....

Note: Pursuant to Cali fornia Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, all project applicants subject to
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) shall pay a tiling fee for each project; therefore, the
applicant will further be requ ired to pay $2.158.50 for the Department of Fish and Game and the
Clerk Recorder filing fees . The attached Development Standa rds ensure that this will occ ur.

Contact Person: Ca role Maben, Associate Planner, (209) 525~6330

Attachments :
Exhibit A 
Exhibit B 
Exhibit C ~
Exhibit D
Exhibi t E 
Exhibit F •
Exhibit G ~
Exhibit H
Exhibi t I ~

Exhibit J ~

Findings and Actions Requ ired For Approval
Maps
Applica nt Information and Findings
Development Standards/Deve lopment Schedule
Initial Study
Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Mitigated Negative Declaration
Correspondence from Neighboring Property Owners
Del Rio Comm unity Plan - adopted August 1992
Enviro nmental Review Referrals

(i :"4llanning\slalf reportslgpa\2012\gpa rez 1m 2012·0 1 • del rio villas\stafl repon.docs)
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Exhibit A
Find ings and Actions Requ ired For Approval :

1. Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15074(b),
by finding that on the basis of the whole record, including the Initial Study and any comments
received, that there is no substantial evidence the project will have a significant effect on the
environment and that the Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects Stanislaus County's
independent judgment and analysis;

2. Order the filing of a Notice of Determination with the Stanislaus County Clerk Recorder
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15075;

3. Find That:

A. The General Plan amendment will maintain a logical land use pattern without
detriment to existing and planned land uses;

B. The County and other affected government agencies will be able to maintain levels
of service consistent with the ability of the government agencies to provide a
reasonable level of service; and

C. The amendment is consistent with the General Plan goals and policies.

4. Find that the proposed P·D zoning is consistentwith the Planned Development General Plan
designation.

5. Find that none of the findings requiring denial of this Tentative Map can be made:

A. That the proposed map is not consistent with applicable general and specific plans;

B. That the design or improvements 01 the proposed subdivision are not consistent with
applicable general and specific plans;

C. That the site is not physically suitable for the proposed density of development;

D. That the site is not physically suitable for the type of development;

E. That the design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements are likely to cause
substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife
or their habitat;

F. That the design ot the subdivision or type of improvements are likely to cause
serious public health problems;

G. That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will conflict with
easements, acquired by the public at large, for access through or use at, property
within the proposed subdivision. In this connection the governing body may approve
a map if it finds that alternate easements, for access or for use, will be provided, and
that these will be substantially equivalent to ones previously acquired by the public.
This subsection shall apply only to easements of record or to easements established
by judgment of a court of competent jurisdiction and no authority is hereby granted to
a legislative body to determine that the public at large has acquired easements for
access through or use of property within the proposed subdivision;

11 EXHIBIT A
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H. The proj ect would have a specific , adve rse impact upon the publ ic health or safe ty
unless theproject isdisapprovedorapproveduponthe condition that the projectbe
developed at a lower density; and

l. There is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the adverse impact
identified, other than the disapproval of the housing development project or the
approval of the projec t upon the condition that it be developed at a lower density.

6. Find that the project will increase activities in and around the project area, and increase
demands for roads and services, thereby requiring dedication and improvements.

7. Approve General Plan Amen dment Application No . 2012-01, Rezone Application No. 2012
01, and Vesting Tentative Subd ivision Map Appli cation No. 2012-01 - Del Rio Villas, subject
to the attached Development Standards/Development Schedule.
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3. STATEMENT OF REASONS ANOJUSTIFICATIONS FOR CHANGE TOGENERAL PLAN
The primary reason for the proposed General Plan Amendment and rezone of the project site 10 Planned
Oevelopment is that Ihe rezone is mandated bythe Del RioCommunity Plan inorder for the sife to be
developed. More particularly theCommunity Plan states that "All future residential developments within
Area I and Area II of Del Rioshall be Planned Developments (PDs)." (DelRio Community Plan Section
111.1.).

In statingreasonsandjustifications for changing the General Plan designationand zoning of the project
site toPlanned Development, it isalso helpful 10 consider Ihe Purpose and Intent of the Planned
Development District as defined by Section21.40.020of the Stanislaus County Zoning Ordinance:

"Th« application ofthe conventional regulations can stifle creative planningand design efforts. The P·D
district zoningisgenerally intended toapplyto larger scale. integrated development as ameans of
proVidingopportunitiesfor creative andcohesive designconcepts. The district is intended toallow
modification ofrequirements established by other districts and diversification in the relationshipof
different uses, buildings, structures, Jot sizes and opens spaces, whileensuring compliance with, and
implementation of. the general plan. Additional objectives of the poD district include the provision of
development consistent with site characteristics, creationofoptimum quantity and use ofopen space,
encouragement ofgood design andpromotion ofcompatible uses."

It istheopinion ofthe applicant that the proposed General Plan Amendment and the proposed project
intend todevelopan addition to the Del RioCommunity that is entirelyconsistentwith the Purpose and
Intent of the poDDistrict. The project will include unique design elements and standards that necessitate
the establishment ofapoD district while assuring a smoothIransition to and cohesiveness with the
existingcommunity. As the proposed landscape planclearly shows there will be considerable open
space that will be consistent with existing themes in the community.

In additionto its design characteristics and aestheticsthe proposedproject will serve to meetagrowing
needfora particular type of housing inthe Del Rio community. Manyresidential properties in the DelRio
Community are large estateslots, often 1 acre insize or greater. There is agrowing demandfor housing
that providesquality livingspace with outdoorspace th at requireslessmaintenance by eachindividual
owner. Additionally, potential owners seekingthis type ofliving space also desire proximity to
recreational facilities suchas golf courses. The proposed project, with its quality homesonmodestly
sized lois, largecommon area, and proximity tothe existing Del RioCounlryClub, meets allof those
needs. II is the opinionof the applicant that Ihe proposed project will provide Ihe Del Rio Communitywith
a needed housing product that will serve bothexisting andnew members of the community.

General PlanAmendment
Stanislaus County

January, ~2

Del Rio Villas
DelRio Vi llas, Inc.
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4. DESCRIPTIONOF EVENTS LEADINGTO INADEQUACYOF CURRENTGENERAL PLAN
DESIGNATION
The inadequacyof the current General Plan designation isdue largely to changingoonsumer demand
and marketconditionsasmentionedinSection3. There isa growingsectorof buyers, manyof whom are
at ornear to retirement age, who seek housingwithin golfcourse communities thatoffers modem day
living amenities with minimal maintenance. Conversely the DelRioCommunity currently offers little to
none of this type of housing and there is asurplus ofestate resKlential units with large homeson large
lots. The proposed projectwill not only helpresolveaninadequecy with the current General Plan
designation but will also help address current inadequacies within the Del Rio Community's housing
market.

General Plan Amendment
Stanislaus County

January,~2

Del Rio Villas
Del Rio Villas, Inc.



5. DESCRIPTION OF STUDIES DRPOUCIESWHICH HAVEBROUGHTINTOQUESTIONTHE
PORTION OFTHEGENERAL PLAN TO BECHANGED
No official studiesor policieshavenecessarilybrought the portion of theGeneral Plan reievant tothis
project intoquestion. Thequestionable nature of theproject site's current General Plan designationis
dueprimarily to the consumer demands and market conditionsdescribed inSections3and4.

General Plan Amendment
Stanislaus County

January, ~~

Del RioVillas
DelRio Villas, Inc.
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DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT APPLICATION NO. 2012-01
REZONE APPLICATION NO. 2012-01

VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP APPLICATION NO. 2012-01
DEL RIO VILLAS

Planning and Community Development

1. The final recorded map shall contain the following statement

"All persons purchasing lots within the boundaries of this approvedmap shouldbe prepared
to accept the inconveniences associated with agricultural operations, such as noise, odors,
flies , dust, or fumes . Stanislaus County has determ ined that such inconveniences shall not
be considered to be a nuisance if agricultural operations are consistent with accepted
customs and standards." (Chapter 9.32 - Stanislaus County Cod e.)

2. The developer shall pay all applicable Public Facilities Impact Fees and Fire Protection
Development/impact Fees as adopted by Resolution of the Board of Supervisors. For the
Public Facilities Impact Fees, the fees shalt be based on the Guidelines Concerning the Fee
Payment Provisions estab lished by County Ordinance C.S. 824 as approved by the County
Boa rd of Supervisors and shall be paya ble at the time determined by the Departmen t of
Public Works .

3. The subdivider is requ ired to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the County, its offi cers,
and employees from any claim, action , or proceedings against the County to set aside the
approval of the map as se t forth in Government Code Section 66474.9. Th e County shall
promptly notify the subd ivider of any claim, action, or proceeding to set aside the approval
and sha ll coo perate fully in the defense.

4. Pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, prior to construction, the developer shall be
responsible for contacting the US Army Corps of Engi neers to determin e if any ' wetlands,"
''waters of the United States, ~ or other areas under the ju risd iction of the Corps of Engineers
are present on the project site , and shall be responsible for obtain ing all appropriate permits
or authorization s from the Corps , includi ng all necessary water quali ty certifications , if
necessary.

5. Pursuant to the fed era l and state Endangered Species Acts, pr ior to construction, the
developer shall be responsible fo r con tacting the US Fish and Wildlife Service and California
Department of Fish and Game to determine if any special status plant or anima l spec ies are
present on the project site , and shall be responsible for obtain ing all appropriate permits or
authorizations from these age ncies, if necessary.

6 . Pursuant to Section 1600 and 1603 of the Ca lifornia Fish and Game Code , pr ior to
cons truction, the deve loper shall be responsible for contacting the Californ ia Department of
Fish and Game and shall be respons ible for obtaining all app ropriate streambed alteration
agreements, permits or authorizations , if necessary.
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7. Pursuant to State Water Resources Control Board Order 99-08-DWQ and National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit No. CAS000002, prior to
construction, the developer shall be responsible for contacti ng the California Regiona l Wate r
Quality Contro l Board to determine if a "Notice of Intent" is necessary , and shall prepare all
appropriate documentation, including a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SW PPP).
Once complete, and prior to construction, a copy of the SW PPP shall be sub mitted to the
Stanislaus County Department of Pub lic Works.

8. All materials brought to or used at the construction site shall be kept in a secu re state on that
site and not be permitted to blow or otherwise become a nuisance to the surrounding area.

9. Pursu ant to Section 7 11.4 of the California Fish and Game Code (effective January 1,2010),
the applicant is required to pay a Department of Fish and Game filing fee at the t ime of
recording a "Notice of Determ ination". Within five (5) days of approval of this project by the
Planning Com mission or Board of Supe rviso rs, the app lican t shall submit to the Department
of Planning and Com munity Development a check for $2.158.50, made payable to
Stanislaus County , for the payment of Fish and Game and Clerk Recorder filing fees.

Pursuant to Section 711 .4 (e)(3 ) of the Ca liforn ia Fish and Game Code, no project shall be
operative, vested, or final, nor shall local governmen t permits for the project be valid, until
the filing fees required pursuant to this section are paid.

10. The Department of Planning and Community Development shall reco rd a Notice of
Administrative Conditions and Restrictions with the County Recorder's Office within 30 days
of project approval. The Notice includes: Conditions of Approval/Development Standards
and Schedule; any adopted Mitiga tion Measures; and a project area map .

11. A landscape plan , in accordance with Stanislaus Cou nty Code, indicating type of plants,
initial plant size , location, and method of irrigation sha ll be submi tted to and approved by
Planning staff for the common area. Landscaping must be installed prior to occupancy.

12. The applican t, or subsequent property owne r, shall be responsible for maintaining landscape
plan ts in a healthy and attractive condition. Dead or dying plan ts shall be rep laced with
materials of equal size and similar varie ty. Any dead trees shall be replaced with a similar
variety of a IS-gallon size or larger.

Department of Public Works

13. The recorded tentative map shall be prep ared by a licensed land surveyor or a qualified
registered civil engineer.

14. All existing non-publi c fac ilities and/o r utilities that do not have lawful authority to occupy the
road right-aI-way shall be reloca ted onto private property upon the request of the
Department of Public Works .

15. All structures not shown on the tentative parcel map shall be removed prior to the tentative
map being recorded.

16. All new parcels shall be surv eyed and fully monumented .

31
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17. The property owners shall dedicate a 10-100t wide public utility easement along the entire
road frontage of Country Club Drive and Avemda Del Rio, adjacent to the road right-of-way,
on the final map. All new utilities shall be underground and located In the public utility
easement.

18. A grading and drainage plan sha ll be submitted for the project. Public Works will review and
approve the drainage calculations. The grading and drainage plan shall include the
following information :

• Drainage calculations shall be prepared as per the StanislausCounty Standardsand
Speci fications that are current at the time the project is approved by the Stanis laus
County Board of Supervisors;

• The plan shall contain enough information to verify that all runoff will be kept from
going onto adjacent properties and into the Stanislaus County road right-of-way; and

• The grading and drainage plan shall comply with the current (at the time the grad ing
permit is issued) Stanislaus County National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) General Permit and the Quality Con trol standards for New Development
and Redevelopm ent contained therein.

19. Prior to the map being recorded , improvement plans sha ll be submitted to the Department of
Public Works for review . Road improvements in the County road right-of-way shall include,
but not be limited to, curb, gutter, sidewalk, stree tlights, matching pavement, striping , and
drainage facilities . Any existing concrete or asp halt pavement that is damaged or becomes
damaged sha ll be rep laced prior to the acceptance 01 the roadway improvements by
Stanislaus County. The improvements shall mee t Stanislaus Coun ty Department of Public
Wo rks Standards and Specifications .

20. Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the lot grades shall co nform to the approved
grading plan . Written certif ication by a civil engineer, licensed land surveyo r, or geotechnical
engineer is required by the Stanislaus County Departm ent of Public Works.

21. An Engineer'S Estimates for the roadway improvements in the public right-o t-way shall be
provided.

22. If the improvements are not installed and approved by the Departm ent of Public Works
before the final map is recorded , the applicant sha ll enter into a Subdivision Improvement
Agreement. This agreement will require the posting of the required financial guarantees and
certificates at insurance .

23. Prior to the Department of Public Works doing any plan review or inspections associated
with the development, the subdivider shall sign a "Subdivision Processing/Inspection
Agreement" and post a deposit with Public Works base d on 10 percent of the Engineer'S
Estimate .

24. An encroachment permit sha ll be taken out prior to any work in the road right-ot-way.

25. One benchmark shall be established within the subdivision on a brass cap. A completed
Benc h Mark card shall be furnished to the Department of Public Works.
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26 , Stanislaus County will not issue any fina l inspection and/or occu pancy permits for any
structures within the subdivision unt il all the req uired subdivision improvements have been
completed to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.

27. A set of Record Drawings sha ll be provided to and be approved by the Stanislaus County
Department of Public Wo rks before the County accepts the subdivision improvements. The
drawings sha ll be on 3 mil mylar (minimum) with each sheet signed and stamped by the
design engineer and marke d "Record Drawing" or "As-built". The As-Built files will also be
provided to Stanislaus County Department of Public Works in standard PDF format (with a
minimum of 400 dpi resolution).

28. The streetligh ts shall be annexed into the Hillcrest Lighting District. The applicant sha ll
prov ide all necessary documents and pay all the cos ts associated with the annexation
process. Please be aware that this process may take approximately 4 to 6 months. The
annex ation of the streetlights into the Hillcrest Lighting District shall be comple ted before the
occupancy of any bui lding permit associated with this project. Please contact Public Works
at 525- 4130.

29. The owner/deve loper shal l deposit the estimated first year's operating maintenance cost of
the new streetlig hts with the Department of Public Works at the time the paperwork is
submitted and prior to the issuance of any building permit associated with the project.

30 . No parking, loading, or unloading of vehicles shall be perm itted within the emergency access
driveways. The developer will be required to install or pay for the installation of all required
signs and/or markings. The developer sha ll coordinate with Stanislaus County Public Works
Traff ic Sectio n on the placement of any signs. The signs and markings shall be installed
prior to the occu pancy of any building permit.

31. Prior to the final percet map being recorded, a homeowner's association shall be formed,
and the necessary docu ments recorded that specify maintenance of all private roads and
public areas will be the sale responsib ility of the property owners. The homeowner's
association will maintain all on-site drainage, landscaping, lighting of public areas within the
private roadway/access, and the road/access mainte nance. The homeowner's association
will also be maintaining the landscaping outside the walled area(s) of the project: the
streetscape.

A. The homeowner's association shall repair any damage to County right -of-way
caused by the maintenance of the landscaped areas on either side of the subdivision
wal l. The homeowner's association sha ll repair any damage to the County right-of
way caused by the growing or dying of the landscape material.

B. An encroachment permit will be obta ined before any work is done within the County
road right-of-way.

A copy of the reco rded homeowner's association shall be provided to the Department of
Public Works and the Department of Planning and Commun ity Development lor reviewand
approval prior to recordation of the map.
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32. The applican t shall obtain a "will serve" letter from the City of Modesto prior to recording the
tentative map. The developer shall comply with any conditions of the will serve letter. All
water used on-site sha ll be provided by the City of Modesto.

Modesto Irr igation District

33. In conjunction with related site improvements, existing overhead and underground electric
facilities within or adjacent to the proposed development sha ll be protected, relocated, or
removed as required by the District's Electric Engineering Department. Appropriate
easements for electric facilities shall be granted as required.

34. A t o-toot PUE is required atong Country Club Drive and Avenida Del Rio street frontages .

35. The proposed Public Utility Easements shown on the proposed map are required in order to
provide electrical service to the future condominium units . Additional ease ments may be
requi red with development of the property.

36. A 3-foot easement is requi red aroun d the proposed MID trans formers. A t o-root wide
easement shall extend from the transformer to proposed Street/Blanket Public Utility
Easement.

37. A s-teer easement is required centered on the proposed secondary underground cables.
The s-toot wide easement shall extend from the secondary boxes to the proposed
Street/Blanket Public Utility Easement.

38. Electr ic Service to the individual condominium units is not available at this time. The
customers should contact the Distric t's Electric Enginee ring Department to arrange for
electric serv ice requirements and arrange for elect rical service. Additional ease ments may
be required when specific improvement/development plans are submitted for review to the
District's Electric Engineering Design Department.

Salida Fire Protection District

39. The applican t shall be subjec t to Fire Service Impact Mitigation Fee as adopted by the
District Board of Directors and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors currently in place
at the time of issuance of construction permits.

40. The project shall meet the District's requirements of on-site water for fire protection prior to
construction of combustible materials. Fire hydrant(s) and static source locations,
con nections, and access shall be approved by the District.

41 . Prior to recording the final subd ivision map , the water system serving the project shall be
deemed as "reliable ".

42. Prior to and during cons truction , the District shall approve provisions for serviceable lire
vehicle acc ess and fire protection water supplies .
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43. A District speci fied Rapid Entry System (knox) shall be installed and serviceable prior to final
inspection allowing fire departmen t access into gated areas , limited access points, and or
buildings .

44. Buildings may be required to have fire sprinklers meeting the standards listed within the
adopted California Fire Code and related amendments. In addition, there may be revisions
to the fire sprinkler requirements in future fire code adoptions. At the time of construction ,
the most current, adopted fire code will be required and must be adhered to.

45. For buildings of 30 feet or three (3) or more stories in height, gated 2 %" hose connections
(Class III) for fire department use shall be installed on all floors in each required exit
stairwell .

46. The project shall meet lire apparatus access standards. Two ingress/egress accesses to
each parcel meeting the requirements listed within the California Fire code.

47. If traffic signals are installed and/or retrofitted for the project, signal preemption devices shalt
be paid for or installed by the developer/owner and shall conform to the District's standards
and requi remen ts.

48. Prior to recording the final map, issuance of a permit, and/or development, the owner(s) of
the property will be requ ired to form or annex into a community facility district or operational
service with the Salida Fire Protection District.

Building Permits Divis ion

49. Building perm its are required and must co mply with California Code of Regulations Title 24.
A grading permit and swimming pool permit are requi red. Must meet Chapter 11A
requirements for accessibi lity.

Stanislaus County Sheriff

50. Prior to the issuance of building permits for a dwelling, the owner/developer shall pay a fee
of $339 .00 per dwe lling to the Coun ty Sheriff's Department.

Department of Envi ronmental Resources

51. Show location and identify use of all existi ng or proposed wells , including those abandoned,
both in the development and on adjoining properties within 100 feet of development
boundaries.

52. The applicant shall specify type of sewage disposal proposed (package treatmen t plant and
leach fields, seepage pits , etc. ). Subm it a geotechnical evaluation of impacts by sewage
disposal , if subdivision proposed will be in a designated or suspected sensitive area .

53. The applicant shall identlly soil strata to 25 feet or bedrock.
1. Show depth and distr ibution of impervious layers including slope and direction of

these layers.
2. Discuss potential impacts from any restrict ive layers to on-site sewage disposal.
3. Discuss potential impacts, if any, to on-site sewage disposal systems planned.
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54. Show the total available sewage disposal area that can be reached by gravi ty for each lot.

55. Prior to recording the final map, and in accordance with Section 20.56.170 of the County
Subdivision Ordinance, engineering data shall be provided to the Department of
Environmental Resources that the proposed subdivision meets the requirements of the A
Guidelines for Was te Disposal from Land Developments adopted by the Central Valley
Regional Water Qua lity Control Board and the project shall comply with any and all other
requirements of the Depart ment of Environmental Resources.

56. Prior to issuance of building permits , the community water system must be serv ing the
individual lots/parcels and be of approved quantity and quality as per Departme nt of
Environmental Resources and/or the State Department of Health Services.

57. To insure that the package sewage treatment plants sewage collection system and its
associated laterals serving individual buildings and the plants effluent distribution system are
installed to the design engineers specificat ions and appropriate codes, it will be necessary
for the developer to arrange for verification by a private inspection service.

58. Prior to the final inspection of private dwellings, the project's design eng inee r will have to
provide written certif ication that thei r respective portions of the wastewater treatment system
are cons tructed to design specifications and can be expected to perfo rm in a satisfactory
manner.

59. Applicants propos ing to cons truct a public swimming pool shall submit legible plans and
specifications to DER for review and written approva l prior to commencing the work and in
advance of any building, plumbing, or electrical permit (Title 22 CHSC). A Risk Management
Prevention Program must be implemented prior to operation of the pool if chlorine gas is
used in excess of 100 pounds.

MITIGATION MEASURES

(Pursuant to California Public Resources Code 15074.1: Prior to deleting and substituting
fo r a mitigation measure, the lead agency sh all do both of th e following:

1) Hold a public hearing to consider the project; and
2) Adopt a written find ing that the new measure is equivalent or more effective in

mitigating or avoiding potent ial signif icant effects and that it in it self will not cause any
potentially significant effect on the environment.)

60. Should any archeological or human remains be discovered during development, work shall
be immed iately halted within 150 feet of the find until it can be evaluated by a qualified
archaeologist. II the find is determined to be historically or culturally sign ificant, appropriate
mitigation measures to protect and prese rve the resource shall be formulated and
implemented.

Please note: If conditions are amended by the Planning Commission or Board of supervisors, such
amendments will be noted in the upper righ t hand comer of the first page of the Development
Standards; new wording is in bo ld and deleted wording will have a ,liRe 1J:I:=el:l{}R-4
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DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT APPLICATION NO. 2012·01
REZONE APPLICATION NO. 2012-01

VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP APPLICATION NO. 2012-01
Del RIO VILLAS

The tentative map shall be recordedwith in five (5) years ofprojectapproval exceptasautomatically
extended by state legislation.
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Stanislaus County
Planning and Community Development

1010 10th Street, Suite 3400
Modesto, California 95354

CeQA INITIAL STUDY
Adapted from CECA Guidelines APPENDIX G Environmental Checklist Form. Final Text . December 30,2009

Phone: (209) 525-6330
Fax: (209) 525-5911

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

Project t itle:

Lead agency name and address:

Contact person and phone number:

Project location :

Project sponsor's name and address :

General Plan designation :

Zon ing:

General Plan Amendment Application No. 2012
01, Rezone Application No. 2012-01. and Vesting
Tentat ive Subdivision Map Application No. 2012
01 - Del Rio Villas

Stanislaus County
1010 10th Street, Suite 3400
Modesto, CA 95354

Carole Maben, Associate Planner
(209) 525-6330

Southwest corner of Country Club Drive and
Avenida Del Rio, in the Del Rio Community area.
(APN: 004-059-044)

Del Rio Villas, Inc.
P.O. Box 577793
Modesto, CA 95355

Low Density Residential

R-A (Rural Residential)

B. Descript ion of pro ject:

This is a three-part application request ing to make the following modifications to a 4.31 acre parcel: 1) Amend the
General Plan designat ion from LDR (Low Density Residentia l) to poD (Planned Development) and the Del Rio
Commun ity Plan (part of the General Plan) residential unit density allowance from 2 to 4.5 units per acre; 2) Amend
the Zoning designation from R·A (Rural Residential) to poD (Planned Development); and 3) Subdivide into a gated
development of 18 air space condom iniums and a common area parcelwhich will include landscaping, a swimming
pool, access easements , a package treatment plant, and drainage.

9.

10.

Surrounding land uses and setting:

Othe r public agencies whose approval is requ ired (e.g.,
permits, financing approval, or participation agreement.) :

38

Immediately surrounded by single-family
residential; water well and golf course to the
northeast; agriculture to the southeast.

City of Modesto (Del Este)
Stanislaus County Department of Public Works
Stanislaus County Building Permits Division
Salida Fire Protection District
Stanislaus County Department of Environmental
Resources

EXHIBIT E



Stanislaus County Initial Study Checklist Page 2

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:
The envi ronm ental fact ors checked below would be potentially affected by this proje ct , involving at least one impact
that Is a " Potentiall y Significant Impact" as Indicated by the checklist on th e following pages.

o Aesthetics

o Biological Resources

o Greenhouse Gas Emissions

o land Use I Planning

o Population I Housing

o 'rranspcrteucnzrratuc

o Agricullure & Forestry Resources

18I Cultural Resources

o Hazards & Hazardous Materials

o Mineral Resources

o Public Services

o Utilit ies I Service Systems

o Air Quality

o Geology {Soils

o Hydrology { Water Quality

o Noise

o Recreation

o Mandatory Findings of Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be co mpleted by the Lead Agen cy)
On the basis of this Init ial evaluation:

D

D

D

D

I f ind that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on th e env iro nment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

r find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the env ironment, there will
not be a sig nif icant effect In this case because revisio ns in th e project have been made by or agreed to
by the proj ect proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION wlll be prepared.

I find th at the proposed project MAY have a sig nif ica nt effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT Is required.

I fi nd th at the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact " or " potentially sig nif icant
unless mi tigated" Impact on the environment , but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in
an earlier document pursuant to appli cable legal standards , and 2) has been addressed by mitigation
measures based on th e earli er analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT is required, but it mu st analyze only the effects that remain to be addresse d.

I find that althoug h the proposed project could have a sIgnifica nt effect on the environme nt, because ail
potenti all y signi fi cant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuant to appli cable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that
earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, Including revi sions or mitigat ion measures that are Imposed
upon the proposed proj ect, nothing further is required.

Carole Maben, Associa te Planner
Prepared By
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Stanislaus County Init ial Study Checklis t

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

Page 3

1) A brief exp lanation Is requi red for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately supported by the
Information sources a lead agenc y cit es In the parentheses fo llowing each question. A " No Impact " answer is
adequately supported If th e referenced information source s show that the impact simply does not apply to projects
like the one invol ved (e.g., th e pro ject falls outs ide a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer shoul d be explained
where it Is based on prc ject-specltlc factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive
receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

2) All answers must take account of the whole actio n Involved, includin g off-site as well as on-site, cumulall ve as
well as proje ct-level, indirect as well as direct, and con struct ion as well as operat iona l Impacts.

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particu lar physical imp act may occur, then the checklist answers must
indicate whether the impact is potentially signif icant, less th an signi f icant with mitigation, or less than significant.
"Potentially Significant Impa ct " Is appropriate if there is substanti al evidence th at an effect may be significant. If
there are one or more "Potenti all y Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR Is required.

4) "Negat ive Declar ation: Less Than Significant With Mitigati on Incorporated" applies where the incorporatio n of
mitigation measures has reduced an effect f rom "Potentla lly Signlflc anl lmpact " to a "Less Than Signif icanl lmpact ."
The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the eff ect to a less than
signif icant level (miti gation measures from Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be cross -referenced).

5) Earli er analyses may be used where, pursu ant to the tie ring, progr am EIR, or other CEOA pro cess, an effect has
been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negat ive declaration.

Secti on 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a br ief discussion should identify th e following:

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

b) Impa cts Adequately Addr essed. Identify which effe cts from the above checklis t were within the scope of
and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursu ant to applicable legal standards, and state whether
such effects were addressed by miti gat ion measures based on the earlie r analysis.

c) Miti gation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated,"
describe th e mitigation measu res which were inco rpora ted or ref ined from the earlier document and the
extent to which they address sit e-specific con ditio ns for the project .

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checkli st references to inf ormation sources for potent ial
imp acts (e.g., general plans, zon ing ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should,
where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement Is substantiated.

7) Supporting Information Sources : A source list should be attached, and other sources used or ind ividu als
contacted should be cited in the discu ssion .

8) Thi s Is onl y a suggested form, and lead agenc ies are free to use dilferentformats; however, lead agencies shou ld
normall y address the questi ons from this checklist that are relevant to a project' s environmental effects in whatever
form at is selected.

9) The explanation of each issue should Identify:

a) the signif icant crit eria or threshold, if any , used to evaluate each questi on ; and

b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than signif icant.
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Stanislaus County Initial Stu dy Checklist

ISSUES

Page 4

I. AESTHETICS - Wou ld the project : Potentially l ess Than l ess Than No
Sig nific ant Sign ifi cant Significant Impact

Impact Wit h Mit igation Impact
Included

a) Have a substantia l adverse effect on a scenic vista? X

b) SUbstantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, tr ees, rock outcropping s, and historic buildings X
within a state scenic highway?

c) SUbstantia lly degrad e the existing visual character or quality
Xof the site and its surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial l ight or glare which would
X

adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Discu ssion: The site itself is not considered to be a scenic resource or a unique scenic vista. Community standards
generally do not dictate the need or desire for architectural review of agricultural or residential subdivisions. Any
development resulting from this project will be consistent with existing area developments.

Mitigation : None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation' .

II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES: In determIning Potentia lly l ess Than less Than No

whether impa cts to agricultural resources are significant Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact With Millgallon Impact

envi ronmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Inclu ded
Agr icultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)
prepared by the Cali forni a Department of Conservation as an
optional model to use in assessing impacts on agr iculture and
farmland. In determining whether impa cts to forest resources,
Including timberland,are significa nt env ironmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to information compiled by th e Cali fornia
Department of Forestry and Fire Pro tect ion regarding the state's
Inventory of forest land , including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project and the Forest l egacy Assessment project;
and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in
Forest Proto col s ado pted by the California Air Resources
Board. - Would the project :

a) Convert Prim e Farml and, Unique Farml and, or Farmland of
Statew ide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitorin g X
Program of the Califo rn iaResources Agency, to non-agricultu ral
use?

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

c) Confli ct with exist ing zoni ng for, or cause rezon ing of, fo rest
land (as defi ned in Public Resources Code sect ion 12220(g» ,
t imberl and (as defined byPubl ic Resources Code secti on 4526), X
or timberland zoned Timb erland Production (as defined by
Governm ent Code sectio n 51104(g))?
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d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of fo rest land X
to non-forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which , du e
to their locati on or nature, could result In con version of

X
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use?

Discussion : The site is not located within an agricultural preserve. The site is designated Low Density Residential in
the Stanislaus CountyGeneralPlan and zoned for Rural Residential parcels as a means to limit over-all population densities
in this community. It has been slated for residential development in the County General Plan and the Del Rio Community
Plan since 1992. Due to the developed nature of the adjacent residential parcels within the area known as Del Rio, this
project is considered to be an in-fill development based on the existing Del Rio Community Plan.

Mitigation: None.

References : Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation' .

III. AIR QUALITY -- Where available. the signif icance criteria Potentially Less Than Less Than No

established by the applicable air quality management or air Significan t Sign ificant Sign ifican t Impact
Impact Wit h MItigation Impact

pollution control district may be relied upon to make the Included
following determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obst ruct implementation of th e applicable alr
X

quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substant ially to
X

an existing or pro jected air quality vio lation?

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment
und er an applicablefederat or state ambient ai r quality standard X
(in cluding releasing emissions which exceed qu antitative
thresholds fo r ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to sub stantial pollutant X
concent rati ons?

e) Create objectionable odors affecti ng a sub stanti al number of
X

peopte?

Discu ssion: The project site is within the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin which has been classified as "severe non-
attainment" for ozone and respirable particulate mailer (PM-l0) as defined by the Federal Clean Air Act. The San Joaquin
Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) has been established by the State in an effort to control and minimize air
pollution. As such, the District maintains permit authority over stationary sources of pollutants.

The primary source of air pollutants generated by this project would be classified as being generated from "mobile" sources.
Mobile sources would generally include dust from roads, farming, and automobile exhausts. Mobile sources are generally
regulated by the Air Resources Board of the California EPA which sets emissions for vehicles and acts on issues regarding
cleaner burning fuels and alternative fuel technologies. As SUCh, the District has addressed most criteria air pollutants
through basin wide programs and policies to prevent cumulative deterioration of air quality within the Basin. This project
has been referred to the district, but no comments have been received.

Mitigation: None.

References : San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District - Regulation VIII Fugitive DusVPM-1a Synopsis and the
Stanislaus County Genera! Plan and Support Documentation1.
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IV. BIOLOG ICAL RESOURCES·· Wou ld the project : Potentlally Less Than Less Than No
Signif icant Signifi cant Significa nt Impact

Impact With Mitigation Impact
Inclu ded

a) Have a substantial adverse eff ect , either directly or th rough
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate,
sens iti ve, or special status sp ecie s In local or regional plans, X
policies, or regu lations, or by the Cali fornia Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substant ial adverse eff ect on any riparian habitat or
oth er sens it ive natural community iden tified in local or regional X
plans, po licies, regulations or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federa lly protect ed
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(Including, but not limited to , marsh , vernal pool, coa stal, etc.) X
throug h direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

d) Interfe re substantia l ly with the movement of any nati ve
resident or migratory fi sh or wildlife species or w ith establi shed Xnati ve resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the
use of native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict w ith any local policies or ordinances protecting
biolog ical resources, such as a tree preservation polley or X
ordinance?

f) Confli ct wi th the
o 0

of adop ted Habitatprovrsron s an
Conservat ion Plan , Natural Community Conservati on Plan , or X
other approved local, regional , or state habitat conserv ation
plan?

DIscussion: It does not appear this project will result in impacts to endangered species or habitats, locally designated
species, or wildlife dispersal or mitigation corridors. The site is not identified as being within any biologically sensitive areas
as shown in the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). There are no vernal pools, wetlands, or riparian habitat
located on the project site. The project is also not within any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conse rvation plan.

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentat ion! and the California Department of Fish and
Game California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB).

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES · - Would th e project: Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact

Impact With Mitlgatron Impact
Included

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the signif icance of a
Xhistorical resource as defined in § 15064.51

b) Cause a substantia l adverse change in th e signific ance of an
Xarchaeological resource pursuant to § 15064.51
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c) Directly or indirectly destroy a un ique paleontologica l
X

resource or site or unique geologic feature?

d) Disturb any human remains, Including those inte rred outside
X

of formal cemeteries?

Discussion : On March 1, 2005, Ihe Stale of California established procedures for consultation between local
governments and tribal governments on local General Plan Amendment land usedecisions. As part of this project, the local
area tribes were sent a referral on January 25,2012, and an invitation to consult with the applicants and StanislausCounty.
To date, no contact has been made by any of the local tribes. The applicant received a leiter from the Central California
Information Center (CCIC) which stated that based on existing data, the project area has a low-to-moderate sensitivity lor
the possible discovery of prehistoric resources, as it lies less than half a mile from the former south/southeastern terraces
of the Stanislaus River. A measure is in place to mitigate any impact regarding the possibility of resources being found
during the construction phase of this "in-fill" project to a less than significant level.

Mitigation:
1. During the construction phases of the project. if any human remains, significant or potentially unique, are found,

all construction activities in the area shall cease until a qualified archeologist can be consulted. Construction
activities shall not resume in the area until an on-site archeological mitigation program has been approved by a
qualified archeologist.

References: Letter from the Central California Information Center dated February 1, 2010, and the Stanislaus County
General Plan and Support Documentation'.

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOilS -- Wou ld the project: Potentia ll y Less Than Less Than No
Significanl Signific ant Signi ficant Impact

Impact Wllh Mitigati on Impact
Included

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, lncludtnq the risk of loss, injury, or deat h Invo lv ing:

I) Ruptu re of a known earthquake fault . as delineated on
the mos t recent Alqu ist-Prio lo Earthquake Fault Zon ing
Map issued by the State Geolog ist for the area or based X
on other substanti al evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

Ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? X

Iii) Selsmlc-related ground fai lu re, inclUding
X

liquefaction?

jv) Landsli des? X

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

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
wo uld become unstab le as a resu lt of the project, and

Xpotentially resu lt in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence , liquefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expan sive soil creating substantlal rieke to lif e
X

or property?
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e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporti ng the use of
septic tanks or alternati ve waste water disposal systems where
sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?

x

Page 8

Discussion : As contained in Chapter 5 of the General Plan Support Documentation, the areas of the County subject
to significant geologic hazard are located in the Diablo Range, west of Interstate 5; however, per California Building Code,
all of Stanislaus County is located within a geologic hazard zone (Seismic Design Category D, E, or F) and a soils test may
be required at buildingpermit application. Results from the soils test willdetermine if unstableor expansive soilsarepresent.
If such soils are present, special engineering of the structure will be required to compensate for the soil deficiency. Any
structures resulting from this project will be designed and built according to building standards appropriate to withstand
shaking for the area in which they are constructed.

Mitigation : None.

References: California Building Code and the Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation - Safety
Element' .

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS - Would th e project :

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectl y, that may have a significant Impact on the
environment?

b) Conflict with an app lica ble plan, policy or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing the emis sions of greenhouse
gases?

Potentially
Sign ificant

Impact

l ess Than
Signif icant

With Miti gation
Inclu"ded

l ess Than
Sign ificant

Impacl

x

x

No
Impact

Discussion: The proposed project may generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, due to the
potential to increase population in the area; however, as no thresholds have been established for the region, staff is unable
to quantify the potential impact the project would have on greenhouse gases.

Mit igation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation' .

VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS .. Would the
project:

a) Create a significa nt hazard to th e public or the env ironment
through the routine transp ort, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

b) Create a sig nificant hazard to the publi c or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable up set and accident conditions
involv ing th e release of hazard ous materials into the
environ ment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter
mil e of an exist ing or propo sed school?
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Potentia lly
Signllicant

Impacl

l ess Than
SlgnJllcant

With Miti gation
Included

l ess 'rhan
Signi fic ant

Impact

No
Impact

x

x

x
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d) Be located on a site which Is Included on a list of hazardous
materials sites com pi led pu rsuant to Government Code Section X
65962.5 and, as a res ult , would It create a significa nt hazard to
the public or the environment?

e) For a project located wit hin an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adop ted, within two miles of a public Xairport or public use airpo rt, would the project result In a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project result in a safety hazard for peop le residing or working X
in the project area?

g) Impair Imp lementation of or physica lly Interfere with an
adop ted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation X
plan?

h) Expose people or st ruc tures to a significant risk of loss,
inj ury or death involving wildland fi res, including where Xwild lands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences
are intermixed with wild lands?

Discu ssion: No known hazardous materials are on site. Pesticide exposure is a risk in agricultural areas; however, this
project is located within an urbanized area. Consequently, spray should not impact the area. Sources of exposure include
contaminated groundwater which is consumed anddrift from spray applications. Application of sprays is strictly controlled
by the Agricultural Commissioner and can only be accomplished after first obtaining permits. The County Department of
Environmental Resources (DER) is responsible for overseeing hazardous materials in this area.

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation' .

IX, HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- Would the project : Polentia lly Less Than l ess Than No
Signifi cant Slgnlflcant Signilicant Impact

Impact With Miti gation Impact
Included

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

b) Substantially deplete grou ndwater supplies or interf ere
substantially wit h groundwater recharge such that there wo uld
be a net defici t in aquifer vo lume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.q. the production rate of pre-exlstlnq X
nearby wells would drop to a level which wo uld not support
existing land uses or planned uses for wh ich permit s have been
granted)?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, Including through the alteration of the course of a stream Xor river, in a manner which wo uld result in substant ial eros ion
or siltation on- or off-site?

d) SUbstantially alter the exis ting drainage pattern of the site or
area, including thro ugh the altera tion of the course of a stream
or rlver, or substa ntia lly increase the rate or amount of surface X
runoff in a manner which wo uld result in f looding on- or ott-
site?
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e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacit y at existing or pl anned stormwater drainage systems or X
provide subs tantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? X

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped
on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate X
Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a tau-veer flood hazard area structures whlch
Xwou ld Impede or redirect flood flows?

I) Expo se people or structures to a signif icant risk of loss, injury
or death involving flooding, inc luding flo oding as a result of th e X
failure of a levee or dam?

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? X

DIscussion: Run-off is not considered an issue because of several factors which limit the potential impact. These
factors include a relative flat terrain of the subject site and relatively low rainfall intensities. Areas subject to flooding have
been identified in accordance with the Federal Emergency Management Act (FEMA). FEMA has designated this project
site as Flood Zone X (Outside of a .02 percent), and as such, flooding is not an issue with respect to this project.

Mitigation : None.

Reference s: GIS information and the Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentaton' .

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Wou ld the project : Potentially less Than l essThan No
Significant Significant Signillcant Impact

impact With Mitigation Impact
Included

a) Physically di vide an esta blished community? X

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan , policy , or
regu lation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(Includi ng, but not limited to the genera l plan, specific plan, X
local coasta l program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effe ct?

c) Conflict wi th any applicable habitat conservation plan or
Xnatural commun ity conservation plan?

DiscussIon: The 4.31-acre site is designated Low Density Residential in the Stanislaus CountyGeneral Plan and zoned
for Rural Residential parcels as a means to limit population densities and corresponding impacts in the agricultural areas
of the County. The project is not known to conflict with any policy or regulation of any agency with jurisdiction over the
project. The Del Rio Community Plan, a "vision" lor Del Rio adopted in 1992 by the Board of Supervisors, calls for the site
to be developed at a two-units-per-acre density; therefore, the project requests to amend the General Plan designation of
the 4.31-acre parcel from LDR (Low Density Residential) to P' D (Planned Development) and the Del Rio Community Plan
(part of the General Plan) residential unit density allowance from 2 to 4.5 units per acre, and the Zoning designation from
R-A (Rural Residential) 10 poD (Planned Development).

Mitigation: None.

References : Stanislaus CountyZoning Ordinance and the Stanislaus CountyGeneral Planand Support Documentation1.
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XI. MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the project : Polentially Less Than Less Than No
Sig nificant Slgnificanl SIgnificant Impacl

Impact With Mitigation Impac t
Included

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral reso urce
th at wo uld be of value to the region and the residents of the X
state?

b) Resul t in th e loss of availabili ty of a locall y-important minera l
resour ce recovery site delineated on a local general plan, X
specific plan or othe r land use plan?

Discu ssion: The location of all commercially viable mineral resources in Stanislaus County has been mapped by the
State Division of Mines and Geology in Special Report 173. There are no known significant resources on the site.

Miti gation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1
•

XII. NOISE -- Would the project result In: Potentia lly Less Than Less Than No
SIgnifica nt Signlllcant Signi ficant Impact

Impaci Wl lh Miligation Impact
Included

a) Exposu re of persons to or generation of nclse levels in
excess of standards establi shed in the local general plan or X
noise ordi nance, or applica ble standards of other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive X
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

c) A substant ial permanent Increase in ambient noise levels in X
the pro ject vic inity above levels existi ng wit hout the project?

d) A subs tantial temporary or periodi c increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existi ng without the X
pro ject?

e) For a project located wi thin an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, wit hin two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people X
residi ng or wo rking in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

f) For a project within the vic inity of a pri vate airstrip, wo uld the
project expos e people resid ing or working in the project area to X
excessive noise levels?

Discussion: The construction phases of this project may temporarily increase the area's ambient noise levels; however,
a significant impact is not anticipated. Conditions of approval will be added to this project to limit the hours of construction.
Noise impacts associated with increased on-site activities and traffic are not anticipated to exceed the area's existing level
of noise. The Stanislaus County General Plan identifies 60 l dn as the normally acceptable level of noise for low density
residential areas.

Mit igation : None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation'.
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XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING .~ Would the project : Potenti ally Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Signi ficant Impact

Impact With Miti gation Impact
Included

a} Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
di rectly (for example, by prop osing new homes and businesses)

X
or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existi ng housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing X
elsewhere?

c) Displace substanti al numbers of people, necessitating th e X
co nstruction of replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion: The proposed use of the site will not create significant service extensions or new infrastructure which could
be considered as growth inducing. No housing or persons will be displaced by this project and the site has been planned
and zoned for residential purposes for many years. This project is considered to be "in-fill."

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation' .

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES Potentia lly Less Than Less Than No
SlgnJllcant SIgnific ant Sig nifican t tmpact

Impact With Miti gation Impact
Included

a) Wou ld the project result in substant ial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provi sion of new or physically
alte red governmental facili ties , need for new or physicall y
alte red governmental tecntttes, the construction of which could
cause signif icant environmental impa cts , in ord er to matntaln
acceptable service rati os, response times or other performance
obje cti ves for any of the public services:

Fire protection? X

Poli ce protection? X

School s? X

Parks? X

Oth er pub lic tecntttes? X

Discu ssion: The applicant will construct all buildings in accordance with the current adopted building and fire codes.
The County has adopted Public Facilities Fees, as well as one for the Fire Facility Fees on behalf of the appropriate fire
district, to address impacts to public services. Such fees are required to be paid at the time of building permit issuance.
Conditions of approval will be added to this project to insure the proposed development complies with all applicable fire
department standards with respect to access and water for fire protection. The Salida Fire Protection District's referral
response requires that prior to the recording of the subdivision map, the owner(s) of the property will be required to annex
into a Community Facilities District for operational services with the District. This condition, along with other comments
received from the District, will be reflected in the project's conditions of approval. Referral responses from the Stanislaus
County Sheriff's and Parks Departments and the school districts have not been received to date.
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Mitig ation: None.

References: Referral response from the Salida Fire Protection District dated February 6, 2012; referral response from
Modesto Regional Fire Authority on behalf of the Salida Fire Protection District dated February 7, 2012;and the Stanislaus
County General Plan and Support Documentation' .

. .

XV. RECREATION ·· Potenllally less Than l ess Than No
Significanl Significant Significant Impact

impact With Mitigation impacl
included

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood
and regional parks or other recreational facillties such that

Xsubstantial physical deterioration of the facili ty wou ld occur or
be acce lerated?

b) Does the project include recreati onal fac ilities or requ ire the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might X
have an adverse phys ica l effect on the env ironment?

Discussion : The proposed project is not anticipated to significantly increase demands on recreational facilities. The
proposed project does include a swimming pool and open space on the project site. The County has adopted Public
Facilities Fees for neighborhood and regional parks which are required to be paid at the time of bU ilding permit issuance.

Mitigation: None.

References: Application information and the Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation' .
.

XVI. TRANSPORTATIONrrRAFFIC·· Would the project : Potenti ally less Than less Than No
Signlficanl Signillcant Signi fic ant Impact

impaci WUh MlIlgation Impacl
Inciuded

a) Confli ct with an applicable plan, ordi nance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of
the circulation system, taking into account all modes of
transportation Inc luding mass transit and non-motorized travel X
and releva nt components of the circ ula tio n sys tem, including
but not limited to intersections, stree ts, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

b) Contlict with an applicable congestion management progr am,
Including , but not limited to level of service standards and
travel demand measu res, or other sta ndards establis hed by the X
county congestion management agency fo r designated roads
or highways?

c) Resu lt In a change In air tra ff ic patt erns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a change In location that results in X
substantia l safety risks ?

d) Substantia lly increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g.,
sha rp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompati ble uses X
(e.q., far m equipment) ?

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? X
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f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding
public tran sit , bicycle, or pedestrian facil ities, or otherwise X
dec rease the performance or safe ty of such facili ties?

Discussion: The applicant proposes 10 have an average of eighteen single-family condominiums. This project will not
substantially increase traffic for the surrounding area. A referral response from the StanislausCounty Department of Public
Works does not indicate any concerns with the additionallraflic from this proposed project. The applicant will be required
to pay road fees as pari of the adopted Public Faclltties Fees prior to issuance of the building permit.

Mitigation : None.

References: Referra!response fromthe Departmentof Public Works datedJanuary27, 2012, andthe StanislausCounty
General Plan and Support Documentation1.

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - Wou ld the pro jec t : Potent ially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Sig nificant Significant Impact

Impact With Mitigation Impact
Inc luded

a) Exceed was tewater treatment requirements of the applicable X
Regional Water Quality Contro l Board?

b) Requ ire or result In the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expa nsion of existing

Xfacili ti es, the construction of which cou ld cause significant
envi ronmental effects?

c) Requ ire or result in the co nstruction of new storm water
drainage faci lities or expansion of existing facil ities, the X
construction of which co uld cause significant environmenta l
effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
f rom existing enti tlements and resources, or are new or X
expanded entitlements needed?

e) Result In a determination by the wastewater treatment
provide r which serves or may serve the projec t that it has Xadeq uate capacity to serve the project 's projected demand in
add ition to the provider's existing commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill w ith sufficient permitted capacity to Xaccommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with fede ral, state, and local statutes and regulations Xrelated to solid was te?

Discussion : The project will be served by public water providedby the City of Modesto (Del Este] . In a letter (Conditional
Will Serve Letter Extension) dated February 22, 2012. Ihe City of Modesto notes that in order to serve the existing De! Rio
customers to the established water system standards, the City of Modesto must install significant water infrastructure.
Currently, the system would not be able to reliably provide the established fire flow standard demands during a maximum
demand day scenario for the proposed development. The City of Modesto is under obligation by a Settlement Agreement
to make certain improvements to the Del Riowater system byJuly 2013. Once sufficient improvements are in place to meet
the demand of this development, without degrading service to the existing customers in Del Rio, the City of Modesto will
be able 10 approve the will serve request. Due to this circumstance, a condition of approval will be placed on the project
that the subdivision map shall not be recorded nor can there be development on site until the applicant obtains a current
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"Will Serve" leiter from the City of Modesto. In addition, the project is proposing a "package plant" for wastewater treatment
which is identified 10 be placed on the southwestcorner of the "Common Area" on site. Conditions of approvalwill be placed
on the project concerning the water and the package treatment plant. With the project proposing public water and a
treatment plant, utility and services issues are considered a less than significant impact overall.

MItigation: None.

References: Referral response from the City of Modesto dated February 13, 2012, and the Stanislaus County General
Plan and Support Documentatton' .

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE - Potentially Less Than Less Than No
SignIficant Signifi cant Significant Impact

Impact With Mitigation Impact
Included

a) Does the pro ject have the potential to degrade the quality of
the environment, SUbstantially reduce the habitat of a fi sh or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or X
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 hi story or
prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited,
but cumulatively cons iderable? (" Cumulatively considerable"
means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable Xwhen viewed In connection wi th the effects of past pro jects, the
eff ects of other current projects, and the eff ects of probable
future projects)?

c) Does the pro ject have env ironmental effects which wil l cause
substantial adverse effects on human being s, either directly or X
Indirect ly?

Discu ssion: Review of this project has not indicated any features which might significantly impact the environmental
quality of the site and/or the surrounding area.

1:\Aam" tall RaponsIGPAI2012"1GPA FlU TM 2012-01 • 081~V.lln\lfllilal SlUdy~

'Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation adopted in October 1994, as amended. Optional and
updated elements of the General Plan and Support Documentation: Agricultural Element adopted on December 18, 2007;
Housing Elementadopled on April 20, 20 10 andpending certificationbythe California Departmentof HousingandCommunity
Development; Circulation Element and Noise Element adopted on April 18, 2006.
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1010 1OIh Street , Suite 3400
Modesto . CA 95354

Stanislaus County
Planning and Community Development

Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Mapltld lrom CECA GuideMes SIl(;. 15097 Final T&.t, October 26, 1998

May 8,2012

Phone: (209) 525·6330
Fax: (209) 525-5911

1. Project title and location:

2. Project Applicant name and address:

3. Person Responsible for Implementing
Mitigation Program (Applicant Representative)

4. Contact personat County:

Gene ral Plan Amendment Application No. 2012
01, Rezone Application No. 20 12-01, and Vesting
Tentative Subdivision Map Application No. 2012 
01 - Del Rio Villas

Southwest corner of Country Club Drive and
Avenida Del Rio, in the Del Rio Community area.
(APN: 004-059 -044)

Del Rio Villas , Inc.
P.O. Box 577793
Modesto, CA 95355

Carl Wesenberg

Carole Maben, Associate Planner, (209 ) 525·6330

MITIGATION MEASURES AND MONITORING PROGRAM:

list all Mitigation Measures by topic as identified in the Mitigated Negative Declaration and complete the form
for each measure.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES

No.1 Mitigation Measure: During the construction phases of the projec t. if any human remains ,
significant or potent ially unique, are found , all construction activities in the
area shall cease until a qualified archeo logist can be consulted.
Construction activities sha ll not resume in the area until an on-site
archeological mitigation program has been approved by a qua lified
archeologist.

Who Implements the Meas ure: Applicant.

When should the measure be implemented: During construct ion.

When should it be comp leted : When const ruction is completed.

Who verifies compliance : Stanislaus County Building Permits Division and
the Stanis laus County Department of Planning and
Commun ity Development.

Other Responsible Agencies : None.
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Stanisiaus County Mitigation Monitoring Plan
General Pian Amendment Application No. 2012·01,
Rezone Application No. 2012·01,
Vesting Tentative Subdi visi on Map Application No. 2012·01
Del Rio Villas

Page 2
May a, 2012

I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that I understand and agree to be responsible for implementing the
Mitigation Program for the above listed project.

Signature on file.
Person Responsible for Implementing
Mitigation Program

May 9, 2012
Date

(1;\Planning\SlaN ReportsIGPA12012\GPA REZ TM 2012·01 • Del Rio Villas'MiHgalion Monitoring Plan.wpd)

54



NAME OF PROJECT:

LOCATION OF PROJECT:

PROJECT DEVELOPER :

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

General Plan Amendmen t Application No. 2012-01 , Rezone Application No.
2012-01, and Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map Application No. 2012·01 ·
Del Rio Villas

Southwest corner of Country Club Drive and Avenida Del Aio, in the Del Rio
Community area. (APN: 004-059-044)

Del Rio Villas, Inc.
P.O. Box 577793
Modesto, CA 95355

DESCRIPTION OF PROJ ECT: This is a three-part application requesting to make the following modifications
10 a 4.31 acre parcel: 1) Amend the General Plan designation from LOR (Low Densi ty Residential ) to P·D
(Planned Developme nt) and the Del Rio Community Plan (pari of the Gene ral Plan) residential unit density
allowance from 2 to 4.5 units per acre; 2) Amend the Zoning des ignat ion from R-A (Rural Residential) 10 poD
(Planned Development); and 3) Subdivide into a gated developm ent of 18 air spac e condominiums and a
common area parcel which will include landscaping, a swimming pool, access easeme nts, a package
treatment plant, and drainage.

Based upon the Initial Study, dated May 8. 2012, the Environment al Coordinator finds as follows:

1. This project does not have the potential to degrade the quali ty of the environment, nor to curtail the
diversity of the env ironment.

2. This project will not have a detrimental effect upon either short-term or long-term environmentalgoals.

3. This project will not have impacts which are individually limited but cumulatively considerable.

4. This project will not have environmental impacts which will cause substantial adverse effects upon
huma n beings. either directly or indirectly.

The aforementioned findings are contingent upon the following mitigation measure which shall be incorporated
into this projec t:

1. During the construction phases of theproject, if any human remains, significant or potentially unique,
are found, all construction activities in the area shall cease until a qualified archeologist can be
consulted. Construction activities shall not resume in the area until an on-site archeological mitigation
program has been approved by a qualified archeologist.

The Initial Study and other environmental documents are available for public review at the Department 01
Planning and Com munity Develop ment, 1010 10th Street , Suite 3400. Modesto, California or online @
http://www.stancounly.com/Planningl.

Initial Study prepared by:

Submit comments to:

Carole Maben, Associate Planner

Stanislaus County
Planning and Community Development Departme nt
1010 10th Street, Suite 3400
Modesto, California 95354

ll:lPl......inglSlall RepotlsIGPAI20121GPA REZ TM 2012-01 • Del RIO V;~as\MIT IGATED NEGATIV E DECU\HATION.'"'IXll
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Del Rio Property Owner's Association
PO Box 118
Salida, CA 95358

January 15,2012

Stanislaus County, Department of Planning and Community Development
Attn: Kirk Ford, Director
1010 10,h Street
Modesto, CA 95350

Re: GPA 2012-01, REZ 2012-01, TSM 2012-01: Del Rio Villas Project, Modesto, CA

DearMr, Ford:

The Del Rio area in Stanislaus County has a long-standing Property Owner's Association
(DRPOA) whose purpose it is to promote the orderly development and improvement of the Del
Rio area. This purpose is so-stated in the Association By-laws, Section 2; a revised version of
which was adopted at the DRPOA's General Membership meeting on November 8, 2011 .

In addition, Section 3 of our By-laws contains the Association's Mission Statement " ... to
pJ'OITIote safety, beautification, good quality of life, effective communication regarding matters
that impact the community, and to support the 1992 Del Rio 'CommuiUty Plan which is aimed at
maintaining consistent, orderly, well-planned growth in the area as a rural community."

Finally, in 2011 the Association Board of Directors adopted the "Purposes" of the DRPOA
which includes the following item (No.2): "The Association promotes the objectives of the 1992
Del Rio Community Plnn to ensure orderly and consistent development within the Del Rio area."

While the DRPOA Board of Directors will support proposed projects which are consistent with
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (Plan), it opposes the referenced Del Rio Villas Project
because, as presented, it is inconsistent with the Plan. Departures from the Plan, such as this
project, are likely to lead to incompatible growth, negative impacts and irreparable harm to our
conununity. The Board urges staff to recommend disapproval of all projects which arc
inconsistent with the Plan, including the proposedDel Rio Villas Project.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have questions. My home telephone number is (209)
522-8307. Thank you in advance for yow' attention to this.

Jal i Aggers
.1 0 McHenry Av . ur Modesto, CA 95356

2012 President, DRPOA
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S!" ·.',1':~ ..:.;" ,x. ~I_ANN I NG &
'J:;.!~L \. 1 '( • E' ,1: J OMENT DEPT.

~ O!J ,:; · I !; .D723 d ub
:!O~ . S" 'i .5 1:\3 fax
flO 151·w.HI Rd.
Modc~t(), A
9535G ·%7:1

www.delrtncountryclub.cnm

May 18, 2012

.Dear stanlstaus CounlyBoard of Supervisors & Planning Commission:

My name is·Duncan Reno, and I'm writing on behalf of Del Rio c.ounty Club in my capacity as
General Managf;lf regarding the proposed ViJI~s at Del Rio residential project.

The current project site - a vacant lot located just west of the ,t h tee box at Del Rio County Club - IS
qulte visible from the course and has been an eyesore for decades. Needless to say, given the
parcel's direct relationship to the golf course, this negative visual Impact does not convey the proper
image to our members and guests..

After learning about ·the proposed Villas project and the opportunity to improve the neighborhood .and
view from thecourse: I feel the:project. as designed, will enhance the function of the Country Club.
More importantly, given the parcels adjacency to Del Rio County Club, this site represents the best
and last opportunity to locate additional housing adjacent to the course.

As the Club's General Manager, I have been approached by members interested in downsizing from
their current Del Rib residence, as well other members who've expressed an interest in moving to
the Del Rio community to retire. Other' than th~ "multi-level" condos built in the late 1970's, on the
east side -of- the course, there aren't any other residential options for "aging seniors" or "empty
nesters," both of whom our primary target markets for Del Rio memberships-..

Additionally, I'd like to pojn~ 'out that much has changed within the economy and operation of Del Rio
Country Club within the last two decades. Twenty yearsaqo Del Rio enjoyed a "Waiting List" for new
members. This is no. longer the case, And.while the Club remains financially sound, we have to
compete with other country clubs and various recreational alternatives.

At this time, I ur'!;je you to approve the Villas at Del Rio project as it would be an excellent addition to
the neighborhood, in 8' perfect location , and a much needed complement to Del Rio's "Country Club"
style of living.

Sincerely;

-----. C ---C
Duncan Reno, CCM
General Manger
Del Rio Country Club
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From:
To:
Dale:
SubJed:

George Beach <geol'8cbeach@sbcgloNl.nel>
<FERRROC~$lancoo nty.oorn>

611 81201 2 IlF29AM
Del Rio Villas

Villas providCll more hollan, optiOOl
We'~ 100 percene behind lhe propoK'd Villas M Del Rio lOWnhouse developmenl.
II makes pcrt'ect _ 10 us. We' 'Ie rlI~ ou r family in the Del Rio eommunily
and lhouJh the lime i' ROC h=~ I know in the I\CiIr filturc my huiJ».nd 3Ild I
will be empty nesten. At lhM lime, _ WOO' I need a large borne and ailihe
delNJlds. rr:sponsibililia and cow lhlIl rome with il. A higlHjualily and
carefree VilI" homewould be perfeo:l for us 10downsize 10. We ca n easily pw
up ou r bi, howe whea!he lime iJ right. but not (1Ir Iong-time nei,hborhood
friefttlland spec:ial rew:a liofUl l lif~ylc De l Rio offen.
Si ncerely,
George &: Sl;IHn Beodl1OO4 Hyoe Park Drive
Motk:sto, CA 953S6
209-S71.Q1SI

58



t(616/2012) Crystal Rein · Fwd: Villas@ Del Rio: Please share the lollowing

From :
To:
Date:
SUbject :

Angela Freitas
Bill Carlson ; Carole Maben; Crystal Rein
6/6/2012 2:15 PM
Fwd: Villas @ Del Rio: Please share the following letter with eachplanning commissioner

»> Sean Carroll -eseanrzorosstcarrollinc.com» 615/2012 5 :1 8 PM »»>
Please share the following letter with each planning commission er.

THE TIME IS NOW TO SUPPORT DEVELOPMENT

As a general contracto r and Del Rio resident, I believe the home building industry can be a positive
stimulus during this recession period. We should encourage and support builders who have the secure
financia l abilily to build. I believe the proposed Villas at Del Rio can help [umpstart new const ruct ion in
Stanislaus County as well as significantly enhance the existing neighborhood .

The inspiration for the Villas has been the gall and country club communities of Spanish Bay in Pebble
Beach and Vintage Club Inn in Palm Desert . The 18 high-end townhouses, the community pool and
extensive landscaping would provide much needed jobs for unemployed workers . The dollars spent lor
materials and labor would circulate, stimulate and multiply within our local economy .

The 4.3 acre parcel is currently empty and zoned for nine single family homes. Assuming the 9 home
sites were developed; how fong it would be belore the lots were sold , let alone built upon? Currently
there are over a dozen empty lots available in the Del Rio Lagos and River Nine communities. Demand
for 1/2 acre parcels is nonexistent, the Villa concept is in immediate demand.

Sincerely,
Sean P. Carroll
7415 River Nine Drive
Modesto, CA 95356
209·495·0233

Sean P. Carroll, President
ROSS F. CARROLL, Inc.
P.O. Box 1308
Oakdale , CA 95361
Telephone: 209·848·5959
Facsimile: 209-848,5955
E·Mail: sean@rosslcarrollinC.com<maHto:sean@rosslcarrol1inC.com>
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Crystal Rein. Del Rio Villas

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Robert Venn <mvenn054@yahoo.com>
"FERRROC@stancounty.com" <PERRROC@stancounty.com>
6nJ2012 7: I1 PM
Del Rio Villas

Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors,

We wish t o comment on th e proposed Tow n Home proj ect in th e Del Rio area .

We have been permanen t residents of the Del Rio area (52 1 Stewart Rd. ) since 1979 . We st rongly
sup port t he proposed development as perfect use for lan d t hat has long been an eye sore in our
area. Th e pro perty in question has represented an untended weedy field th at Is somet im es used as
a dumping area .

Mr. and Mrs. Wessenberg have been extremely open in discuss ing t heir plans for t he property and
have offe red many opp ortuniti es for residents to commen t on t he pro posa l. We have lived In the
Del Rio area over 30 years and adapted to many changes. Holding t he attitude that change in
itself is bad serves no one. This proposed ada pta t ion to t he genera l plan is app ropri at e given t he
communities changing needs .

The opposition to the project is by individuals who have a goal of "no development". As long term
residents we appreciate well planned develop me nt . This project is an infill which ma kes mu ch
more sense than further annexation of agr icu ltural land.

Thank you for ack now ledging out support of t he propsed proj ect .

Best Regards,

Bob and Marsha Venn
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Crystal Rein - VILLAS at DEL RIO E NDO RSEM ENT LETTER

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:
CC:

"Suzanne Homem" <shomem@jpsfinc.com>
<PERRROC@stancounty.com>
6/8/20 12 1:47 PM
VILLAS at DEL RIO ENDORSEMENT LETTER
"'John Potter'" <john@jpsfinc.com>

Dear Christine-

On beha lf of John Potter, please g ive the letter below to each Board of Supervisor. Please contact me
should you have any questions. I appreciate you r hel p .

Thank You,
Suzanne Homem
AssIstant to John sett er
2909 Coffee Rd., Ste 12 B
Modesto, CA 95355
phone: 209-577-8700 x 3
Fox: 209-322-4759

Dear Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors:

I'd like to share my letter-to-the-editor th at published in the Modesto Bee on June 8. The leiter
demonstrates my full support for the Villas at Del Rio proposed project. I ask tho ! you ple ase support it as
well. The Villas concept would be an excellent - and much needed - addition to the Del Rio
community.

Kindest Regards,
John Poti er
7413 River Nine Rd
Modesto, CA 95356
209-652-4399

DEL RIO RESIDENTS NOT ABOVE RESTOf COMM UNITY
I rea d with interest the recent article (May 26, page B-II about the proposed plan to build high-end
townhouses near the Del Rio Country Club. As a Del Rio resident. I was ta ken back when Villas at Del Rio
opponent Joyce Porker, a Del Rio Property Owners Association Board member, w as quoted saying "The
quality of the development or the needs of the community have nothing to do with it." I think it's very
elitist for Ms. Porker to make it sound like all Del Rio residents expect their desires to be above the needs
of the greater community. That's not true. She also stated the 1992 Del Rio Co mmunity Plan restricts
what can be built on the s.s-ooe sue. Instea d of nine more zn.occ-soocre-root parcels, the Villas would
have 18 townhouses within a gated community. Since the approval of the d a ted Del Rio Community
Plan, there has been a movement to ward a more reasoned approach to land use. Today's priority is
making the b est use of precious land. We need to develop inlill p rop erties. such as the Villas, before
annexing more fa rmland. We, including the De l Rio community, all need to be good stewards of the
land .
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Steven and Jennie Zeff
7605 Spy Glass Drive
Modesto, CA 95356

June 6, 2012

Stanislaus County Planning Commission
Stanislaus County Planning and Development
1010 Tenth Street, Suite 3400
Modesto, CA 95354

Dear Commissioners,

We. write this letter to urge you to uphold the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan and to
reject Mr. Carl Wesenberg's proposed VillasProject, which would increase the
current density and would set a precedent for future development

This neighborhood has worked diligently to establish and maintain the integrity of
this community and should not be asked to subsidize this project so that one
individual can realize greater profits.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

~'
Steven Zcff

~'7JMr
Jennie Zeff
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Crystal Rein - Villas at Del Rio

From:
To:
Date:
SUbject :

"Richard Rand" <rrandw racps.com>
<FERRROC@stancounty.com>
6/ 1312012 9:44 AM
Villas at Del Rio

Please sha re with all superviso rs, thank you

As past president of the DRPOA rhave come to know a lot of the peo ple in our
area and th e feeling we all have towards our com muni ty. r also have seen a lot
of developmen t th at I have not liked or approved of in an d arou nd us. I
represented DRPOA aga inst the Carver Road development and was the voice at the
Planning Comm iss ion severa l tim es on different projects that the DRPOA was
against I was one of th e first to voice my opinion on any developm entthat
would create sma ller lots or higher density. In my mind this wou ld lessen my
standa rd of what we have become accustom to living here.

Over the years we also have seen our populat ion grow a little older and
hopefully wiser in respect to different ideas,

With th is in mind, I feel we need to take a hard look at what ou r needs are and
how to best accommodate them , Please keep in mind that the 1992 Del Rio
Commun ity Plan was intended to be flexibly interpret ed. It ident ifies goals and
objectives aimed to maintain a we ll plan ned growth in our area. I feel that
some of us are missing the reason th is commu nity plan was put together . The
idea was to prom ote a we ll thought out acceptable growth th at wo uld have little
impact on our existi ng facilities,

Take a look around and see who makes up our great com munity. I have seen a
lot of my friends an d neighbors try to down size as they become empty neste r and
wa nt a single sto ry property wi th all the beauty and amenit ies of own ing a
single family home in our community an d have no othe r opt ion but to move away to
find something suita ble.

I have spent several nights reviewing and going over the plans that Del Rio
Villas has submitted to the county and feel that we wou ld be better off wo rking
with this developer to en hance an undesirab le dir t lot into something that can
wo rk for everyone. This project is a suitable development and we may need to
be open minded to the current plan an d still adhere to our standards as well as
meet the needs of those living in the community.

Take a ha rd look at what you see every time you make that turn and see this
vacant pa rcel. If single family homes we re developed in narrow 1/ 2 acre lots
there wo uld be four more drive ways cut into the street instead of just one
wi th th is pla nn ed development. I w ould believe that if anyone would be aga inst
this de velopment it would have been the property owners tha t back up to or are
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Page 2 of 2

adjacent to the development. They would be the most affected and I found out
just the opposite. Every one of them spoke highly of this development.

With all of this said I feel we as a community need to adap t our thou ghts and
feelings to an idea that is reflected of today's needs. I encourage everyone to
look again at the design of the Villas and realize that this is a project that
is well designed for the Del Rio Commun ity.

Richll.rdRanel

Ra nd Commerci a l Properti e s
1718 HStreet
Modesto, CA 953~i
'209-~77-0181~k
'209-:>77~1291 11l.X

209-604-7524 cell
rrlluel@rIlCp,l..COm

"""""".tll.cps.coln
CADIU: "'-OOfLl)&)1
Thisemott message isfor the sole use of the intended recipienr(s) and may contain confiden tial and privileged information,
Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If yOIl ore not the intended recipient, please contact
the se nder by reply em ail and destroy all copies of the original message and attachments.
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June 13th 2012

Supervisor Bill Obrien:

BO ARD OF SUPERV ISORS

1011 JUN I 8 A 10: Ib

I am writing to you at this time to follow-up on a brief conversation the two of us had at
the Children's Crisis Center' s GolfToumament in regard to the proposed development
known as The Del Rio Villas.

Please note that almost all of the statements that follow are drawn and noted by quotation
remarks from communications you rece ived from DROPA in the course ofrecent
activities precipitated by the developers of the Del Rio Villa Project. Please note
additional ly that the following remarks at the sam e time also reflect my wife's and my
thoughts in regards to the proposed Del Rio Project.

A bit of pertinent h istory: "Thanks to the grass roots efforts of several local residents in
1992, a Community Plan was developed which identifies densities of no less than liz acre
parcel sizes along with other development criteria. The Plan's intent is not anti
deve lopment; rather, it is to provide for long-term, orderly development that is consistent
with the existing homes in the area."

Tbe Board of Supervisors wisely adopted (approved) the Del Rio Community Plan in
1992 as what's called a "Specific Plan" which overlays the County 's General Plan for the
Del Rio Area.

To the point: «The Del Rio Villas condo project proposes a density of 18 un its on 4+
acres, or the equivalent of4.5 homes per acre . The density specified by the Plan for thi s
parcel is 2 homes per acre (% acre min. lot size) which allows tor up to 8 homes.
Because this is inconsistent with the Plan. the County Plan ing Commission and the Board
cannot support the project."

On its surface. you might think - "It's only 10 additional homes, why is that such a
problem?" The problem is that, if apprnved, it could - and likely would - be precedent
sett ing . How? If one exception to thc Plan is made then others are likely to follow. If
that happens, the existing character of the Del Rio area would not be pre served.

Here are some real life history that speaks to this point that you should be aware of:
"There are two exis ting, already approved subdivisions "on the books" in the Del Rio
area which arc not yet built. One is at the NW Corner of Stew art and McHenry,
encompassing 84 acres and was originally approved for 92 lots. The other is off Carver

65



Road, toward the southerly end, and encompasses 43 acres and has 4710ts planned. The
plan for the 92 lots at Stewart and McHenry "expired" in the year 2000, so before it can
be built another application must be submitted and approved. An application was, in fact,
submitted in 2000 and the request was for 259 homes through a combination of~ and JA
acre lots. town homes, and apartments. Fortunately this project was not approved as it
met with a lot of opposition from residents. It was also inconsistent with the Plan."

~While the project off Carver Road has not yet "expired," County Planning staffbaye
contioned that if a project is not yet built, an application can be re-submitted with a
request for increased density. Approving the condo project, which is inconsistent with
the Plan.could open" the door for other inconsistent development(s).

"Because the proposed Del Rio Villas condo project does not comply with the residential
density requirements oEflle longstandjn~1992 Del Rio Community Plan, the Board. on
behalfofthe community, cannot support the project.

Thank you for your serious consideration to up-hold the express intent of the Del Rio
Community Plan.

Respectfully, L
v'~7t#M

ohn & Wendy Evans

7199 Carver Road

cc: Supervisor Monthieth, County Planning Commission, DROPA. Lawrence Dempsey
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Stanislaus County Planning Commissio n
1010 10th Street
Suite 3400, 3rd Floor
Modesto , CA95354

June 12,2012

Re: Proposed Del Rio Villas condo developm ent on County dub Drive

Dear Sirs:

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

10 11 JUNI 8 A 10' 18

I'm sorry I cannot be at the Planning Commission meetIng on July 51t1 in person, please accept this letter as my

voice on the issue of the proposed 4.3 acre development in Del Rio on th e corner of Country Club Drive.

I object to this development for several reasons:

1. It is inconsistent with the Del Rio Community Plan In these significant points:

(from th e Community Plan Standards for Future Residential Development (page 9), Land Use Plan)

a. "Developments shallincorporate minimum standardsfor setbacks" (It 3). M inimum setback standards are

I S' from the f ront lot line . The proposed project has a walt surro unding t he development that is closer
than 15' to th e street.

b. "Future planned developments within Del Rio shollnot be gated for the purposeof restricting access to the
public" (It4). The proposed project is comp letely walled and gated. In fact, this security is one of its

selling poi nts.

c. "Future Planned Developments withinDel Rio shalldedicate In land orfunding the equivalent 0/ at least
15%a/ the project site to natural or kmdscaped openspace with public access." (# 5) This is not part of

the propo sed project.

d. Residential Densities: "For Area1, the densities shown shalfbe used in conjunction with the l.ow Density
Residential General PIon deslgn~tion :" Densities should ·be no mo re than two homesper a~re;' this project

has doubled the specified density.

2. The quality of t he proposed development should not be t he issue. The Issue is the nature of the project.

Whether t he deve lopment is beautiful or ugly is a subject ive opinion. Allowing a development that Is dearly

in violat ion of t he plan because it is someone's idea of " pretty" is not a sensible way to guide future

developments.

3. The project claimsto be designed to accommodate the addi tional uniq ue housing needs of those who wish to

dow nsize and stay in Del Rio . This is rid iculous. Will we then be asked to accommodate assisted living

resident ial needs for the next down size step? Or low-income resident ial needs for our young adults? There

is an infinite variety of housing needs not available in Del Rio. Mo desto is close and Includes many of them,

plus it's got convenient public transportation.

My husband and I invested in ou r Del Rio home specifically because it is an exceptional area and would retain it s

value. Changing t he develop ment ru les to allow higher density developments jeopardizes our and our nelghbcr's,

investments. The pel Rio area is a uniqu e comm unity in Stani~la~s County . Please allow us to continue to live in a

community with this distinctive character.

Thank you fo~our attentionto this important issue.

Joyce Parker -tJ1~tulu--' .
7305 Stoneg te Drive, Modesto , CA

Cc: County Board of Supervisors
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t (6J19/2012) Crystal Rein .Fw~: Letter: Del Rio Villas Project : Page 1 I

From :
To :
Date:
SUbject :
Attachments :

Angela Freitas
Bill Carlson; Carole Maben; Cryslal Rein
6119120128:00 AM
Fwd: Letter: Del Rio Villas Project
DelRioVillasLetter_ailOfficersSignatureMarch2012.pdf

The e-mail and the leiter need to be presented together.

>>> <aggersja@aol.com> 6/19/2012 4:55 AM >>>

From: aggersja@aol.com
To: aggersja@aol.com
Sent: 6/19/2012 4:45:07 A.M. Pacific Daylight Time
Subj: Fwd: Letter

To: Angela Freitas, Stanislaus County Interim Director of Planning &
Community Development

The Del Rio Property Owner's Association Board respectfully requests that
the attached letter be distributed to each member of the Planning
Commission. The letter was previously submitted a few months ago, but only to the
Planning Dept. We also plan to prepare another letter that will further
outline our objections 10 the referenced project which I will forward next
week. We request that the follow-up letter be forwarded to the Commission as
well as the Board of Supervisors . Please let me know it you have any
questions. Thank you in advance, Jami Aggers , 2012 DRPOA Board President
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Del Rio Property Owner's Association
PO Box 118
Salida, CA 95358

March 6, 2012

Stanislaus County, Department of Planning and Community Development
Attn: Kirk Ford, Director
1010 10Ilt Street
Modesto, CA 95350

Re: OPA 2012-01, REZ 2012-01, TSM 2012-01: Del Rio Villas Project, Modesto, CA

Dear Mr. Ford:

The Del Rio area in Stanislaus County has a long-standing Property Owner's Association
(DRPOA) whose purpose it is to promote the orderly development and improvement of the Del
Rio area. This purpose is so-stated in the Association By-laws, Section 2; a revised version of
which was adopted at the DRPOA's General Membership meeting on November 8, 2011.

In addition, Section 3 of our By-laws contains the Association's Mission Statement ..... to
promote safety, beautification, good quality of life, effective conununieation regarding matters
that impact the community, and to support the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan which is aimed at
maintaining consistent, orderly, well-planned growth in the area as a rural community."

Finally, in 2011 the Association Board of Directors adopted the "Purposes" of the DRPOA
which includes the following item (No.2): "The Association promotes the objectives of the 1992
Del Rio Community Plan to ensure orderly and consistent development within the Del Rio area."

While the DRPOA Board.of Directors will support proposed projects which are consistent with
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (Plan), it opposes the referenced Del Rio Villas Project
because, as presented, it is inconsistent with the Plan. Departures from the Plan, such as this
project, are likely to lead to incompatible growth, negative impacts and irreparable harm to our
community. The Board urges staff to recommend disapproval of all projects which are
inconsistent with the Plan, including the proposed Del Rio Villas Project.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have questions. My home telephone number is (209)
522~8307. Thank you in advance for yow' attention to this.

Sincerely,

~~d---~ /5-- ~~-- - -- ,
Larry Dempsey cun Davis . Milo Shell
2012 Vice President 2012 Treasurer 2012 Secretary
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Stanislaus County Planning Commission

1010 Te nth Street, Suite 3400

Modesto. CA 95354

Mon day. June 18, 201 2

Re: Del Rio Community Plan M 1992

Ge ntlemen;

In the upcoming Planning Commission me eting , you will have the onerous but far reaching task

of determining the direction of our Del Rio community for years to come. Will you weig h the
importance of the "needs of the De l Rio community" and its fu ture or settle on "leave well

enough alone"? Both Evan and I, as members of the Del Rio community living very near to the

proposed project. fee l this issue is important enough for both of us to share with you our

thoughts.

We'd like it made clear that we are acting as individual citizens and have no fina ncial inte rest in

the project.

There are enough pros and cons to go around ... by this time you know all of them. In our

community, as in others, CHANG E is a difficult thing , part icularly when one relates to the "good

old days" as Modesto prides itself (American Graffiti, for instance). Change is inevitable in our
society albeit done "kicking and screamtnp" .. . and pos itive for the most part. Examples, the

construction of the Del Rio club house that 50 many fought and resisted ; the resistance to 101h

Street Place where the com bined facility j ust seems to make sense today; Gallo Cen ter for the
Arts, was resisted even by our then Mayor.

The residents of our Del Rio community are asking for a change or variance to accommodate
the future needs of its citizens. Our demographics are changing and the needs of those

demographics are different than it was some 25 years ago. The BO LD decision is to look to the

future; to provide for a changing populat ion alternatives to an less efficient large singl e-fa mily,
multi-level home.

We encourage you to v t in favor of th is project mov ing forward.

Norman Porges

cc: Boa rd of Supervisors
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Larry Dempsey,
7106 Carolina Court

The Del Rio Villas project has not been revised since the original 2010 submission. The only
difference is now they've hired a Public Relations firm and a civil engineer specializing in
zoning changes.

JUN 1 9 {OIl

Dear Sirs:

The Del Rio community is a premier residential area in Stanislaus County and is fundamental
for recruiting and retaining high level executives and businesses. Current Del Rio property
owners purchased their property as Investment knowing their invesbnent would be
protected under the Community Plan. We are not anti-growth. However, we want growth
according to the existing plan.

Allowing the Del Rio Villas project to go forward would set a precedent for other undeveloped
areas covered by the Community Plan. There arc substantial undeveloped areas that a
developer could sue the County ifnot allowed equal rights to build condos or high density
homes.

The Del Rio Community plan specifies one house per half acre with the possibility of a
"granny flat" to be added after the original home is occupied. It specifically requires one
owner for all dwellings on a lot. The Del Rio Villas project has condos on 2500 square foot
lots. The density is over 4 units per acre, with multiple owners. The proposed project is a
gated and walled community which is specifically prohibited In our Community Plan.

The current proposed plan for Del Rio Villas Is the same exact plan that was submitted to the
Planning Commission In 2010. At that time Del Rio residents circulated a petition and
gathered signatures of over 250 home owners opposing the project. When the Del Rio Villas
project was resurrected, we again went into action. This time we have over 300 home owner
signatures opposing the project and any changes to the 1992 Community Plan. This is our
community. Changes to the Del Rio Community Plan only affect Del Rio residents, not the rest
ofthe county. Del Rio residents should have a say in any proposed changes to the plan.

The Del Rio Community Plan is part of the larger County General Plan. The 1992 revision was
a long and costly process. The majority of Del Rio property owners are satisfied with the plan
as it stands. One person is pushing for, and will profit from, a change to our plan. Why change
the pian for one developer? THIS IS A BIG DEAL--YOUR VOTE WILLSIGNIFICANTLY AFFECT
OURCOMMUNITY.

Stanislaus County Planning Commission
1010 10th Street
Suite 3400, 3rd Floor
Modesto, CA 95354

If the Del Rio Villas developer were willing to reconsider his plan and take into account the
requirements ofthe Community Plan, Del Rio property owners would be open to working
with him. There are too many red flags with the Del Rio Villas project as it exists. Please
stand with us and protect the Del Rio Community.

Cc: Stanislaus Board ofSupervisors
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TIM COPPEDGE

P.O. Box 399
Ceres, CA 95307

OFFICE: (209) 537-8985
FAX: (209) 537- 2571

June 15, 2012

Dear Stanislaus County Planning Commission & Board of Supervisors:

RE: Villas at Del Rio Endorsement

We are writing to express our support for the proposed Villas at Del Rio townhome
project. As Del RiQ residents, we know the community well and believe the 18-unit
complex is just what Del Rio needs. The luxury townhomes would largely compliment
the neighborhood and eliminate a 50-year old eyesore.

There are already plenty of empty 20,OOO-sqyare-foot lots in the community that
could be developed with the typical large Del Rio style home. We certainly don't need
more 20,OOO-square-foot housing lots to compete with what we already have out here
today. Plus, the Villas project would fit an unmet need without competing with existing
homes for market share.

The Villas are unique because they offer a smaller and easier to care for residence,
without sacrificing any of the arnenltles and upscale features of a custom Del Rio home.
Every year there are more and more empty nesters in Del Rio and many of these
couples no longer desire a large home and the high maintenance that comes with it.
The Villas provide a smaller and more manageable, yet up-scale housing option for
those who want to enjoy the Del Rio lifestyle.

The subject site has passed through several construction boom cycles with no
homes being built. With the Intensity of the last construction boom, this speaks
strongly to this site. With the development of the Rancho Del Rio Subdivision, and its
gated entry and drive, the subject parcels have lost some of their flavor as custom
home sites. Hopefully you will have a chance to physically visit the site, and I believe
you would agree the site does not strike one as the most desirable custom home site.
We have a rare opportunity to develop this property. The proposed Villas at Del Rio
look like a perfect fit for the transition; from the gated subdivision to the existing single
family residence. We have a developer asking to construct a high quality upscale
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development: which our community rarely sees. This is a unique parcel and a unique
setting with a very strong proposed improvement. We would not like to see 20-acres of
town homes, but again for this parcel we believe this is a very good use of the property
and would add value to the area. Del Rio single-family home values could increase with
the addition of the Villas. The Villas will replace a fallow 4.3-acre site with a beautiful
and upscale complex. In addition, Villas features such as paved golf cart paths and
extensive landscaping will boost the value of the entire Del Rio community.

We respectfully request that you approve the Villas project, as it will be an asset to
our community.

,Sinct elY,

Tim & Kelly Co edge
1512 Riveroaks
Modesto, CA 95356
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Page I of 1

Crys ta l Rein - Rega rding Del Rio Villas Project

From:
To:
Da te:
Subject :

"Zain Griffith " <zainrs'd ashacq.com>
<FERRROC@stancounty.com>
612112012 2:37 PM
Regardi ng Del Rio Villas Project

Hi Chri stine. Please share the following letter with each superv isor.

Dear Stanislaus County Planning Commissioners and Board of Superviso rs:

I live with my mother Melanie Griffith at 1100 Country Club Drive. A couple months back, I had the
pleasure of meeting with Car l Wesenb erg at his home to learn more about the proposed Del Rio Villas
Project. In add ition, we 've heard from project team members, which allowed us another opportunity to
ask questions. Carl and his team have done a terrific job des igning the project dow n to the very last
detail. Consequently. we are pleased to give the Villas project our full support.

After reviewing the Villas at Del Rio plans. our conclusion is the project will be extremely high caliber
and fill a need in the Del Rio area that seems to be lacking; mainly a housing community for Del Rio
fam ily members that wish to downsize yet remain in the Del Rio community . Severa l of my own family
members and family frie nds have expressed interest in downsizing in the future and simply don't wish to
move from a 5.000+ sq. ft. home to a 3,500+ sq. ft . with full home maintenance. Therefore, we
defi nitely feel there ' s a need for a housing produ ct like the luxury Villas town homes in the Del Rio
co mmunity which will ultimately benefit and enhance the greater Del Rio community.

Kind Regards,

Zain Griffith
Dash Acquisitions LLC
Office: 800.549.3227
Direct: 209 .247.8948
www.dashacq .com
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June 22, 2012

Dear Stanislaus County Planning Commissioners and Board of Supervisors:

Re: Villas at Del Rio

My wife and I built a new house on the seventh fairway of the Del Rio Country Club, just three
houses down from the proposed Villas at Del Rio townhouse development.

We' re looking forward to the approval and completion of the Villas. We believe this well
planned . IS-unit deve lopment will add to the value ofour home and the entire Del Rio
community. I think oppon ents forget these are 2,500-square-foot luxury townho uses and will be
built at a very high quality.

The Villas development is not pioneering a new concept. The concept of a mixture of estate
homes, single-family homes, and townhouses in a country club setting, is a proven winner. The
variety of housing increases the overall value of the community. You just have to take a look at
similar established luxury townhouses at:

• Blackhawk Country Club in Danv ille
• The Villas at Ruby Hills in Pleasanton
• Mayacana in Santa Rosa
• Pasadera Country Club Golf Villa in Monterey

The townhouse idea has been wildly successful at these and many other country club
communit ies. We' re lucky we have a Del Rio neighbor with the vision and wherewithal to see the
project to completion.

The only thing holding the Villas back is the twenty (20) year old Del Rio Community Plan. Now
is the time to amend that plan to allow for a variance specific to the project site. Businesses and
communities typ ically update or amend their plans every five to 10 years and even more often if
trends and economic conditions warrant it.

Other erroneous information being circulated among the Del Rio community includes allowing a
variance for the Villas project will open the floodgates for addition al higher-density
developments. The fact is variance approva l for future developments is dependent on the merits
of the project. This would be decided in the same manner as a variance request for a 'drive-thru'
for a fast-food restaurant location. Not every request is granted. In fact, approval is often the
exception.

Sincerely,
Nick & Shirley Trani
70 16 Del Rio Drive
209-56&-6262
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Page I of I

Crystal Rein - Letter of Support For VIllas at Del Rio

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:
Attachments:

"Charlie Menghetti" <Charlie@menghetti.com>
<FERRROC@stancounty.com>
6/22/20122:53 PM
Letter of Support For VIllas at Del Rio
oledata.mso

Dear Ms. Ferraro Tallman:

I would appreciate it if you could please pass this letter along to the members of the board of supervisors
regarding the Villas at Del Rio Project .

We are longtime residents of the Del Rio community. My wife and I live on Country Club Drive, just a quarter
mile or so from this proposed project, and we support the proposed Villas at Del Rio townhouse project. We've
spoken with developer and neighbor Carl Wesenberg, and we're confident he will build a first-class project. We
especially like how the Villas will share an architectural theme throughout and the entire project with extensive
landscaping and a common area that will match the project's quality character. The project will also incorporate
a very welcome physical and aesthetic transition to the Del Rio Country Club. As it stands now, nine Single-family
homes could be built on the 4.3-acre site, however, the result wou ld likely be nine clashing architectural designs
and landscapes. Further, it could take years before all nine residences wou ld be completed . After all, this site
has been vacant for over 50 years. We would much prefer something we know is going to get built in a timely
matter.

If you need to reach me, my information is listed below.

Regards,

eM

Charlie Menghetti , President
Menghetti Construction
5272 Jerusalem Court Suite A
Modesto CA 95356
Tel (209) 524-2465 ext. 2014
Fax (209) 524-2495
charlie@menghetti .com
www .menghetti.com

I

76

file:l/C:\Users\REINC\AppData\Local\Temp\XPgrpwise\4FE96CADSTANCO_ 1SBTP02... 6/26/2012



JUN 2 5 l012
June 25, 2012

STANISLAUS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
ATTN: Mr. Greg Pires, Ms. Annabel D. Gammon, Mr. Steven Boyd, Mr. Ronald

Peterson, Mr. Marc Etchebarne, Mr. Robert J. Crabtree, Mr. Richard Gibson,
Mr. John J. Ramos, Mr. Kenneth Buehner.

1010 10th Street, Suite 3400, 3rd Floor
Modesto , Ca 95354

Re: ADDENDUM to June 14,2012 Minighini letter to Planning Commission,
Stanislaus County May 8, 2012 "CEQA Referral Response" regarding
General Plan Amendment Application No. 2012-01, Rezone Application No.
2012-01 , and Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map Application No. 2012-01,
Del Rio Villas

Dear Planning Commission,

We would like to bring out some irregularities regarding facts misrepresented and
not included in the above May 8, 2012 CEQA Referra l Response (recommendations)
report.

Associate planner, Carole Maben has completed the report, and we believe there
is a misrepresentation of the current County Code , which incorrectly is used to support a
lesser impact measurement.

In the report, the current County Code is not followed er.ei~

"X. LAND USE AND PLANNING - would the project:

(b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, polley, or regulation of an agency
with Jurisdiction over the project (including but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?"

For the planner to measure this category TODAY as "Less Than Significant Impact". is improper,
incorrect, and a misrepresentation of County Code. The developers' 18-unit Condo project on
only 4.3 acres IS A VIOLATION of LAND DENSITY code with the County and the local Del Rio
Community Plan.

Her "discussion" remarks of "The project is not known to conflict with any policy or regUlation of
any agency with jur isdiction over the project." is an outright falsehood.

Ms. Maben should know what the current County Code says, and should refer to it properly, in
this report. For the planner to use the "discussion" box to explain how the developers' "futuristic"
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TO: Stanislaus County Planning Comm ission/MinighinilJune 25.2012/page 2

requests to change County Code and Zoning , supports a lower measurement r l ess Than
Significant Impact"), is representative of a gross misrepresentation.

Question X.(b) clearly implies and supports a legal concept of "reasonable" interpretation by
anyone , that it is to be answered in CURR ENT County Code terms.

The developers' project DOES "confl ict with any County land use, policy, or regulation of any
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including but not limited to the gene ral plan, specific
plan adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?"

Therefore, due to the planners' misrepresentation of current County Code, incorrect
measurement and answer of Section X.(b), and her "leading" discussion remarks to imply and
encourage the Planning Commission to make major changes in the County Code and Zon ing (to
fit the needs of the developers' project for 18 units) and to justify her "l ess Than Significant
lmpect "conclusions, the report should be disregarded by the PlannIng Comm ission and Board of
Supervisors.

Secondly, we'de like to point out that the planner's measurement in

Section XVI. TRANSPORTATIONfTRAFFIC - Wou ld the project:

(a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effect iveness for the performance ofthe circulation system,
taking into account all modes of transportation inclu ding mass transit
and non-motorized travel and relevant components oftbe circu lation
system, including but not limited to intersections, st reets, bighways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit'!"

The planner questionably marks this category as "Less than Significant Impact" when it
should have a higher impact. Many other Del Rio Country Club residents feel that the
developers ' 18 unit high density project on only 4.3 acres will present a very high
congested traffic pattern for our neighborhood - especially the connecting streets of
Country Club Drive, St. John Road, roads connecting through to Carver Road, and even
down Stewart Drive .

What studies and analyses has the planner (or others) done , and what findings did she (or
others, to include the Stanislaus County Department of Public Works) come up with?
The report makes a very general statement that "T his project will not substantially
increase traffic for the surrounding area ."

In ow calculation, as referenced in our June 14th letter, a simple mathematical calculation
of 2 autos per househo ld x 18 units = 36 autos with norm al dai ly traffic use for work,
errands, pleasure, If only hal f of these owners have visiting friends or family, that could
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be 9 more autos (=45). Additionally, if only two families host a party or social gathering
on the same day with 4 cars each, that' s 8 more cars (=53 cars). 53 more cars parked on
the project' s street andlor travelling around the project's streets that surrounding 18 units,
and extending onto our surrounding neighborhood streets, is just too many cars - and
would cause an unacceptable traffic congestion for many other residents.

We would also like to once more re-iterate that the deve lopers' 18 unit higher density
project does NOT represent the majority of existing residents in the Del Rio Country Club
neighborhood. This project is the desire of the developers. Overturning the current County Code
and zoning is not in the best interests of the majority of homeowners and they have expressed
their opposition to this by the signed petition against this project.

Del Rio Country Club is a special small community like others Stanislaus County
recognizes (Crows l anding, Denair, Knights Ferry , l aGrange, Westley, and Salida.) These
communities have specia l local plans which describe the special needs and protections that are
important to the character, safety, quality of life, and other particulars that residents value, and
expect. Stanislaus County has recognized these Specific Plans and have adopted (approved)
them into the Genera l Plan.

These community plans may have been written in the past, but they are no less important today,
as their guidelines are strong and clearly represent important values, traditions, and securities of
its residents. Many of this country's important documents have stood the test of time, and are not
subject to the varying interests and manipulation of parties with financial interests that scream out
that they "need changing: Many of these long standing documents are the U.S. Constitution ,
The Bill of Rights, our America n values, civil rights, and various local institutions that spell out
rules and protections , etc.)

The Del Rio residents, which reflects a majority of homeowners, expect that the County
will not change the current density restrictions, and zoning type (which clearly supports an
Agricultural area due to being surrounded by agricultural land and crops) of their community. We
hereby invoke our 14th Amendment equal protection rights under the law to protect our density
restrictions that are so closely associa ted with our quality of life, privacy, and safety.

Changing the zoning to Planned Development for the Villas project would allow a
dangerous higher density bUilding (which will also be a precedent for future condo building in the
other 3 Del Rio vacant lots) - which would slowly dest roy the Del Rio Country Club character ,
quality of life. and privacy rights from ' overpopulencn" of this small area and cause traffic
congestion which would also erode our tranquil quiet neighborhoods, and quality of life.

The current low density of % acre for the Del Rio Country Club neighborhoods is the right one to
ensure that this does not happen.
S units being approved for the Villas project does not violate the density code.

Del Rio is a very special upscale neighborhood for Modesto - that to be compared to the
same as "Hillsborough" in San Mateo, "Diablo Country Club" in Alamo, and "Sea Crest" in San
Francisco. These neighborhoods all have low density building and serve many executives who
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Prefer 10 locate their res idences on such larger land space, for privacy reasons. If Del Rio is
forced to allow higher density building of condominiums and townhomes, this will destroy its
cha racter and its upsca le value as a special community. Del Rio with its current zoning and
density, provides higher tax revenues to the County as well. Del Rio Country Club traditions,
values, privacy, and land use - needs to be protected with the current County code kept as is.

If Del Rio Country Club's land usa and zoning are changed to accommodate the developers' 18
unit project with changing the density code and zoning, many Del Rio existing homeowners
could be personally and financially "damaged" as a result. Such dramatic change forced upon
our community could clearly be lraced back to parties' actions being the "proximate cause" of
such potential damages.

I ask for your rightful decision to disregard the May 8, 2012 CeOA report by Carole
Maben (for the reasons stated ebove.) to deny the developers project of 18 condo properties on
only 4.3 acres, as well as not 1o change the current County code and zoning of our area.
The signed petition, representing the majority of Del Rio Country Club homeowners, also reflects
their opposition to the developers' 18 unit project .

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

~~.
Donna Minighlni
Concerned Del Rio Country Club Resident

CC: Del Rio Property Owners Association (DRPOA)
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Stanislaus County Planning Commission

1010 Tenth Street

Suite 3400

Modesto , CA 95354

Thursday, June 28,2012

Re: Del Rio Community Plan - 1992

Planning Commissioners,

JUN 2 8 2012

As Del Rio commun ity residents , living very near the proposed project, we are acting as

individual citizens and have no financial interest in the project.

That said, we give our full support to the Villas at Del Rio project. This project will

enhance the Del Rio Communily in many ways:

It will clean up an empty four-acre hideous parcel that has been an eye-sore for 30

years .

• It will provide for moderate sized single level homes for people who want to live in

Del Rio.

It will be a community within the community with common area maintenance for

landscape, pool, streets, etc. This means less traffic than nine homes where each

home would require individual services.

• The Villas ' developer is willing to start construction immediately upon approval.

The residents of our Del Rio commun ity are asking for a change or variance to

accommodate the needs of its citizens. Our demographics are changing and the needs

are different than they were some 25 years ago. The variance being asked for will not

set a precedent for other projects, because it is unlikely there will be any other projects

In this community that meet the specific standards of this project. This is the type of

project that is typically seen in higher socioeconomic areas like Palm Springs and

Pebble Beach. As such, there are a finite number of developers that are willing to spend

this kind of money to develop a first class project such as this .

1
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This is a shovel ready project that will happen when it is approved, and at a time when

there aren't many projects moving forward in the unIncorporated areas of our county . We

encourage you to vote in favor of this project moving forward .

Thank you,

Tony Bruno

--""
Mathew Bruno

2
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June 14,2012
TANI..;lAU 5 cO~pj\~INlNG &

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPT

STANISLAUS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
ATTN: Mr. Greg Pires, Ms. Annabel D. Gammon, Mr. Steven Boyd, Mr. Ronald

Peterson, Mr. Marc Etchebarne, Mr. Robert J. Crabtree, Mr. Richard Gibson,
Mr. John J. Ramos, Mr. Kenneth Buehner.

1010 io" Street, Suite 3400, 3rd Floor
Modesto, Ca 95354

Dear Planning Commission,

This letter represents our opposition to the proposed future development of 18
townhomes ("The Villas" project) in the Del Rio Country Club community.
We join the opposition position of over 300 other Del Rio residents against this project.
"The Villas" development is NOT in compliance with the 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan which outlines specific land use building requirements of 1 property (or unit)
per Y1 acre. This standing should be the basis of the Planning Commission to
determine (once more) that the project cannot be approved.
There are other negative impacts to the Del Rio community which are supportive reasons
against the project.

We understand the developers of this proposed townhome project, Carl & Laurie
Wesenberg, have previously brought their request for development of this project before
the Planning Commission on November 4, 2010, and after a hearing was conducted, it
was turned down. The developers had exercised their appeal rights in December 2010,
but they withdrew their.application. On July 5th

, 2012, the County is scheduled to hear
the appeal issue as the developers are trying once more to overturn the 1992 Del Rio
Community Plan and its important land lot density requirements in order to meet the
needs oftheir project. J would like to ask the Commission if the developers even have
legal standing to have their appeal heard before the Commission on July Sth, 2012?
It has been I ~ years since the County turned down their original application in
November 2010. Isn 't there a "time requirement" tofile an appeal hearing?

At the center of the issue , is, reducing the land lot requirement of the 1992 Del
Rio Community Plan. Modifying the land lot requirement is not in the best interests of
the ma jority of Del Rio residen ts - nor would it b in comp liance with the ollllmlniLy
plan.

We ask, (with more than 300 other residents who have signed a petition against
the project) that the County Planning Commission tum down the developers' appeal to
build 18 units (higher density) on only 4.3 acres of land!

It is im )Ortant t recogn ize that the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan is un im ortunt
document cOlltai ninga seLofstundurds. 'values, neighborhood tradit ions, building
restrictions, and protections tor the Del Rio community. The Del Rio document is a legal
local document that ALL builders, real estate professionals, and residents must abide by.

83



To: Stanislaus County Plannin g Commission/June 14.2012/pg.2/Roberto & Donna
Minighini

These communi ty rules and regulations have been approved hy the County - and are part
of the County ' s "General Plan ."

The density specified by the Del Rio Community Plan for land use building of"Y2
acre for each unit" exists to maintain a spacious and elegant configuration of upscale,
residential , single family homes, and such Y2 acre minimum land lot requi rements
provides each resident with a high degree of"privacy." Such privacy rights (from one
neighbor to another) is a major reason people want to live and buy into Del Rio.

Summary of Negative Factors with Current "Villas" Projcct

Higher density building for Area 1:

Violates the low-density building restrictions under the 1992 Del Rio
Community Plan. (1992 Del Rio Community Plan.)

Residential building (other than I unit per % acre) is inconsistent with
the Del Rio Communi ty Plan and would not maintain the essential
character of the existing conununity. (1992 Del Rio Community Plan,
pg.3)

"Could result in a significant impact on the present community, and
substantially increase the services and facilities needed to support the
community." (1992 Del Rio Community Plan, pg.J)

Violates a resident' s privacy rights.
(Larger land space provides such privacy factor. Privacy is not
achieved by closing one's door or windows.)

Will cause unneeded traffic congest ion on Ladd Road, St. John Road
(primary entrance), Country Club Drive, and other streets connecting
to Carver Road.

(i.e., The proposed land site is too small for 18 proposed units and the
nonnal2 autos household (on ly 2 adults) resulting in a total of36
autos. If only half of these owners have visiting friends or family, that
could be 9 more autos ('""45). Additionally, if only two families host a
party or social gathering on the same day with 4 cars each, that's 8
more cars ('""53 cars). It would be normal to expect that many owners
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To: Stanislaus County Planning Commission/June 14.2012/pg.3/Roberto & Donna
Minighini

would be using their autos throughout the day for normal errands,
fami ly, pleasure, business reasons, or going to work. A normal day for
this area could be quite congested and would definitely negatively
impact neighbo ring residents, and , other residents who prefer to use
the connecting streets of St.John and Carver roads.)

Excessive noise level would be created by 18 units of higher densi ty
living (versus 9 units being built).
Cou ld be environmentally damaging to various species of birdlife that
is in abundant in Del Rio. "Riparian woodland habitat and its
asso ciated vegetation and animal species are considered biologically
significant." (1992 Del Rio Community Plan, pg.13.)

Sets future deve lopment "precedent" for higher density building
resulting in excessive and overcrowded growth patterns for the small
defined area of De! Rio and slow destruction ofquality of life from
overpopulat ion.

OTHER REASONS FOR DENIAL OF PROJECT

Area 1: "No such development should be approved unless and until a
detailed study is first conducted which addresses the cumulative
impact of this additional deve lopment on the entire Del Rio area."
(1992 Del Rio Community Plan, pg.4)

"Area I shall be as shown on the Del Rio Community Plan map. All
areas shown for residential uses shall be designated Low Density
Residential and shall be developed consistent with the density
designations of the Community Plan ." ( 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan, pg.24)

Area 1: DRPOA has the right to recommend minimum standards for
streetscapes and sets backs. (1992 Del Rio Community Plan, pg.15)

Area I: "As required by the Land Use Element of the County General
Plan, no changes can occur at Del Rio until such time as impacts on
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To: Stanislaus County Planning Comm ission/June 14.20 12/pg.4/Roberto & Donna
Minighini

schools have been adequa tely mitigated ." (1992 Del Rio Community
Plan, pg. 17)

Area 1: " Any Planned Development on the northwesterly portion shall
incorporate furthe r improvements to Carver Road , to the intersection
ofCarver Road and Ladd Road if indicated by the project EIR, and
also to the intersection ofSt. John Road and Ladd Road." (1992 Del
Rio Community Plan, pg.Ll]

- "All projects shall be required to mitigate air quality impacts by
complying with any County or regional Indirect Source Rule in effect
at the time the final map is recorded." «Full water quality studies to
the satisfaction of the Department of Envi ronme ntal Resources must
be completed prior to approval of any rezoning. The studies shall
include, at a minimum•.. ..Hydrology, Geology, Water Quality ( 1992
Del Rio Community Plan, pgs. 24, 25.)

The proposed development includes a "waste water treatment plant "
for the 18 units. Del Rio residents should be concerned with such an
industrial facility located within our neighborhood streets. These
types offacilities have been known to produce f oul odors at various
times which can be smelled f or many streets over. These types of
industr ialfacilities have also been found to have leaks (that may not be
detected right away.) The large amount ofchemicals needed to treat
the water can seep into ground water, contaminating it (and causing
cancer)for those who have private wells in the area, or could run into
homeowner's pr ivatefood gardens or nearby prize agricultural lands.
Treatment facilities ((Irony size) should NOT he lm,:ateclill residential
neighborhoods or next to (arm areas!

In reading the developers ' color promotional brochure and the developers' Apri l 4
and April 20, 2012 1eUers, we have noticed several misrepresentations, incorrect
statements, and fearful assumptive statements made if only 9 units are built. The
developers appear to have published information that is not correct and has an
element ofconfusion. with intentions of swaying support for their project.
Several of these misstatements are serious.
Citing one example, the developers have tried to justify the higher density of 18 units
on 4.3 acres because 9 homeowners with Y1 acre lots could build a second dwe lling.
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TO: Stanislaus County Planning Commissi onlJune.14.2012/pg.5/Roberto & Donna
Minighini

Thi s kind of reasoning refuses to accept (and disrespects) the 1992 Del Rio
Community Plan which the County has approved!

The developers articulate an incorrect (and mathematical) comparison in their
efforts to try and j ustify a higher density modification of 18 units on only 4.3 acres of
land for Del Rio. They also grossly and erroneously misinterpret the legal meaning
of County Code Section 21.24.020 (Q) regarding a homeowner's right to build a
"second dwelling" on a Yz acre lot.

The developers fail to understand that this building right for a liz acre land owner,
with a single family residence, (not townhome) IS in compliance with the 1992 Del
Rio Plan. Any real estate professional clearly understands the meaning of County
Code Section 21.24.020(Q) for "second dwellings" (or grandfather units) with R-A
zoning designation.) This smaller type second dwelling (not second unit) is typical
and allowable under this zoning, and is NOT legally counted as two separate
properties or units. There is only 1 Assessor Parce l Number (APN) under the
single family home primary residence.

'*A small built second dwelling of a property owner with Y:t acre land ownership
under the Del Rio plan (and County Code) cannot be sold as a separate property, and
the restricted size of this dwelling is only 1200 sq. feet! These restrictions are also
mentioned in existing CCRs that affect many Del Rio properties. Del Rio single
family property residents who legally build a second dwelling do sofor the purpose
ofa pool house, workshop, office, or small Jiving quartersfor a family member. They
are not typically rented out. Again, "privacy" is maintained.

We are concerned wi th many other statements made in the developer's
promotional material and communications, and will put our comments on record via a
separate letter .

We hope the Pla nning Commission will decline the 18 unit "Villas" project at
the J uly 5, 2012 mee tin g. The legal basis to deny this project is very clear . The
developers' plan violates the codes and protections set forth for Del Rio residents in
our important 1992 Del Rio Comm unity Plan. The land site is too small for 18 units.
Other major negat ive factors would result for Del Rio residents, if the project were
built.

rR~1Juipf2t:
Roberto Minighini 'Y .......-J
Del Rio Owner

001U0 )1/(.J;f!.~l·
Donna Minighini
Del Rio resident /Real estate
professional - 20 yrs, paralegal)

cc: Del Rio Property Owners Association (DRPOA)

£,e/: 1'11:<' /)<.1 12; 0 {'o'"~~ ';' h; Pia"
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I. INTRODUCTION

A community plan is a focused planning policy and land use planni ng document that

is part of the General Plan. It addresses a particular region or community within the

overall planning area.

Community Plans provide means for resolving local conflicts where there are a variety

of distinct communities or regions deserving special attention. The plan must be

cons istent with the General Plan as it is actually a part of the County General Plan.

In February 1990, the Stanislaus County Department of Planning and Community

Development initiated an update of the Del Rio Community Plan. This plan was

originally adopted in 1980, and the findings and recommendations of the plan were

primarily a reflection of the County's policy of preserving prime agricultural land and

the sentiment of Del Rio residents. who were overwhelmingly in opposition to large

scale developmen t in the area. The passing decade has seen continued pressure for

additional development in this area.

The County subsequently contracted with the planning firm of STAt Inc., to prepare

an EIR and develop an updated Del Rio Community Plan. Financial support for this

1
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project was obtained from three developers who had already proposed developments

on three sites in Del Rio,

Updating the communi ty plan required input from existing residents of Del Rio. To a

limited degree this was accomplished through a Scoping Meeting. At this meeting

STA presented four different proposals to solicit input as to a 'preferred' plan. It was

apparent from this meeting that, though many residents were inclined to resist

substantial increases in residential development in Del Rio, there was no clear

consensus of how much additional development was desired. An EIR was prepared

which analyzed the impact of the full buildout option and two alternative proposals

with less development. The Del Rio Property Owners Association then sent out a

questionnaire to property owners to assess the community's preferences and their

support for a Community Services District. More than 70% of the residents

responding to this questionnaire indicated their preference for Alternative A, the

proposal with the least amount of residential development. Only 18% supported the

full buildout plan alternative. An ALTERNATIVE DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN,

prepared by R. Myles Riner and Jamie Aggers, was presented to the Planning

Commission and the Board of Supervisors in November and December of 1990. This

plan was based in part on the responses to this questionnaire, and on an analysis of

the EIR which indicated that Alternative A was environmentally superior to the other

two alternatives. At the December Board meeting it became apparent that the EIR

project was incomplete.

2
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The Board of Supervisors returned the Del Rio Community Plan and EIR to the

Planing Department for further review of additional information which had not been

available to the Commission . Subsequently, additional reports from Geological

Technics, Inc. and Simons and Associates on the geologic, hydrologic, and

environmental impacts of development in the Del Rio area were received , and an

analysis of this report by the Department of Environmental Resources was made

available. An Air Quality Impact Report by Earthmetrics was also circulated for

review. These reports and subsequent DER and Air District analysis have been

incorporated into the plan EIR. The EIR serves to analyze the impacts of this current

Del Rio Community Plan. It is, however, insufficient to address the cumulative

impacts of development in Area II on the entire Del Rio area. This current plan has

evolved from all aspects of the lengthy Community Plan basis, but is based in large

part on the Alternative Draft Community Plan document.

This Community Plan proposes development of the Del Rio area as a mixed

residential, recreational, and agricultural community with residential, natural open

space/recreational, and agricultural use which consist with and would maintain the

essential character of the existing community. Future residential uses would

continue the low-density development already present, and would be incorporated

gradually over the next 12-15 years. Recreational uses would be expanded through

the designation of natural open space; incorporation of recreational and/or open areas
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in future development; and, at the discretion of the Del Rio Country Club and the

County, expansion of the golf course. Agricultural use would be gradua lly confined

to the southern portion of the community, with efforts made to decrease the

incompatibility impact of adjacent agricultural and residential uses.

Further development of property in Del Rio beyond that indicated for Area I of this

Community Plan could gradually change the essential character of the community,

result in a significant impact on the present community, and substantially increase the

services and facilities needed to support the community. No such development

should be approved unless and until a detailed study is first conducted which

addresses the cumulative impact of this additiona l development on the entire Del Rio

area. Development of land in Area II would require the deve lopment and approval of

a Specific Plan which encompasses all of Area II, and which provides full mitigation

of the impacts identified in the updated EIR and in this plan. In addition, no such

development should be approved unless and until a referendum of the existing

residents of the Del Rio community is conducted to determine if there is community

support to finance (if this would be required of current residents) any of the necessary

mitigation measures for additional services and facilities required. The specific plan

shall address this issue in more detail.

4
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II. GOALS AND POLICIES

It is the purpose of this section to state overa ll goals and policies adopted by the

County Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors concerning growth and

land use in the Del Rio area. These statements listed below are officia l goals and

policies of Stanislaus County with respect to the Del Rio area.

GOAL 1

Future development should occur in an orderly manner to meet the needs of existing

and future residents .

POLICY A

Until otherwise updated or amended , future development for Del Rio shall take

place in accordan ce with the Community Plan.

GOAL 2

Prime agricultural land in the Del Rio vicinity should be preserved in areas where

incompatibility impacts between agricultural and residentia l uses can be minimized.

5
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GOAL 3

Further development in the Del Rio area should be planned to ensure that adverse

impacts on services and utilities, schools, transportation and circulation, agriculture,

water, and air qua lity are appropriately miti gated.

POLICY A

All future developments in Del Rio shall be Planned Developments and, in Area

II, approved only after a specific plan and EIR are prepared for Area II which

address cumulative development impacts on the entire Del Rio area,

Community Plan con formance, and met hods of plan implementation.

GOAL 4

Future development in the Del Rio area should be supportive of a high quality

rural/residential/recreational life style .

GOAL 5

Future development shall be served by adequate public infrastructure.

6
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POLICY A

All future development in Del Rio shall require underground utilities and

facilities for community-wide secondary sewage treatment and water supply

systems .

GOAL 6

Significant natural resources in the community shall be preserved .

GOAL 7

The Del Rio Comm unity sha ll not be allow ed to become an example of inadequately

planned leap-frog urban development on prime agricultural land which outpaces

demand and overrides community sentiment.

7
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III. LAND USE PLAN

LAND USE - RESIDENTIAL

Land use in Area I of the Del Rio Community Plan area includes residentia l units

developed as both attached and detached family homes, agricultural use largely

located in the southern portion of the Del Rio area, and open space and recreational

use. As of June of 1992 there are only two SUbstantially sized locations which are not

already developed or approved for development in Area' I. Area II, however, the

southerly portion of Del Rio, presently remains in productive agricultural uses.

STANDARDS FOR FUTURE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

The Del Rio Community Plan establishes the following standards for future residential

development in Del Rio Area II:

1. All future residential developments within Area I and Area II of Del Rio shall be

Planned Developments (PDs). Planned Developments in Area II shall be

consistent with a Specific Plan for Area II which addresses the cumulative

impacts of this additional developmen t on the entire Del Rio area .

2. Planned developments adjacent to agricultural land shall be required to

incorporate buffers, such as roads, green belts, or natural open spaces ,

between residential and ag use so as to minimize potential use

incompatibilities.

8
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3. Planned Developments shall incorporate minimum standards for set-backs and

streetscapes approved by the Planning Commission following consultation with

the Del Rio Property Owners Association.

4. Future Planned Developments within Del Rio shall not be gated for the purpose

of restricting access to the public.

5. Future Planned Developments within Del Rio shall dedicate in land or funding

the equivalent of at least 15% of the project site to natural or landscaped open

space with public access. This standard shall not restrict the develo per from

dedicating additional space for the exclusive use of property owners within the

Planned Development. The Specific Plan shall address this issue in detail and

include recommendations for implementation.

RESIDENTIAL DENSITIES

Residential densit ies for Del Rio shall be shown on the Del Rio Community Plan Map.

For Area I, the densities shown shall be used in conjunction with the Low Density

Residential General Plan designation. For Area II, the densities shown shall serve as

the basis for Specific Plan analysis including designing of water and sewage systems,

roads, and other service needs. The documents shall also provide the baseline for

CEQA analys is.

The exact boundaries of these dens ities as they are eventually implemented shall be

determined by the Specific Plan.
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TIMING OF RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Residential development in Del Rio has genera lly kept pace with demand, with

residents of the community seemingly supportive of this approach , In order to ensure

that residential development does not outstrip demand, that there is adequate time to

assess the impact of each subsequent development on the environment, and that the

uti lities used in the area are effective; this Plan includes the following provisions:

The Board of Superviso rs will approve a proposed Planned Development in Area II

of Del Rio only if the Planned Development conforms to the Specific Pian. The

Specific Plan shall include a phasing program to ensure that proper infrastructure and

services are available, as well as to provide for a growth rate consistent with

maintenance of the character of the Del Rio area .

GOLF COURSE EXPANSION

This plan anticipates that the Del Rio Golf Course expansion will take place at some

time in the next few years, and in fact. this plan would allow the expansion to occur

at any time, or not at all, at the discretion of the Del Rio Country Club and the County.

Any such expansio n into the easements held by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

must be approved by that agency and other appropriate Federal agencies. However,

the existence of the Del Rio Golf and Country Club in the area was and remains the

major justificat ion for the use of adjacent prime agricultural land in the area for



residential development. Considering the current waiting list for membership in the

club; unless the golf course is expanded and the membership enlarged, some of the

justification for further residential development in the Del Rio area will be missing.

The Specific Plan process EIR shall therefore, acknowledge and discuss the

membership status of the Country Club as of the time the plan is actually prepared.

AREAl

Any Planned Development on the northwesterly portion shall incorporate further

improvements to Carver Road, to the intersect ion of Carver Road and Ladd Road if

indicated by the project EIR, and also to the intersection of 51. John Road and Ladd

Road. This Planned Development may also incorporate walking or biking trails, open

to the public, adjacent to the areas designated in this Plan as Natural Open Space

along the river if this is found to be environmentally acceptable, subject to the review

and approval of appropriate Federal and State agencies.

Any Planned Development on the easterly portion will incorporate further

improvements to McHenry Avenue and of the intersection of SI. John Road and Ladd

Road. This Planned Development will also incorporate a walking or biking trail, open

to the public, adjacent to the areas designated in this Plan as Natural Open Space

along the river, again only if this is found to be environmentally acceptable by all

appropriate agencies.



AGRICULrURAL USE

With the ultimate development of both Area I and Area II, agricultural uses within the

area covered by the Community Plan will be elimina ted . The Area II Specific Plan

must address this conversion by phas ing developments and requiring the location of

development to be such that it avo ids premature cessation of or impacts to remaining

farmland. The goal is to keep farmland within Del Rio in production as long as

possible, while at the same time allowing orderly growth consistent with the

Commun ity Plan and the Specific Plan.

The continued agricultural use of land surrounding Del Rio will help to sustain the

existing rural atmosphere of the area, promote ground water recharge and preserve

this prime agricultural land for further generations. However, it will also result in

unavoidable impacts related to the potential incompatible residential and other uses

within the Community Plan area. In order to minimize these impacts as much as

possible, the Specific Plan shall make provisions for buffers between new

development and remaining agricultural areas, with the buffers being located within

the boundaries of the development as opposed to being on the farmland.



OPEN SPACE I RECREATION I OTHER

NATURAL OPEN SPACE

Within the Del Rio Community there exists approximately 75 acres of land comp rised

mostly of riparian vegetat ion. This area is located adjacent to the Stanislaus River

and runs along the northern community plan boundaries. Riparian woodland habitat

and its associated vegetation and animal species are considered biologically

significant. This plan designates these areas as Natural Open Space, and in addition,

a significant portion of the golf course extension will remain as natural open space.

This des ignation would preclude future residential development from occurring along,

and provide for a scenic transition to, the permitted uses within this area. The Natural

Open Space designation shall, at a minimum, correspond to the 8,000 cubic feet per

second easements for flowage and vegetation held by the U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers, shown on the Flowage & Fish & Wildlife Easement Map and no uses will

be permitted therein unless specifically approved by the Corps and other appropriate

agencies consistent with all applicable regulations.

RECREATION

Del Rio Golf Course and Country Club (private) currently encompasses approximately

130 acres in the center of the community plan area. The 18-hole golf course is
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proposed to be expanded, by adding approximately 30 acres for a future total of 160

acres and 27 holes. This golf course is private, open to members only, and includes

several tennis courts on site. On the north side of the Stanislaus River access from

the Del Rio Community there is a large state park adjacent to the river which is

accessible to the residents of Del Rio via River Road off McHenry Avenue. Swimming

and picnic tables are available.

Most of the homes in the Del Rio area are built on large lots, and many have private

pools or other recreational amenities (such as tennis courts or spas) on site. Many

of the residents of the Del Rio area belong to the Del Rio Country Club. Considering

the Insert Flowage & Fish and Wildlife Easement recreational opportunities available

to most of the residents of Del Rio; the need for a public park incorporat ing additional

recreat ional amenities such as tennis courts, or swimming pools or existing future

residents is not altogether clear. Some residents have expressed concern that a

public park in Del Rio may not be adequately patrolled during evening hours. The

Specific Plan prepared for Area II shall include provisions for establishing and

maintaining a neighborhood park consistent with County General Plan standards.

LANDSCAPING

Although there is some sentiment for the development of thematic landscaped

parkways treatments and gated entry into and within the Del Rio Community to

provide a sense of community and security; there is no strong consensus to support



or finance this approach among Del Rio residents, especia lly since the Del Rio

Community currently enjoys one of the lowest crime rates in the County, and many

residents have chosen to live in the Del Rio area because of its rural atmosphere and

the lack of thematic constraints on residence construction or landscape appearance.

There is no clear mandate or strict necessity to reinforce the boundaries of the

community. However, minimum standards for streetscapes and setbacks may be

recommended by the Del Rio Property Owners Association to the Planning

Commission as a part of the Specific Plan process and in the review of subsequent

development projects.

COMMERCIAL I SCHOOL

COMMERCIAL

No commercial uses currently exist within the community plan boundaries. As future

development occurs (and due to the isolated location of the community) neighborhood

commercial uses were proposed in the STA Plan. This area (20 acres) was located

at the southeast corner of the community, adjacent to McHenry Avenue and Ladd

Road.

Uses would be in accordance with those uses allowed under the County's

Neighborhood Commercial zone, and could include: financial institutions, bakery

shops, service stations, and retail stores. The Specific Plan for Area II shall include

a listing of the uses which would be allowed.

11:f7



As with the proposed neighborhood park, the neighborhood commercial site would be

intended as a convenience to serve community residents. The Specific Plan for Area

II shall address the placing of a neighborhood commercial designation within the Plan

boundaries at the corner of Ladd Road and McHenry Avenue.

SCHOOL

Students from the Del Rio area attend school either at Stanislaus School located on

Kiernan, Prescott Junior High located on Rumble Road in Modesto, or at Davis High

School located in Modesto. Stanislaus and Prescott Junior High are part of the

Stanislaus Union School and Davis High is part of the Modesto High School District.

Bus service is available to all students in the area on a daily basis.

No school sites currently existing on-site in the Del Rio area. As buildout of the

community occurs, the influx of additional residents may warrant the need for an

elementary or junior high level school. Enrollment levels for these two schools

currently serving the area are at or near capacity.

At this point in time, the Stanislaus Union School District is uncertain as to exactly

where or when district growth, induding that occurring at Del Rio, will necessitate a

new school site. This decision is one that will have to be made by the district itself at

the appropriate time.

1(fu
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As required by the Land Use Element of the County General Plan, no changes can

occur at Del Rio until such time as impacts on schools have been adequately

mitigated. The following language suggested by the Stanislaus School District shall

be applicable unless superseded by the language in the Specific Plan.

Any and all residential development shall pay impact mitigation fees to both school

districts in a sum per dwelling unit to be determined at the time the Specific Plan for

Area II is adopted. Issuance of a building permit for any residential development shall

be dependent upon payment of such fees. The impact mitigation fees shall be

adjusted by the districts on January 1 of each year following plan adoption to reflect

any increase or decrease in the All Urban Consumers San Francisco/Oakland All

Items Consumer Price Index.

IV. CIRCULATION PLAN

The basic circulation system for the Del Rio area is already largely in existence being

comprised of both major and collector streets. Recent project approvals have

included conditions implementing needed system improvements. The Specific Plan

for Area II

No



shall identify needs within this area and establish a method of ensuring

implementation. Following is a brief summary of the major components of the existing

Del Rio area road systems.

FREEWAY ACCESS

Due to the location of the community, freeway access is limited. Freeway access is

from Highway 99, located approximately six miles to the west. From Highway 99, Del

Rio residents must travel east on Highway 219 (Kiernan Avenue) until reaching

Carver, Tully, St. John Roads or McHenry Avenue.

MAJOR STREETS

McHenry Avenue - the eastern boundary of the Community Plan will be McHenry

Avenue. The plan envisions the ultimate development of McHenry Avenue as a major

north/south circulation arterial. Ultimately, this road will be widened to four lanes, (100

foot right-of-way) as indicated in the County's Circulation Element. It will include two

lanes in each direction, with traffic signals at the intersections of McHenry with Ladd

and (if needed) Stewa rt Road .

COLLECTOR STREETS

Ladd Roa d - The southern boundary of the Community Plan will be Ladd Road . This

road will remain a two-lane easUwest roadway, but ultimately may include realignment
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of the Carver-Ladd intersection, left-turn lanes on both eastbound and westbound

approached of Ladd Road and the eastbound approach to St. John Road.

Carver Road - Carver Road runs along a portion of the western plan boundary. This

road will remain a two-lane north/south roadway, but ultimately will be widened (in

portions) to a 60 foot R.O.W" and the curve north of Ladd straightened. Carver Road

will provide access to the western portions of the community,

Tully Road - Tully Road currently terminates at Ladd Road. This will not change in

the proposed plan, although it may extend northbound into Area II, depending upon

the results of the Specific Plan process.

S1. John Road - St. John Road is one of the primary entrances to the community.

Ultimately, a left-turn on the eastbound approach of Ladd Road at the St. John

intersection may be provided,

Stewart Road - Stewart Road currently provides the only access into the community

off of McHenry Avenue. An intersection improvement project is currently planned by

the County on McHenry Avenue at Stewart Road.

S1. Andrew Drive ~ S1. Andrew Drive is located within the Del Rio Ranch Subdivision

north of Stewart Road. It is proposed as a new entrance to the community from
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McHenry Avenue . This entrance will provide a second access to new and established

residences west of McHenry Avenue to supplement the existing access through

Stewart Road.

The Specific Plan for Area II shall include a more detailed analysis of long-term

circulation needs and means of implementing those needs.

v. INFRASTRUCTURE SYSTEM

DRAINAGE I FLOOD CONTROL

There are currently drainage systems for most existing residential developments. The

area has curbs and gutters with drainage into dry wells in various locations within the

DRCP area .

Flooding on the Stanislaus River is controlled by the New Melones Lake Dam

upstream from the Del Rio area.

It is desired that all future development within the DRCP area include curb and gutters

that connect to adequate development wide drainage systems . The Specific Plan for

Area II shall include a discussion of and recommendation for a positive storm drainage

system for the entirety of Area II.
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WATER

Homes along Del Rio, Oakmont, and Hillcrest Drives are served with public water

from Del Este Water Company. All other homes in the area have private individual

wells. The Del Rio East development has a private system providing water only to

those units.

All subsequent development in both Area I and Area II of the ORCP will be provided

with water by the Del Este Water Company or a successor through development-wide

systems which could at some later date be readily connected to an area-wide joint

water district. Monitoring and servicing of these water facilities will be conducted by

Del Este. In Area I, the developer shall obtain the approval of the Department of

Environmental Resources for the proposed water system; and demonstrate that the

water system for the development will not have an adverse impact on water quality

and quanti ty produced by existing wells in the community.

For Area II, provisions shall be made for a water supply system to service all

developments in Area II. The Speci fic Plan and supporting environmental

documentation shall include a complete water supply analysis to identify for mitigation

any significant adverse water related impacts that result from the development of Area

II. If the environmental impact report reproduced for the Specific Plan for Area II

indicates that a joint water district for the entire Del Rio area would be required to



mitigate the cumulative impacts of development in Area 11 on water quality and

quantity of existing wells, then the Specific Plan must address the implementation of

such a joint water district for all of Del Rio. It shall also include provisions to set up

and maintain the community-wide system. It shall also reflect the needs of the Del

Este Company, the water supplier.

SEWER

Sewage disposal in the Del Rio area is generally by septic system. The Del Rio East

development has a package treatment system as will Area I projects approved in

recent years. While such syste ms, consistent with Measure X standards can provide

adequate wastewater treatment, if development of Del Rio is to continue, it is

imperative that a community-wide sewer system be developed .

No future developments within the DRCP area shall use septic systems for treatment

of sewage. For Area I, package treatmen t system(s) shalt be constructed for future

developments and maintained at all times in accorda nce with County Department of

Environmental Resources approved polic ies and procedures. They shall be designed

to allow conversion to a community-wide system . Prior to development in Area II, a

complete analysis of the cumulative impacts of developmen t in Area II on ground

water quality and other sewage treatment related issues in Del Rio must be done.

This Speci fic Plan shall also investigate options for including existing non-sewered

areas of

12fs



Del Rio into the system. No development of Area II shall be permitted until provisions

have been put in place for such an area-wide system to be implemented.

UTILITIES

The area is served by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) for gas, Modesto

Irrigation District (MID) for electricity, and Pacific Bell for telephone services. The

Specific Plan shall reflect the needs of these providers in ensuring continued

adequate service levels.

All further development in the DRCP area shall incorporate below ground utilities

exclusively.

SERVICES

Law enforcement on the Del Rio Area is provided by the Stanislaus County Sheriffs

Office. Fire protection comes from the Salida Fire Protection District. The Specific

Plan shall reflect the needs of these service providers in ensuring continued adequate

service levels.

VI. IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAMS

GENERAL PLAN

By its adoption by the Board of Supervisors, this Community Plan is incorporated into

the Stanislaus County General Plan. The Community Plan shall serve to formally



delineate and define NOel Rio" for planning purposes. The Tier I EIR prepared for the

Community Plan has resulted in the creation of the Community Plan with two distinct

areas.

Area I shall be as shown on the Del Rio Community Plan map. All areas shown for

residential uses shall be designated Low Density Residential and shall be developed

consistent with the density designations of the Community Plan. The Planned

Development zoning designation shall be used for all rezoning proposals .

All projects shall be required to mitigate air quality impacts by complying with

any County or regional Indirect Source Rule in effect at the time the final map

is recorded.

Full water quality studies, to the satisfaction of the Department of

Environmental Resources must be completed prior to approval of any rezoning.

The studies shall include, at a minimum, the follow ing information:

Hydrology

A detailed site specific hydrologic study should be conducted to determine

effects of construction and build-out on surface runoff and permeabi lity. This

should include the evaluation of location and design of storm water runoff catch

basins that could also function as groundwater recharge basins.



A detail ed hydrologic study shall be conducted to quantify the migration of

groundwater into the area. One possible mitigation measure that should be

investigated is the feasibility of developing artificial groundwater recharge

basins that could function as both scenic/recreational areas and groundwater

recharge areas .

Geology

A site specific soil analysis should be submitted from desired locations for the

treatment water discharge. Soil samples should be tested for nitrate, OBCP,

and general mineral to evaluate the quality of soil the recharge water would

percolate through.

By select ing appropriate locations for sanitary sewe r treated wate r discharge

areas, the flushing out of nitrate or OBCP from higher concentration areas in

the soil into groundwater can be avoided .

WATER QUALITY

A deta iled investigation of the local groundwater gradients to enable a precise

determination of the transportation/mixing effect of the shallow groundwater should

be accomplished. This should be combined with the assessment of nitrate loading to

show that nitrate input will not cause undue degradation of groundwater.
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Planning Commission
Minutes
July 5, 2012
Pages 4 & 5

C. GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT APPLICATION NO. 2012-01, REZONE
APPLICATION NO. 2012-01, VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVI SION MAP
APPLI CATION NO. 2012·01 • DEL RIO VILLAS - This is a three-part application
requesting to make the following modif ications to a 4.31 acre parcel: 1) Amend the
General Plan designation from LOR (Low Density Residential) to P-D (Planned
Development) and the Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) residential
unit density allowance from 2 to 4.5 units per acre; 2) Amend the Zoning designation
from R-A (Rural Residential) to P-D (Planned Development); and 3) Subdivide into a
gated development of 18 air space condominiums and a common area parcel which will
include landscaping, a swimming pool, access easements , a package treatment plant,
and drainage. The property is located at the southwest corner of Country Club Drive and
Avenida Del Rio, in the Del Rio Community area. A CEQA Mitigated Negative
Declaration will be considered .
APN: 004-059 -044
Staff Report : Carole Maben Recommends APPROVAL.
Report presented by: Bill Carlson
Public hearing opened .
OPPOSITION: Richard McCullough, 7024 Walnut Woods Drive, Modesto ; Larry
Dempsey, 7106 Carolina Court, Modesto ; Randall Epperson, 7020 Oakmont Drive,
Modesto; Will lttland ; Calvin Lee, 6813 Corte de Oro, Modesto; Donna Minighini , 521
Sherry Court , Modesto; Bill Reinheimer, 1401 Country View Drive, Modesto ; Dennis
Harsh, 904 Country Club Drive, Modesto; William Mussman, 604 Bing Way, Modesto;
Bart Bartoni , 217 Stewart Road, Modesto; Jim Champion ; Milo Shelley, 7105 Oakmont
Drive, Modesto ; Colleen Rose Mastagni; Pam Rozycki , 999 Country Club Drive,
Modesto ; Henry Van De Pol, 600 Muirtield Court, Modesto; Jean Davis, 309 Hartley
Drive, Modesto ; Carole Davini, 7224 Hillcrest Drive, Modesto; Barney Aggers , 7730
McHenry Avenue, Modesto; Gary Padovani, 7009 Hillcrest Drive, Modesto.
7:37 - recessed
7:42 - reconvened
FAVOR : Dave Romano; Dennis Wit1chow, 7216 Spyglass Drive, Modesto ; Peter
Janopaul, 7149 Carver Road, Modesto; Jocelyn Singh (on behalf of Dr. John Porteous
and herself), 1460 Thunderbird Drive, Modesto ; Sean Carroll, 7415 River Nine Drive,
Modesto ; Carrie Cardoza-Bordona (on behalf of Allen Beebe, the Bruno family, and
Keith Kajioka). Oakdale; Charlie Menghetti , 1117 Country Club Drive, Modesto ; Jerry
Beardon, 7321 Del Cielo Way, Modesto; Mike Navarro, 1217 Countryview Drive,
Modesto ; Evan Porges, 7016 Hillcrest Drive, Modesto; Dave Romano.
QUESTION: Peggy Moraitis, Oakmont Drive, Modesto .
Public hearing closed.
Crabtree.Peterson, 6-1 (Boyd), RECOMMENDED DENIAL OF THE STAFF
RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

EXCERPT

Secretary, Planning Commission
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TilE BEST VIE W OF THE VILLAS AT DEL RIO
By Allen Beebe

I have the best view of the controversy about building hig h-end townhomes ncar the Del Rio
Country Club - it 's r ight in my backyard.

I have no ties to the Vill as a t Del Rio, the l S-unit townhouse co mplex proposed for the 4.3-acre
site, but I'm 11 0 percent for it. That ugly, disastrous in-filllet has been vacant for over 40 years.
It needs to be deve loped. Del Rio residents are lucky a local developer - a neighbor at that 
has come up with a great plan thai fulfill s a Del Rio community need .

I've listened closely to both sides, and I'm impressed with developer Carl Wesenberg's
dete rmina tion to see his vision through . I believe he ' s te lling the true story, not what the
opponents have written or talke d about. I' m dumbfound ed that some res idents are agai nst
so mething that I beli eve will increase the va lues of their property and eliminate a 40-year eyeso re
with a new upscale developme nt.

O bjecto rs to the Vill as claim it w ill lower the va lues of thei r Del Rio homes. In reality , it w ill
increase their home val ues . These are going to be very hig h-end townhomes and the price per
square-foot will be higher than most single-family homes in Del Rio.

T hey also claim approval of the Villas will se t a precedent and allow runawa y construc tion in the
Del Rio community. T he Board of Supervisors, not developers , co ntrol developme nt. The
Supe rvisors requi re eve ry projec t that comes before them stand on its ow n me rits. Any land use
that doesn't mee t Del Rio 's quality and aesthetics can be denied.

There is a nee d for hous ing like the Villas for Del Rio res idents - or new comers - whose children
have grown up and moved out. T hese empty nes te rs no longer want the expense and upkeep of a
large home on a large lot. However , they still would like to co ntinue to live in the upscale
co mmun ity and participate in the golfing and country club lifestyle .

The opponents also st ress the Vill as does not foll ow with the Del Rio Communi ty Plan, w hich
was app roved in 1992. Well , a lot has changed in 20 yea rs.

I'm a longtim e busine ssman and for any strategic business plan, you need to examine it at least
every five years. Plus, yo u review it annually based on changes in the economy and trends .

T he Del Rio Community Plan was w ritten to p revent rentals and cheap homes. It was not written
to reg ulate the size of the home, but rather to preserve the quality of the com mu nity . T he Villas
will be high -quality homes designed to enhance thc community, not degrade it.

Allen Beebe is a prominent businessman and 44-year Modesto r esident. He conti nues to be
involved in local business and the Modesto community.
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Paul B. Draper
7301 Spyglass Drive
Modesto, CA 95356

June 28, 2012

Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors
Stanislaus County Planning Commission
10I0 Tenth Street
Modesto, CA 95354

RE: Villas at Del Rio

Dear Stanislaus County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors:

I am writing in strong support ofthe Villas at Del Rio townhouse project. By now, you
know the basic facts of the situation.

I. The Villas at Del Rio is a proposed 18 townhorne development on 4 .3 acres.
2. This site sits as an island in the middle of the Del Rio community and has

been vacant for approximately 50 years.
3. The Del Rio Property Owners Association Board of Directors has stated its

opposition to this proposed development because it docs not conform to the
1992 Del Rio Community Plan.

4. Many Del Rio residents, including several that are adjacent to this property,
support this development for a number of legitimate reasons.

Emotions and a 20 year old Community Plan aside, isn't the key issue here what is best
for the Del Rio Community and the County of Stanislaus in the long run? I believe that
good planning practices should be a critical clement in the deci sion making process. I
have had the benefit of traveling throughout many parts ofthc United States and visiting
a number of very progressive communities. In each forward thinkinu community, I see
the same thing - good planning practices that create multiple housing types and densities
to meet the needs of a wide range of individuals and families ,

These communities thrive because they offer something for everyone. When individuals
or families need to upsize or downsize, good planning practices have created sufficient
product types to meet their changing needs without having to leave the community.

Simply put, the Villas at De l Rio present an excellent opportunity lor Stani slaus County
to enhance a very desirable community by allowing a quality, higher density residential
product. Moreover, approval of this project helps promote Stanislaus County, Modesto
and Del Rio as a progressive, forward thinking area with much to offer.

I respectfully request your approval of this proposal. Thank you lor your consideration.

Very Truly Yours,

~T<.-¥
Paul B. Draper
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STANISLAUS CO. PLANNING
MMUNITY DEVELOPMENTDEPT.

June 28,2012

Del Rio Property Owner's
Association
PO Box 118
Salida, CA 95358

Stanislaus County, Department of Planning and Community Development
Attn: Angela Freitas, Interim Director
1010 io" Street
Modesto, CA 95350

Re: OPA 2012-01, REZ 2012-01, TSM 2012-01: Del Rio Villas Project, Modesto, CA

Dear Ms. Freitas:

The Del Rio Property Owner's Association (DRPOA) Board of Directors has gone on
record as being opposed to the referenced project because it is inconsistent with the 1992
Del Rio Community Plan (Plan) and it conflicts with Mission Statement in Section 3 of
Association's By-laws. At this time the Board wishes to reiterate the specific aspects of
the Del Rio Villas Project that are inconsistent with the Plan, as follows:

1. "Planned Developments shall incorporate minimum standards for setbacks and
streetscapes approved by the Planning Commission following consultation with the
DRPOA." The DRJ>OA Board has not been consulted regarding setbacks and
streetscapes and the proposed project is closer than 15 feet to the street.

2. "Future Planned Developments shall not be gated for the purpose of restricting access
to the public." The Villas Project is completely walled and gated. In fact, this is being
used as a selling point for the Project.

3. "Future Planned Developments shall dedicate in land or funding the equivalent of at
least 15% of the project site to natural or landscaped open space with public access.
Open space with public access has not been incorporated into the project.

4. Density for this area is specified at no more than two homes per acre. The project
proposes to double this density.

Departures from the Plan, such as what this project proposes , are likely to lead to
incompatible growth, negative impacts and irreparable harm to our community. The
Board urges the Planning Commissioners and the Board of Supervisors to disapprove all
projects which are inconsistent with the Plan, including the proposed Del Rio Villas
Project. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have questions . My home telephone
number is (209) 522-8307. Thank you in advance for your attention to this.

Sincerely,



ce. Planning Commissioners
Board of Supervisors

'I



June 28, 2012
JUN 2 9 2012

STANISLAUS CO. PLANNING &
Stanislaus County Planning Commission OMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPT.

ATTN: Mr. Greg Pires, Ms. Annabel D. Gammon, Mr. Steven Boyd, Mr. Ronald
Peterson, Mr. Marc Etchebarne, Mr. Robert J. Crabtree, Mr. Richard Gibson,
Mr. John 1. Ramos, Mr. Kenneth Buehner.

1010 ro" Street, Suite 3400, 3rd Floor
Modesto, Ca 95354

RE: Del Rio Resident Comments on Stanislaus County Planning and Community
Development CEQA Initial Study dated May 8, 2012

Dear Planning Commission,

In reading the above report affecting the community of Del Rio and the proposed
development of The Villas high density project, there appears to be several areas of
concern.

Of critical importance, the report does not reflect an affected area of Land Use on Page 2
- which is at the heart of the matter before the Commission.
Would you please, in a timely manner, provide a written response regarding the issues
pointed out in the report. I know these concerns are those of many other Del Rio
residents.

PAGE 2

1."ENVIRONMENTALFACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED".

a. Why did the report not reflect a "X" marked for "Land Use / Planning" as an
affected category since the developers' application is for an 18 unit proposed
high-density project?

-The paragraph states, "The environmental factors checked below would be
potentially affected by this project, "

-Current County Code does not allow the project's high density building.

-The "DETERMINATION" statement also has reference to the project's non
compliance with current County Code.
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(The DETERMINATION statement says, "I find that although the prepnsed
project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a s ignificant effect in this case because of revi sions in the project
have been mad e by Of agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared."

The developers ' requests for the County Code to be changed, is to meet his
project 's needs - and have NOT been approved yet by the County.
No checking " Land Usc/Planning" box on Page 2 is a major omission, with not giving the
reader/s of this report the prop er understanding of the major land density issue that is at
the heart of this project: the developers ' extreme request to change Del Rio' s low density
land use - fin his high density project.

Fai ling to not check the "Land Use/Planning" box on Page 2 of the report is not properly
and clearly describing the issues.

b.t'there will not be a significant effect in thi s case because revisions in the project
have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent."

What exact "revision/s" have been "made by the proponent" or "agreed to by the
proponent"? (to reduce the risk)

Many persons believe, and the fac ts may support, that the proponent has NOT made any
"revisions" to date.
His or iginal plan to develop 18 units on only 4.3 acres remains the same.
(lie has not proposed a smaller project to be in compliance with current "Code" density).
In fact - the proponent's application demands that the County change the County Code
for his special interests of his 18 unit high-density project- a project which the majority
of DEL RIO RESIDENTS do not support.

Secondarily, "Transportation/Traffic" may also have been proper to check here, since it
too is an "environmental factor" . ." . . .would be potentially affected by this project," .

PAGE 3

HEVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:" (top of the page)

"3) . .v lf there are one or more " Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the
determination is made, an EIR is required."

If Land Use/Planning was checked on Page 2 as a significant impact, an EIR would be
required. A request to dramatically change existing County Code, Zoning, and affecting
a local com munity document, is a sign ifican t impact.
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4) "Negative Declaration :. . ...The lead agency must descr ibe the mitigation
measures," . . ."and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than
significant level"

Since the report reflects a Determination involving a Mitigated Negative Declaration,
Item 4) requirements apply. It is not found that this report has always provided a clear
explanation of beth parts of this reporting requi rement.

PAGE 5

"III. AIR QUALITY - Where availab le, the significance criteria established by the
applicable air quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to
make the followin g determinations. Would the project:"

Discussion box.: The report states that the site (being located in San Joaquin
basin) has a severe classification of air quality and that mobi le sources (autos)
have been determined to be the primary source of air pollution, but the
responsibi lity of mobile sources is under the regulation on the California EPA.
There is not clear explanation for any reader, what is meant by "basin wide
programs and policies to prevent cumulative deteri oration ofair quality with the
Basin." The report states, "This project has been referred to the district , but no
comments have been received ."

Unsatisfactory and incomplete "discussion remarks" in this category such as " this project
has been referred to the district , but no comments have been received," do not meet the
req uirement of "The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, " ... "and briefly
explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level".

b."(b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?"

The report reflects a rating of this category as " Less Than Significant Impact" when there
is realistic basis to rate it "Potentially Significant Impact. " Many Del Rio residents
believe the Planning Commission may have data that reflects underreported traffic
patterns?
(As an example: a simple mathematical basis of the daily traffic patterns of 18 proposed
residents (work, pleasure, errands is at least twice a day), plus cars from visiting friend s
and family of 18 residents, and cars expected from any simultaneous social gatherings for
a number of househo lds on a given day. (Most households have 4~7 cars (each) from a
social or party gathering.) A number of other residents living outside the project site
would be driving down S1. John , Country Club Drive, passing the project, and travelling
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through nearby neighboring streets to Carver Road too . A total of 53 potential ears is
quite reasonable to expect in this daily traffic calculation - a number that would easily
reflect "t raffic co ngestion." )

What does a "Hl-count" measurement me an under this traffic category? Twas told
tra ffic was based 0 0 this measurement.

The rep ort states "the primary source of air pollutants generated by this project would be
classified as being generated from "mobile" sources." The report goes on further to state
that the San Joaquin Air Pollution Control has been established to try and minimize and
control air pollution (which would include "mobile" sources. ) We believe other agencies
such as County departments (other than SJAPe) have to do their part too to control and
minimize further air pollution from occurring, in the "building and planning" decisions
they make.

The rating in this area of Air Quality may be inaccurate and incomplete, from possib le
undcrreporting of traffic patterns and "This project has been referred and no comments
have been received."
Any incomplete category of this report should determine th is report should not be used in
any decision process.

PAGE 8

"V II. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS - would the project:

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

Discussion remarks: "The proposed project may generate greenhouse gas
emiss ions, either directly or indirectly, due to the potential to increase population
in the area; however, as no thresholds have been established for the region, staff is
unable to quantify the potential impact the project would have on greenhouse
gases."

This exp lanation does not meet the requirement of "the lead agency must describe the
mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effict to a less than
significant level ", If"staff is unabl e to quantify the potential impact the project would
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have on greenhouse gases" (a report category) ) then there is not sufficient data to provide
a rating of "Less Than Significant Impact" .

The project involves an on-site wastewater treatment plant , but this report has not even
commented on its affect on greenhouse gases.

The Discussion remarks connect the project ' s high density building to reasonably
generating greenhouse gases which is derived by the report' s implication that "a potential
to increase population in the area ;" is known.

If this project's higher density building is approved, with the County overturning the long
standing low density code, this project will pave the way for other high density building
projects to be built in the other vacant land lots in Del Rio - thereby being a contributing
factor to expected overpopulation. Formal studies have been made (and widely
available) which point out the harmful effects of overpopulation in high density areas
which include social, health) and public factors.

Due to the incomplete analysis known for this category, the rating may not be accurate
and the report should be disregarded.

PAGE 10

"X. LAND USE AND PLANNlNG- Would the project:

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan.
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose
of avoiding or mitigat ing an environmental effect?"

The report incorrectly marks this category question as "Less Than Significant Impact"
and does make a false statement when stated , "The project is not known to conflict with
any policy or regulation of any agency with jurisdiction over the project."

The "policies" contained in the County Code, R~A zoning, General Plan, Specific Plan
for Del Rio, and 1992 Del Rio Community Plan all conflict with the 18 unit proposed
high density project. The County (Planning Department and Board of Supervisors) and
the Del Rio Property Association are the "agencies with jurisdiction over the project"!
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PAGE 12

"X Ill . POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the proje ct:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for exampl e, by
proposing new homes and businesses) ... ."

The report incorrectly rates this category question as "Less Than Significant Impact" as
the statement was made in Section VII, that "The proposed project may generate
greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, due to the potential to increase
population in the area; ".

The report does not provide any analyses or studies to show "the affects" on populations
with higher density living (such is the case with the project' s 18 propo sed units).

The report also appears to not adequ ately comment on the possibility that a high density
change for this project may have on future high density allowance for the 3 remaining
vacant lots in Del Rio . (A precedent for future building). Allowing the 18-W1it
high density Villas project would certainly be a leading and contributing factor to causing
"overpopulation" in the Del Rio area.

This high density issue is explained in Section XVIII . MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFI CANCE -{b) when it refers to a cumulative impact.
It states, "Does the project have impacts that are individually limited , but cumulatively
considerable? (Cumulatively considerable means that the incremental effects of a project
are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past project s, the effects
of othe r current projects, and the effects of probable future proj ects) ?"

PAGE 13

"XVI. TRANSPORTAnON - Would the project:"

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establ ishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all
modes oftransportation... .including but not limited to intersect ions, streets,
highways and freeways"

A rating of "Less than Significant Impact" may not accurately measure this category
since there appears to be a potential higher number of resident and visiting CllIS in the
small project site and traveling outside of the proj ect site to connecting streets, which
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will cause traffic congestion for many residents not living in the project.

Discussion remarks: "The applicant proposes to have an average of eighteen
single-family condominiums. Th is project will not substant ially increase traffic
for the surrounding area ."

The report incorrectly states a property type that does not exist. There is NO "single
family" condominium. A property is either s ingle family residence (SFR) or
Condominium. An interesting inse rtion of single family to win approval of building
type ?

What analysis and study data does the Public Works have to support the report's
statement that "This project will not substantially increase traffic for the surrounding
area."7

A general statement in the report referring to the Public Works department' s
determination that they feel there will be no substantial increase in traffic is not really
sufficient for the requirement of "The lead agency must describe the mitigation
measures, " ... "and briefly explain how they reduce the effect (0 a less than
significant level ".

PAGE IS

"XV/Il. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFlCANCE-

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

The report reflects an incorrect "Less Than Significant Impact." It should reflect a
"Potentially Signi fican t Impact" due to the report ' s reference to potent ial increased
population occurring in the Del Rio from the Villas high-density approved project,
(which wou ld affect future projects that would very likely be high density.)

County agencies, real estate professionals, and the public know that approval of the
Villas I S-unit "high-density" project will set a buildi ng precedent for other future high
density building projects on the vacant lots in Del Rio.

Over 500 existing residents ofDe1 Rio will be negatively affec ted as their quality of life
will be des troyed.
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MITIGATION MONITORlNG PLAN

The following construction period is unacceptable as it leaves an "open-ended"
timefrarne for completion of the project. Usually construction periods either
understood or written in documents, state no more than 1 year .

Question: "When should it be completed?"
Answer: "When construction is completed."

The following recommendation of the project is opposed as these general statements DO
have negative short-term and long-term consequences:

"Based lipan the Initial Study, dated May 8, 2012, the Environmental Coordinator
finds as follows:

1. This project does not have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, nor to curtail the diversity of the environment."

Higher density building will destroy the quality of the environment of Del Rio's
spacious Yzacre land lot living, personal privacy rights, quality of life, uncongested
streets, and safety of residents.

The project area will cause traffic congestion for the project's residents and well as many
surrounding residents, set a precedent for approval offuture high density building on 3
other vacant lots - which will result in overpopulation, and turn this tranquil community
into a very hectic area of traffic congestion. Congestion will spill over onto major streets
of McHenry and Ladd Roads. High density building of this project, and others, will
cause personal and financial loss to existing residents who have lived in Del Rio for
many years and bought their homes with the expectation of certain standards and quiet
quality ofliving on Y2 acre lots, and within a non congested area. These values and
standards have been evident in the "long approved" County Code and Zoning documents,
as well as the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan.
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"3. This proj ect will not have impacts which are ind ividually limite d hut
cum ulatively considerable."

The above oppos ition reasonin g applies to this category.

CONCLUSION

The CEQA Initial Study Report of May 8, 20 12 shou ld be disregarded in any decision
process.

The report: 1)appears to be somewhat incomplete where statements arc made that certain
data has not been rece ived or is unknown, 2)thc report (in certain areas) does not meet the
requirement of "The lead agency must describe the miti gation measures,..." "and briefly
exp lain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level", 3) "Land Use"
category is not properly reflected as an "environmental factors checked below would be
potentially affected by this proj ect" (page 2) which would have given the reader the
proper introduction and affected impact areas of the proposed development, and. 4) some
serious incorrec t statements have been made.

Thank you for your consideration.

£.i,JiLIU( )11. '11'{&~1:;(;
Donn a M. Minighini
Del Rio Resident
52 1 Sherry Court
Modesto, CA 95356

cc: Del Rio Properly Owners Associat ion
~. l.' ( 'l~~ ~ l rVI(,t~ 'il , p h'I1 'lr' l~
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JUN 2 9 1011
Mr . Milo Shelly
7105 Oakmont Drive
Mod esto, CA. 95356
June 26, 2012

Stanislaus Co unty Departm ent of Planning and Community Developm ent
Ms. Angela Freitas, Director
10 10 l Oth. Street, Suite 3400
Modesto, CA 9535 4

Subject: General Plan Amendment Application NO. 201 2~O I, Rezone Appli cation
NO. 20 12-01 and vesting Tentative Subdivision Map Application NO. 2012·01
Del Rio Villas

Dear Ms. Freitas:

Our fam ily has lived in Del Rio for thirty two years. We raised our children here and
no w, in our retirement years, we continue to enjoy the peace , tranquility and beauty this
semi rura l co mmunity has so faithfully pro vided. We also live a little less than two tenths
of a m ile from the proposed Del Rio Vill as project. We consider this proj ect to be a
significant departure from the Del Rio Conununity Plan and conununity CC&R's. The
opinions contained herein are mine alone, as a property owner and resident and do not
represent those of any other group or eonununity organization.

I am opposed for several reasons, hut central to my objection is the issue o f fairness,
property va lues, lifesty le impact and the precedent created by increa sing minim um
dwelling densities from 2 units per acre, as specifi ed in the 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan, to 4.5 units per acre. I do support orderly community development consistent with
the 1992 Community Plan and I am not opposed to building nine single family (detached)
dwellings on this parcel.

The Devel ope r was aware of the Community Plan' s minimum lot size requ irements at the
time of purchase in 2007 . The requ irements have been in place since 1992 and
su bstantially adhered to . Thi s proposed development is virtually the sam e project
rejected by the Stanislaus Co unty Planning Comm ission in December 2010. Why is it a
bette r idea now? Why is it being considered agai n? As one of the Planning
Co mmissioners said at the time of the December 20 10 publ ic meeting and vote, the
project , in the center of one of the mo st established, built out parts of Del Rio, "j ust
doesn' t fit" (out of character with the surrounding area). It is surrounded by detached
single family homes s ituated on mostly much larger lots, none of which are
Condominiu ms, Town Homes or Duplexes. What has been proposed are essentially 8
duplex units and two single family residences sited between Rancho Del Rio 's one to two
acre estates on the Southern border and the single family detached homes in the Hillcrest
Estates subd ivision s # 1,2, 3 and 4, directly across the street to the North . How can the
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proj ect possibly he viewed as consistent with the immediate surrounding community?
Th e impact Oil propert y va lues is unknown, but placing condominiums immed iately
adjacent to ex isting sing le famil y homes on significa ntly larger lots, without a transition
zone or ovcrall community plan study is not reassuring. None of the increased den sity
concerns and other issues have been addressed since the first filing. Is it fair to those who
followed the rules conta ined in the 1992 Co mmunity Plan and bough t, or remodeled or
otherwise upgraded, only to sec the rules change p iecemeal, afte r the fact?

Much has been made of the "need" for transit ion housing for retirees; i.e., a "t um key",
main tenance free retirement dev elopment . Yet thi s proposa l has few, if any, amenities
asso ciated with a retirement community , nor is it restri cted to retirees; it will be sold to
whoever can come up with the money. Secondl y, numerous fu lly remod eled Condo
units, built long before the 1992 Co mmunity Plan, are currently for sale at s ignificantly
lower price points than what has been proposed. And, the units arc cited more favorably,
directly on the go lf course or on a smal llake. This proj ect has neither. Even if one
believes this pruposal satisfies a need , it co uld be satisfied with nine detached sing le
famil y "tum key" dwellings instead of eighteen attached unit s and at the same time
comply with the established Community Plan. Co ntrary to popular bel ief, there is a
market fo r home s on Y2 acre sites in the immediate vic inity of this development as
evidenced by the large number of complete remodels and new home construction within
close proximity to the proj ect. This has occ urred during the current economic downturn
and as one person who recently remodeled stated, he would never have done so knowing
this proj ect migh t go in. Again, I support bu ildin g nine detached units.

The Developer has also attempted to justify increased subdivision density on the basis of
the " granny flat" exemption, which permits single fam ily hom eowners to build a separate
residen ce or apartment on the same lot as the main dwelling. Thi s is an incorrect
interpr etation because a detached "granny flat" is limited to 1200 square feet and it must
be under the SAME single fam ily home own ership, whether attac hed or detached, not
two separate ownerships (titles) . The inten t of th is provisio n is to allow fam ilies to care
for an elderly parent (s) with a deg ree of independence in a family setting. It was never
intended to be a "tail wagging the dog" argument to j ustify permanently increased
residential density or separate title through subdivision. In practice. a very, very small
number of homes use the opt ion. If every home d id this and especially with unlim ited
duration, the impact on community density , services. amenities and lifestyle wou ld be
significa nt.

Unfortunately, the proposal defeats the purpose of the l 992 Del Rio Community Plan .
The Plan was created in the face of a similarly proposed increase in density on the East
side of Del Rio. It was developed by the community over the course ofa year and
approved by the Stanis laus County Board o f Supervisors to prevent inconsistent and/or
higher density development. In my opinion, a lli rming the reliability of a legitimate
Community Plan is a core funct ion of the Planning Commission and the County Board of
Supervisors. The reliability of such zoni ng is fundamen tal to the buying decision and
protecting the lifes tyle and investment in larger parcels already made by res idents.
Making piecemeal "exceptions" to the 199 2 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the
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General PIon) undermines good plann ing and the Plan. If higher density is to be credibly
viewed as necessary within an already established area (as opposed to an entirely new
area outside the Plan) it should be considered only if the entire plan is reviewed and
significant we ight is given to that which has already been established, the CEQA process
is undertaken and the issues created by higher den sity are addressed, i.e. schools (none
near), parks (no ne), road drainage (abysmal <I t the proposed entrance/exi t of the
development), shopping (3 miles away), police (inadequate and deter iorating response
time), fire (continued budget reductions) , water (.still substandard), public transportation
(none), sewer (none), libraries (none), bike paths (none), preserved open public space
(none).

This project will have significant negative traffi c impact. The current placement of the
proje ct entrance/exit, in the heart of single family homes on larger lots, concentrates
traffic in the least favorable location, where increased traffic, unnecessarily winding its
way through the neighborhood , will affect the most homes in the most unsafe areas for
pedestrians. Proper placement of the entrance/exit of the project, at the end of the 1/2
mile long County Club Drive stra ightaway, a wid e road with sidewalks on both sides,
would avoid most of the unnecessary indirect winding route thro ugh the com munity and
prov ide not only a more direct route out to St. John Rd, but a safer route for pede strians.
The current entrance/ex it also unnecessarily funnel s traffic south onto the Southern
segment of Oakmont Dr, more than half of which has no sidewalk and Hillcrest.
Increased traffic on Oakmont, with lim ited sidewalks, is home to numerous child ren.
There are at least five and possibly as many as seven children whos e homes are on or
share a border with Oakmont Dr.. Furthermore, with a Condo complex, cars from
eight een homes and their guests will be concentrated or funneled through the same exit,
front forward, with headlights blaring into opposing homes . This is no small matter . The
impact on property value s and lifestyle is potentially large for homes directly opposite
and inc reased traffic negatively impacts the peace, tranquility and safety of residents on
Oakmont and Hillcrest. Other concerns are traffic back ups on St. John, exiting at Ladd
and dangerous cross traffic easterly turns onto Ladd, all without traffic control or turning
lanes. And, finally, estimates for traffic based on retirees living in the complex are j ust
suppos itions . As pointed out earlier, the units will be sold to anyone and it is just as
legitimate to predict many will devolve into renta l units, like the Condos currently for
sa le or rent next to the Del Rio Country Club .

Th e potenti al precedent created by granting a substantial increase in housing density is
undeniable. At present there is a 43 acre parcel on Carver Road that is in bankruptcy and
will undoubtedly be bought and re-submitted for deve lopment. The Community Plan
calls for an overall average of one acre parcels. Using this projects density a"a model,
the number could double or even triple. Similarly, on the East side, near McHenry Ave .
there is an 84 acre parcel that was once planned (but not approved) for higher density.
And, it is believed by many, this project, or a higher density project like it, could easily
be expanded moving North up Oakmont Dr. and Del Rio Drive. The developer has failed
to offer any protections to the community designed to prevent further encroachment.
Breaki ng the Plan sets a precedent with potentially far reaching consequences on tbe
investment we have made over the years and our li festyle.
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S i llct'~ l y .

71'!1.J4-":t1tI,
Milo Shcl

Ce. Stan islaus County Planning Commissioners
Stanislaus County Board ofSupervisors
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Clarke V. Filippi, DDS
t 324 Thunderbird Dr.

Modesto, CA 9535 6

July 1,2012
RECEIVED

JUl 0 3 2012
1010 10" si, Ste. 3400
Modesto, CA 95356 STANISLAUS CO r'L ANNING &

COMMUNITYDEVELOPMENT DEPT.

RE: General Piau Amendment Applicafien NO. 2012-01, Rezone Applicatioq NO.
2012-01, Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map Applieation NO 2012~OI ~ Del RJo Villas

Dear Planning Commissioner.

My family and I live on tbe corner of Thunderbird and Oakmont Drives one block from
the site of the proposed Del Rio Villas. The develop er can use the terms "villas" or
"condominiums' but we all know, with the proposed number of units on tbe existing
acreage. this is really "high density housing ."

As in 20 IO. I still have significant concerns about the project's impact upon the existing
neighborhood infrastructure. Namely. the impact of the proposed condo miniums on the
neighborhood's traffic, water supply, and sewer. I do not believe that these affects have
been adequately addressed by the developer.

My primary obj ection is that this proposed change to the Del Rio Community Plan will
open the door for other developers to build tract homes and other forms of high density
housing in Del Rio. DG not misunderstand me ; my first horne in Modesto was a tract
horne. I am not opposed to tract homes. They have their place in the community, but that
place does not includ e the Del Rio neighborhood, where a communiry plan specifying
minimum half acre lots has been in place for 20 years.

The developer is tryi ng to sell the project to the neighborhood and the Planning
Commission as a "one time exemption." Really? I think it wou ld be seriously naive to
bel ieve this. ! doubt this "one time exemption" would stand up to a legal challenge by
others want ing to develop high density housing in the Del Rio community.

My concerns abo ut tract homes in Del Rio arc not unfounded, The reason the De l Rio
Community Plan was create d in 1992 was in part due to a proposed tract home
neighborhood on the east side of Del Rio bordering McHenry Avenue . There is already
concern that tile Bank. of Stockton could seek to change the zoning of their property on
Carver Road if this "one tim e exemption" goes through.
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The bottom line here is that the residents of Del Rio find it a desirable community
because it is exactly the opposite ofwhat the developer is proposing. People move to De l
Rio to be away from crowding, to be away from traffic, to have a larger house . 'The
developer wants to change all that for his own purpose. I have been asked, "Why can't
you compromise on this?" Why should I compromise? Why sho uld the entire community
compromise for one dev eloper who bought the property knowing full well what the
zoning requirements were in the Del Rio Community Plan? Do you think it is fair to the
existing homeowners to have such a significant zoning change forced upon them? Would
you wan ting this zoning change to be forced upon your own neighborhood?

Sincerely,

Clarke V. Filippi
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Stanislaus County Planning Commission
ATTN: Mr. Steven Boyd, Mr. Kenneth Buehner, Mr. Robert Crabtree, Mr. Marc Etchebame,
Ms. Annabel Gammon, Mr. Richard Gibson, Mr. Ronald Peterson, Mr. Greg Pires, Mr. John
Ramos.
1010 io" Street, Suite 3400
Modesto, CA 95356

Subject: General Plan Amendment Application NO. 2012-01, Rezone Application
NO. 2012-01 and vesting Tentative Subdivision Map Application NO. 2012-01
Del Rio Villas

Dear Planning Commission

After review of the Stanislaus County Initial Study Checklist for the above application several
stated findings and discussions raise questions as to the validity ofthe findings. The applicant is
seeking to change the current zoning to allow an increase in density from 2 to 4.5 homes per
acre. Although his application is for the identified 4.3 acre site, discussion in the text of the
Stanislaus County study seems to indicate the County is pursuing a change in overall density
agreed to by the Board of Supervisors in the Del Rio Community Plan of 1992 (DRCP).
In general, there seems to be some significant conflicts or inconsistencies within the Counties
Initial Study Checklist that should be clarified.
In particular, in the "description of the project" sections the ounty references a change to the
DRCP (as part of the General Plan) residential unit density allowance from 2 to 4.5 units per
acre. Yet in Section X Discussion, the County states "the project is not known to conflict with
any policy or regulation of any agency with jurisdiction over the project. The County claims that
the DRCP is a "vision" for Del Rio adopted in 1992. This appears to minimize the contractual
obligation of the County while at tile same time seeking to amend the DRCP. Since 1992
hundreds of homes have been built or remodeled in compliance with the DRCP. This has
established a 20 year precedent of compliance to a "plan" not a "vision". The counties choice in
describing the DRCP as a vision is troubling and seems to indicate a unilateral change to the
contract/agreement made with the Del Rio Residents and the County Board of Supervisors in
1992. This may indicate a "Material Breach" to the DRCP as it seeks to more than double the
housing density after a large number of residents invested in their properties in part due to the
DRCP.
The County Checklist identifies only one factor, cultural resources, elevated above "less than
significant". In the discussion, the County states that while no known archeological artifacts arc
known to exist "a measure is in place to mitigate any impact. .. " This is curious in comparing
other environmental factors that are evaluated at "less than significant impact" or 'no impact"
when no data exists or they are waiting for a reply from another agency. In particular, Air
Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Public Services and Utilities and Service Systems all are
awaiting conditional approval at some level yet still rate a "Less than Significant" rating.

Request the Planning Commission respond in writing to the following questions concerning the
Initial Study Checklist.



Section I
C. No mention of the perimeter wall that will surround the project nor the anticipated variance
that would move the wall closer to the roadway. Thi s should be identified and discussed as a
walled project and the aesthetic impact on the surround ing environment.

Section HI
E. No men tion of the potent ial for objectionable odors from the "package plant" proposed for
waste water treatment. Justify the "less than significant" rating considering the enclosed nature
ofthc project and what criteria used to make this determination .
Discussion: It is disclosed that no comments have been received from the District. In
cons ideration of more than doubling the housing density j ustify the " less than significant" rating.

Section VII
Discussion: this section states that the increase in density "may" generate greenhouse gas
emissions yet offers no mitigation because no thresholds have been established for the region.
Justi fy this assertion since the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin has been classi fied as "severe non
attainmcntv for ozone and particulate matter. State the exclusion provided by the San Joaquin
Valley Air Pollution Control district that would exempt high density developments located in
enclosed sites.

Section IX
A. Prov ide detailed analysis of the "tess than signifi cant" rating considering the proposed
"package plant" which will be located on the SW comer adjacen t to surrounding properties.
B. Justify the " less than significant" rating considering the City of Modesto has yet to perform
needed improvements to the water infrastructure and is NOT in a position to approve a will serve
request for the development. Over the past several years the City of Modesto Water Department
has repeatedly stated in public meetings their concern about the quantity and quality of the
ground water in the Del Rio area. Provide your detailed analysis of the available water
Quantity/quality that wou ld support the increase in housing density . Justify in detail the impact of
the proposed increase in density on available supplies and the effects of increased demand on
water qual ity into the future.

Section X
B. Explain and justify the less than significan t impact finding for this sectio n. The proposal more
than doub les the housing density in covered under the DRCP.
Discussion: This section declares the DRCP a vision for Del Rio adopted in 1992 by the Board
of Superv isors. As the applicant is seeking to change the DRCP density from 2 to 4.5 units per
acre justify and explain the term "vision". Explain the apparent unilateral change in termi nology
that appears to negate the contractual agreement that has been adhered to for the past 20 years.

Section XII
Band C: Justify your "less than significant impact" rating. This area is bordered by



wal ls on all sides. Some study seems to be in order due to the concentrated nature of th is
development and whe ther the total noise level will be in keep ing with the current zoning. Provide
your analysis.

Section XIV
A. Just ify your " less then sign ificant impact" rating as it pertains to police and fire services. The
Del Rio community has felt the impact ofcutbacks in the Sheriff's department with the loss of
the community officer and cutbacks to patrols in our area. Fire co verage from the Salida Fire
Protection District is composed of primarily volunteer unit s, how will more than doubling the
hous ing den sity result in the rating given. As reports from several public servi ce agencies ha ve
not been rec eived justify the "less than significant" rating and provide methodology to mitigate
potential problems.

Section XVI
D. Justify or provide study that would support your " less than significant impact" finding with a
more than doubling of home density. Just to the east of the inte rsections of Oakmont and Del
Rio , Co unt ry Club Drive turns 90 degrees before coming to a stop sign. Thi s j og in Country Club
Drive could easily become a choke point with the increased traffic flow from much higher
densi ty housing. Provide your analysis and plans to mitigate the problem.
Discussion : Prov ide your study to justify the computations used to determine the number of tr ips
per day. Provide analys is on effects of increa sed dens ity on the on ly two available access roads
of St Johns and Carver Rd .

Section XVII
C. During periods of moderate rain the storm drain system at the NE com er of Country Club
Drive and Avcnida Del Rio routinely backs up and floods. Also storm drains located on Country
Clu b Drive and Del Rio Dr . have experienced significant problems with erosion. As
development ofthe 4.3 acre site wi ll resu lt in a substant ial increase in water runoff due to the
struc tures pro vide the plan s to update the storm drain sys tem.
D. Just ify " less than signi ficant impact" find ing when the discussion section states that the City
of Modesto Water departme nt will not issue a "will serve" until improvement have been made.
Detail the req uired improvements that arc requ ired . Have these improvemen ts taken into account
the requested increase in housing densi ty? Residen ts of Del Rio have heard at length that well
quality and water quantity is margina l. Provide detail s of the Cities plans that would allow
increasin g hou sing dens ity?
Thank you for your time and consideration.

Respectfully submitted by the following Del Rio residents

Greg and Jocelyn Hall
1400 River Oaks Drive

Gary Pad ovani
7009 Hillcrest Dr ive

Bart Bartoni
2 17 Stewart Road

Carol Davini
7224 Hillcrest Drive

c.w Iflland~
7113 Hillcrest Drive

Calvin Lee
68 13 Corte De Oro
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STANISLAUS CO. PLANNING &

C MUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPT.

Stanislaus County Planning Commission
ATTN: Mr. Greg Pires, Ms. Annabel D. Gammon, Mr. Steven Boyd, Mr. Ronald

Peterson, Mr. Marc Etchebarne, Mr. Robert J. Crabtree, Mr. Richard Gibson,
Mr. John J. Ramos , Mr. Kenneth Buehner.

IOJ 0 10111 Street, Suite 3400, 3rd Floor
Modesto, Ca 95354

RE: General Plan Amendment Application NO. 2010-02, Rezone Application
NO. 2010-02 and vesting Tentative Suhdivision Map Application NO. 2010-01-6
High density Condominium/Townhome Del Rio "Villas" Project,

Dear Planning Commission,

I would like to bring to your attention some facts regarding why Condominium or
Townhomes are not a good building or planning decision for the Del Rio area.

Condominiums or Townhomes in Del Rio have shown that they have a difficult time in
selling. Despite their location, these types of properties do NOT sell in a reasonable
timeframe because a large majority ofbuyers want to purchase larger SINGLE FAMILY
HOMES.

Single Family homes have higher property values, (and bring more property tax revenue
to the County) with buyers wanting a minimum of Y2 acre lot with land space in order to
build a more spacious home, a home to raise a family in, or a retirement home . Larger lot
space, and larger living space, allows a resident to customize their home with elegance,
gives them privacy, and safety. It is the type of home they will live in all of their lives.

Changing the current land use of DelRio from "low density" to "high density", and
changing the zoning type will only depress property values in Del Rio further from an
"over supply" of condominiums or townhomes - if they are allowed to be built on a high
density land and zoning change. Of the small number of these properties that have been
built in Del Rio in the past, they have been very difficult to sell - generally taking up to
150-375 days to sell! (sec 4 enclosures). For lower and affordable priced properties,
townhomc listings with these excessive timeframes indicate there is not a lot of buyer
demand for them in Del Rio! Wily?

Because for the same price ofa Del Rio condo, buyers can get more for their money
when they buy a single family home with 3-4 bedrooms, more land space, backyard,
privacy, and better future home value, by buying in a different area ofModesto other
than Del Rio.



RE : General Plan Amendment App lication NO. 2010~02, Rezone Application
NO. 2010-02 and vesting Tentative Subd iv ision Map Application NO. 2010-01-6
High density Condominium/Townhome Del Rio "Villas" Project.
July 2, 2012lPagc J.

All agencies, developers, and builders need to have an awareness and responsibility to
not cause over building which cannot support demand. Modesto has experienced enough
foreclosures.

In addi tion to the 4 listed condosltownhomes in Del Rio, an experienced realtor from
I)MZ Rea l Estate Company in Modesto told me today, that there are also a cot lDlc of bank
forecl osed condos/tcwnhomc properti es Ih<lt will he coming. baek un the market nner lhe
hank has completed its foreclosure process. These forec losu res will increase the num ber
o f unsold condo/townhomc properties that have been on the market for quite some time .

Existing eondo/townbomc UNSOLD inventory is as follows:

7308 Del Cielo Way
MLS #12007453
$295,000 '/ Now $239,000
Days on market: 152

7316 Del Cicio Way
MI.S # 110773304
$179 ,000
Days on market : 237

7336 Del Cielo Way
MLS # 12021860
$239,000'/ Now $172,500
Days of Market: 89 (newer listing)

7352 Del Cielo Way
MLS # 11043054
$179,000'/ Now $165,000
Days on market: 374

"Anticipated Foreclosure
back on market soon .

..Anticipated Foreclosure
back on market soon.

It would be a very poor building and planning deci sion for Stani slau s County to approve
high densi ty bui lding (condos and townhomes) fo r the Del Rio County Club area.
They won' t se ll and the resulting over-supply of properties will have a cumulative
negati ve impact to the exist ing Del Rio environment, which the Plann ing and Buildin g
Department may be responsible for. The Assessor's offi ce would be losing an unknown
amount of property tax revenue from larger built (and sold) single family homes.



RE: General Plan Amendment Application NO . 20] 0·02, Rezone Application
NO. 2010-02 and vesting Tentative Subdivision Map Application NO. 2010-01-6
High density Condominiumff ownhome Del Rio "Villas" Project.
July 2,2012. Page 4.

'" ~It would be better al'wiser building and planning decision to keep the existing low-density
building code and zoning - with vacant lot building for single family homes, which will
benefit both community and the County.

Sincerely,

~n~
Del Rio Resident
Real Estate professional

Ends: Real estate listing info. (8 pgs)
cc: DRPOA



Residential Client Full Report
Uslings as of 0710212012 al 4:59PM Pace:5

ST Active Short Sale 01/31112 7306 Del Cieto Way Modesto, CA 96366·9630
MLS#: 12007453 0IZAGA06 Cross street: Stewart M

Listing Price: $239 ,000
: ATLS 248 8 ,8 VRP: N

Priv Assn Amen:

DOM: 152
CDOM: 152/

Style: Other-Rmks
CC&RS: Yes Bonds/AsmtslTaxes: Unknown
BlAITDese:

Disc/Reports: Association Docs

Pending Date:

Escrow:
Escrow#:
Days in Escrow:
Selling Date:
Selling Price:
SP% LP:
Seiling Price/SqFt:
Financing:

REO No Short Sale: Yes HUD: No Auction: No

HOA: Yes $741 Monthly
HOA Dues InclUde: Assn Mgmt ,Common
Areas,lnsurance on Strctr ,lnsurance Other ,Maln!
Exterior,Maln! Grounds,Roof,Water

Su btype: Condo
Subtype Desc: Loft

o

Area: 20 117
County: Stanislaus
APN: 004-0111-003-000
Zoning: R1
Map Sec:
Census Tract:
Apprx Elevation:
Subdivision:

Builder:
Model:
Canst Est Start:
Const Est End:
Stories: 3 or More / Tri-Leve l
Faces: West

School Coonty: Stanislaus
EL: Stanislaus Union
JR: Stanislaus Union
SR: Modesto City

Beds (Possible): 3
Baths (FH): 2 (2 0)
SqFt Pri Res (Apprx): 1872 Assessor/Auto-Fill
SqFt 2nd Res (Apprx): -~~

Prlce/SqFt: $127 .67
Year Built: 1979
Remodeled/Updtd: Yes (Ball1 0-5YR , Bed 0-5YR,
Kitchen 0-5YR)

Acres: 0.065
lot SqFt (Apprx): 2831
lot Dim: OxO
Pool (Location): None
Pool Type:

MdlllQl!ft! P1eLyr" (21) MD.I!.

RecParl<ing: Restr ictions

# Garage Spaces: 2 # Carport Spaces:
Garage: 2 Car Attached

Tenns: Submit

Heat: Central Site Loea: Gated Community

Air: Centra l
Rooms: Loft

Site Desc: Lake/River Access ,Level,View Special

Baths: Doubl e Sinks
Feat Misc: Deck Covered , Patio Covered

Ma$t Bed: Closet Walk -In
Landscp: Sprinkler Auto F&R

Mast Bath : Double Slnks

Laundry: 220 Volt Hook-Up

Dining: Formal Alea

Kitchen: Counter Granite

Roof: Tile
Cnstrct: Wood
Exterior: Wood
Foundatn : Raised
Road: Paved
Improvmnt: Curbs/Gutters
WatA!r: Public District

Applnces: Cook Top Elec,Dishwasher

Fireplc: 1, Family Room

Energy: Ceiling Fan(s)

Floor: Carpet, Wood

Sewer: In & Connected
Utility: All Electric

Oth strc:
Restrict: Parklng

Horse Prp: No
Horse Amn:

Disability:

Equipmnt: Cable TV Available MBR:
LR:

BR2:
FR:

BR3:
KIT:

BR4:
DR:

All measu rements and c; Icula60ns of area are appm ximats . Information provided by SollorlO lhor sou rces, nol verified by Broker. Allintero~lld Persons ohou ld indopendently
verify accu racy of above infom l8 6on. Pruvided properties ma y or may not be listnd by tho officelagent plllliOnting tho Information . Copyright 2012, MetroL ist Services, Ino.

Copy right <J;) 2012, RapaltDni Corporation. All rights reserved. Featured Properties may not be listed by tho office/agent presenting th ill brochure.



Residential Client Full Report
Unr.gs •• of 0110212012 at 04:59PM PIIae: 6

8T Active Short Bele 01131112 7308 Del C18o W-.y Modeal0, CA95356-9830 U$ting Price: $239,000
MLSI: 12007453 Of ZAGA06 Cross Stnlet: SteWilrt Me : ATLS 248 8-8 VRP: N

Property Description: Outstandin g Conclo In [)P.I Rio On Thf! lakell Corne Home To The Peaceful Sound Of The Water. Beautifully Remodeled In
2007. OY.fler Sa.,. Appro. SqUBte f eet ill 2004 . Gorgeoull HlckOf)' HllIfdwoodFloOf1l . Stalmeas Steel AppIiencea a nd Granite Countenl.

DlnK:tiont to Property. NQl1h on McHllrny LT on Stew art RT on Del 0810 conllnue to end of lIb'elilt end enter .illite on left. Gate cod e . 1120

PI'M4Ifl," By: Bob Bralhl PMZ R..I Estate
Ucensll' 006ooo29 Llcenae ' 01)405158
Primary: 209-541·7<tOO 1230 E. Ol'llngebu.rg Ave, Sle A
S!lCQf\dary: 209-541-7400 Modesto CA 95350
Fall: 866-202-85045 Phone: 208-527-2010
EmaN: bob9233Coomeaslnel Fax: 209-527-8146
hftp:/IWww.bobbrazeal.pmz.com httpJIwww,pmz.com

All meo...6IJl6nls a lld CIIb.Ilolwneof 8tH a re appn»olrMlll. lnlot!lwoll(ln provkMd by SeAerIOlher -'KIH. not ..... ifiedby BrokOf. AJllnlerested Pe ..-om should lnOependenlly
...1l1y lQ;:IJI"acy 01Mlove ..for....tion PI<:I~dp"'pefflee ~y Of lNy no t be •.....,. by '"' ot'I\celtl""nl~MnlitlliJ the ..formll1lan, Copyrlghl2012. Mo!n)l lllt Sfltllioll .. Ine.

Copyright C 2012. R~tlDnI CorponIIlon ...1 rightt; ....-d, FH II.nd Pl<:lper1lU ""' , not be H~ by ' 18ollicel»g _nt pe.nlIng lhie blOdIunl .



Residential Client Full Report

Li sting Price: $179,00 0 ,
: ATLS 248 8-8 VRP: N

Subtypo: Condo
Subtype Desc: Townhouse, Planned Unit Develop

style: Contemporal)'
CC&RS: Yes Bonds/A5mtslTsus: Unknown
BlAIT Desc:

P8~e : 7

DOM: 237
CDOM: 27\Pending Date: 06/04/ 12

Escrow:
Escrow#:
Days In Escrow:
selling Date:
selling Price:
SP % LP:
selling Price/SqFt:
Financing:

REO No Short Sale: Yes HUD: No Auction: No
Area: 20117
County: Stanislaus
APN: 004 -061-005-000
Zoning: pd
Map Sec:
census Tract:
Apprx Elevation:
SUbdivision: Del Rio East

Acres: 0.053
Lot SqFt (Apprx): 2309
Lot Dim: unknown
Pool (Location): None
Pool Type:

Builder:
Model:
Const Est Start:
Const Est End:
Stories: 3 or More / Tri-Level
Faces: West

HOA: Yes $725 Monthly
HOA Dues Include: Assn Mgmt,Common Areas,Maint
8rterlor.Maint Grounds,Roof

Priv Assn Amen:

II Garage Spaces: 2 II Carport Spaces:
Garage : 2 Car Attached.Facing Front

RecPartcing:

School County: Stanislaus
EL: Stanislaus Union
JR: Stanislaus Union
SR: Modesto City

Disc/Reports: Olher-Rmks

Tenns: Cash, Conventional, FHA, Olher-Rmks

Heat: Central,Flreplace lnsert.Heat Pump Sit Loca : Gated Community,Waterfront Frontage

Air: Central ,Heat Pump
Rooms: Home OffIce Room

Site Desc: Lake/River Aecess,Trees Many

Baths: Shower StaIl(s),Tlle

Mast Bed: Balcony,Closet Walk-In ,Sitting Area

Feat Mise: Deck Covered, Wet Bar Intertor

Landscp: Back,Front

M85t Bath: Tub w/Shower Over

Laundry: Inside Room,Upper Floor

Dining: DiningILiving Combo

Kitchen: Counter Tile.lsland

Roof: Tile
Cnstrct: Frame
exterior: Wood
Foundatn: Raised
Road: Paved,Prlvate
Improvmnt: Curbs/Gutters ,Street Lights
Water: Meter Available,Publlc Dlstrlct,Well DomesUc

Applnces: Cook Top EJee

Fimplc: 1, Dining Room,Uving Room

Energy: None

Floor: Carpet, UnoleumMnyl, Tile

sewer: Sewer Connected
Utility: All Electric

Ott! Strc: Tool Shed
Restrict: Parking

Horse Prp: No
Horse Amn:

Disability:

Equlpmnt: Cable 'TV Avaiiable,H/S Inlernet Avail MBR:
LR:

BR2:
FR:

BR3:
KIT:

BR4:
DR:

AIJ mea5Ufenlenta and calcu lations of area are aPllfoxil113lD. Information providod by SeUor/Olh r sources, nol verifilld by Broker . A1l lnI6f85Iod POl'llonll 1hould lndopendonUy
verify lICCumcyof above infonnalion. ProlAdad propertlo15mayor may not be UslIld by the olficelagent presenting the Information. Copyrighl2012, MalroList Services, Inc.

Copyright<:l 20'2, RapllltDn i Corponltion. Allrights reserved . Feall.lred Propar1Je8 may not be listed by the oltlce/agent pregenMg this brochure.



aT Pending 06104112
MLS' : 11073304 01PRUQl

Residential Client Full Report

7316 Del Cielo Way Modesto, CA 91316-1&41
Cross Sl~t: STEWART Me

Listing Price:
: ATLS 248 6-8 VRP: N

$119,000

Pftllperty Description: Truety is II mum s.eel!t.oca IM III Det Citllo Gated Commu nity nelrt to Del Rio Counlry Club. EnJoy a one of B IrJnd [li ke view Itom
the Master beeoem or tom lie back downstain.oovered petio. Callyour agent now belare ire too !elt , ExceRenl communication wfth bank &0 bring UI
an offwU

Directions to Property: Noeth on Mchenry, Left on Stewe,It, Right On Oel ChIlo. Ned to DelRIoCountryClub

P....ented By: Bob 8tQea1
Ucense,00800029
Prill1llry: ZOlJ..M1·7.cOO
Secondary: 209-541-7400
Fllf: 866-202-6545
Ema8: bob9233Ccomca8l.nel
ht1p:Jlwww.boDbr8zeal.pmz.com

PMZ Rell Estnt
Llce.lse.004051 58
1230 E. Onongeburg Ave, ste A
Modesto CA 95350
Phone: 2D~527·20tD
Fax: 209-527-SU6
htlp"JlwwW.pmz.com

M meal5lllomenlli Ind ca lw b li<..,.of I rea ... IpPtOXlmIIlIo. Inform.bon provided by 8cl1!H"1Olhor llOU~'" not verlfied by Brok. r. n.1J1lo~fItId PII1iOOI should lndepero.nlly
wnfy I OW'''CYof~ lnfolmltion. ProvIde d propertiol mer Of '""'r !'JOt bio kted by"l oIlI<;IlIl-oenl prl eonting .... ~lI>rmelion . CQPvrillhl 20 12. MllrolilJlStlVleft. 1M.

Cop)'flghtC1 2012, Rlpl~ Corpordoon HI nghl$ nl w lVId. Fuued Prope!tiell _ , not be ~1Md by1he oflical"ll Wll pr_nllng!hlll broc:hurl .



DOM: 89
CDOM: 89,/

HUD: No Auction : No

Bonds/AsmtslTaxes: Unknown

Pending Dote:

Style:
CC&RS: Yes
BlAITDesc:

SUbtype: Condo
Subtype Dese: Detached

Escrow:
Escrow#:
Days in Escrow:
Selling Date:
Selling Prico:
SP % LP:
Selling PricelSqFt:
Financing:

REO Yes Short Sale:
Aroa: 20117
County: Stanislaus
APN: 004-081-010-000
Zoning: Unknown
Map Sec:
Census Tract:
Apprx Elevation:
SUbdivision:

Addlllona! PJ~lyrSf (11)
Beds (Possible): 2
Ba1hs (FH): 3 (2 1)
SqFt Pri Res (Apprx): 2m~e8sor/Auto-FUI
Sqft 2nd Res (Apprx):
PrIce/SqFt: $82.46
Year Bultt: 1979
RemodeledlUpdfd: Unkno~

Residential Client Full Report
Usting& as 0107/0212012 at 4:59PM Peae: 3

7336 Dol Cielo Way Modesto, CA 95366-9632 /' Listing Price: $172,500 _'
Cross Street: Stewart M : ATLS 248 8-8 VRP: N

Acres: 0.059
Lot SqFt (Apprx): 2570
Lot Dim: OXO
Pool (Location): None
Pool Type :

Builder.
Model:
Const Est Start:
Const Est End:
Stories: 2 S10ry
Faces:

HOA: Yes $739 Monthly
HOA Dues Include: Assn Mgmt,Common Areas

Priv Assn Amen:

# Garage Spaces: 2 # Carport Spaces:
Garage: 2 Car Attached

RecParking:

School County: Stanislaus
EL: Stanislaus Union
JR: Stanislaus Union
SR: Modesto City

Disc/Reports:

Terms: Cash, Conventional , Submit

Heat: CenlTal

Air: Central
Rooms:

Site Loca: Gated Community

Site Dese: Trees ManY,View SpecIal

Feat Mise:
Baths: Shower 5tall(6)

Mast Bed:
Landscp:

Mast Bath:

Laundry: Inside Area

Dining: Space in Kitchen

Kitchen:

Roof: Tile
cnstret: Frame
Exterior: Wood
Foundatn: Concrete Slab
Road: Paved,Private
Improvmnt: Curbs/Gutters
Water: Private DislTict

Applnces:

Fimplc: 1. Family Room

Sewer: Septic Community
Utility: 220 Volts

Oth StR::
Restrict:

Energy: None

Floor: Carpel

Disability:

Horse Pip:
Horse Amn:

Equipmnt: MBR :
LR:

BR2:
FR:

BR3:
KIT:

BR4:
DR:

All meu6Uromnnls and ClIlaJl:ltions 01area are approximate . Inlormation providod by SeDer/Olher SOUfC6l1. not verifi " d by Btokor, A1llnlere.,tod Poroons should lodE/pendontly
verily DCCUrocy of above infomlOtion . Providod proporties rnoy or may not bo ijr.tod by the office/sQ(lnt pre611nting the Information . Copyright 2012, MelnlList Services, Inc.

Copyright !:l 2012. RapaltDni Corporalion. All rights reserved . Featured Properties may not be listed by the office/agent presenting this brochure.



ST Active 04/G4/12
MlS. ; 12021860 OlJOS R

Residential Client Full Raport

733&0.1 Cielo WI'1 Mod..te, CA 95358-8 '32
C.vu StAt«; Stewart Ma

listing Price: $172,500
; ATLS 246 e-e VRP: N

Prvperty Description : Very nice gated Del RIo Country Club Townhool l'lCondo. This 2 be«oom. (lnd 2 .5 blllh home has over 2000 square feet 01
~I/in g SPIIC<\'. Enjoy the tranquUit» of \tie pond and trees from your bslc;ony pi lle l Freddie Mlc I, offering an a1loWllnce up to $!SOO IOWlfd8 the purchase
of Home Warranty lot O'Nller-i;lCQIpiltd buy ers . Home Warranty al lowance mullt be requl'.tftd at li me of orrer.

DI...alons to PfDperty: Steware to Del C1elo to Entry Gate .

PrM~tad By: Bob Blue-I
Ucenle "00800029
Prim.-y: 209-541·7 400
Seconda ry: 209-541-7400
Fax: 866-202·6545
Ennui: bob9233C C'Omcast.net
htlp:/"*-.bobblllznl.pmz.com

PMZ Real ENte
Ucense .00405158
1230 E. Olllngeburg Aile , sie A
M~81to CA 95350
Phone: 209-527-2010
FI I(: 209-527-.6146
hltp:/Jwww.prnz.com

AJI ""'10Uf<Un.ms ItIld t:lIlaJlellon l Or.-l M I " oppro~h.._ InfolnllIIion prv""k>d by~_, nol venf>ed by Brokaf. All InI&fl'~ Pef100N lJhould Indeperodri,
....nfv l a;lJ1ecy or.~ "' ''' Imdon. Prvvlded p rvpe rtiol e ma, OflTlll, nol be . "'d by .,. oIPioIMgeIllpr....n'OlIlhe ...10","",000 eop,fight 20 12, M,llrollll SeMen, Inoo.

Cop)'rlght C201'1, RepoC>ni COrpooIIion. Nl ri~ ..~ F..lured~. met noC be lIMed b, 1N ork<I/'1Ierrt pr. ....n*>g flie bfo<::ho.q .
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Residential Client Full Report
U5!ings as of 07102f}JJ12 at 4:59PM Pa~ e : 1

5 T Active 06/10/11 7352 Del Ciolo Way Modesto, CA 95356.aS48 Listing Price: $165,000
MLSfI: 11043054 01MMNA05 Cross street: Stewart Ml1 : ATLS 248 B-8 VRP: N

Escrow:
Eacrow#:
Pay. In Escrow:
Selling Date:
Selling Price:
SP% LP:
Selling Prico/Sq Ft:
Financing:

REO No Short Sale: HUD: No Auction: NoMdl!SOfl l! Plotl.trlll (14) MIa

Pending Pate: OOM: 374
CDOM: 374

Beds (Po ssible): 2
Baths (FH): 2 (2 0)
SqFt Prl Res (Apprx): 1872 Assessor/Agt-FlfI
SqFt 2nd Res (Apprx):
Price/SqFt: $88.14
Ye r Built: 1979
Remodeled/Updfd: No

Acres: 0.070
lot SqFt (Apprx): 3049
lot Dim: Unknown
Pool (location): None
Pool Type:

# Garage Spaces; 2 tI Carport Spaces:
Garage: 2 Car Attached,Garage Door Opener

RecParking :

Area : 20117
County: Stanislaus
APN: 004-080-019-000
Zoning: P-D
Map Sec:
Census Tract: 5.01
Apprx Elevation:
Subdivision: Del Rio East

Builder:
Model:
Const Est Start:
Const Est End:
Stories: 3 or More
Faces:

School County: Stanislaus
EL: Stanislaus Union
JR: Stanislaus Union
SR: Modesto City

Subtype: Condo
Subtype Desc: Attached, Townhouse, Planned Unit
Develop

Style: Contemporary
CC&RS: Yes Bonds/AsmtslTaxes: Yes
BlAIT DeIlC: Local Assessments

HOA: Yes $725 Monthly
HOA Dues Include: Assn Mgml,Common Areaa,Malnt
Exterior,Road.Roor,Water

Priv Assn Amen:

DiscJReports: TDS Available

Tenns: Cash, Conventional, Submit

Heat: Central Site Loca: Gated Community

Air: Central
Rooms: Den/StudY,Great Room Concept,Loft,Masler Suite,Separate
Family Room
Baths: Shower Slall(s)

Mast Bed: Balcony ,Closet Walk-In

Malt Bath: Tub wIShower Over

Laundry: 220 Vall Hook-Up,lnside Area,Sink.

Dining: Dining Bar,Fonnal Room

Kitchen: Counter Tlle,Pantry Cabinet

Applnces: Compactor,Cook Top Elec,Dishwasher,Disposal,lce Maker
Plumbed,Oven Double,Oven Elee 811

Fireplc: 1, Double Sided

Energy: Dual Pane Full

Floor: Carpet , UnoleumNinyl, Tile

Disability:

Site Delle: Lake/River Access,Shape Irregular,View Special

Feat MIsc: Patio Uncovered, Wet Bar Interior

Landscp: Front

Roof: Tile
Cnstrct: Frame,Wood
Exterior: Wood
Foundatn: Concrete Slab
Road: Paved,Private
Improvmnt: SidewalklCurb lGutter,Street Lights
Water: Private Distrlet

Sewer: Septic Connected,Speclal System
Utility: 220 Volts

Oth Strc:
Restrict: Parking

Horse Prp: No
HorseAmn:

EquJpmnt: MBR:
l R:

BR2 :
FR:

BR3:
KIT:

BR4:
DR:

All moasurornonls amI C3lcut tiona of area are approxlmaln. Infofm tion provided by Sollor/OUtar SOUn;8e. not " erffied by Droker. All inlorested Persons lShould independonUy
verify a<:curacy of aoo"e information. Provided properties mayor may not be fislad by the oflioo/llgenl prat>entlngthe infonnation. Copyright 2012, MelroUst Sel\l ices, Inc.

Copyright (Q 2012, RapattDni Corporatio n, All rights reserved . Featured Propertiea may nnt be filmld by Ihe office/agent presenting this brochu""



ST Active 06110111
MLS#: 11043OS4 OlMMWl.05

Residential Client Full Report

7351 Del Cielo Way Modesto, CA953H~a48

Cron stnHlt: SltlWilfl Ma
listing PrlCII: $165,000

: ATLS 24~ 8-8 VRP: N

Pn;tjMrty Oesc:nption: Lu)(Ury living in the eree'e /TWIrl prf!S~ glaus Gated communltiMi. Multi level comfort wiff'l bealJl:lful pano ramic vlewe of lake ll lld
relalri n" lren Md grell1le1Y.

Dnctiona to Property: 51_rt to Del Cielo Way. Left ttuu Security Gate .

Pl'Hented By: Bob Br~..1 PMZ R..I Estate
l icense. 00800029 Llcenle' 00405158
Primary: 20g..s.41·74DO 1230 E. Orangeburg Ave, Ste A
Secoocl!lIy:20~541·7'OO ModHto CA95350
F;n: 866-202-6545 Phone: 209-527·2010
Email: bob9233@eomcast.net Fill : 209-527-6146
http://www,bobbrllz8al.prnz.com hltp:Jlwww,pmz.com

,o.JI meaWl_m.,1d ca1alli>tIOni 01..... a .. appn:lxirnl _ , lnf0nn8 llori pra Yldod bJ 8eIw/Ofle.r-'rt:eIo. IIOl v""fiod by Broker. AlI lnl_sIed P.~.tlc>uldlrldepend8nt1y
...1iIyaco, lIACrof abovtl lnlDnM lion. PrtMd84 propertie. ..... , or IMy no! be hhld by IN oIfto&/IItIOnl llf"llfl1ing .... 1n1orma1lOl'l, Copylig hl2012, M11l'Ollill Se rvloH, In(: ,

CopyrlghI: C 20 12, Rapatt:>nl CofpomIoo. All r1gtQ ",...-d. r ...!Ured p",~ INIJ not be ~1Wd by the oflIceIagenl P"•• lltinllllle brocflurtl.



July 2, 2012

Stanislaus County Planning Commission

1010 io" Street, Suite 3400

Modesto, CA95356

Ladies and Gentlemen:

RECEIVED
I

~~ 5 10 11
STANISLflL ) 'JO flL/INNING8

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPT.

The Del Rio Villas project is stirring animal spirits amongst the natives. It certainly MIGHT generate

some jobs and spur growth in the community, as it is proposed, and it may fulfill some demand among a

few residents who would like to "have their cake and it, too"... who think they want a smaller residence

close to the Country Club. The tone taken by the proponents of the project is that there is big, unmet

demand for higher density development in the Del Rio Community, that it is " reasonable" land use, and

that the opponents to their project are few in number, and are "anti-development".

Nothing could be further from the truth.

The vast majority of residents in the Del Rio Community are in favor of development... when it follows

the guidelines set forth In the Del Rio CommunIty Plan. Hundreds of residents have been will ing to

sign a petition opposing the project asproposed, which calls for over 4 residences per acre, double the

density allowed by The Plan. There's a reason for this opposition... we all invested in Del Rio property

because we liked the spacious atmosphere here . We residents also went to the trouble to protect that

atmosphere by establishing with the County the Community Plan of 1992, which calls for a maximum

density of 2 residences per acre. We want to keep that standard intact.

The bottom line? We think it's presumptuous for a few residents who want to make a precedent-setting

change to The Plan, which affects us all ,(and would affect the future development of surrounding

acreage) to satisfy their desires. There is no reasonable or logical rationale for changing a longstanding

and successful Community Plan to benefit a few, at the expense of the majority. We say Go Ahead and

Develop the 4-acre parcel... we have no problems with that. Just be sure the project meets The

Community Plan standards.

Sincerely,

Bill and lIa Jean Reinheimer

1401 Countryview Drive

Modesto CA95356

2095451244



Ju105'12 03:46p Mussman & Mussman, LLP 209-577-8892 p.1

Ju ly 2, 20 12

From The Desk or
Bret L. de St. Jeor

5()~ Stewart Road
\Iod~~ln, CA 9~:l5(,

LISA nrcrrvaon '- "l~... . 'Ifr- - --- ----.,

JUL 0 5 2012
L_

STAr,II::,. , ' ,' ;' ...ANNING &
GOM·\jtl;NII l lJEVH OPMENT DEPT

Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors
Modesto. CA

Re: Del Rio Villas

I wanted to send you a Jetter in regards to the Del Rio' Villas application requesting a'
zoning change to the current subdivision map. Twill not be unavailable 10 attend the
Board of Supervisors Meeting slated for Ju ly 5 due to business travels.

Tlive in De l Rio. Jwant to voice my stl'ong opposition to the proposed General Plan
Amendment No. 2012-01.

The current Del Rio neighborhoods offer a pleasant reprieve from the traditional single
family housing communities commonly found throughout the Modesto. The Del Rio
Villas would change and alter the " feel" and "sereneness" of the current Del Rio
neighborhoods as presently constituted.

It is my opinion that Del Rio Villas proposal turned into bad investment by the current
property owners and they are now trying to recoup their losesat the cost of altering the
current Del Rio Community. This ( believe would be a mistake and unfair to all those
who have worked so hard to buy homes in Del Rio specially for the type of community
Del Rio offers. The rezoning would be unfair and wrong. by accommodating a very select
few as the cost of the many.

Please vote to OPPOSE the rezoning of the current subdivision map.

If you have any questions or need 10 discuss this matter with me. I can be reached at the
address and telephone number below:

Bret de St. Jeor
504 Stewart Road
Modesto: CA 95356
Tel: 209-577-1585



DRPOA Emai l

Crystal Reln . FW: Planning Commission July 5th Agenda link-corrected

Page I of2

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Crystal.

"Frederick O. Lewis III" <gsfdwad @charter.net>
<rei ncOsta ncounty.com>
7/5/20 12 3:47 PM
FW: Pla nning Commission July Sth Agenda link-corrected

Please forward this to all members of the planning commission.
Very Truly Yours,
Frederick O. Lewis III
Managing Member
Californ ia Affordable & Oakland Affordable Hcustnq Group LLC
(209) 522-9999/ fax (209 ) 522-5939
dealmaker@charter,net

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE : This email message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended
recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient or the
person responsible for deliver ing the e-mail to the intended recipient, you should delete this message from your
system without copying or forwarding it. Any use, disclosure, printing , copying, or distribution of this message. or
the taking of any action based on it, by anyone othe r than the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited.

From: Frederick O. l ewis III [mailto :gsfdwad@charter.net]
Sent: Sunday, July 01, 2012 11:12 PM
To: 'delriocommunity@gmall.com'
Subject: RE: PlannIng Commission July 5th Agenda llnk-ccrrected

I am writing to you regarding the upcoming Planning Commission me eting. I will be out of tow n duri ng July s"
but wa nted you to unders tand my pro spective as a Real Estate Developer in Oakland w ho is in opposition to the
project. I have lived in Del Rio for over 20 years on Spy Glass. When the project came before the Board of
Supervisors last t ime I had listed 6 reasons why the project would fail and not fit for the neighborhood which
they agreed.

The only reason the neighbors on the Rancho Del Rio side aren' t oppos ing (mai nly Bebe) is because they are
insured it w ill on ly be one story . They could care less of the density as long as it is not t wo story so a neighbor
would not look into thei r yard . That is selfish and doesn't advance the neighborhood for th e rest of Del Rio.

What wesenberg is proposing with Del Rio Villas is already been tried and failed. It is called Leer Court. Richard
Rand and I were against this project 10 years ago for many reasons all of w hich had been validated. (I
unde rstand he is support of this project) We were successfu l to keep the project very close to X acre parcels
though t he PUD was approved by one vote (one Planner was absent or abstained) . He attempted to increase
the density . He told the Planning Commiss ion his family membe rs would live there. Not only did his family
members not move in the project, it was never even buil t out and what was started was fo reclosed on. l ook at
Leer Cour t and you wil l see Del Rio Vi llas has no place in Del Rio.

file:/IC :IUserslRE1NCIAppDa.alLocallTemplX Pgrpwisel4FF5B709STANCO_ ISBTP0210... 7/5/2012



DRPOA Email

Very Truly You rs,
Frederick O. Lewis til
Managing Member
California Affordable & Oakland Affordable Housing Group l LC
(209) 522-9999/ tax (209) 522 -5939
dealmaker@ cha rter.net

Page 2 of 2

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email message, including any attachments, is for the sale use 01the intended
recipfenn s) and may contain confident ial and privi leged information . If you are not the intended recipi ent or the
person respon sible for delivering the a-mail 10 the intended recipient, you should delete this message from your
system without copying or forwarding i1. Any use, disclosure, printing , copying , or distribu tion of this message, or
the laki ng of any act ion based on it. by anyone other tha n the intended recipient. is strictly proh ibited .

From: Del Rio Property Owners Assoc fm ailto :mailer response@emailcounts.roml On Behalf Of Del Rio
Property Owners Assoc
Sent: saturday, June 30, 2012 12:48 AM
To: gsfdwad@charter.net
Subject: Planning Commission July 5th Agenda link-corrected

I~ www. DeIRloArea.com I

Corrected Link :
The Planning Co mmission has posted the agenda for the JUly 51h meet ing (link 10 agenda), see item VIII C.

Sorry for the bad link.

This email wa s sen! by Del Rio Property Owners Asecc . ww\\'.DeIRjoArea.com, Modesto , CA 95356, using Express Email Markel ing. You
were added tc this lis! as gstdwad@charter neton 3125120 12.

Express Email Maf1l eling supports permission-based email market ing.
Update melereoccs. Unsubscribe. Privacy policy

~

file://C:IUserslREINClA ppDataILocailTempIXPgrpwisel4FF5B709STANCO_1SBTP0210 ___ 7/5/2012



Page 1 of 1

Crystal Rein - Del Rio Amendment Proposition

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Janice Mooney <jan.mooney5@gmail.com>
<planning@stancounty.com>
7/5/20129:49 AM
Del Rio Amendment Proposition

I am .ornpletcly again. t the request to make the following modifications to a 4.31 acre parcel in the Del
Rio Community Plan Area: 1) Amend the genera l plan/community designation from LDR (LOW DENSITY
RESIDENTIAL) 10 P-D (PLANNED DEVELOPMENT) and Ihe Del Rio Commun ity plan(part of the general
plan)Residenlial Unit Density allowance from 2 10 4.5 dwelling units per acre; 2) Amend the zoning
designatio n from RA (RURAL RESIDENTIAL) 10 poD (PLANNED DEVELOPMENT); and 3) subdivide into
18 air space condominiums and a common area parcel.
The person who is reques ting these changeswants to do this knew the rules and restrictions when he
bought the property and heard the neighborhood objections to the changes one short year ago. Nothing has
changed over the past year or from the time he bought the property. This request needs to be denied once
and for all to protect the integrity our neighborhood.
Sincere ly,
Jan Mooney

file://C:\Users\REINC\AppData\LocaI\Temp\XPgrpwise\4FF5B80DSTANCO_1SBTP021... 7/512012



July 5, 2012

Dear Fellow Commissioners;

I would like to apologi ze for not being at the meeting this evening due to being out of the Count ry on
business.

On the Del Rio Condo Development, I was totally surprised after the pro ject was brought before the
Planning Commission approxima te ly a year ago to see it once again coming before us after the
commissioners denied it. The design of the project has not changed. A year ago, I spent several hours
researching the project and came up wi th several reasons why this project did not f it in th is area.
I wa svery opposed to this project a year ago, and I continue to remain opposed at this t ime. I believe
that the project might be a good project in another area, but not the Del Rio area which consists of lots
approximately half acre or larger.

Thank you,
Respect ful ly submitted,
Joh n Ramos



Page 1 of 1

Crystal Rein - General Plan Amendment Application (No 2012-01)

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

<modestoheart@aol.com>
<Planning @stancounty.com>
7/4/2012 10:31 AM
General Plan Amendment Application (No 2012-01)

TO: Stani slaus County Planning Commission

RE: General Plan Amendment Application (No 2012-01 )
Del Rio Villa s Project

As homeowners in the Del Rio community, we strongly OPPOSE the general plan amendment
app lication (No 20 12-0 1 (the Del Rio Villas Project). We oppose amend the general plan from LDR to
P-D we oppos > the unit density allowance from 2 to 4.5 units per acre, we oppose amend the zoning
designation from RA to P-D and we oppose subdi vide into 18 air space condos.

We moved into Del Rio mostly for the orderly and consistent development within the area . We strongly
support the Del Rio Community Plan in 1992 - densities of no less than 1/2 acre parcel lots. We urge
the commi ssion to recommend disapproval of the proposed Del Rio Villas Projects which is
inconsistent with the plan.

Thank you very much for your attention.

Judy Fling
7200 Spyglass Drive

file://C:\Users\REINC\AppData\Local\Temp\XPgrpwise\4FF53EC3STANCO_ISBTP02IO... 7/512012



Page 1 of 1

Crysta l Rein - Del Rio - Amend General Plan

From :
To:
Date:
Subject:

<markagoss @aol.com>
<pJanning @stancounty .com>
7/5120129:52 AM
Del Rio - Am end Genera l Plan

Planning Commission Meeting:

r am a rece nt Del Rio residence and want ed 10express my opinion about the request to amend the general plan
in Del Rio. I grew up in Modesto and have a family wi th three children. I have lived in numerous parts of town
including old developments, new developments , houses, and apartments. I certainly understand the motivation
behind the amendment 10 the plan but r believe any such modification would be short sighted toward both the
growth pla n in Stanislaus Coun ly and the unique community in Del Rio. Currently in Stanislaus County there
does not appear a need for such additional housing. Even if there were, there are more suitable locations that
already have the appropriate zoning for this type of project . The idea that there is not a need today for 112
acre lots that fit into the development plan in Del Rio and there for we must change the plan only demonstrates the
limited vision that has hampe red other areas in our com munity when it comes to our future planning. Even if it
were true that there is not a current need for 1/2 acre lots today, that is not necessarily Ihe case for what we may
experience in 5, 10, or 20 years from now . That was the vision for the plan in 1992. To overcome short term
"profit" designs based on the current market and instead put together a long term plan. However, once this
project is in place, there is no going back. Some of our best residential areas of Stanislaus County involve long
term growth models that resis t short term growth plans lor just monetary gain. The developers can certainly put
together a plan that works within the terms of the genera l plan or make modifications that are more consistent with
the plan. We can go into several neighbo rhoods and see how short term pla nning based on the market a few
years ago has effected numerous communities.

I know and respect several of the suppo rters of the amendment as well as many of the residence who want to
keep the plan the same . Befo re amending a community plan it should be substantially supported by the
community. If the modif ication is not overwhelmingly supported by the Del Rio community, it should not be
amended.

Thank you for your consideration.

Mark Goss
300 Hartley Drive
Modes to CA 95356

file:IIC:\U scrs IREINClAppData\Local\TempIXPgrpwise\4FF5 B829STANCO_ ISBTP0210 ... 7/5/2012



Page 1 of I

Crys lal Rein - Del Rio Villa s Project

From:
To:
Date:
Subject :

<Fabpaints@aol ,com>
<planning@stancounty.com>
7/4/20 12 11:19 AM
Del Rio Villas Project

Members of the Planning Commission ,

We are writing in opposition to the Del Rio Villa Project. We, like many others who have voiced their
opposition, have moved here because of one reason, and that is , the attractiveness of low density , serene
residential neighborhood. More than 20 years ago, we built our dream home in Dutchollow thinking that
we would live their for many more years. Unfortunately , when the orchards on the other side of Snyder got
developed into tract homes, our neighborhood had totally changed from a quiet and low traffic one to busy
streets and increased noise level. That was when we decided to move to Del Rio to be away from this. If the
commission gives the go ahead for this project, you will take away the last neighborhood in this area which has
these characteristics .

We are not sure how many have written in opposition, but we know for sure that most of the residents here DO
NOT want this at all. What is the logic that we all have to give up what we want in our neighborhood so that the
developer and his investors can profit from this? This is the same project that was being turned down by the
commiss ion two years ago. Every aspect of the project remains the same, other than this time around the
developer engaged a public relations firm to make Ihe project sounds more attractive and and desirable.

We thank you in advance for your consideration of our comments .

Sincerely.

Peter and Kathleen Lai

file: IIC :IUsersl REINClA ppDa.alLocallTemplXPgrpwisel4FF53EE ISTANCO_ISBTP021 0... 7/512012
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Crystal Rein - Opposition to Del Rio Condos Deve lopment

From:
To:
Date:
Subj ect :

Susan Dignan <sdsdignan@g mail.com>
<planning@stancounty.com>
7/4/20 12 11:18 PM
Opposition to Del Rio Condos Development

July 5, 20 12

Susan Dignan

71 13 Oakmont Dr.

Modesto, CA 95356

Planning Comm ission

10 10 10 Street

Modesto, CA 95354

Dear Planning Commission:

I have lived nearby Country Club Drive for over the last 25 years and am concern ed about your decision
to change the zoning rules to allow condos on Country Club Drive. My neighbors and I have come to
rely on the current zoning rules when establishing our families in this area. Chang ing the zoning now
would be unfair to those residents, like myself, who have come to rely on the benefit s of a low-density
neighborhood such as less noise and traffic. By allowing greater density, the neighborhood dynamic
would change aga inst the cu rrent wishes of the majority of the neighbors.

The Del Rio Lago development has been denied in the pas t. The Del Rio area does not have a shortage
of open lots which would justify allowing greater densities. If there is space available for more homes,
shouldn't those areas be developed before allowing greater densities against the wishes of local
residents? Assuming that the Del Rio area needs condos, they should be developed in a location that
already allows higher densities or local residents approve.

As a county citizen, my grave concern is that the county is being influenced by the political influence
and money of the developers of the Del Rio Condos. They have hired expensive pub lic relation firms
and invested substantial sums of resources to subroga te the rights of the local residents. They were
aware of the current zoning restrictions on the land before they bought it and probably paid less money
as a result of its current zoning. The neighbors of this project should not suffer because the developers
have political influence and wish to make a larger profit.

Sincerely,

Susan Dignan

file:IIC:IUsersIREINClAppDatalLocaIITempIXPgrpwiseI4FF53EFBSTANCO_ ISBTP0 210... 7/5/2012
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Susan J. Filippi
7300 Hltlcresl Drive
Modesto, CA 95356
Telephone: 20 9-545-4 808
sfil ipp il!'aol .com

Stanislaus County PI,mnlng Commission
1010 10'~ Street

SuIte '3400
Modesto, CA 95 3 54

REC

JUL 0 5 1011

Subject: General Plan Amendment Application NO. 2012-01, Rezone Appllc8tlon
NO. Z012 -01 lind ves ti ng Tentative Subdivision Map A pp li cation NO, 2012-01 
Del Rio VlIIlI$

Dear Planning Commissioners:

We have been resident s of th e Del Rio area for 26 years. We were sold our lot with the
stipu lati on that all lots in th e Del Rio area were t o be no less than one half acre in size.
Now developers, who knew this informat ion before purchasing the propert y under
discussion, have taken it upon themselves t o drastically alter the concept of our
neighborhood for personal profit. Disregarding most of the ne~hbors' wishes, th ey have
decided t o inflict us wit h high-densitY housing and much more speeding traffic. This is
contrary to t he 1992 Del Ri o plans adopted by the then Board of Supervisors.

I st rongly disagree with some comments in the artlcle"Del Rio Condo Confl ict On Deck"
headining t he 4 July edit ion of The Modesto Bee. The lot In question Is not "an
untend ed, weedy field that is sometimes used as a dumping ground." I have driven by
this lot multiple tim es daily for th e past 26 years and I have never seen any matter
dumped in the area. r enjoy wtching the hawks and th e other wild Hfe who make this lot
home.

Many of the people who are supporting thi s project do not live in the Immediate area,
but on the east side of the country club. They are not the ones who will be affe cted by
the continual " race course" that is Thunderbird Drive. Just last week, a speeder crashed
into property at t he east end of Thunderbird Drive.

The area infrastructure Is already suf fering due to the lack of a sheriff resulting in
cont inual disregrd of t he stop sIgns at Thunderbi rd and Carver and at Country Oub and
St. J oh n Road, an unstaffed firehouse, disintegrating road and water syst ems. Now
these developers want t o Inject sewage and human waste into th e ground. There is
already a high rate of breast and prostate cancer In our area due I suspect t o many years
of farm and country club chemicals. Now we will be exposed t o more chemicals injected
int o our ground. What should we name this n8\IV cancer exposure? I hesitate t o say.

There Is no need for this high-density housing. there are many condominiums available
on t he east side of the country club. There are also many. many homes in our area,
which cannot be sold in the current economic environment.

Do not force this development down our throats. No matter what t he developers and
supposedly important poli tical contrib utin g b ackers say t o you, t h is is the wrong p lace



Jul 0412 01:32p 209 545-48 17 0.2

for thls hlgh~denslty development. The owners of this land and their group of Inveters
have torn our neighborhood apart.

I ask you to vote "NO" on this zoning proposal. Everyone has the right to make an
honest profit, but not at the expense or disruption of others.

Sfncere ly, . •

~. " .~~. ~~.~
Susan J. Rlippi



Dear Honorable members of the County of Stanislaus Plann ing Departmen t , June 19, 2012

I t has com e to my attention that there will be held on July s" hearing regarding the "Villas at Del Rio"

project . Jwould like to comment asa concerned resident in the community. I live at 7456 Del Cielo Way,

DeJ Rio East. I have been a long ter m businessow ner, involved in agriculture, four th generation, in the

town of Newman. I sold my business and was transferred back to Mo dest, from San Francisco, recent ly

as a consultant fo r my forme r company. In the late 1990's lowed a home here in the Dutch Hollow

area, and my uncle has lived in Modesto for over 4S years.

I want to be clear, I have no tie to t he developer and have only attended informat ional meet ing held at

neighboring homes here in Del Rio.

I currently lease a tow n house here in Del Rio and find it a fine commu nity . Unfort unate ly the units here

are almost as old as I am, are of poor build quality and have far too many stairs for me. I'm recovering

from fu ll hip surgery.

Now here is my poin t of viewl

This land use is good for the area for the followi ng reasons ;( not in any particul ar order).

1. A good use of the land, no more need for large single family homes, cert ainly for that parcel.

2. Provides a neede d safe and gated area for us aging baby boomers. which do not want or need a

large home.

3. Will be designed and buil t for those of fuse who want a high quality, self managed and

mainta ined home. Many of us now have second homes and do not want to worry about exter ior

maintenance on the st ruct ure or the landscaping,

4. Provides a one floor alternat ive, close to t he golf course to those who like me have physical

disabili t ies.

5. Will be buil t w ith green and mo re energy efficient technology.

6. I oft en d rive th rough the commu nity and have notice many homes wit h a significant lack of

mainten ance. I fear these hom eowners are in some form of financial t rouble. We do not need

mo re M c Ma nsions l

7. As a grandparent , I want to live close to my children who want to follow me here to five and

work . Thi s t ype of duster develop ment wou ld allow just that.

8. I have had several homes with individual septic systems and they are a constant headache. This

development wil l have a state of the art system for wate r t reatment.

9. landscape mainte nance and water use. Developments of this type can me better managed and

wate r usage will be cont rolled.

I
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10. Traffic. As I wal k dog, very slow ly now, I see some of these large homes with 3 to 4 cars park in

the driveways. M any of which, I presume are the te enage childr en of these residents. zoom up

and down the streets.

11. l ess bedrooms equates to less community impact!

Thank you very much for tacking your valuable tim e to read and consider my letter. I know you have a

thankless job, (my fat her was a planni ng commis sioner in Santa Clara County for 10 years), but please

remember you all play an important part in improving ou r everyday lives here in Del Rio and in the

Modesto area.

Yours Sincerely,

Robert Raym ond Benech

7456 Del Cielo Way

M odesto CA, 95356

209·602·04 18

robertbenechinc@gmail .com.

2



Dear Stani slaus County Plannin g Commission & Board of Superv isors:

I have lived in the Del Rio Community for nearly 30 years. As a longtime, local physician and surgeon , I
wou ld like to offer my "physician's " perspective when it comes to supporting the prop osed Villas at Del
Rio townhouse project.

I have seen first hand the growing trend of an aging America. One of the unfort unate side effects of getting
older is thai physical moh ility can decrease . I have treated many elder patients that have suffered fa lls and
injuries from homes 11\) longer suitable for their age. I find it refreshing lind innovative that the deve lopers
considered th is when they desi gned each of the 18 Villas homes. The following arc some of the senior
friendly featur es of homes at the Villas:

• Single-sto ry format , no stairs to climb.

• Wider hallways and doorways for wheelchair access.

• Bathrooms with easy access by wa lker or wheelchair.

• Large showers for wheel -in access.

• To ilet areas constructed for easy installat ion of grab bars .

The se sa fety features make the Villas pe rfect for people who arc at or near ret irement age wanting to
downsize Ircm thci r large hOIl1<.'5 and Mill be a part ofthe Del Rio golfing community. Being able to
continue 10 go lf is good exe rc ise and great lor their men till and emot iona l health . Till: Villas is what Del
Rio lack s the most. I hove bee n 10 many notable go lf courses throughout the state and Villas-type
residences are a very popular and an important part of the housi ng mix. Con sequently for the reasons
stated above (and many more), I wholehearted ly support the Villas at Del Rio proposed project and ask
that you do too .

A
' ;~

,:;:~
, Dr. John Porteou s

1301 Tamarisk
Modest o, Ca 95356
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Christine Ferraro - Fwd: Del Rio Communication

From: Jim DeMart ini

To: Ferraro, Christ ine

Date: 5/3/12 10:48 AM .;

Subject: Fwd: Del Rio Communication

Attachments: Del Rio Co mmunity Letter 4.9.12.pdf; Del Rio Update 4.30.12.pdf
- -- -------------------------

>> > Linda Chambers 4/ 30/2012 11:41 AM > >>

Good Morning,
Monica asked that I share the two atta chments recently rece ived to her home during the month of April. The two flyers
are rega rding the Del Rio project and the response fro m the developer. This topic has the potential to come before the board in
future meetings.
Thank you,
linda

li nda Chambers
Execut ive Assista nt
Chief Executi ve Off ice

10 lD 10th St., Ste 6800
Modesto, ( A 95354
Phone (209) 525 -4305

Fax (209) 525-403 3

<;:.hi:Unl;>~e rsU@sti:m~.9...!JQty"cQm
-- - - -- l et Us Know How We Are Doing -- -- _.

Please take a moment and complete the Customer Sati sfaction Survey by d icking on t he fo llowing link :

.lJ.ttp:jIY'lWw.staQ..COU nty.comlcustomercent~Iinde x.sht m

tile ://C:\Documents and SettingslFERRROCILocal SettingslTempIXPgrpwisel4FA2626ESTANCO_ ISBTPO l1 ... 5/3/12



William O'Brien, Supervisor
Stanislaua Gounty
1010 Tenth Street, Suite 6500
Modesto, CA 95354

DearSupervisor O'Brien,

Steven and Jennie Zeff
7605 Spy Glass lJrive
Modesto, CA 95356

May 1, 2012

co
o»
'"oo..,
V>
C

;:l
'":::...
o
'".,.

We write this letter to urge you to uphold the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan and to
reject Mr. Carl Wesenberg's proposed Villas Project, which would increase the
currentdensity.

This neighborhood has worked diligently to establish and maintain the integrity of
this community and should not be asked to subsidize this project so that one
individual can realize greater profits.

Thank you foryour consideration.

Sincerely,

fJPVdG
Steven zeFt

~".IMr-
Jennie Zeff
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Chr ist ine Ferraro - PROPOSED "VILLAS AT DEL RIO" ENDORSEMENT LETTER

From :
To :
Date :
Subject:
CC:
Att achments:

Hi C hristine -

Carrie Cardoza <carrie@go cardoza .com>
Christine Ferraro <FERRROC@co.stanislaus.ca.us>
5/18/12 1:19 PM ..
PROPOSED "VILLAS AT DEL RIO" ENDORSEMENT LETTE R
Duncan Reno <dreno@delriocQuntryclub.com>
Del Rio Country Club Endorsement.pdf

Ca n you please distribu te a copy of the a tta ched letter to eac h BOS?

Question: Does this letter (and other letters tha t tric kle in between now a nd the hea ring) a lso get inc luded in the Board's
packet o f informa tion to review prior to the a c tua l hearing date? It would be great if the BOS could review letter now
and again just prior to the hearing. But, I'm not sure about the policy.

Regards.
Carr ie
581-227 4 - c ell

Carrie Cardoza Bordona
President
Cardoza & Associates, Inc.
2020 Stan diford Ave., Bldg. A
Modesto, CA 95350
209-521·5 464 ext. 10
209-521-1487 - f AX
www.coccrcozo.corn
carrie_@gQ~_ardoz~:t.<;9m

file://C:\Documents and Settings\FERRROC\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\4FB64C6ASTAN CO_ 1SBTPO... 5/18/12
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May 18,2012

80~RO Of SUPER'J\SORS

lnn ~~1 \8 P 3: 3'3

209.5 45.0723 club
209.5 45.5133 fax
80 1 Stewart Rd.
Modesto, CA
95356 -9673

www.delriocounlryd ub.com

Dear Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors & Planning Commission:

My name is Duncan Reno, and I'm writing on behalf of Del Rio County Club in my capacity as
General Manager regarding the proposed Villas at Del Rio residential project.

The current project site - a vacant lot located just west of the 7'h tee box at Del Rio County Club - is
quite visible from the course and has been an eyesore for decades. Needless to say, given the
parcel 's direct relationship to the golf course, this negative visual impact does not convey the proper
image to our members and guests .

After learning about the proposed Villas project and the opportunity to improve the neighborhood and
view from the course, I feel the project, as desiqned, will enhance the function of the Country Club.
More importantly, given the parcels adjacency to Del Rio County Club, this site represents the best
and last opportunity to locate additional housing adjacent to the course.

As the Club's General Manager, I have been approached by members interested in downsizing from
their current Del Rio residence, as well other members who've expressed an interest in moving to
the Del Rio community to retire . Other than the "multi-level" condos built in the late 1970's, on the
east side of the course, there aren't any other residential options for "aging seniors" or "empty
nesters, " both of whom our primary target markets for Del Rio memberships.

Additionally, I'd like to point out that much has changed within the economy and operation of Del Rio
Country Club within the last two decades. Twenty years ago Del Rio enjoyed a "Waiting List" for new
members. This is no longer the case. And while the Club remains financially sound, we have to
compete with other country clubs and various recreational alternatives.

At this time, I urge you to approve the Villas at Del Rio project as it would be an excellent addition to
the neighborhood, in a perfect location, and a much needed complement to Del Rio's "Country Club"
style of living.

Sincerely,

C ---·c;::::
Duncan Reno, CCM
General Manger
Del Rio Country Club
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Chr istine Ferraro - Del Rio Villas

From:
To :
Date:
Subject:

George Beach <georgebeach@sbcglobaLnet>
<FERRROC@stancounty .com>
5/28/12 10:53 AM
Del Rio Villas

Villas provides more housing options

We're 100 percent behind the proposed Villas at Del Rio townhouse development. It makes perfect sense to us. We've raised our
family in the Del Rio community and though the time is not here yet. I know in the near future my husband and I will be empty
nesters. At that time, we won't need a large home and all the demands, responsibilities and costs that come with it. A high-quality
and carefree Villas home would be perfect for us to downsize to. We can easily give up our big house when the time is right, but not
our lcnq-tlme neighborhood friends and special recreational lifestyle Del Rio offers.

Sincerely,

George & Susan Beach

7004 Hye Park Drive

Modesto, CA 95356

209-571.Q751
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Ch ris tine Ferraro - Villas @ Del Rio: Please sha re following letter with each BOS

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Sean Carroll <sean@rossfcarrollinc.com>
"FERRROC@stancounty.com" <FERRROC@stancounty.com>
6/5/125:20 PM
Villas @ Del Rio: Please share following letter with each BOS

Please share following letter with each BOS

THE TIME IS NOW TO SUPPORT DEVELOPMENT

As a general contractor and Del Rio resident, I believe the home building industry can be a positive stimulus during this recession
period. We should encourage and support builders who have the secure financial ability to build. I believe the proposed Villas at Del
Rio can help ju mpstart new construction in Stanislaus County as well as significantly enhance the existing neighborhood.

The inspiration for the Villas has been the golf and country club communities of Spanish Bay in Pebble Beach and Vintage Club Inn
in Palm Desert. The 18 high-end townhouses, the community pool and extensive landscaping would provide much needed jobs for
unemployed workers. The dollars spent for materials and labor would circulate, stimulate and multiply within our local economy.

The 4.3 acre parcel is currently empty and zoned for nine single family homes. Assuming the 9 home sites were developed; how
long it would be before the lots were sold, let alone built upon? Currently there are over a dozen empty lots available in the Del Rio
Lagos and River Nine communities. Demand for 1/2 acre parcels is nonexistent, the Villa concept is in immediate demand.

Sincerely,
Sean P. Carro ll
7415 River Nine Drive
Modesto, CA 95356
209-495-0233

./
Sean P. Carroll, President
ROSS F. CARROLL, Inc.
P.O. Box 1308
Oakdale, CA 95361
Telephone: 209-848-5959
Facsimile: 209-848-5955
E-Mail: sean@rossfcarro llinc.com I
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Page 1 of 1

Christine Ferraro - Del Rio Villas

Fro m:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Robert Venn <mvenn054@yahoo.com>
"FERRROC@stancounty.com" <FERRROC@stancounty.com>
617/127:11 PM
Del Rio Villas

Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors,

We wish to comment on t he proposed Town Home project in t he Del Rio area .

We have been permanen t residents of the Del Rio area (521 Stewart Rd. ) since 1979. We st rong ly suppo rt the
proposed deve lopment as perfect use for land that has long been an eye sore in our area . The property in question
has represented an untended weedy field that is somet imes used as a dump ing area .

Mr. and Mrs. Wessenberg have been extremely open in discussing their plans for the property and have offe red
many opportunities for residents to comment on the proposal. We have Jived in the Del Rio area over 30 years and
adapted to many changes. Holding the atti tude that change In itself is bad serves no one. This proposed
adaptation to the general plan is appropriate given the communities chan ging needs .

The opposit ion to t he project is by individua ls who have a goal of "no development". As long term residents we
appreciate we ll planned development. This proj ect is an inf ill wh ich makes muc h more sense than further
annexation of agricu lt ural land.

Thank you for ack now ledging out support of the propsed project.

Best Regards,

Bob and Marsha Venn
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Ch r istine Ferraro - VILLAS at DEL RIO EN DORSEMENT LETTER

From:
To:
Date:
Subj ect:
CC :

"Suzanne Hornern" <shomem@j psfinc.com>
<FERRROC@stancounty.com>
6/8/ 12 1:47 PM
VILLAS at DEL RIO ENDORSEMENT LETTER
"John Potter'" <jolm@jpsfinc.com>

Dear Christine -

On behalf of John Potter, p lease g ive the le tter below to each Board of Supervisor. Please contact me should you have
any questions. I appreciate your help.

Thank You.
Suzanne Homem
Assistant to John Potter
2909 Coffee Rd., Ste 12 B
Modesto, CA 95355
phone: 209-577-8700 x 3
Fax: 209-322-4759

Dear Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors:

I'd like to share my lette r-to -the-ed ito r that pub lished in the Modesto Bee on June 8. The le tter demonstrates my full
support for the Villas at Del Rio proposed project. I ask that yo u p leas e sup port it as well. The Villas concept would be an
excellent - and much needed - addition to the Del Rio community.

Kindest Regards.
John Potter
7413 River Nine Rd
Modesto. CA 95356
209-652-4399

DEL RIO RESIDENTS NOT ABOVE REST OF COMMUNITY
I read with interest the recent artic le (May 26, page B-1) about the proposed plan to b uild high-end townhouses near the
Del Rio Country Club. As a Del Rio resident, I was taken back when Villas a t Del Rio opponent Joyc e Parker. a Del Rio
Property Owners Association Board member, was quoted saying "The quality of the development or the needs of the
com m unity hove nothing to do with it." I think it's very elitist fo r Ms. Parker to make it sound like a ll Del Rio residents expect
their desires to be above the needs of the greate r community. Tha t 's not true. She also stated the 1992 Del Rio
Co m munity Plan restricts what can be built on the 4.3-acre site. Instead of nine more 20,OOO-square-foot parcels, the Villas
would have 18 townhouses within a gated community. Since the approval of the dated Del Rio Community Plan, there
has been a movement toward a more reasoned approach to land use. Today's priority is making the best use of precious
land . We need to develop infill p roperties, such as the Villas, before annexing more farmland. We, including the Del Rio
community, all need to be good stewards of the land.

/
cc- c= ".- '"~ <=>= 02: -.,

I V>
OJ c:

-0

lJ '"eo
<

"" V>..
lT1 0

"x: V>

ti le://C:IDocuments and SeningslFERRROCILocal SettingslTempIXPgrpwisel4FD20288STANCO_ ISBTPOI l ... 6/8/ 12



Page I of2

Christ ine Fer ra ro - Villas at Del Rio

Please sha re with all supervisors, thank you

As past president of the DRPOA I have come to know a lot of the people in our
area and th e feeling we all have towards our community. I also have seen a lot
of development that I have not liked or approved of in and around us. I
represented DRPOA aga inst the Carver Road development and was the voice at the
Plan ning Comm ission several times on different projects that the DRPOAwas
against. I was one of th e first to voice my opi nion on any development that
would create smaller lots or higher density. In my mind this would lessen my
standard of what we have become accustom to living here.

From:
To:
Dat e:
Subject:

"Richard Rand" <rrand@racps.com>
<FERRROC@stancounty.com>
6/13/129:44 AM
Villas at Del Rio
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Over the years we also have seen our population grow a little older and
hopefully wiser in respect to different ideas .

With this in mind, I feel we need to take a hard look at what our needs are and
how to best accommodate them. Please keep in mind that the 1992 Del Rio
Community Plan was intended to be flexibly interpreted. It identifies goals and
objectives aimed to maintain a well planned growth in our area, I feel that
some of us are missing the reason this community plan was put together . The
idea was to promote a well thought out acceptable growth that would have little
impact on our existing facilities.

Take a look aro und and see who makes up our great community. I have seen a
lot of my friends and neighbors try to down size as they become empty neste r and
want a single story proper ty with all the beauty and amenities of owning a
single family home in our community and have no other option but to move away to
find something suitable.

r have spent several nights reviewing and going over the plans that Del Rio
Villas has submitted to the county and feel that we would be better off working
with th is developer to enhance an undesirable dirt lot into somethi ng that can
work for everyone. This project is a suitable development and we may need to
be open minded to the current plan and still adhere to our standards as well as
meet the needs of those living in the community.

Take a hard look at what you see every time you make that turn and see this
vacant parceL If single family homes were developed in nar row 1/2 acre lots
there would be four more drive ways cut into the street instead of just one
with this planned development. I would believe that if anyone would be against
this development it would have been the property owners that back up to or are
adjacent to the development. They would be the mo st affected and I found out
just the opposite. Everyone of them spo ke highly of this development.

file:IIC:IDocuments and SettingslFERRROCILocal SettingslTemplXPgrpwisel4FD860F3STANCO 1SBTPO I... 6113il 2
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With all of this said I feel we as a community need to adapt our thoughts and
feelings to an idea that is reflected of today's needs. Iencourage everyone to
look aga in at the design of th e Villas and realize that this is a project that
is well designed forthe Del Rio Community.

Richard Rand
Rand Comme rcial Properties
1718 HStreet
Modesto,CA 95)54
209-577-0484 wk
209-577-1291f~
209-004-7524=11
rrand@ rdc ps.co m

www.r<.l.cps.com
CA DRE #()()ti.,38<H,
This email message is for the sole use of tne inte nded recipien t(s) and may contain confiden tial and privileged information. Any unauthorized
rev ie w, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contoct the sender by reply email and destroy all
copies of the original message and attach ments.
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Stanis laus County Planning Commission

1010 10t h Street
Suite 3400, 3rd Floor
Modesto, CA95354

June 12, 2012

Re: Proposed Del Rio Villas condo development on County Club Drive

Dear Sirs:

OOARD OF SUPERVISORS I

lD11 JUN /8 A 10'18

I'm sorry I cannot be at the Plann ing Commission meet ing on July 5th in person, please accept this letter as my

voice on th e issue of th e proposed 4.3 acre development in Del Rio on th e corner of Country Club Drive.

I object to t his develop ment for several reasons:

1. It is inconsiste nt wi t h t he Del Rio Comm unity Plan in these significant points:

(from th e Community Plan Standards for Future Residen tial Development (page 9), land Use Plan)

a. " Developments shall incorporate minimum standards f or setbacks" (# 3). M in imum setbac k stan dards are

15'.from the front lot line. The pro posed project has a wall surrounding th e deve lopment t hat is closer

t han 15' to the street .

b. "Future planned developments within Del Rio shall not be gatedf or the purpose of restricting access to the

public" (# 4). The prop osed project is completely walled and gated. In fact, thi s security is one of its

selling points.

c. "Future Planned Developments within Del Rio shall dedicate in land or f unding the equivalent of at feast

15% of the project site to naturaf or landscaped open space with public access." (# 5) This is not part of

the proposed project.

d. Residen ti al Densit ies: "For Area 1, the densities shown shall be used in conjunction with the Law Density

Residential General Plan designation ." Densit ies shou ld be no mo re than two homes per acre; this project

has doubled the specified den sity.

2. The quality of t he proposed deve lopment should not be t he issue. The issue is th e nature of the project .

Whether the development is beaut iful or ugly is a subjective op inion. Allowing a development tha t is clearly

in violat ion of th e plan because it is someone's idea of "pre tty" is not a sensible way to guide future

deve lopments.

3. The project claims to be designe d to accommodate the additional uniq ue housing needs of t hose who wish to

downsize and stay in Del Rio. This is rid iculous. Will we then be asked to accommodate assisted living

resident ial needs for th e next downsize step? Or low-income residentia l needs for our young adults? There

is an infin ite variety of housing needs not avai lable in Del Rio . Modesto is close and includ es many of t hem,

plus it' s got convenient public t ranspo rta tion.

My husband and I invested in our Del Rio hom e specifica lly because it is an exceptional area and wo uld retain it s

value. Changing th e development rules to allow higher density developments jeopardizes our and our neighbor 's,

investments. The Del Rio area is a unique commu nity in Sta nislaus County. Please allow us to continue to live in a

community with th is dist inct ive character.

Thank you fo~our attent ion to this importa nt issue.

Joyce Parker d1tvfvwltt.--
7305 Stoneg te Drive, Modesto, CA

Cc: County Board of Supervisors



June 13th 2012

Supervisor Bill Obrien:

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS r
1111 JUN I 8 A IQl Ib

I am writing to you at thi s time to follow-up on a brief conversation the two of us had at
the Children's Crisis Center's GolfTournament in regard to the proposed development
known as The Del Rio Villas.

Please note that almost all of the statements that follow are drawn and noted by quotation
remarks from communications you received from DROPA in the course ofrecent
activities precipitated by the developers ofthe Del Rio Villa Project. Please note
additionally that the following remarks at the same time also reflect my wife's and my
thoughts in regards to the proposed Del Rio Project.

A bit of pertinent history: "Thanks to the grass roots efforts of several local residents in
1992, a Community Plan was developed which identifies densities of DO less than ~ acre
parcel sizes along with other development criteria. The Plan's intent is not anti
development; rather, it is to provide for long-term, orderly development that is consistent
with the existing homes in the area."

The Board of Supervisors wisely adopted (approved) the Del Rio Community Plan in
1992 as what's called a "Speci fic Plan" which overlays the County's General Plan for the
Del Rio Area.

To the point: "The Del Rio Villas condo project proposes a density of 18 units on 4+
acres, or the equivalent of 4.5 homes per acre. The density specified hy the Plan for this
parcel is 2 homes per acre (\I, acre min. lot size) which allows for up to 8 homes.
Because this is inconsistent with the Plan, the County Planing Commission and the Board
cannot support the project."

On its surface, you might think - "!t's only I0 additional homes, why is that such a
problem?" The problem is that, if approved, it could - and likely would - be precedent
setting. How? If one exception to the Plan is made then others are likely to follow. If
that happens, the existing character of the Del Rio area would not be preserved.

Here are some real life history that speaks to this point that you should be aware of:
"There are two existing, already approved subdivisions "on the books" in the Del Rio
area which are not yet built. One is at the NW Comer of Stewart and McHenry,
encompassing 84 acres and was originally approved for 92 lots. The other is off Carver



Road, toward the southerly end, and encompasses 43 acres and has 47 lots planned. The
plan for the 92 lots at Stewart and McHenry "expired" in the year 2000, so before it can
be built another application must be submitted and approved. An application was, in fact,
submitted in 2000 and the request was for 259 homes through a combination of Y2 and Y4
acre lots, town homes, and apartments. Fortunately this project was not approved as it
met with a lot of opposition from residents. It was also inconsistent with the Plan."

~While the project off Carver Road has not yet "expired," County Planning staffhaye
confirmed that ira pn~ject is not yet built, an application can be re-submitted with a
request for increased density. Approving the condo project, which is inconsistent with
the Plan, could open" the door for other inconsistent development(s).

"Because the proposed Del Rio Villas condo project does not comply with the residential
density requirements oCthe longstanding 1992 Del Rio Community Plan. the Board. on
behalf of the community, cannot support the project.

Thank you for your serious consideration to up-hold the express intent of the Del Rio
Community Plan.

Respectfully, L
Oh~~~fr

7199 Carver Road

cc: Supervisor Monthieth, County Planning Commission, DROPA. Lawrence Dempsey
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Christine Ferraro - Del Rio Villas

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

George Beach <georgebeach@sbcgloba1.net>
<FERRROC@stancounty.com>
6/18/1 2 10:29 AM II'

Del Rio Villas

Villas provides more housing options

We're 100 percent behind the proposed Villas at Del Rio townhouse development. It makes perfect sense to us. We've raised our
family in the Del Rio commun ity and though the time is not here yet, I know in the near future my husband and I will be empty
nesters. At that time, we won't need a large home and all the demands, responsibilities and costs that come with it. A high-quality
and carefree Villas home wou ld be perfect for us to downsize to. We can easily give up our big house when the time is right, but not
our long-time neighborhood friends and special recreational lifestyle Del Rio offers .

Sincerely,

George & Susan Beach

209-571-0751

file:IIC:\Documents and Settings\FERRROC\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\4FDF0308STANCO_1SBTPO1... 6/1 8/12



We'd like it made clear that we are acting as individual citizens and have no financial interest in

the project.

-
Re: Del Rio Community Plan - 1992

Monday, June 18, 2012

Stan islaus County Planning Commission

1010 Tenth Street, Suite 3400
Modesto, CA 95354

Gentlemen;
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In the upcoming Planni ng Comm ission meeting, you will have the onerous but far reaching t~k
of determining the direction of our Del Rio community for years to come. Will you weigh the
importance of the "needs of the Del Rio community" and its future or settle on "leave well
enough alone"? Both Evan and I, as members of the Del Rio community living very near to the
proposed project, feel this issue is important enough for both of us to share with you our

though ts.

There are enough pros and cons to go around .. . by this time you know all of them . In our
community, as in others, CHANGE is a difficult thing , particu larly when one relates to the "good
old days" as Mode sto prides itse lf (American Graffiti, for instance). Change is inevitable in our
soc iety albeit done "kicking and screaming"... and positive for the most part. Examples, the
construction of the Del Rio club house that so many fough t and res isted; the resistance to 10lh

Street Place where the combined facility just seem s to make sense today; Gallo Center for the

Arts. was resisted even by our then Mayor.

The residents of our Del Rio community are asking for a change or variance to accommodate
the futu re nee ds of its citizens . Our demographics are changing and the needs of thos e
demographics are different than it was some 25 years ago . The BOLD de cision is to look to the

future; to provide for a changing population alternatives to an less efficient large sinqle-family ,
multi- level home .

We enco urage you to v in fa vor of this project moving forward.

Norman Porges

cc: Board of Supervisors

P.O, 0 01( 3469 Mode!IO, CA 9 535 3 '209.~49.WASH(9'214l 80 0.479.9'274 209.' 49. 154'2 FAX IJrllllluhlne.(om



TIM COPPEDGE

June 15, 2012

P.O. Box 399
Ceres, CA 95307

OFFICE' (209) 537-8985
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Dear Stanislaus County Planning Commission &Board of Supervisors:

RE: Villas at Del Rio Endorsement

We are writing to express our support for the proposed Villas at Del Rio townhome
project, As Del Rio residents, we know the community well and believe the la-unit
complex Is just what Del Rio needs, The luxury townhomes would largely compliment
the neighborhood and eliminate a 50-year old eyesore,

There arealready plentyof empty 20,OOO-sqyare-foot lots In the community that
could be developed with the typical large Del Rio style home, We certainly don't need
more 20,OOO-square-foot housing lots to compete with what we already have out here
today, Plus, the Villas project would fit an unmet need without competing with existing
homes for market share,

The Villas are unique because they offer a smaller and easier to care for residence,
without sacrificing any of the amenities and upscale features of a custom Del Rio home,
Every year there are more and more empty nesters in Del Rio and many of these
couples no longer desire a large home and the high maintenance that comes with it.
The Villas provide a smaller and more manageable, yet up-scale housing option for
those who want to enjoy the Del Rio lifestyle,

The subject site has passed through several construction boom cycleswith no
homes being built. With the Intensity of the lastconstruction boom, this speaks
strongly to this site, With the development of the Rancho Del Rio SubdiVision, and Its
gated entry and drive, the subject parcels have lost some of their flavoras custom
home sites, Hopefully you will have a chance to physically visit the site, and I believe
you would agree the sitedoes not strike one' as the most desirable custom home site,
We have a rare opportunity to develop this property, The proposed Villas at Del Rio
look like a perfect fit for the transition; from the gated subdivision to the existing single
family residence, We have a developer asking to construct a high quality upscale

I
I

I
I
:

I
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development; which our community rarely sees. This is a unique parcel and a unique
setting with a very strong proposed improvement. We would not like to see 20-acres of
town homes/ but again for this parcel we believe this is a very good use of the property
and would add value to the area. Del Rio single-family home values could increase with
the addition of the Villas. The Villas will replace a fallow 4.3-acre site with a beautiful
and upscale complex. In addition/ Villas features such as paved golf cart paths and
extensive landscaping will boost the value of the entire Del Rio community.

We respectfully request that you approve the Villas project/ as it will be an asset to
our community.

.sincf e'YI

Tim & Kelly Co
1512 Riveroaks
Modesto/ CA 95356
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Christine Ferraro - Regarding Del Rio Villas Project

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

"Zain Griffith" <zain@dashacq,com>
<FERRROC@stancounty.co m>
6/21/12 2 :37 PM
Regarding Del Rio Villas Project

Hi Christi ne. Please share the following letter with each superviso r.

Dear Stanislaus County Planning Comm issioners and Board of Supervisors:

I live with my mother Melanie Griffith at 1100 Country Club Drive. A couple months back, I had the pleasure of meeting
with Car l Wesenberg at his home to learn more about the prop osed Del Rio Villas Project. In addition, we've heard from
project team members, which allowed us another opportu nity to ask questions. Carl and his team have done a terrifi c job
designing the project down to the very last detail. Consequently, we are pleased to give the Villas project our full support.

After rev iewing the Villas at Del Rio plans, our conclusion is the project will be ext remely high caliber and fill a need in
the Del Rio area that seems to be lacking; mainly a housing community for Del Rio family members that wish to
downsize yet remain in the Del Rio conununity. Several of my own fami ly members and family friends have expressed
interest in downsizing in the future and simply don't wish to move from a 5,000 + sq. ft. hom e to a 3,500+ sq. ft. with full
home maintenance . Therefore, we definitely feel there' s a need for a housing product like the luxury Villas town hom es in
the Del Rio community which will ultimately benefit and enhance the greater Del Rio community.

Kind Regards,

Zain Gri ffith
Dash Acquisitions LLC
Office: 800 .549.3227
Direct: 209 .247.8948
www.dasbacq.c..QIJ1
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June 22, 2012

Dear Stan islaus Co unty Planning Commissioners and Board of Superv isors:

Re: Villas at Del Rio

My wife and I built a new house on the seventh fairway of the Del Rio Country Club,just three
houses down from the proposed Villas at Del Rio townhouse develo pment.

We' re looking forward to the approval and completion of the Villas. We bel ieve this well
planned, I8-unit developm ent will add to the value of our home and the enti re Del Rio
community. I th ink opponents forget these are 2,500-sq uare-foot luxury townhouses and will be
built at a very high quality .

The Villas development is not pioneering a new concept. The concept of a mixture of estate
homes, single-family homes, and townhouses in a count ry club sett ing, is a proven winner. The
variety of housing increases the overall value of the community. You just have to take a look at
similar esta blished luxury town houses at:

• Blackhawk Country Club in Danville
• The Villas at Ruby Hills in Pleasanton
• Mayacana in Santa Rosa
• Pasadera Country Club Golf Villa in Monte rey

The townhouse idea has been wildly successful at these and many other country club
communities. We're lucky we have a Del Rio neighbor with the vision and wherewithal to see the
project to completion.

The only thing holding the Villas back is the twenty (20) year old Del Rio Community Plan. Now
is the time to amend that plan to allow for a variance specific to the project site. Businesses and
communities typically update or amend their plans every five to 10 years and even more often if
trends and economic con ditions war rant it.

Other erroneous Information being circ ulated among the Del Rio community includes allowing a
variance for the Villas project will open the floodgates for additional highe r-density
deve lopments. The fact is variance approval for future developments is dependent on the merits
of the project. This would be dec ided in the same manner as a variance request for a'drive -thru'
for a fast-food restaurant locat ion. Not every request is granted. In fact, approval is often the
exception.

Sincerely,
Nick & Shirley Trani V

70 16 Del Rio Drive
209-568-6262
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Christine Ferraro - Letter of Support For VIllas at Del Rio

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

"Charlie Menghetti" <Charlie@menghetti.com>
<FERRROC@stancounty.com>
6/22/122:53 PM
Letter of Support For VIllas at Del Rio

------- ---- --
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Dear Ms. Ferraro Tallman :

I would apprec iate it if you could please pass this letter along to the members of the board of supervisors regarding the Villas at Del
Rio Project.

We are longtime residents of the Del Rio community. My wife and I live on Country Club Drive, just a quarter mile or so from this
proposed project, and we support the proposed Villas at Del Rio townhouse project. We've spoken with developer and neighbor
Carl Wesenberg, and we're confident he will build a first-class project. We especially like how the Villas will share an architectural
theme throughout and the entire project with extensive landscaping and a common area that will match the project's quality
character. The project will also incorporate a very welcome physical and aesthetic transition to the Del Rio Country Club. As it
stands now, nine single-family homes could be built on the 4.3-acre site, however, the result would likely be nine clashing
architectural designs and landscapes. Further, it could take years before all nine residences would be completed. After all, this site
has been vacant for over 50 years. We would much prefer something we know is going to get built in a timely matter.

If you need to reach me, my information is listed below.

Regards,

eM

Charlie Meng hetti, President
Menghetti Construction
5272 Jerusalem Court Suite A
Modesto CA 95356
Tel (209) 524-2465 ext. 2014
Fax (209) 524-2495
ch~rJie@ITlelJgbG.UL~om
W\NV\f...men ghetti.com

file://C:\Documents and Settings\FERRROC\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\4FE48703STANCO_1SBTPO 1... 6/25/12



Paul B. Draper
7301 Spyglass Drive
Modesto , CA 95356

JUBe 28, 20 I2

Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors
Stanislaus Co unty Planning Commissio n
1aI0 Tenth Street
Modesto, CA 95354

RE : Villas at Del Rio

Dear Stanislaus County Plann ing Commission and Board of Supervisors:
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I am writing in strong SUpp0l1 of the Villas at Del Rio townhouse project. By now, you
kno w the basic facts of the situation.

1. The Vill as at Del Rio is a proposed 18 town home development on 4.3 acres ,
2. Th is site sits as an island in the middle of the Del Rio community and has

been vacant for approx imately 50 years.
3. The Del Rio Property Owners Association Board of Directors has stated its

opposition to th is prop osed deve lopment because it docs not confor m to the
1992 Del Rio Com mun ity Plan,

4. Many Del Rio res idents, including several that are adjacent to this proper ly,
support this development for a number of legitimate reasons,

Emoti ons and a 20 year old Community Plan aside, isn't the key issue here what is best
lor the Del Rio Community and the County of Stanislaus in the long run? I believe that
good planning practi ces should be a critical element in the decisio n making process. I
have had the benefit of traveling throughout many purls ofthe United Sta tes and vis iting
a number of very prog ressive communities, In each forward th ink ing community, I sec
the same th ing - good planning pract ices that create multiple housing types and dens ities
to meet the need s of a wide ran ge of individuals and fam ilies.

These communities thrive becau se they offer something for everyone. Wh en individuals
or families need to upsize or downsize, good plann ing practi ces have created sufficient
product types to meet their chan ging needs without hav ing to leav e the community.

Simply put, the Villas at Del R io present an excellent opportunity for Sta nislaus County
to enhance a very des irab le community by allowing a qu ality, high er density residential
product. Moreover, approval of th is project helps promote Stanislaus Co unty, Modesto
and Del Rio as a progressive, forward th ink ing area with much to offer.

r respectfully req uest your approval of this proposal. Thank you for your con sideration.

Very Truly Yours,

Pa ul B. Draper



Stanislaus County Planning Commission

1010 Tenth Street

Suite 3400

Modesto. CA 95 354

Thursday, June 26, 2012

Re: Del Rio Community Plan - 1992
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Plann ing Commissioners :

As Del Rio com munity residents , living very near the proposed project, we are acting as

indiv idual citizens and have no financial interest in the project.

That said, we give our full support to the Villas at Del Rio project. This project will

enhance the De l Rio Community in man y ways:

• It will clea n up an empty four-acre hideous parcel that has been an eye-sore for 30

years .

• It will provide for moderate sized sing le level homes for people who want to live in

Del Rio.

• It wi ll be a community within the community with common area maintenance for

landscape, pool , streets, etc. This means less traffic than nine homes where each

home would requ ire individual services .

• The Villas' developer is willing to start construction immediately upon approval.

The residents of our Del Rio community are asking for a change or variance to

accommoda te the needs of its citizens. Our demographics are changing and the needs

are different than they were some 25 years ago . The variance being asked for will not

set a precedent for othe r projects, because it is unlikely there will be any other projects

in th is community that meet the specific standards of this project. This is the type of

project that is typically seen in higher socioeconomic areas like Palm Springs and

Pebble Beach. As such , there are a finite number of developers that are willing to spend

this kind of money to develop a first class project such as this .

1



This is a shovel ready project that will happen when it is approved, and at a time when

there aren't many projects moving forward in the unincorporated areas of our county. We

encourage you to vote in favor of this project moving forward .

Thank you,

Tony Bruno Mathew Bruno

2



THE BEST VIEW OF TH E VILLAS AT DEL RIO
By Allen Beebe

I have the best view of the controversy about build ing high-end townhomes near the Del Rio
Country Club - it' s right in my backyard .

I have no ties to the Villas at Del Rio, the 18·unit tow nhouse complex proposed for the 4.3-acre
site , but I'm I to percent for it. That ugly, disastrous in-fill lot has been vacant for over 40 years.
It needs to be developed. Del Rio residents are lucky a local developer - a neighbor at that 
has come up with a great plan that fulfills a Del Rio community need.

I've listened closely to both sides, and I'm impressed with developer Carl Wesenberg's
determ ination to see his vision through. I believe he' s telling the true story, not what the
opponents have written or talked about. I' m dumbfounded that some residents are against
something that I beli eve will increase the values of their property and eliminate a 40-year eyesore
with a new upscale development.

Objectors to the Villas clai m it will lower the values of their Del Rio homes. In reality , it will
increase their home values. These are going to be very high-end townhomes and the price per
square-foot will be higher than most single-family homes in Del Rio.

They also claim approval of the Villas will set a precedent and allo w runa way construction in the
De l Rio community. The Board of Supervisors, not developers, control deve lopment. The
Supervisors require every project that comes before them stand on its own merits. Any land use
that doesn't meet Del Rio' s quality and aesthetics can be denied.

There is a need for housing like the Villas for Del Rio residents - or newcomers - whose children
have grown up and moved out. These empty nesters no longer want the expense and upkeep of a
large home on a large lot. However, they still would like to continue to live in the upscale
community and part icipate in the golfing and country club lifestyle .

The opponents also stress the Villas does not follo w with the Del Rio Community Plan, which
was approved in 1992. Well, a lot has changed in 20 years ,

I' m a longtime businessman and for any strateg ic business plan, you need to examine it at least
every five years. Plus, you review it annually based on changes in the economy and trends.

The Del Rio Community Plan was written to prevent renta ls and cheap homes. It was not written
to regulate the size of the home, but rather to preserve the quality of the comm unity. The Villas
will be high-quality homes designed to enhance the commu nity, not degrade it.

Allen Beebe is a prominent businessman and 44-year Modesto resident. He continues to be
involved in local business and the Modesto community.
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Dear Honorable members of the County of Stanislaus Board of Supervisors, June 19, 2012
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I t has come to my attent ion that the re will be held on July 5th hearing regarding t he "Villas at Del Rio"

project. I would like to comment as a concerned resident in the community. I live at 7456 Del Cielo Way,

Del Rio East. I have been a long te rm business owner, involved in agriculture, fourth generatio n, in the

town of Newman . I sold my business and was trans ferred back to Modest, fro m San Francisco, recently

as a consul tant for my former company. In the lat e 1990's l owed a home here in the Dutch Hollow

area, and my uncle has lived in Modesto for over 45 years.

I want to be clear, I have no t ie to the developer and have only attended informat ional meet ing held at

neighbo ring homes here in Del Rio.

I currently lease a town house here in Del Rio and find it a f ine community. Unfortunately t he units here

are almost as old as I am, are of poo r build quality and have far .too many stairs fo r me. I'm recovering

from full hip surgery ,

Now here is my point of viewl

This land use isgood for the area fo r th e fo llowing reasons ;( not in any particula r order ).

1. A good use of t he land, no more need for large single famity homes, certai nly for that parcel.

2. Provides a needed safe and gated area for us aging baby boomers, w hich do not want or need a

large home .

3. Will be designed and built for t hose of fuse who want a high quality, self managed and

mainta ined home. Many of us now have second homes and do not want t o worry about exterior

maintenance on t he st ructure or the landscaping.

4. Provides a one floor alternative, close to th e golf course to those who like me have physical

disabil it ies.

5. Will be built with green and more energy efficient technology.

6. I ofte n drive th rough the community and have noti ce many homes wit h a significant lack of

maintenance. I fear th ese homeowners are in some form of f inancial trouble. We do not need

more Mc Mansions!

7. As a grandparent, I wan t to live close to my children who want to fol low me here to live and

wo rk. This type of cluster development would allow just th at.

8. I have had several homes w ith individua l septic systems and they are a constant headache. This

development wi ll have a state of the art system for wate r treatment.

9. landscape maintenance and water use. Developments of this type can me better managed and

wate r usage will be cont rolle d. ..... Q:1
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10. Traffic. As rwa lk dog, very slowly now, I see some ofthese large homes with 3 to 4 cars park in

th e driveways. Ma ny of wh ich, I presume are th e teenage children of these residents, zoom up

and down t he streets.

11. Less bedrooms equates to less communi ty impact!

Thank you very much for tacking your valuable time to read and consider my letter. I know you have a

thankless job, (my father was a planning commissioner in Santa Clara County for 10 years), but please

remember you all play an important part in improving our everyday lives here in Del Rio and in the

Modesto area.

Yours Sincerely,

Robert Raymon d Benech

7456 Del Clelo Way

Modesto CA, 95356

209-602-0418

robertbenechinc@gma il .com.
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Dear Stanislaus County Plann ing Commission & Board of Supervisors:

I have lived in the Del Rio Community for nearly 30 years . As a longtime, local physician and surgeon, I
would like tu offer my "phys ician's" perspective when it comes to supporting the proposed Villas at Del
Rio townhouse project.

I have seen firsthand the growing trend of an aging America. One of the unfortunate side effects ofgetting
older is that physical mobility can decrease . I have treated many elder patients that have suffered falls and
injuries from homes no longer suitable for their age. I find it refreshing and innovative that the developers
considered this when they designed each of the 18 Villas homes. The following are some of the senior
friendly features of homes at the Villas:

• Single-story format, no stairs to climb.

• Wider hall ways and doorways for wheelchair access.

• Bathrooms with easy access by walker or wheelcha ir.

• Large showers for wheel-in access .

• Toilet areas constructed for easy insta llation of grab bars.

These safety features make the Villas perfect for people who are at or near retirement age wanting to
downsize from their large homes and still be a part of the Del Rio golfing community. Being ab le to
continue to golf is good exercise and great for their mental and emotional health. The Villas is what Del
Rio lacks the most. I have been to many notable golf courses throughout the state and Villas-type
residences are a very popular and an important part of the housing mix. Consequently for the reasons
stated above (and many more), I wholeheartedly support the Villas at Del Rio proposed project and ask
that you do too.

~~rel' ,&---

/ ~. John Porteous
130I Tamarisk
Modesto, Ca 95356
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[]7113/12>"Christine Ferraro - ...PORT

From: Jim DeMartin i
To: Ferraro, Christine
Dale: 7/ 13/2012 1:28 PM
Subject: Fwd: Del Rio resident July 7 2012 letter to Stanislaus County Board ofSupervisors re:
I rregularit ies in July 5 2012 STAFF REPORT
Attachments: JULY 7 letter to BOS.pdf

FYI.. from Kacey

»> Donna Marie Minighini < pttrs457@aol.com> 7/ 13/2012 1:05 PM »c->
Dear Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors,

As a Del Rio resident who would be affected by any high density building project in my community, I am
hereby formally submitting our letter in regards to the Villas 18 unit condo project, which will come
before your board for final determination.

Thank you for reading our enti re letter (attached) in regards to the Villas matter, and comments
regarding the final STAFF REPORT dated July 5, 2012 which was prepared by t he Building and Planning
Department. We are shocked at the report's several irregularities.

Donna M. Minighini
Del Rio Resident
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Ju ly 7, 20 12

Sta nislaus County Board of Supervisors
AT1N: Cha irman Wil liam O 'Brien, Vice-Chairman Vito Chiesa, Mr . Terry Withrow,

Mr. Dick Monteith, Mr. Jim DeMart ini,
1010 lOth Street, Suite 6500
Delivered via email: William.Obrien@stancounty.com.Vito.Chiesa@stancounty.com.
Tcrry.Withrow@stancounty.com, D ick .Monteith@stancounty.com ,
Jim.De Mart ini@stancounty.com
Modesto, CA 95354

RE : Denied 2nd Application for "the Vi llas" proposed h igh-density project in Del
Rio.
Some Important Facts to Remember, and
Incorrect References in "S taff Report" dated Ju ly 5, 2012

Dear Stanislaus Cou nty Board of Supervi sors,

We ask that you also deny the 18 unit "high-dens ity" condo project known as "the
Villas" , located in (Area J) in the community of Del Rio.

After a pub lic Planning Commiss ion hearin g on Jul y 5, 20 12, the Commiss ioners
had determined a den ial of the developers' application was appropriate, and the refore,
the General P lan and the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan would prevail with its "A-2"
Zoning and "low-density" bui lding importanc e for Del Rio.

We ask that the Board does not use the CEQA report of May 8, 20 12 in any of
their decision process, as there is ev idence that the repo rt is incomple te, and there fore,
many determ inations cannot be supported . (Please refer to Mini ghin i analysis letter of
June 28, 20 12.)

We ask that the STAFF REPORT dated Jul y 5, 2012 (as prepared by the Building
and Plann ing Department) not be used as it relies on the CEQA report, and there app ears
to include some inco rrect references and biased determi nations, and (sometimes)
unsupported statements, which will be explained later in this doc ument. We do apologize
for the length of this 20 page letter, but its length is based on the 119 page StaffReport .



TO : Stan islaus County Board ofSuperv isorslM inighini/Ju ly.7.2012/Page 2

SOME IMPORTANT HIGHL IGHTS TO CONSIDER

A.DEL RIO 's "RIMARY "CHARACTER"

The real and undeniable "character" that describes "Del Rio" is that of large
single-family homes on a minimum of y" acre lots.

These single family homes are generally larger than 2500 square feet, with high quality
architecture, low-density (built on a minimum of y" acre lots or more) which provide
residents with private living - an important feature of Del Rio. The community is non
congested, tranquil, safe, and "quality of life" is preserved primarily due to low density
building. (There does exist a small number of condominium properties which were built
in 1979 before the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan was written and adopted. There are
some small single family homes in addition to the condo supply which provides smaller
and less expensive housing should residents wish to downsize.

The demographics of the community is that of younger adults and families, middle aged,
and older persons, who are active in the community' s activit ies. Many people are
members of the Del Rio Country Club which is a private club (with cost.)
Del Rio is not a general community of just retired persons or aging persons.

B.SIGN IFICANCE OF 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN DOCUMENT

The low-density building requirement conta ined in this docume nt is the major element
supporting "Del Rio' s character", and provides: I) important "environmental protection"
since the Del Rio neighborhood is surrounded by several crops and orcha rds which
provide an important food supply to the State of California , and, 2) Resident' s "quality of
life" protections.

The County has rightfully and clearly understood that this document' s provisions
represent the commun ity' s special needs, and therefore, had provided its "mutual assent"
of the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan agreement by adopting this plan in 1992 into the
County' s General Plan. Twenty years of support of this document shows substantial
performance of adoption of the terms and conditions. Del Rio, and the County, have both
benefitted from this agreement, in many ways.

The unchanged agreement (and Genera l Plan) still holds great importance today in 2012
andfor the future. The community of Del Rio is a small community surrounded by a
fanning environment - therefore, it is right to keep its " low-density" build ing
requirement of y" acre or more, and its "A-2" zoning.
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The developers cite the Del Rio Community Plan (Page 3) which says, "development of
the Del Rio area as a mixed residential, recreational, and agricultural community with
residential, natural open space/recreational, and agricultural use which consist with and
would maintain the essential character of the existing community." (The essential
character of the existing community is, without doubt, large single family homes on Y2
acre lots.) However, the developers and their representative fail to c ite the document' s
next sentence which reads, " Future residential uses would continue the low-density
development already present," .

The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan states:

"Community Plans provide means for resolving local conflicts where there are a variety
ofdistinct communities or regions deserving special attention. "

"the findings and recommendations ofthe plan were primarily a reflection of the
County 's policy ofpreserving prime agricultural land and the sentiment ofDel Rio
residents, "

A County is comprised of severa l different neighborhoods. County planners cannot not
always "lump" building legislation, and should be very careful to change it because these
micro-communities all have different needs. That is why the County has adopted
"Specific Plans."

The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan is in confli ct with the developers' Villa project as
the gover ning document states severa l Goals:

On page 5. undcr "II.GOALS AND POLICIES", Goal I, Policy A:

"Until otherwise updated or amended, future development f or Del Rio shall
take place in accordance with the Community Plan. "

The Community Plan does not allow high density building in Del Rio for future
developments.

On page 7, under Goal?, it says:

"The Del Rio Community shall not be allowed 10 become an example of
inadequately planned leap-frog urban development on prime agricultural land
which outpaces demand and overrides community sentiment. "

Comm unity sentiment of approx imately 325-350 persons (over"a majority") of the 550
residents of Del Rio are opposed to the developers ' "high density " Villasproject, and
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have signed a written petition to preserve Del Rio's low density building requ irement in
the Del Rio document.
In contrast, a handful of residents who spoke at the Plannin g Commissioners' meeting on
July Sth, said they "would like one of their family members to live in one of the Villas
units" ~ this is just hopeful wishing. Many people would like their aging parents to live
around the comer from them, but this is not reality. Only one person at the meeting said
he was willing to write a deposit check (for his mother). Is he going to pay the $750,000
price tag for the unit too and pay the anticipated high month ly HOA dues?
The developers ' representative said there are about 200 "s upporters" for his project, but
this refere nce docs NOT represent "co nsumer demand" (or actua l buyers .)

Changing the existing building and zoning codes for "the Villas" project would be a
proximate and leading cause to future "high dens ity" building for the 3 large remaining
vacant lots that exist in Del Rio, and wou ld be "leap-frog urban development ....which
outpaces demand.. .". A code change would set a new precedent for "high density"
building in this agricu ltural community. An oversupply of housing would be such " leap
frog" development, and could easily occur with a new precedent setting of "h igh density"
building. Housing oversupply conditions have proven to cause financia l destruction to
exist ing homeowners ' equity. Homeownersh ip is the largest investment a person or
family can make - and this financ ial equity is directly related to a person's financial and
emotional well being and retirement surviva l.

The ex isting (and unchanged) 1992 Del Rio Plan (agreement) should continue to be the
" building requirement" that all builders, developers, real estate agents, and residents
abide by.

It is legally incorrect to set "a precedent" for future high dens ity building which would be
in direct violation of tile Del Rio Plan's provisions. The De l Rio document can only be
changed by vote from its Board of Directo rs, whic h stem from sentiments of residents.

On Page 23 of tile 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, under

"V I.lMPLEMENTATION PROGRAMS , General Plan", (continuing on page 24)
paragraph 2, it says:

"Area 1 shall be as shown on the Del Rio Community Plan map. All areas shown
for residential uses shall be designated Low Density Residential and shall be
developed consistent with the density designations ofthe Community Plan. "

Ili gh density building will also be the future "s lippery slopc" and direct cause or creating
"cumulative negative impacts" to the Del Rio comm unity: Increased over-population,
over-supply of housing (Modesto residents have suffered tremendous ly in losing
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hundreds of thousands of dollars in lost equity due to sellers dropping prices just to get
properties sold. Day s on the market are long.
There is no indicator that shows this sluggish market trend will not continue for the
unknown futur e. In fact , economic reports suggest that Central Valley citie s will
continue to strugg le for the next 5 years! Modesto currently has a 15% unemployment
rate , and the business community has suffered greatly too (with store closures. low sales
from low consumer buying activity.) Other cumulative negative effects of a high density
building and zoning change for Del Rio will cause unwanted traffic congestion,
strain/additional cost for community services (fire , police , environmental) and cost of
util ities (infrastructure needs). Clear destruction of resident' s slow and tranquil country
life that many Del Rio residents have enjoyed, will definitely be the result . This is
unacceptable to many residents who bought their homes with expectations of their
community preservation. Even though these changes would present themselves over
time, the root cause of such destruction could be clearly traced back to a County code
decision that was a total reverse ofwhat an agreement (which was adopted and agreed to
by the County) called for to preserve the environment and this country community.

It is improper to chan ge County code to meet the demands of one developer, who refuses
to compl y with County code so that he can build more properties, make more money,
with build ing on his smaller 4.3 acre parcel!

C.A NEIGHBORHOOD'S VALUE

Communities are not like businesses (which con stantly chan ge their business plans and
actions to meet consumer' changing attit udes.)

Del Rio is a very uniqu e top neighborhood and there is NO neighborhood in Modesto that
can be compared to it.

(At the July 5th Planning meeting, the developers' representative made some
incorrect comparisons in an effort to try and justify " mixed densities" for Del Rio
future development.

Mr. Romano fails to understand. and follow, the guidelines of "Res idential
Densitie s" on Page 9 of the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan which says.

"For Area J, the densities shown shall be used on conjunction with the
Low Density Residential General Plan designation. "

Mr. Romano went on to name a couple of " inner city and smaller lot
neighborhoods, (all plagued with higher traffic patterns and properti es that are
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built so close you can hear and see everything your neighbor is doing and saying).
While he felt these communities had their own beauty and valued by their
residents, "they are no Del Rio" and they are NOT a mode l for future building in
Del Rio neighb orhoods, nor attractive to Del Rio res idents.
Del Rio is located in the country with large elegance and estate type architecture,
built on Y2 acre+ land lots, tranqui l and traffic-congestion free, quiet. To suggest
that Del Rio residents should embrace "higher densities" like other inner city
developments is unacceptable to its residents - and wou ld be a clear path for Del
Rio to lose its major feature: spacious private living in a very tranquil country
neighborhood sening.

The representative' s compariso n was trying to say "an apple is like a peac h - both
round, attractive, and tastes good." A peach is not an apple, and does not taste
like one. Del Rio is the peach.

D.THE "VILLAS" PROJECT IS NOT "LIKE KI N»" BUILDI NG

18 condominiums on a 4.3 acre lot is more than doub le the densi ty allowed under County
Code.
All of the beaut iful and emotional words spoken by the deve lopers' representat ive, Mr.
Romano, at the Ju ly 5, 2012 Planning Commissioners' meeti ng in which he described the
project' s architecture and common grounds, is not going to fit this proj ect into low
dens ity comp liance. He in fact, said that "the pro ject is not high density." This is a false
statement. It appears Mr. Romano may not understand what the County and Del Rio
building code is?

He went on to say that the proj ect is "8" attached homes, p lus 2 more units (which may
have been misunderstood by persons who attended the meeting. His statement was a
slick way of trying to "reduce the unit numbers" in peop le' s minds.)
"8 attached homes" is really 16 units, (plus 2 more) for a tota l of 18 units.
The proj ect ' s "gated/wall" placement may violate the minimum standards for streetscapes
and setbacks provisions in the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan in which the Del Rio
Property Owner Association has some recommendat ion rights (Page 15).
The high dens ity project will cause traffic congest ion inside and outside of the proj ect
area streets, and will negatively affect many other Del Rio residents on Country Club
Dr ive and entrance streets of St. John Road, Carver Road, and Stewart Drive.

Mr. Romano also spoke for a very long time at the Com missio ners' meeting in which he
continuously repeated and "defined" the proposed 18 unit condo property project as the
type of building that wo uld serve a need for an aging population that did not want their
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large home anymore , or, for persons that could not climb stairs anymore. He stated, "the
units had showers with walk-in entrances, and the property' s hallways were wider to
accommodate a wheelchair." The developers ' co lor brochure also references aging
persons' "mobility" issues as a unique feature.

In support of the project, several Del Rio residents addressed the Commission that they
had a family member that would want this type ofpropert y accommodat ions , but the
actual person who wou ld be making the purchase was not the person who spoke.

Please note that nowhere in the Del Rio Community Plan does it state that future building
in DEL RIO will includ e propert ies for aging persons with special needs.
Del Rio is not a community which provides retirement type properties. Del Rio is an
active community with younger, middle aged, and older persons who are quite active in
the County Club, and other outs ide activities.

An aging family member who lives in a larger home has many options available to them 
should they fee l their current home is too large, or need assistance. They are :

I) Emp loy maid serv ice (as many residents typically do),
2) Employ gardening serv ice (as many residents typically do) ,
3) Employ home health care,
4) Have a family member move into their home and help them,
5) Sell their home and buy a $ 179,000+ existing condo on Del Cie lo Drive with making
some "assisted" and/or improvement renovations (several un its are currently avai lable) ,
6) Buy a smaller existing single family home within Del Rio, or other community,
7) Install a sta irs "elevator" to ass ist top levelliving,
8) Move in with a family member and live elsewhere,
9) Move into a ret irement community with assisted living serv ices.

*Any of these opt ions would be far less costly than purchasing the developers' expected
pr iced unit at $750,000 (per Mr. Romano when asked by a Commissioner) PLUS paying
an estimated "HOA" due s of$750 a month! (a comparison with Del Cielo properties).
Most aging persons are more financially frugal at "a later time in their lives", and need
enough money to be ab le to pay for other costs.

E.DEL RIO's " MAJ ORITY" RIGHTS

It is not appropriate to overturn ex isting low density bui lding code which protects 500+
resident' s quality ofl ife in Del Rio - for a development of 18 condo units which violates
the code, and is supported by a very sma ll (and unverified) number of De! Rio residents.
Radical change to existing laws are not made for a selected few.
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The Commission was provided evidence of "a highlighted map" which delineated
approximately 325-350 residents who have signed a Pet ition against the developer 's 18
unit high density proj ect, and, in support of maintaining of maintaining the low density
building requirement f or Del Rio as evidenced by the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan.
(Note that the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, which has been adopted by the County into
their General Plan, states that "community sentiments" will be respected.)

Proofof the developers' representative' s statement that there are about "2 00 supporters"
of the project were NOT provided to the Commission, nor do they represent actual buyer
demand. Therefore, their statement cannot be viewed as being factual.

The Del Rio community "character" is all about " larger, single family homes on Y2
minimum acre lots." Sometimes people have to make hard dec isions in their lives, which
may requi re them to move out of a community. A community is created with certain
"general fe atures" which benefit and serve "the majority " of residents ' desires and
values. A community cannot please everyone or provide for everyone' s individual needs.
A community's character is not drastica lly changed (and hurt) for a handful of persons,
who may be outgrowing it.

At the July SIb Planning Commission hearing, man y of the Commissioners stated on
record, that " the Villas project appear.~ to be a beautiful project, but not in Del Rio. "

(continue)
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INCORRECT STATEMEN TS ANn REFER ENCES MAnE IN T ilE
" STAFF REPORT "

dated
July 5, 211 12

PAGE l
"RECO MMEN DATI ON"

Incorrect : "Based on the entirety of the evidence on the record," . . .." and on the Del Rio
Community Plan," .. . .staffrecommends project approval.

Response: The Del Rio Community Plan does NOT support high -density land use, or this
project. The project is in violation of the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan and General
Plan.

" IIACKGROUNn Iss m :s"

"This application is exactly the same project that was heard on November 4. 2010. The
Planning Comm ission voted 3~2 (0 recommend denia l of the app lication to the Board of
Supervisors .

"The Planning Commission' s reasons for denia l were the potent ia l for increased traffic
congest ion, compat ibility of the proposed smaller lots with surrounding lots, and the
projects being in the wrong area."

Response: if the developers ' resubmitted application in 2012 "is exactly the same project
that was heard on November 4, 2010", then the denial reasons should be the same today
or more, in 2012. Strangely, the CEQA report dated May 8, 2012, prepared by the
Building and Planning Department , does not reflect these concerns or facts. How could
the "same project " application now have been determined to have a "lesser negative
impact" in 2012?

Tncorrect: " the concerns relating to increased traffic seem to have lessened."

Response: This is an incorrect statement. Del Rio residents are still quite concerned.
Same project - same traffic problems. Many residents are very concerned about traffic
congestion occurring on Ladd Road, St. John, County Club Drive, and others. The
project 's inner street will produce a large number oftraveling cars on a daily basis j ust
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from a 2 car household, visiting f riends, and simultaneous social gatherings. Unsafe
outer roadsfor residents walking and children riding their bikes who might pass the
project - is a real concern. In Del Rio, generally, there are a limited amount of
sidewalks.

PAGE 3
"PRECEIlENCE"

Incorrect: "The proposed density modification is only for the applicant's 4.31 acre parcel
and does not apply to any other parcels within the community. The concern is. however,
that this project could establish a precedence allowing for increased dwell ing unit-per
acre densities on vacant/undeveloped and redeveloped propert ies with the community,"

Response: Changing the County code (and the General Plan, and 1992 Del Rio
Community Plan) from low-density to high-density building, are major revis ions. and do
in fact, set m2f County Code fOr Del Rio. Future developers would be able to build their
projects at high density and would have legal support to do so.

Incorrect: "A t issue with this project is the expectat ion for mixed densities consistent
with the density requirements of the Del Rio Community Plan,"

Response: Residents, and the Del Rio Plan, do NOT have "expectation f or mixed
densities "f or any building within Del Rio.
The Del Rio Community Plan is very clear aboutfuture building: one properly per Y!
acre! II is an inappropriate suggestion f or the preparers of this report to try and
compare a "Greenf ield" or new town developmenl which plans allowf or mixed densities
- with the very specific Del Rio Community Plan.

Do not fail to understand, or see, that the "esse ntial character of the existing community"
consists of residential large "single family homes" on ~ minimum acre lots!

PAGE 4
"GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY"

"In order to take affirmative action regard ing the General Plan amendment application, it
must be found that:"

I.The General Plan amendment will maintain a logical land use pattern without detriment
to existing and planned land uses:"
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The Staff Report indicates there arc no detrimental land use patterns to existing or
(future) planned land uses. We strongly disagree .

Response:

1. Detriment to existin g land uses: A General Plan (density change) will create several
detriments to the existing land uses ofa majority ofover 500 Del Rio residents.
Destruction oftheir quality oflife from "the Villas" underreported traffic patterns which
will cause congested traffic for the project's residents, and many other Del Rio residents
from safety issues arisingfrom too much (and possiblyfast moving) traffic. Residents
commonly take walks within the Del Rio area (which mostly is on the street due to lack of
sidewalks. Children riding their bikes are at risk too.)
"The Villas " project will contribute to the immediate destruction ofan existing slow life
and tranquil neighborhood, and will be the probable andproximate cause ofimmediate
economic damage from oversupply (unsold) housing. Oversupply conditions ofcondo
properties with declining prices will also force resident 's single family home property
values down. The County will be inj ured from lower property tax revenues. There are
current and sufficient condo properties for residents to buy in Del Rio, and some single
family homes for sale, which all can meet anyone 's "smaller" housing needs.

2.Detriment to future "planned land uses ": A new "high density " land use patternfor
future building in Del Rio would be set by the County if it changes its density code "for
the Del Rio area. Allowing a high density building code for "the Villas" will be the
"proximate cause " ofa "cumulative negative effect " ofoversupply ofhousing, traffic
congestion, strain and cost on providing utilities, providing infrastructure , and
destroying the private and tranquil community quality oflife ofexisting residents, and
will cause economicfinancial damage to each resident from property values dropping.
This damage may result in litigation against the County.
The cumulative negative effect is precedent setting ofthe huilding code: hundreds ofnew
high density condo units could be built on the 3 other vacant lots in Del Rio.
High density building will destroy the Del Rio character ofprivacy, tranquility, and
uncongested living directly associated with low density building.

A county code change is not a changefor just one project. It is a "precedent 'tfor
building in the entire Del Rio area. ifa new developer is refused a building permit based
on the new density code, it would be subject to litigation.

PAGE 5
"GENERAL PLAN CONS ISTENCY" (co ntinued)

The preparerls of this report have based the ir findings on the AplJlicont 's statements
provided in "Ex hibit C"! There is no sufficient evidence to support any of these findings:
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Incorrect: "The inadequacy of the current General Plan designation is due largely to
changing consumer demand and market conditions."

Response: The small number of persons who the developers or their represe ntative say
represent "consumer demand " for the project 's units are NO comparison to the larger
majority ofDel Rio residents who are against the pro ject. Also note: "supporters" of the
project are not necessarily "buyers" or reflect "market cond itions."

There is NO real substantive data provided in the STAFF REPORT to support their
adoptive (developer) comments of "changing consumer demand and market conditions. "

Note that "market conditions " or "demand" for individuals who want to downsize and
buy a smaller condo property ARE present in the well known "Multiple Listing Service"
(MLS) which shows that condo sale activity in Del Rio has been very weakfor the past
couple ofyears. The facts show that condos are on the market (before selling) up to a
year! Even this data shows very weak "changing buyer/market demand" for these kind
ofproperties. The MLS is not partisan. It only sho ws facts.
A reaso nfor low condo sales in Del Rio might be from the fact that buyers know they can
get "more fo r their money " with being able to buy a larger single family home with more
bedrooms, space, and backyard in another area ofModesto (even at the low Del Rio
condo price ofSI 79,000.')

Incorrect: "TIle Del Rio Community currently offe rs little to none of this type of housing
and there is a surplus of estate residential units with large homes on large lots."

Response: This statement is incorrect , There ARE condo properties in Del Rio on Del
Cielo Drive for as lillie as $179.000, which are curren tly for sale with square footage
approximately 1875 to 2000 square feet. These units can be "modified" or "improved "
at substant ial cost savings versus the high price tag 0.f$ 750,000f or a "Villas" unit, plus,
it 's assumed (hefty) HOA f ee.

Existing condo properties are in smaller number, in contrast to the majority ofsingle
family home building, because in 1992 when the Del Rio community determined what
was bestfor their community they created the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan document
(a set of standards, values, and building codes) which determined resident 's pref erence
f or single family homes. Condos were built in 19 79 PRIOR TO the 1992 Del Rio
Community Plan. The low density building req uirement in the 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan still holds tremendous value, and its unchanged wording today continues to be of
importance for the future in protecting the environment and reflecting the community's
living standards.
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711ere is NO "sum lus or eslale reside11l;al units " or "large home,\' on large lots, "
The legal building plan and code in Del Rio is 10 build properties on a minimum ~ acre
and "large single f amily homes on large lots. "

Single f amily home "listings " in Del Rio rep resent a very low percentage of properties
f or sale,

The preparers ofthis report have made unnecessary and incorrect derogatory statements
about condo and single f amily housing in Del Rio.

Incorrect: " cu r rent inadeq uacies within th e Del Rio Commu nity housing market .
(See Exhibit C - A pplica nt Info rmation and Find ings ."

Response: The above quote from the STAFF REPORT is inappropriate and
unpro fessional and dcarh!indicate "bias " on Ihe part ofthe Planning and Builcling
department. with improper report determinations, which have been based on the
"apl'licanl '.\' statements. " The Cl(1[Jlicant is Ihe developer and his remarks are NOr
evidence to support o(any housing inadequacy.

(continue)
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"EXHIBIT C"
(Developers' Statements which Staff Report Preparerls relied on)

PAGE 27
"3.STATEMENT OF REASONS AND JlJSTIFICATIONS
FOR CHANGE TO GENERAL PLAN"

Paragraph 3:
Incorrect: "The applicat ion of the conventional regulations can stifle creative planning
and design efforts. "

" The P-D district zoning is generally intended to apply to larger scale•..."

Response: The current County Code oj low density does not "stifle creative planning and
design efforts ", The truth is, the developer wants to make more profit with building more
units on a smaller lot! The developer could build 8 beautiful units and be in compliance
with code - but he does NOT want to.

Del Rio is a small community. It is surrounded by crops/fields and orchards, and
riparian life. It is an agricultural area. We constantly hear and see the crop duster
airplanes spraying the fields and can easily see the plants and trees as we ride by. We
see and hear the many birds that nest in our trees.
Del Rio is not a "large scale " community. 1ts existing low density building best serves
and protects the quality oJ life and character (privacy and tranquility) ojits unique
neighborhood. It does not need to have a zoning change Jar the small 4.3 acre Villas
project.

Incorrect : "There is a growing demand for housing that provides quality living space
with outdoor space that requires less maintenance by each individual owner."

Response: What official housing studies have been done to indicate a "growing
demand " within the community of Del Rio, ofwhich existing housing does not provide
Jar? The developers ' statements are not sufficient to support "consumer demand. "

The small number ofpersons who attended the Planning Commission hearing and spoke
in f avor of the project, were doing so "for another f amily member " but that member did
not speak up and say they would buy a unit, paying its $750,000 price, and HOA f ee.
The developers ' representative spoke ofa much higher support ojpersons for the proj ect,
oj which names and signatures oj "so called" supporters were not provided as evidence,
nor were these unknown persons pro ved to be true "buyers " or represent demand.
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(" EXHffiIT C" continued)

Any existing property built in Del Rio (whether single family home or available condos)
are "quality space " "with outdoor space. " Condos located on Del Cielo Drive are built
near the river with beautiful views, and demand limited maintenance. Any potential
buyer can make modifications and improvements to their needs and liking - at
substantial cost savings, versus buy ing a high priced condo unit at "the Vii/as ". plus the
anticipated high /fOA f ee! Many older persons who want to downsize do so with
financial care and responsibility.

There are available condo properties f or sale in which serve a buyer 's demandfor
smaller (condo) housing. There is not an inadequate supply ofcondo housing (as the
developer says. This is just "a strategy" to try and get his high density project approved,
but the Del Rio building code has to be changed too!

Regarding "outdoor space ", please also note that many persons also belong to the Del
Rio County Club and the public streets are available for everyone to enjoy walks and
bicycle riding.

PAGE 28
"4 . Descr iption of Events Leadin g to Inadequacy of Current General Plan Designation"

Incorrect: "The inadequacy of the current Genera l Plan designation is due largely to
changing consumer de mand and market conditions as ment ioned in Sect ion 3... .."

Resnonse: The developers ' entire 8 sentence statement of what he believes is changing
consumer demand, is not supported by material evidence or analysis.
He has only a handful of residents who say they would like one oftheir family members
(to buy) one ofhis units.

/t is not (or the dewlolJer to remark that the "lInent COIl Il1\' General Plan is inadequate.
This is professionally disrespectful and arrogant. The County had carefully analyzed the
1992 Del Rio Community Plan with its low density building code and zoning, and has
adopted the plan with its "long support and mutual assent " ofthis local agreement.
Doing so says they agree that low density building best serves and protects the Del Rio
(agricultural area) community >- and still does today.

The developers are on record with say ing that available condo housing would present
some difficulties f or residents wanting to downsize. This is purely subjective on the
developers ' part. Potential buyers can make personal modifications that would bef or
less costly than purchasing a Vii/as unit. The reason the developers talk against existing
condos in Del Rio is because they have no money to make by supporting them!

The Vii/as project will only provide MORE CONDO HOUSiNG in Del Rio.
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("EXHIBIT C" continued)

The proj ect should ONLY be built to existing County Code and the 1992 Del Rio
Community Plan, which correctly preserves and protects thef arming environment and
resident land space density of one unit to %acre, which "maintains" Del Rio 's
"character" of quality of life, spacious land use, and privacy.

PAGE 29
"5. DESCRIPTION OF STUDIES OR POLICIES WHICH HAVE BROUGHT INTO
QUESTIONS THE PORTION OF TIlE GENERAL PLAN TO BE CHANGED"

Incorrect: "No offic ial studies or policies have necessarily brought the portion of the
Genera l Plan relevant to this project into question."

Response: The developer himselfcites that the County has not seen fi t to do formal
studies or propose policies to change the low density building requirementfor Del Rio!

Ifthis statement was meant to mean that policies do not exist to bring the General Plan
into question, this would be a falsehood ofnot recognizing what the County Code really
says: I property per %acre.

The developers must be able to convince the County to change the building code f or
THEIR financial interests and project, in order to build 18 units on only 4.3 acres.
Nice condo properties already exist in Del Rio, and his project would only add to that
number ofproperties. There are f ormal agreements (the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan
and County General Plan (that have legal validity) and the Del Rio plan has been
adopted by the County and has set a precedence.

The developer should build to existing County Code (low density). It is not appropriate
for the County to overturn codef or one developer 's project, which is not supported by the
majority ofDel Rio residents - residents who will be adversely affected by the building of
the high density proj ect, and with cumulative negative impacts if the County Code is
changed. This will also allow futu re developers to build high density condo projects for
the remaining 3 vacant lots. (Code change is lawfor all ofDel Rio - not for just one
project.)

-- (end of "Exhibit e ") --
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STAFF REPORT ANALYS IS (Continued):

PAGE 6
Para!;raph I :

The preparer/s of this report fail to cite an important reference affecting future
development in the Del Rio area after quoting a descriptio n for Del Rio developments.
After the black highlighted wording cited in paragraph 1, the description should contain
the quoted sentence "Future residential uses would continue the low-density development
already present ,". (See Page 3 of the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan)

"While the proposed development exceeds the Del Rio Community Plan' s dwelling unit
per-acre density,"

Response: The preparerls ofthis report do confirm that the project is in violation ofthe
1992 Del Rio Community Plan and the General Plan. No other wording, justifications,
or future events are legally relative !

Incorrect: "This project' s residential nature is compatible with the adjacent residential
and open space uses."

Response: The project's residential nature is NOT compatible. II is "high density " and
adjacent residential use is low density. (Compatibility is meant to be understood as
"same" or "similar. ")

Paragraph 4:

Incorrect: "The propo..sedproj ect meets Ih,' density requirement of the existing Low
Density Residential designation;"

Response: A most egregious statemenl and complelt! falsehood is made by Ihe preparer/.~

ofJhis report. which does NOT reflect County Code! The project is a high densit y projecl
violating the low land density use.

PAGE 7

The definition of what is meant by "consistency of land use" and "conformity" is
referencing a legal writ ing under 58 Ops,CaI.Atty.Gen.21,23 (1975) .

Incorrect: "Thus. an "exact match" is not needed between a project and a General Plan,"
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Response: Although the 1975 Attorney General 's writing may have its merits, it does not
override the terms andprovisions in the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan Agreement in
which the County has adopted into its General Plan in 1992, and. provided its long
mutual assent ofthe document as an implied party to the agreement. The 1992 Del Rio
Community Plan could in the courts he understood as an implied contract. with
obligatory conduct. Both parties have received benefits as consideration.

"Clearly the maximum dwelling units per acre identi fied in the Del Rio Community Plan
must be taken into consideration in light of dctennining the intent of mixed residential.
As with any land use decision, there is always the possibility of establishing precedence
and, as such, the reasons supporting the decision are critical."

Response: The County has clearly commun icated that the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan
document has a legal priority and that changing the County code to "high density " and
such action would establish a new "precedent" building code.

"The project site itself has the potential, under the current A·2 zoning, to be subdivided to
a density exceeding the Del Rio Community Plan."

Response: "res ipsa loquitur " (Legal definitition which means the thing speaks fo r
itself)
The proj ect does not have "a potential " to be in violation of Del Rio Plan zoning (and
County Code zoning). 11'IS!

"The project should be deemed compatible to the surrounding land uses in the
area" ...and should not be considered a detr iment to the area."

Response: The project is NO T compatible to surrounding "land uses " ofY:! acre per
residential building!

The project will cause immediate traffi c congestion to Ladd Road, St. John Road,
Country Club Drive. Stewart Road, and others. besides O\'er parking and moveme nt
within the small project street/s . The project will cause "cumulative negative impact "
detriments to Del Rio residents with future overpopulation (from high density land use
change), congested traffic, a hurried pace within the comm unityfrom too many people
traveling its streets. an oversupply ofhousing from high density building with the 3 other
vacant lots, which has a high probable result ofcausing loss in property valuesfrom
desperate sellers of unsold properties - the real economic condition that Modesto
currently f aces and expects to struggle with, will he at least the next 5 years. Over 500
existing resident 's quality oflife will be destroyed. A class action suit would definitely be
on the table. Stanis laus County and Modesto do not need any more lawsuits in which
they have alreadyforced such costs on its residents to payfor.
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PAGE 8
" ZONING CONSISTENCY"

"To approve the requested rezone, the Planning Commission must find that it is
consistent with both the General Plan and the Del Rio Community Plan,"

Response: The proj ect is NOT consistent with both the General Plan and the Del Rio
Community Plans.

"TENTATI VE M AP"

"you must deny the map request if any of the listed findings can be made,"

"In order to approve the tentative map, none of the following findings requiring denial
can be made:

A. That the proposed map is not consistent with applicable general and specific
plans;"

Response: The proposed map is NOT consistent with the General and Specific (/ 992 Del
Rio Community Plan) plans! Theref ore, Item "A." supports reason to deny the
developers ' proj ect.

"CORRESPONDENCE"

The preparer/s of this report important ly omitted and did not reference the many resident
letters (from opponents to the pro~ect) which were submitted timely to the Planning
Commissioners before the July 51 meeting .

The only reference in this category is 'Two responses were also received (February 16.
2012 and June 19. 20 12) from the Del Rio Property Owner ' s Association. A majority of
the emails/letters are in support of this projec t noting the following: they live in the
community but would like to downsize in the future while remaining in the Del Rio
area;"

Resoonse: 1 had sent 4 letters to the Commission which were properly "date stamped"
by the County . My letters were dated June J4, June 25, June 28, and July r d

, 2012.
Many other residents sent letters, and stood up at the Commissioners meeting and
addressed the panel, in opposition to the proj ect.
To prove the point of omission of opposing residents in this STAFF REPOR T, copies of
(some) of opposing resident's letters were provided to the public at the Commissioners
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meeting - but bias remains here with this STAFF REPORT, as they are not mentioned as
being NUMEROUS or "maj ority " in this report.

PAGE II
" Exhibit A"

" Find ings and Act ions Required For Approval:

Incorrect : "1l1crc is no substantial evidence the project will have a significant effect 011
the environment"

Response: There will be immediate traffic concerns and very significant "cumulative
negative impacts "f or the entire Del Rio community. Please refer to past remarks of
"cumulative negative impacts. "

Incorrect: 5. Find that none of the findin gs requiring de nia l of this Tentative Map can be
made:

A'That the proposed map is not cons istent with applicab le general and specific
plans;
D.That the des ign or improvements of the proposed subdivis ion are not
consistent with the app licabl e genera l and specifi c plans;"

Response: Refer to previous PAGE 8 TENTATIVE MAP remarks .

In conclusion, the STAFF REPORT of July 5, 2012 has many ir regularities and
incorrect references. The Board of Supervisors, or others, should not refer to it.

In quot ing page 12 of the STAFF REPORT, we , and many other Del Rio residents, DO
AGREE with:

l. "There is no feasib le method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the adverse
impact identified, other than the disapproval of the housing development
project or the approval of the project upo n the condition that it be developed at
a lower density."

Thank you.

Roberto & Donna Minighini
Del Rio Residents
521 Sherry Court, Modesto, CA 95356

This letter is submitted without signatures
due to the fact that writers do not have
scanning capability.



Page 1 of 1

Carole Maben - Letter Dated May 18, 2012

Gentlemen
I felt it important to clarify my letter written to you dated May 18, 2012 regarding the Del
Rio Villas Project. Please review the attached letter for what it is worth . Thank you.
OJ[ u • . . C{? u7J~ l~£? //

.;z/b '4IIQ/M ,S/. ,YUNtO~ v VL /I'Z

From:
To:

Date:
Subject:
CC:

Attachmen ts:

Duncan Reno <dreno@delriocountryclub.com>
"ObrienW@StanCounty.com" <ObrienW@StanCounty.com>,
" . hi @VltO.C lesa stancoun...
7/10/2012 11:30 AM
Letter Dated May 18,2012
"modestowes@aol.com" <mode stowes@aol.com>, "ldempsey@comcast.com"
-cldernp...
Letter to Board of Supervisors Regarding Villas Prjoect.doc

---- - -- _.

Del Rio Country Club
801 Stewart Road
Modesto CA 95356
209545-0723 Main Line

209-341-2401 Direct Line

209-595-5986 Cell
209-545-5133 Fax
dreno@delriocountryclub.com
www.delrioco untr yclub.com

file://C:\Documents and Settings\mabenc\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\4FFCIFDEST... 7/16/2012



July 10, 2012

To: Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors
Plannin g Commiss ion
Carl Wesenberg
Mr. Romano
Larry Dempsey

From: Duncan Reno, CeM, General Manager Del Rio Country Club

RE: Clarification of Letter in Support of Villas Project dated May 18, 2012

Because this proje ct has become such a con tentious proposal I felt it ex tremely importa nt to clarify the
letter I sent on May 18, 2012. In that letter I was asked by Carl Wesenberg a member of the club my
opinion on the project and when answering him I told him that since I do not live in the area my opinion
is solely based on how the club from an operations stand point only benefits from the approva l of this
project. (More potential members, a newly renovated course access gate, and removal of an eyesore
adjacent to the 7th tee box)

This topic was brought up at the board of directors meeting (June 27, 2012) and immediately shot down
for being a non-board issue and that the board of directors along with the club manager coul d and wou ld
never speak on behalf of the club members in this matter.

After reviewi ng my lette r 1can see how it appeared I was representing the member' s opinion. I tried to
clarify that I was only speaking " in my capacity as the General Manger" and from an operat ions
standpoint it could be good . As the General Manager of the club I first of all do not have the authority to
speak on behalf of the members nor would I ever assume I could.

Sincerely,

Duncan Reno, CCM
General Manager
Del Rio Country Club
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Christine Ferraro - Fwd: Updated Del Rio Resident remarks about inconsistencies with STAFF REPORT
ofJuly 5.2012

From:

To:

Date:

Subject:

William O'Brien

Ferraro, Christine

7/16/12 9:24 AM

Fwd: Updated Del Rio Resident remarks about inconsistencies with STAFF REPORT ofJuly 5.2012

» > Donna Marie Minighini <pttrs457@aol.com> 7/13/20126:27 PM »>
Dear Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors,

Deception and misrepresentation sometimes is built a little at a time, and most people do not notice its synergistic effects.

I am compelled to update you all with some small facts that scream "misrepresentation" in the Staff Report of July 5th 2012. This
category is only 1 area of public concern.

In regards to Page 9 of the July 5th, 2012 Plann ing and Building STAFF REPORT presented at the Commissioners' meeting, under
the category of "CORRESPONDENCE", it says:

"A majority of the emails/lettersareinsupportofthisproject....."

This is an outright lie.

At the meeting , I collected a copy of all of the resident letters and emails (both in support and opposing .)

In reviewing the STAFF REPORT's enclosures of letters/emails, and the copies of resident's letters provided to the public at
the meeting,
the TRUE count shows there is NOT a majority of persons supporting the project (as the report indicates) !

Please note that all emails and letters were received before the July 5th meeting date , and some were received by the Building and
Plann ing Department on July 5th . An argument could be made by the Building and Planning Department that the report was
already published by July 5th, and this was just a clerical or copying oversight. This is not an acceptable excuse.

Everyo ne knows in the busines world (and the bar should be held higher for public agencies) that Important report determinations
such as "community support or not" should be amended on the report 's one page in which this information is reflected. This is not a
major work product correction and businesses do it everyday because the facts need to be right to avoid any misrepresentations or
other serious consequences. This "correspondence" area is just one of many irregularities in the Staff Report.

Here are the real RESIDENT LETTERIEMAIL findings:
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Duncan Reno
George Beach
Sean P. Carroll
Bob and Marsha Benn
John Potter
Richard Rand
Norman Porges
Tim and Kelly Coppedge
Zain Griffith
Nick & Shirley Trani
Charlie Menghetti
Tony & Mathew Bruno
TOTAL 12 letters for 16 PERSONS

A.L_eJiers/emails in SURR0(j of Project:

filc://C:\Documents and Settings\FERRROC\Loca1 Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\5003DDE5STANCO lSBTPO ... 7/16/12
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B. Lettersfemails in Opposition to Project :

Donna Minighini & Roberto Minig hini
Donna Minighini
Donna Minighini (letter of 6/28 left out)
Donna Minighi ni (letter of 7/2 left out)
Del Rio Property Owners Association
Judy Fung
Peter and Kathleen Lai
Susa n Dignan
Susan J. FilJippi
Greg & Jocelyn Hall, Gary Padovani, Bart Bartoni , Carol Davini, C.W. Itf land, Calvin Lee
Clark V. Filippi, DDS
Larry Dempsey
Milo Shelly
Frederick O. Lewis III
Janice Mooney
Mark Goss
Bret de St. Jeer
Bill and Iia Jean Reinheimer
Del Rio Property Owners Associatin
Steven & Jennie Zeft
John & Wendy Evans
~oy~e pa rker
TOTAL Emails/letters: 22 letters for 29 PERSONS

The ev idence shows that Del Rio Residents OPPOSED to the project were TH E MAJORITY of sentiments.

I am sorry to have had writte n this email to yo u. But I am furious with the what is the big elephant in the room!

Donna M. Minighini
Del Rio Residen t
The reports provided by the Building and Planning Depart ment to the Commissio n, and to you r Board are REAL CONCERNING AS A

OTIZEN.

It is not acceptable for a pu blic agency to misrepresent facts and bias.

Donna M. M inighini
Del Rio Resident

file: IIC:lDocuments and Sett ingslFERRROCILocal SettingslTempIXPgrpwisel5003DDE5STANCO_ 1SBTPO... 7/16112



JULY 30, 2012

TO: COUNTYSUPERVISORS

FROM : DENNIS WITTCHOW

SUBJECT: DEL RIOVILLAS PROJ ECT

MY NAME IS DENNIS WITTCHOW. I HAVE LIVED IN THE DEL RIO NEIGHBORHOOD ON SPY

GLASS DRIVE SINCE 1994. MY WIFEJEAN AND I HAVE FOURADULT CHILDREN, NONE LIVING AT

HOME, FORTUNATELY. WE HAVE A 4400 SQUARE FOOT, TWO STORY HOUSE ON A HALF ACRE

OF YARD TO MAINTAIN.

I SERVED ON THE BOARD OF THEDEL RIO COMMUN ITY ASSOCIATION, AS IT WAS CALLED, FOR

SEVERAL YEARS AND SERVED TWO YEARS AS PRESIDENT. DURING THETIME I WAS PRESI DENT,

CARL WESENBERG PRESENTED HIS ORIGINAL PLAN TO BUILDTHE VILLAS PROJECT TO THE

BOARD. SINCE THE COMMUNITYASSOCIATION ISA VERY INFORMAL ORGANIZATION WITH

ONLY ABOUT HALF THE RESIDENTS PAYING DUES, W E DID NOT FEEL THE BOARDSHOULDTRY

TO SPEAK FORTHE ENTIRE COMMUNITYFOR ORAGAINST THE PROPOSAL. W EFELT IT WAS

OUR RESPONSIBILITY TO COMMUNICATETO THE MEMBERS REGARDING THE PLAN AND LET

THEM FORM THEIROWN OPINION. UNFORTUNATELY, A VOCAL MIN ORITY HASTAKEN OVER

THE BOARD AND IS MISUSING ITS AUTHORITYTO CAMPAIGN AGAINST THIS PROJECT.

MY WI FE AND I LOVETHE DEL RIO NEIG HBORHOOD AND ARE ACTIVE M EMBERS OFTHE

COUNTRY CLUB. W ETHINKTHEVILLAS WOULD BE A WONDERFUL ADDITION TO THE

NEIGHBORHOOD. WE COVET THE OPPORTUNITYTO DOWNSIZE INTO AN UPSCALE RESIDENCE

WITHOUT LEAVING DEL RIO. EVEN IF W ECHOSETO CONTINUE LIVING IN OUR PRESENT HOME,

WE THINK THEVILLAS WOULD BE A POSITIVE ADDITION TO THE COMMUNITY, CERTAINLY

PREFERABLE TO AN EMPTY LOT OR EVEN EIGHT OR NINE ADDITIONAL MC MANSIONSON HALF

ACRE LOTS.

IN SUMMARY, W E HEARTILY ENDORSETHEVILLAS PROJECT AND ENCOURAGE YOUR

APPROVAL.

DENN IS AND JEAN WITTCHOW

7216 SPY GLASS DRIVE
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June 24th, 2012

To Whom It MayConcern,

Please allowus to introduce ourselves. We are the Moreno's andwe resideat 1317 Country Club Drive.
Our home is located directly across the street from, and northof, the proposed Villas at Del Rioproject.

And while we initially signed a petition that was being circulated by the project's opponents we did so
withouta full presentation of the facts pertaining to the development. Upon obtaining accurate
Information on the project(specifically as it relates to the numberand type of residential unitsbeing
proposed (18 custom units), building heights (single story), location of the entrygate, details of the
perimeter wall, etc.) we nowwholeheartedly support of the project andwould ask that this letterof support
supersede our signature on the petition.

Sincerely,

Tony and Cindy Moreno
1317 Country ClubDrive
Modesto, CA 95356



August 14,2012

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
Christine Ferraro Talllman
1010 lOt" Street Suite 6700
Modesto, Ca 95354

./ BOAROOF SUPERV ISORS

lOll AUG 11 A I'; ~ i !

Reference: Villas at Del Rio

Ms. Tallman and the Stanislaus Board ofSupervisors:

I am unable to attend the hearing on the Vilas at Del Rio scheduled August 28, 2012,
therefore, I wish to register with you my absolute endorsement ofthis project.

Until 2006 I owned a cooperative apartment on Russian Hill in SanFrancisco. Upon the
death of my husband, 1 returned to Modesto, built a 4000 sq. ft. home on River Nine,
rejoined the Del Rio Country Club, and enjoyed living amongst loved ones andgood
friends. However, at this point in my life, I have come to the realization that I should
scale down. The Villas at Del Rio is the answer forme and many of my friends in like
circumstances who wish to remain in De) Riobut who have "undergrown" our homes!

There is a dramatic need forsuch housing and Del Rio hasnot met this need. Therefore,
it is difficultto understand that there is any opposition to such a well-thought out
development in Del Rio.

Your support of this project is greatly appreciated.J can bereached as follows:

Jo Dunbar Snow
7458 River Nine Drive
Modesto, Ca 95356
209-545-2598
Cell: 209-602-241 2 1

,../'
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Liz King - Fwd: Del Rio Villas

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Chris tine Ferraro <ferrroc@stancounty.com>
KING L@stancounty.com
8120120 1210:44 PM
Fwd: Del Rio Villas

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarde d message:

From : "Vito Chiesa" <CI-I IESAV@stancounty.com>
Date: August 13,20121: 10:20 PM PDT
To: "Christ ine Ferraro" <FERRROCl@stancounty.com>
SUbject: Fwd : Del Rio Villas

co> Larry Campbell <bohunklwc(algmai1.com> 8/ 1312012 6:58 AM >>>
I urge you to vote for this great project.
Larry Campbe ll
Del Rio East
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I(!,122112) Chrisfine Ferraro - Del Rio Villas

From: Janet Nicholson <g3janet@aol.com>
To: "FERRROC@stancounty.com"<FERRROC@stancounty.com>,
"ChiesaV@Stancounty .c...
Date: 8/22/201211 :55 AM
Subje ct: Del Rio Villas

To whom it may concern,

My husband, Mark, and I have lived in the Del Rio area for over 20 years.
I have confidence that the Del Rio Villas will be a great project for the area, and I can't understand what
all the fuss is about. I do understand that the project's opponents have gone to extreme lengths to
misinform and scare the neighborhood. I am disappointed in our community. I have read some of the
opponents letters and it seems it's more about personal issues than the project itself. I don't see how a
project like the villas could be a bad thing for the Del Rio community. It is a very small infill project that
would only enhance the area.

Thank you for your time and consideration,
Janet Nicholson
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Dear Stanislaus County Supervisors,

Matt Bettencourt

Please allow me to introduce myself. My name is Matt Bettencourt. I am a pro fessiona l golfer and

currently play on t he PGATour. I was raised in Modesto, my parents still live in the community and

Modesto wil l always be "my home."

Growing up, I had the priv ilege to play and practice golf at Del Rio Country Club. And wh ile the golf

course is exceptional, the more I travel throughout my professional career, the more I am amazed to

note that Del Rio Country Club is one of the few, high end, golf course communities that does NOToffe r

a variety of housing options, within the surrounding community.

As I've pursued my professiona l career, I look back fondly at my time spent at Del Rio Country Club.

Those memories will alway s be special. But more significantly, I wish t hat you would approve the type

of residential product proposed by the Villas at Del Rio, so that my w ife and I could consider owning a

second home, in my home town, all without the need to provide the upkeep t hat is required of an estate

size lot. This is something that Del Rio has always been missing.

I am excited to be back in Modesto and give back to the community that has done so much for me. I

urge you to approve the Villas at Del Rio project and br ing the Del Rio community up to par with oth er

Country Club communities.

Incredible golfing communities such as Pebble Beach, Spanish Bay, The Vintage Club, Black Hawk,

Estancia Club, Gray Hawk Golf Club, (and the list goes on and on) All provide a wide variety of

alternative housing types, in response of peop le/families who may wish to reside in a given golf course

community. The fact that Del Rio does not currently offe r an acceptable alternative makes it stand out

in a very unflattering way. The fact that Del Rio stands all but alone, with only large estate lots and

outdated tri -Ievel fourplexes, is a detriment to the Country Club's ability to obtain and reta in members .

. PGA Tour Professional



Del Rio Property Owners Association
P.O. Box 118 BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Salida, CA 95368
1Dl1 AUG 23 A I i II

August 20, 2012

Stanislaus County Supervisor O'Brien
1010 10ili Street
Modesto, CA. 95354

Dear Supervi sor O'Brian,

Representatives ot the Uel KIO Property Association Hoard ot Directors had the pleasure
of meeting with you to discuss the proposed Del Rio Villas project. We sincerely
appreciate your ume and thougnttut constderatton. Smce then, the Stamstaus County
Planni ng Commission held a public hearing and vote on July 5, 20 12.

As you undoubtedly KnOW, the Plannmg Comrmssron reviewed many letters and. heard
approximately 27 people express their views on the proposal, both pro and con, and after
due democratic cons rderanon voted, b to I not to approve. We teel the Comrmssron
exercised due diligence in arriving at their conclusion. As a community organizat ion
represented by VOlunteers, It Important to restate that we are not opposed to deve lopment
or building on the site. In support of the Community' s By-Laws, the Board has narrowly
tmuted Its objection to the project based on provrstons contained m the Itj'..lL Uel Rto
Community Plan. This Plan was created by the Community with input from various
County admuustranve departments and passed by the Stanislaus County Hoard ot
Supervisors.

In anticipation ot the August LM , LU1:L County Superv isors meetmg we contmue to ask
for your support in upho lding the Del Rio Community Plan and deny the proposed
mcrease In densrty trom L separate smgle tarmly dwellmgs per acre to 4.) umts per acre.
It is potentially precedent setting. In a largely built out area, it is important to recognize
that many commumty mem bers may have relied on the density provrsrons of the plan
before buying, remodeling or otherwise improving their property . We feel it is in
everyone' s best interest to preserve and protect the Plan.

~~/
Laurance Dempsey
President
Del Rio Property Owners Association



August 23, 2012

To: Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors

BOARO OF SUP(RVISORS

lQIl~UG23 P ,' 20

Attached is the Del Rio Resident Petitions supporting the 1992 Del Rio Community

Plan (DRCP) and in opposition to the Del Rio Villas proposal currently under

consideration by the Board of Supervisors. Also included is a Del Rio area plot

map which has been highlighted to reflect the signatories to the above cited

petitions.

The following points about the petit ions

1. Only Del Rio resident signatures were solicited or obtained.

2. Signatures were volu ntary.

3. Organizat ion and collection of petition signatures was a grass roots effort

not affiliated to any organization. This was a door to door, neighbor to

neighbo r effort. No professional f irm s were employed.

4. Due to the collect ion method not all residents/homes were canvased.

S. Many residents, opposed to the Villas project, would not sign the petition

due to personal/professional relationships with the Villas proponents.

6. Gated communities within Del Rio were not solicit ed primarily due to

access. The exception being Rancho Del Rio which is adjacent to the

proposed Villas site .

7. All signatures were collected in 2012, immediately prior to the Planning

Commission Hearing of July S, 2012.

The following points about the Del Rio plot map:

1. Lots/home sites were an opposition signature was obta ined are color

coded. Every effort was made to insure the petition signers address

corresponds to th e color coding on the map. The purpose of the map was

to give a visual depiction of resident sent iment concern ing the Villas

project.

2. Lots/home sites not color coded were either:



a. Not solicited/canvased

b. Unwilling to sign public document although against Villas project or

modifying the 1992 DRCP.

c. Support Villas project.

This package is provided to the Stanislaus Board of Supervisors to provide an

accurate representation of Del Rio resident sentiment. Simply stated the signers

of this petition are opposed to changing the agreement made with the Board in

1992.

SIGNED

Signatories of the "Petit ion to keep the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan"

Enclosures

1. Petition to Keep the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, 33 pages.

2. Del Rio Area plot map



PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan .
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan.
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan. .
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan.
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent fi lings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan .

DATE Signature Address
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan , without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comp ly with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan.
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan.
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan .
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan.

1

2

5

8

9

10 ,

13

14

15

16

L/:l I

91

I r f /

Address

II If



PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
res idential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan.

DATE . Signature Address
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan.
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan , without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan.
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan.
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan.

3 r//6/11-~1tR1ti

•

•

•
•
,.

•

Address

/1 () / S 1'1 614f-fJ

SignatureDATE



PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan. '

DATE Signature Add ress
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requ irements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan.
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jo intly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent fil ings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan.

DATE Signature Address
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Board of
Supervisors to vote to uphold the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan , without
amendment and to reject Application Number 2012-01 . This application to
subdivide significantly alters the longstanding 1992 Del Rio Community Plan
(part of the general plan) and increases residential density from 2 units per
acre to 4.5 units per acre.
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan.
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan .
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1 !1 --J~;~ ~~~ I~ 'n {fil\ tie/Co rnIDI M (Jde.s: {o qf5 ~/~t-
~////~ . .

J

2 4 .. &"3-(~
7 !:x..'JO ~"-\dJh:-~ hl , \""",",,-.th'\ . r-. t ,'\ 9' S~S;

I-
~-~- , '"""'~ ;:,

j;jCJ
\j \J

3 4 - ~3-1 d- \2>J.LJ \h~'o 'V\o... !J-\. {\v\O~-tOI Cl s:l Sb

4 .5bt/;:; ~,1dbb / Lfz?¥ ~ -1/v/,AAA~/l/,td~{)1J -Ilix/;a?ff, t;,

5Iz~~z- '~~Js JilJv
v

~.{j~.5
/40 Ii- /'/11.J7- -,\ ,/..J?..-e. n ])12. l\JIpw slo ~~~

.e»>: ,
6

£.- ...... ..

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16



PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan.

DAIE Signature...

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

Address

lytCj ('('~;"I-1-/Y1t'it:'.vv /).-.
M o, l.: ~t-c r: J~. ,~ S ~S"

\ 1.1\ \ '> Cu ''''~ \l ,C .-v r) ..

\'-\ ~ 'l--\...\\u c .'\ c.,~~~i,
'\ "'\ l ~ C: -\ ... .... . 0-...,- \) .

~'k .; \. ~ ,-\ 1\ ".)'S".L

•
•
,

•

•
•



PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan .
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan.

AddressSignatureDATE

4
l , / /

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16



PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan.
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan .
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan.
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan , without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan.
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan.
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject

- Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan.
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PETITION TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
The 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan) was jointly
agreed to by the community and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors.
We the undersigned Del Rio residents petition the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission and the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to vote to uphold
the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan, without amendment and to reject
Application Number 2012-01 or subsequent filings that do not comply with the
residential density requirements of the established 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan.
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HotmaU Print Ml's5agl!'

Print

Fwd: Petition

Larry Dempsey (ldempsey@c1earwire.net)

Sun 4/08/ 12 6:20 PM
John Evans Ohevansl @hotmaiLcom)

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: charles iffland <cwiffland@l1otmail.coro>
Date: April S, 2012 1:03:24 PM PDT
To: Larry Dempsey <ldempsey@c1earwire,net>
Subject: Petition

Larry
Tried to send the petition via a scan......I doubt it, worked so here is the headerfor the topof the
petition.

PETTTlON TO KEEP THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN

418112 6:42 PM

Close

):1Ico l 07w.col l 07.mail.llve.coml ma!lIPrlnlMessages.aspx?cpfds.... .88 18c.m&lsSafe.. trudoFolderIO"OOOOOOOO-oOOO- OOOO-OOOO-OOOOOOOOO OO1
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THE 1992 DELRIO COMMUNITY PLAN (part of the General Plan) WAS JOINTLY
AGREED TO BY THE COMMUNITY AND THE STANISLAUS COUNTY BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS. WE THE UNDERSIGNED DEL RIO RESIDENTS PETTTlON THE
STANISLAUS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE STANISLAUS COUNTY
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS TO VOTE TO UPHOLD THE 1992 DELRIO COMMUNITY
PLAN, WITHOUT AMENDMENT AND TO REJECT APPUCAT10N NUMBER 2012-01
OR SUBSEQUENT RUNGS THAT DO NOTCOMPLY WITH THE RESIOENT1AL DENSITY
REQUIREMENTS OFTHE 1992 DELRIO COMMUNITY PLAN.



Hotmall Print Message

Print

Fwd: Petition

, , larry Dempsey (ldempsevgsclearwee.net)
'c,.. Sun 4/08/ll 6:20 PM

John Evans Uhevansl @hotmail ,com)

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: charles iffland <ewiffland@hotmail.com>
Date: April 8, 2012 1:03:24 PM PDT
To: Larry Dempsey <Idemosey@c!earwire.net>
Subject: Petition

Larry
Tried to send the petition via a scan......I doubt it, worked so here is the header forthetopof the
petition.

PETITION TO KEEPTHE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN

THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN (part of the General Plan) WAS JOINTLY
AGREED TO BYTHE COMMUNITY AND THE STANISLAUS COUNTY BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS, WETHE UNDERSIGNED DEL RIO RESIDENTS PETITION THE
STANISLAUS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE STANISLAUS COUNTY
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS TO VOTETO UPHOLD THE 1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY
PLAN, WITHOUTAMENDMENT ANDTO REJECT APPllCAllON NUMBER 2012-01
ORSUBSEQUENT FILINGS THAT DO NOTCOMPLY WITH THE RESIDENTIAL DENSITY
REQUIREMENTS OF THE 1992 DEL 10 COMMUNITY PLAN,

4/8 / 126:42 PM

Close
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De~ Bo~d,ot Supe~isoISo:

Myresidenl:eshaiesa property linej~~a!;elywest of the proposed Villas at.Del Rio
townhorne proJect.Ids literallyinmybackYill"d"7' "side~,y~ tobe exact Regardless, lam '
,..riting in fullsupport of the dev'e!opmenl. . ',.' '

. ,.. ".- ',' - .. '

I have "no financial interest in the Villas"buthitveconfldence 'thedevetcpers Carl and Laurie
Wesenberg (longtime Del Rio re~idents),will.prOdllce a qualityproducrthatwill be anassetto
our neighborhood.' ." . " ,

. - . ~ " .'

I drive by the unpleasant 4;3-acre-sitedailyand would much prefer to see abeautiful, one-story
townhouse complex. 'In addition to the esthetics, the Villas genuinely would fill a growing need
for those.wanting to remain in (ormove to}the Del Rio community, but also.desiringa more
downsized and carefree lifestyle. . ' .

With the Pel Rio Lago developmentl{)catedalongt:arver Road.wenowhave 47 more half-aero
, lots available. We certainly do not need an additional 9 half-acre, 20,000 square foot lots to
compete with. Furthermore, this "infill" propertysimply is not conducive for9 half-acre lots.:
which hugely explains why It has been vacant for nearly40 years:' So'Lencourage the Board to
approve a project better suited for this property. Approvethe Villas at DelRio!

,Sincerely,

KeithKajioka
1326 CountryClub Drive
Modesto,CA95356 '

______-,- 0...:... --'- --:---:-__ @ -::'------.--,-----:-
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BOAIiD OF SUPERVISORS

lOll AUG 2U P

Mr. William 0' Brien
Stanislaus County Supervisor, District 1
1010 10th Street, Suite 6700
Modesto, CA 95354

Mr. Milo Shelly
7105 Oakmont Drive
Modesto, Ca. 95356
August 23,2012
Telephone 209 545 1727

Subject: General Plan Amendment Application NO. 2012-01, Rezone Application
NO. 2012-01 and vesting Tentative Subdivision Map Application NO. 2012-01
Del Rio Villas

Dear Bill:

I trust this letter finds you and your family well and looking forward to cooler weather,
both literally and figuratively.

Earlier this week the Stanislaus County Department of Planning and Development sent
me a notice dated August 17, 2012 inviting public comment on the proposed Del Rio
Villas condo project and rezoning application. The opinions offered in this and my
attached letter of June 26, 2012 to Angela Freitas, Director ofPlanning and Development
and are solely mine as a property owner and resident and do not represent those of any
other group or community organization. I had written a similar letter to you the first time
this project was proposed in 2010.

For the second time in less than as many years, the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission voted to turn down this project, this time by an overwhelming 6 to 1 margin.
It is virtually the exact same proposal made in 2010 with the only discemable difference
being the Developers employment of high powered consultants and PR agents to gin up
support. I was pleasantly surprised with the thoroughness and thoughtfulness of the
Commissioners comments at the public hearing. In fact, one of the Commissioners visited
the site and asked a number of penetrating questions before voting against the project.

Do take a few moments to reacquaint yourself with my letter. I ask that after reviewing
all the commentary, you vote no. Thank you for your time and consideration.



Mr. Milo Shelly
7105 Oakmont Drive
Modesto, CA. 95356
June 26,2012

Stanislaus County Department of Planning and Community Development
Ms. Angela Freitas, Director
1010 10th Street, Suite 3400
Modesto, CA 95354

Subject: General Plan Amendment Application NO. 2012-01, Rezone Application
NO. 2012-01 and vesting Tentative Subdivision Map Application NO. 2012-01
Del Rio Villas

Dear Ms. Freitas:

Our family has lived in Del Rio for thirty two years. We raised our children here and
now, in our retirement years, continue to enjoy the peace, tranquility and beauty this semi
rural community has so faithfully provided. We also live a little less than two tenths of a
mile from the proposed Del Rio Villas project. We consider this project to be a
significant departure from the Del Rio Community Plan and community CC&R's. The
opinions contained herein are mine alone, as a property owner and resident and do not
represent those of any other group or community organization.

I am opposed for several reasons, but central to my objection is the issue of fairness,
property values, lifestyle impact and the precedent created by increasing minimum
dwelling densities from 2 units per acre, as specified in the 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan, to 4.5 units per acre. I do support orderly community development consistent with
the 1992 Community Plan and I am not opposed to building nine single family (detached)
dwellings on this parcel.

The Developer was aware of the Community Plan's minimum lot size requirements at the
time of purchase in 2007. The requirements have been in place since 1992 and
substantially adhered to. This proposed development is virtually the same project
rejected by the Stanislaus County Planning Commission in December 2010. Why is it a
better idea now? Why is it being considered again? As one of the Planning
Commissioners said at the time of the December 2010 public meeting and vote, the
project, in the center of one of the most established, built out parts of Del Rio, "just
doesn't fit" (out of character with the surrounding area). It is surrounded by detached
single family homes situated on mostly much larger lots, none of which are
Condominiums, Town Homes or Duplexes. What has been proposed are essentially 8
duplex units and two single family residences sited between Rancho Del Rio's one to two
acre estates on the Southern border and the single family detached homes in the Hillcrest
Estates subdivision s # 1, 2, 3 and 4, directly across the street to the North. How can the

1



project possibly be viewed as consistent with the immediate surrounding community?
The impact on property values is unknown, but placing condominiums immediately
adjacent to existing single family homes on significantly larger lots, without a transition
zone or overall community plan study is not reassuring. None of the increased density
concerns and other issues have been addressed since the first filing. Is it fair to those who
followed the rules contained in the 1992 Community Plan and bought, or remodeled or
otherwise upgraded, only to see the rules change piecemeal, after the fact?

Much has been made ofthe "need" for transition housing for retirees; i.e., a "turn key",
maintenance free retirement development. Yet this proposal has few, if any, amenities
associated with a retirement community, nor is it restricted to retirees; it will be sold to
whoever can come up with the money. Secondly, numerous fully remodeled Condo
units, built long before the 1992 Community Plan, are currently for sale at significantly
lower price points than what has been proposed. And, the units are cited more favorably,
directly on the golf course or on a small lake. This project has neither. Even if one
believes this proposal satisfies a need, it could be satisfied with nine detached single
family "turn key" dwellings instead of eighteen attached units and at the same time
comply with the established Community Plan. Contrary to popular belief, there is a
market for homes on 'li acre sites in the immediate vicinity of this development as
evidenced by the large number of complete remodels and new home construction within
close proximity to the project. This has occurred during the current economic downturn
and as one person who recently remodeled stated, he would never have done so knowing
this project might go in. Again, we support building nine units.

The Developer has also attempted to justify increased subdivision density on the basis of
the "granny flat" exemption, which permits single family homeowners to build a separate
residence or apartment on the same lot as the main dwelling. This is an incorrect
interpretation because a detached "granny flat" is limited to 1200 square feet and it must
be under the SAME single family home ownership, whether attached or detached, not
two separate ownerships (titles). The intent of this provision is to allow families to care
for an elderly parent(s) with a degree of independence in a family setting. It was never
intended to be a "tail wagging the dog" argument to justify permanently increased
residential density or separate title through subdivision. In practice, a very, very small
number of homes use the option. If every home did this and especially with unlimited
duration, the impact on community density, services, amenities and lifestyle would be
significant.

Unfortunately, the proposal defeats the purpose of the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan.
The Plan was created in the face of a similarly proposed increase in density on the East
side of Del Rio. It was developed by the community over the course of a year and
approved by the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors to prevent inconsistent and/or
higher density development. In my opinion, affirming the reliability of a legitimate
Community Plan is a core function of the Planning Commission and the County Board of
Supervisors. The reliability of such zoning is fundamental to the buying decision and
protecting the lifestyle and investment in larger parcels already made by residents.
Making piecemeal "exceptions" to the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (part of the
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General Plan) undermines good planning and the Plan. If higher density is to be credibly
viewed as necessary within an already established area (as opposed to an entirely new
area outside the Plan) it should be considered only if the entire plan is reviewed and
significant weight is given to that which has already been established, the CEQA process
is undertaken and the issues created by higher density are addressed, i.e. schools (none
near), parks (none), road drainage (abysmal at the proposed entrance/exit of the
development), shopping (3 miles away), police (inadequate and deteriorating response
time), fire (continued budget reductions), water (still substandard), public transportation
(none), sewer (none), libraries (none), bike paths (none), preserved open public space
(none).

This project will have significant negative traffic impact. The current placement of the
project entrance/exit, in the heart of single family homes on larger lots, concentrates
traffic in the least favorable location, where increased traffic, unnecessarily winding its
way through the neighborhood, will affect the most homes in the most unsafe areas for
pedestrians. Proper placement of the entrance/exit of the project, at the end of the 1/2
mile long County Club Drive straightaway, a wide road with sidewalks on both sides,
would avoid most of the unnecessary indirect winding route through the community and
provide not only a more direct route out to St. John Rd, but a safer route for pedestrians.
The current entrance/exit also unnecessarily funnels traffic south onto the Southern
segment of Oakmont Dr, more than half of which has no sidewalk and Hillcrest.
Increased traffic on Oakmont, with limited sidewalks, is home to numerous children.
There are at least five and possibly as many as seven children whose homes are on or
share a border with Oakmont Dr.. Furthermore, with a Condo complex, cars from
eighteen homes and their guests will be concentrated or funneled through the same exit,
front forward, with headlights blaring into opposing homes. This is no small matter. The
impact on property values and lifestyle is potentially large for homes directly opposite
and increased traffic negatively impacts the peace, tranquility and safety of residents on
Oakmont and Hillcrest. Other concerns are traffic back ups on St. John, exiting at Ladd
and dangerous cross traffic easterly turns onto Ladd, all without traffic control or turning
lanes. And, finally, estimates for traffic based on retirees living in the complex are just
suppositions. As pointed out earlier, the units will be sold to anyone and it is just as
legitimate to predict many will devolve into rental units, like the Condos currently for
sale or rent next to the Del Rio Country Club.

The potential precedent created by granting a substantial increase in housing density is
undeniable. At present there is a 43 acre parcel on Carver Road that is in bankruptcy and
will undoubtedly be bought and re-submitted for development. The Community Plan
calls for an overall average of one acre parcels. Using this projects density as a model,
the number could double or even triple. Similarly, on the East side, near McHenry Ave.
there is an 84 acre parcel that was once planned (but not approved) for higher density.
And, it is believed by many, this project, or a higher density project like it, could easily
be expanded moving North up Oakmont Dr. and Del Rio Drive. The developer has failed
to offer any protections to the community designed to prevent further encroachment.
Breaking the Plan sets a precedent with potentially far reaching consequences on the
investment we have made over the years and our lifestyle.

3



Ce. Stanislaus County Department of Planning and Community Development
Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS I
August 27, 2012

Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors
1010 10th St., Suite 6500
Modesto, CA 95354

Dear Board Members

ZOIZ AUG 21 A ti: 52

My wife and I have lived in the Del Rio community since 1980. We oppose the Del Rio Villas
development proposed for the southwest comer of Country Club Drive and Avenida Del Rio.
The eighteen residential units planned for this four acre property are not appropriate for the
neighborhood which consists of half acre or larger lots. The Del Rio Property Owners

Association representing the majority of Del Rio residents has also expressed its opposition to
this development.

We do not feel the proposed four acre development is consistent with the Del Rio Community

Plan which designates this four acre parcel as a low density residential planning area. Allowing
exceptions to Plan guidelines will set a precedent for similiar projects proposed in the area.

The Board has previously rejected a high density development near Stewart Road and McHenry
Avenue. The Board is currently considering a forty-three acre development along Carver Road.
This development will consist ofhalf-acre lots which is consistent with residential development
in the Del Rio community and the Del Rio Community Plan. We support this type of residential
development in our area.

We encourage the Board to reject the Del Rio Villas project at this time.

~ /V .
,/-<,:/j.J.l,fI( ,t:VIUo:

Fred ana--Victdha Garcia
7116 Beltis Drive
Modesto, CA 95256

Cc: Supervisor Dick Monteith,



Page 1 of 1

Christine Ferraro - Del Rio Villas Project

From:
To:

Date:
Subject:

Ernie <ernie@eotruckandtrailer.com>
<MonteithD@StanCounty.com>, <ObrienW@StanCounty.com>, <vito.chiesa@StanCounty.com>,
<WithrowT@StanCounty.com>, <DemartiniJ@StanCounty.com>, David Romano <dave@newman
romano.com>
8/26/124:53 PM
Del Rio Villas Project

A quick note to explain my support for this worthwhile project. I'm a homeowner who lives near the proposed site and
have no financial ties whatsoever with this development. This project makes perfect sense from a number of perspectives:

1. There IS a demand for this type of "senior-oriented" housing.

2. This site is ideally suited for a comprehensive, total site development vs. individual home sites over many years given
its location bounded by effectively 2 streets.

3. A single project development on this site addresses sewer issues with an onsite treatment facility vs.
the undesirable approach of 9 individual septic systems for 9 home sites.

4. Neighbors whose properties actually bound this site are in favor of it.

5. Your staff--professionalland planners--have recommended approval.

The primary argument against focuses on the premise that this development will change the character of Del Rio--that's
nonsense as each project gets evaluated on its own merit. Sadly, that high-minded attitude of "don't change our 1/2 acre,
mega-mansion lifestyle" does not resonate with me and many of my neighbors.

Let's move forward and approve this project--it makes sense!

Ernie Ott

EO Truck and Trailer, Inc.

7831 Crows Landing Rd

Ceres, CA 95307

Ph 209 537-2332 Fax 209537-2304
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Page 1 of 1

Christine Ferraro - Del Rio Villas

From:
To:

Date:
Subject:

Shari Dieker <diekerf2@yahoo.com>
<MonteithD@StanCounty.com>, <ObrienW@StanCounty.com>, <WithrowT@StanCounty.com>,
<DemartiniJ@StanCounty.com>, <vito.chiesa@stancounty.com>
8/26/126:32 PM
Del Rio Villas

Dear Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors:

I am writing to express my support for the Del Rio Villas. I live across the street from the project on County Club Drive. I am looking
forward to having the lot developed. If this project is not approved it could be years before it is financially feasible to develop the land
for single family homes.

Secondly, I believe this type of housing is needed in the Del Rio Area. Currently, the only smaller home/lot size available in the Del
Rio Area are those located behind the tennis courts at Del Rio Country Club. Unfortunately, these townhomes are tri-Ievel
construction. This type of floor-plans is not desirable for most people looking to move to a smaller home with less maintenance.
Also, I have lived and traveled through many private golf course communities in both California and Oregon. This type of housing is
always available for those wishing to live in a smaller home and it generally does not reduce the home values or change the
appearance of the community.

Thank you for your consideration and please support the project.

Shari Dieker
209-345-9293
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Christine Ferraro - Del Rio Villas Project

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

"Tim Bettencourt" <tbettencourt@coso1.net>
<ChiesaV@Stancounty.com>
8/27/129:48 AM
Del Rio Villas Project

Hi Vito,

Hope all is well with you. I wanted to drop you a quick note regarding the Del Rio Villas project. I live just around the corner from
the project and support what they are trying to do. I have no financial interest or any ties to the developer but think it is a well
planned project, and would be a much better use of the property than many alternatives. I realize there are arguments for setting
precedence on this, but I really don't think there are other properties in the area that are as unique as this one and suited for a

project like this.

I don't envy you on some of the decisions you have to make, but appreciate the work that you do for our county.

Regards,

Tim Bettencourt
CaSal Commercial Real Estate
2020 Standiford Ave., Bldg A
Modesto, CA 95350
209-521-1591 office
209-521-6781 fax
209-541-5036 cell
tbettencourt@c:osol.net
Lie: 00864765
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August 24, 2012

(3-18-11.- PI-lh H~{(hfl5
Cj-IOa.m.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

1011 AUG 21 A I 4-'
STANISLAUS COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
ATTN: Chairman William O'Brien, Vice-Chairman Vito Chiesa, Mr. Terry Withrow,
Mr. Dick Monteith, Mr. Jim DeMartini
1010 10th Street, Suite 6500
Modesto, CA 95354

Re:Public hearing for August 28, 2012 at 9:10am, General Plan Amendment
Application No. 2012-01, Rezone Application No.l20l2-0l, and Vesting Tentative
Subdivision Map 2012-01, Del Rio "Villas" project/or 18 Units on 4.3 acres - high
density building. •

Dear Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors:

As a Stanislaus Couuty Del Rio Resident, I ask that your final vote on the above
matter regarding the Del Rio "Villas" project, be a DENIAL of the developers' 3
application reqnests for 18 units, or, other "high-density" option (if proposed).

There is sufficient evidence to support YOUR denial:

l.The developers' previous and current applications, project design, and
high density project are exactly the same, and violate County building code,
various other Connty documents, and the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan
(part of the General Plan):

a.The Planning Commission voted 3-2 to deny the project on NovA,
2010.

b.Unchanged current applications and design submitted to the Planning
Department in 2012 resulted in the Planning Commission voting 6-1
denial of the project on July 5, 2012.

2.CEQA Referral Initial Study dated May 14, 2012 is heavily flawed with
misrepresentations of County code, omissions, incomplete fmdings
therefore, information contained in this report shonld not be relied upon.
(See report and Minighini comment letter dated June 28, 2012 sent to Planning Commission before July S'"
hearing) and subsequent reference letter ofJuly 7, 20]2 sent to Board of Supervisors.)



-----------

TO: Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors, Minighini letter August 24, 2012, Pg.2.
RE: General Plan Amendment Application No. 2012-01, Rezone Application No.l2012
01, and Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map 2012-01, Del Rio "Villas "project.

3.Subsequent STAFF REPORT dated July 5, 2012 is flawed with
misrepresentations, omissions, bias towards developers, and incomplete
findings - therefore information contained in this report sbould not be relied
upon.
(See attached Minighini comment letter to Board of Supervisors, dated July 7, 2012.)

4. PUBLIC CORRESPONDENCE (letters and emails) sent to the Building
and Planning Commission before/by the July 5,2012 Commissioners'
meeting represent a majority of resident "opposition" to the high density
project.
(From Del Rio Property Owners Association (DRPOA) and Board of Directors,
(2 letters), Del Rio residents: Minighini letters (6114/12, 6/25/12, 6/28/12, 7/2/12,
717112), Judy Fung (email dtd 7/4112), Peter & Kathleen Lai(email dtd
7/4/12),Susan Dignan (email dtd 7/4112),Susan 1. Filippi letter (7/5/12),Greg &
Jocelyn Hall, Gary Padovani, Bart Bartoni, Carol Davini, C.W.lffland, Calvin Lee
letter (7/2/12), Clarke V. Filippi, DDS letter (7/1112), Milo Shelly letter
(6/29/2012), John Ramos letter (7/5/12), Frederick O. Lewis III (email dtd
7/5112), Janice Mooney (email dtd 7/5112), Bret 1. de St.Jeor letter (7/2112), Bill
and lIa Jean Reinheimer letter (7/2/12).
These communications were a majority opposition position over the supporters of
the project (despite the erroneous statements of the Staff Report.)

5. The Developers did NOT fmd it important to timely file "an appeal" to the
Board of Supervisors (regarding the Planning Commission's July 5, 2012
overwhelming 6-1 vote to reject their project) which consisted of amending the
General Plan, zoning change, and gated variance request! (See attached 8-13-12
Stanislaus confirmation letter)

The "appeal process" is the legislative step that should be required to preserving
an applicant's appeal rights to the Board of Supervisors. The July 5, 2012
Agenda states clearly: "All actions ofthe Stanislaus County Planning
Commission can be appealed to the Board ofSupervisors by 5 p.m., July 16,
2012. The fee for appeal is $622.00."

Therefore, "the applicants" should not have legal standing to come before your
Board and make a presentation, that would in fact be opposing to the Planning
Commission's "rejection determination" of their project. They lost that
"applicant" right when they did not send a written appeal to your attention by July
16,2012.



TO: Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors, Minighini letter August 24, 2012, Pg.3.
RE: General Plan Amendment Application No. 2012-01, Rezone Application No.l2012
01, and Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map 2012-01, Del Rio "Villas "project.

I ask you to please address this legality (and process and issue) since the
appeal was to be sent to the Board of Supervisors by July 16th.

However, since your August 28th meeting is a public meeting, they do have rights
"as residents" to speak.

6.A "PD" zoning change (if approved in the future) for the "Villas" project
does NOT determine or allow "high-density" building in Area 1 of Del Rio
due to the low density requirement as stated in the 1992 Del Rio Community
Plan which is adopted by the County and made part ofthe General Plan.
(High density building is understood to be construction of any residential
property unit on less than Yz acre lot dimensions.)

* 7.There is an overwhelming amount of evidence that exists in various County
Documents for "LOW-DENSITY" buildiug to remain in Area 1 of Del Rio
(maximum 1 property unit per Yz acre) - whether R-A or PD zoning, in order to
preserve and protect the community's distinct character and quality oflife.

(A "Villas" "high density" project is inappropriate for Del Rio under the
following County documents and other sources):

A."1992 DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN":

1."Community Plans provide means for resolving local conflicts
where there are a variety of distinct communities or regions
deserving special attention." (pg.l)

2."the findings and recommendations of the plan were primarily a
reflection of the County's policy ofpreserving prime agricultural
land and the sentiment ofDel Rio residents," (pg.L)

3."Future residential uses would continue the low-density
development already present," (pg.3)

4."Goall, Policy A": "Until otherwise updated or amended, future
development for Del Rio shall take place in accordance with the
Community Plan." (pg.5)

5. "Goal 7": The Del Rio Community shall not be allowed to
become an example of inadequately planned leap-frog urban



TO: Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors, Miniglrini letter August 24, 2012, Pg.4.
RE: General Plan Amendment Application No. 2012-01, Rezone Application No.l2012
01, and Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map 2012-01, Del Rio "Villas "project.

development on prime agricultural land which outpaces demand
and overrides community sentiment." (pg.7)

6."Residential Densities": "For Area 1, the densities shown shall
be used in conjunction with the Low Density Residential General
Plan designation." (pg.9)

7."Most of the homes in the Del Rio area are built on large lots,
and many have private pools or other recreation amenities."
(pg.14)

8."minimum standards for streetscapes and setbacks may be
recommended by the Del Rio Property Owners Association to the
Planning Commission as a part of the Specific Plan process and in
the review of subsequent development projects." (pg.I5)

9."VUmplementation Programs", "General Plan": "By its
adoption by the Board of Supervisors, this Community Plan is
incorporated into the Stanislaus County General Plan. The
Community Plan shall serve to formally delineate and define "Del
Rio" for planning purposes."

"The Tier I EIR prepared for the Community Plan has resulted in
the creation of the Community Plan with two distinct areas."
"Area 1 shall be as shown on the Del Rio Community Plan map.
All areas shown for residential uses shall be designated Low
Density Residential and shall be developed consistent with the
density designations of the Community Plan." (pg.23/24)

B."2012 HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE. GENERAL PLAN
AMENDMENT":

1."Section VI-Contraints" "paragraph 2": "local regulations playa
legitimate role in protecting the public's health, safety, and
welfare." (pg.VI-I)

2."Although the consolidation and/or redevelopment of
underutilized and small sites is often used as a tool to increase
opportunities for additional or higher density housing, the
deficiencies in infrastructure in the unincorporated areas limits the
economy of scale for developers for consideration of higher
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density housing ...." ..."Other than large parcels within the Salida
Community Plan, higher density development is encouraged within
incorporated cities where infrastructure is readily available."
(pg.V-l)

3."Goal Four" "Designate Sufficient Sites for All Types of
Residential Development Required to Meet Projected Housing
Needs." "Policies" "4A" : "The County shall identify
unincorporated areas with adequate infrastructure and limited
environmental concerns that are most suited for housing."

Del Rio is underserved and challenged with its infrastructure and
public services and therefore not suitable for low-moderate
income, high-density unit development.

4.Additionally, in the County's need for "low-moderate
income housing", and the "Villas" development is NOT a good
option for this type ofhousing because:

a. High density building is not permitted in Area 1
(the location of the Villas lots), per the 1992 Del Rio
Community Plan which the County has approved and
adopted as part of its General Plan.

b.Sufficient vacant land and open space parcels exist for
any future building in other areas that are located closer to
stores, restaurants, public services and transportation.
(See "Land Inventory in Appendix 1" for vacant land
parcels (over 5,000 residential lots).

"The County residential development potential of 6,398
units enumerated in Table V-2 more than satisfied this
projected new construction need. As many as 5,000 new
units at various density ranges can be accommodated
within the area encompassed by the recent amendment to
the Salida Community Plan." (pg.V-l)

b.Supply of vacant existing built housing see attached
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recent 2010 "U.S.CENSUS BUREAU" "Profile of General
Population and Housing Characteristics" "Housing
Occupancy", "Vacant housing units" show 14,323
available units.

The "2010 HOUSING ELEMENT" document identifies
approximately 11,000 (sound condition) units of the 14,323
housing units, mostly single family homes, that are in
"sound condition" with no repairs needed. (Table II-I 5)

d.STANISLAUS COUNTY "GENERAL PLAN",
"INTRODUCTION", and "ISSUES" documents also
states:

"Growth also requires expansion of the infrastructure
system and public services." "Existing streets and roads,
water and sewer systems, and solid waste management
facilities will not be adequate to service the growth
expected over the next twenty years. This is also true of
public services such as schools, parks, fire protection, law
enforcement, health care, welfare and many other services
expected by people as they move into an area." "Air
quality, water availability and other issues of resource
protection are becoming increasingly significant as the
population grows."

Del Rio is underserved and challenged with its
infrastructure andpublic services and therefore not
suitable for low-moderate income, high-density unit
development.

C.STANISLAUS COUNTY "GENERAL PLAN SUPPORT
DOCUMENTATION"

1."Introduction":
"Any requests for rezoning of property designated Urban
Transition on the General Plan must be consistent with the
proposed use category on the Community Plan."... "Information on
the actual adopted Community Plan for each town will be included
in the Land Use Element." (pg.l-2)
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2."General Plan (Community Plan) Designation":
" ...circumstances applicable to a particular town or situation may
warrant a slightly different description or additional refinement of
the designation. Only in this type of instance will the designations
be further described in individual Community Plans." (pg.l-4)

3. "Description of Del Rio":
"Del Rio is surrounded by prime agricultural land with the
Stanislaus River to the north of the Community." (pg.l-7)

4."Community Plan":
"It is not anticipated that Del Rio will experience any significant
growth for three reasons: (I) the entire area is ringed by rich
agricultural land; (2) limited amount of community services; and
(3) community resistance to additional growth. It is a policy that
residential density be limited to 20,000 square foot lots, or
equivalent density for cluster development." (1-7)

5. "Del Rio Community Plan" Graph":

The attached graph shows the entire community area. For
"Area I" (which the Villas project is located) it states:

"-General Plan Designations: Low density residential and
agriculture." (pg.l-8)

D.STANISLAUS COUNTY "LAND USE ELEMENT":

1."Chapter One""Authoritv":
"The land use element shall include a statement of standards of
population density and building intensity recommended for the
various districts and other territory covered by the plan." (pg.l-I)

2."Goals, Policies and Implementation Measures", "Goal One":
"Provide for diverse land use needs by designating patterns which
are responsive to the physical characteristics of the land as well as
to environmental, economic and social concerns of the residents of
Stanislaus County."
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(The majority ofresidents living in the Del Rio community of
Stanislaus County do NOT want high density building in Area 1),
which would destroy the community's "character" (physical
characteristics ofthe land) and their tranquil "quality oflife. "
High density building would also be harmful in many ways to this
rich agricultural area - ofwhich Del Rio is closely surrounded by
(environmental concerns).

3."Goal Four":

a."Policy Twenty-Two":
"Future growth shall not exceed the capabilities/capacity of
the provider of services such as sewer, water, public safety,
solid waste management, road systems ...."

b."Implementation Measures" ,"5":
"The current level of service ofpublic agencies shall be
determined and not allowed to deteriorate as a result of new
development."

(The rural area ofDel Rio has long had challenges with
sewer services (not every resident has City sewer), cable
and internet limitations, contaminated water not suitable
for drinking (M1D had sent out letter to residents in 2011),
inadequate patrolling by police and emergency response
from resident calls),underservedfire services (no manned
Ladd Road station) and water flow (even though residents
payfor both services through property taxes). Traffic
congestion concerns still exist (for future developments)
despite some road improvements made to date.)

4. "Designations":
"it will be necessary to consult the COMMUNITY PLANS section
to determine if any modification of the designation applies."
(pg.l-20)

5."Low Density Residential":
"Zoning. " "R-A (Rural Residential)" ...."PD (Planned
Development) zoning may also be appropriate, provided the
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development does not exceed the established building
intensity ofthis designation." (pg.l-26)

6."Planned Development":
"Intent. The Planned Development designation is intended for
land which, because of demonstrably unique characteristics, may
be suitable for a variety ofuses without detrimental effects on
other property." (pg.l-27)

It is without doubt, that any "PD" projects IN AREA 1 must
comply with low density building. (1property unit per Y2 acre).
High density projects cause immediate detrimental effects on the
character ofthis distinct community, residents' tranquil quality of
life, traffic conditions, property values (economic), safety ofthe
community andprotection ofagricultural lands (environmental).

7."Specific Plan":
"Intent." "A specific plan is a detailed plan for a specific area of
the County. It is guided by and must conform to the General Plan,
but its scale permits a relatively detailed level of examination and
plauning not normally possible in the General Plan." (pg.l-30)

8.Stanislaus County "Legend" (pg.l-32)

Shows mapped areas or Land Use type, Residential (zonings), etc.
Del Rio areas zoned for low density and planned developments are
shown. (The "Villas" project is located in Area 1 (low density).
(pg.l-36)

9. "Community Plans":
"Any requests for rezoning ofproperty designated Urban
Transition on the General Plan must be consistent with the
proposed use category on the Community Plan." (pg.l-56)
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Supervisors, thank you for upholding the many building requirements under
several County documents, tolimit any development of the "Villas" (or other future
projects), in Area 1, to LOW DENSITY.

Sincerely,

0JJ!u;/~
D. Minighini
Del Rio Resident

Enclosures and Supporting Documentation:

-Minighini letters June 28 and July 7, 2012 (sent to Planning Commission &
BaS).

-All Del Rio Resident and DRPOA letters and emails opposing project "as is"
sent to Planning Commission beforefby July 5, 2012 .

- July 5, 2012 StanCounty Planning Commission Agenda (attached)
-August 13,2012 StanCounty letter confirming no appeal filed by applicants.

(attached)
-1992 Del Rio Community Plan (online)
- 20 I0 Housing Element (online)
- 2012 Housing Element Update General Plan Amendment (online)
- "U.S. Census Bureau", "Profile of General Population and Housing

Characteristics: 2010" (online)
-"General Plan", "Introduction", and "Issues" documents (online)
-"General Plan Support Documentation" ("Introduction", "General Plan (Community

Plan) Designation", "Description ofDel Rio", "Community Plan")

-"Land Use Element" ("Ch.l Authority", "Goals, Policies and Implementation
Measures, Goal One", "Goal Four", "Designations", "Low-Density Residential", "Agriculture",
"Planned Development", "Specific Plan", "Stanislaus County"Legend", "Community Plans",
"Del Rio Community Plan") (online)

-Stanislaus County "Legend" (online)



CLERK OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Christine Ferraro Tallman

1010 Tenth Street, Suile 6700, Modesto,CA 95354
Phone: 209.525.4494 Fax: 209.525.4420

Date: August 13,2012

To: Donna Minighini, Del Rio Resident

From: Elizabeth A. King, Assistant Clerk of the Board

Per your request, this is to confirm that the Board of Supervisors has not received an appeal of the
Planning Commission's decision/recommendation regarding the below listed project.

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT APPLICATION NO. 2012-01, REZONE
APPLICATION NO. 2012-01, VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP
APPLICATION NO. 2012-01 - DEL RIO VILLAS

Please note that this project is scheduled for a public hearing on August 28,2012, at 9:10 a.m. before the
Board of Supervisors. Attached is a copy ofthe Notice of Hearing for your reference.



CLERK OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Christine Ferraro Tallman

1010 Tenth Street, Suite 6700, Modesto, CA 95354
Phone: 209.525.4494 Fax: 209.525.4420

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING FOR
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT APPLICATION NO. 2012-01

REZONE APPLICATION NO. 2012-01
VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP APPLICATION NO. 2012-01

DEL RIO VILLAS

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on August 28, 2012, at 9:10 a.m. or as soon
thereafter as the matter may be heard, the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors will
meet in the Basement Chambers, 1010 10th St., Modesto, CA, to consider a three-part
application requesting to make the following modifications to a 4.31 acre parcel: 1)
Amend the General Plan designation from LOR (Low Density Residential) to poD
(Planned Development) and the Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General Plan)
residential unit density allowance from 2 to 4.5 units per acre; 2) Amend the Zoning
designation from R-A (Rural Residential) to P-D (Planned Development); and 3)
Subdivide into a gated development of 18 condominiums and a common area parcel
which will include landscaping, a swimming pool, access easements, a package
treatment plant, and drainage. The property is located at the southwest corner of
Country Club Drive and Avenida Del Rio, in the Del Rio Community area. APN: 004
059-044, A CEQA~Mitigated Negative Declarationwill be considered,

NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that at the said time and place, interested persons
will be given the opportunity to be heard, Material submitted to the Board for
consideration (i.e, photos, petitions, etc.) will be retained by the County. If a challenge
to the above application is made in court, persons may be limited to raising only those
issues they or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in
written correspondence delivered to the Board. For further information call (209) 525
6330,

BY ORDER OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

DATED:

ATTEST:

BY:

July 24,2012

CHRISTINE FERRARO TALLMAN, Clerk of
the Board of Supervisors
of the County of Stanislaus,
State of California,

Elizabeth A. King, Assistant Clerk



STANISLAUS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

AGENDA

JULY 5,2012

6:00 P.M.

CHAMBERS - BASEMENT LEVEL
TENTH STREET PLACE

1010 10TH STREET, MODESTO

The Planning Commission welcomes you to its meetings which are regularly scheduled the first and third Thursday of each month, and your interest is
encouraged and appreciated.

The agenda is dMded into two sections:

CONSENT CALENDAR: These are items on this agenda designated by an asterisk (*) next to the item number, requiring a Planning Commission public
hearing but which, following an initial evaluation by staff. have been found to be consistent with existing COunty policy and the County General Plan and
are, therefore, recommended for "routine" approval. Prior to actual Planning Commission consideration, the Chair wlll open the public hearing and ask it
anyone present wishes to discuss any of the items. If you want a particular agenda item removed from "Consent", please speak up and advise the Chair.
That item will then be withdrawn from "Consent" and reviewed in detail as scheduled. The remaining "Consent" items for which there are no voice
objections will be handled by a single action of the Commission.

NON-CONSENT CALENDAR: These items willbe individually discussed and reviewed in detail.

ANY MEMBER OF lHE AUDIENCE DESIRING TO ADDRESS lHE PLANNING COMMISSION REGARDING A MATTER ON lHE AGENDA: While the
Planning Commission welcomes and encourages participation in the Commission meetings, it would be appreciated if comments are limited to five minutes
so that everyone may be heard.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIODS: Matters under the jurisdiction of the Commission, and not on the posted agenda, may be addressed by the general public
at the beginning of the regUlar agenda and any off-agenda matters before. the Planning Commission for consideration; however, California law prohibits the
Commission from taking any action on any matter which is not on the posted agenda unless it is determined to be an emergency by the Board of
SupelVisors. Any member of the public wishing to address the Commission during the "Chlaen'e Forum" period will be limited to a maximum of 5 minutes.

New agenda items will not be heard after 11:00 p.m, ffagenda item is not fUlly discussed by 12:30 a.m., it wilJbe continued at the cflscretion of the Chair.

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDAS AND MINUTES: Commission Agendas, Minutes, and copies of Items to be considered by the Planning
Commission are typicaJly posted on the internet on Friday afternoons preceding the meeting at the following website: .
All materials, inclUding materials related to an item on this Agenda. submitted to the Commission after distribution of the agenda packet are available for
public inspection in the Planning Department at 1010 101

h.Street, Suite 3400, Modesto, during normal business hours.

NOTICE REGARDING NON-ENGLISH SPEAKERS: Planning Commission meetings are conducted in English and translation to other languages is not
provided. Please make arrangements for an interpreter if necessary.

REASONABLE ACCOMMODATIONS: In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, jf you need special assistance to participate in this meeting,
please contact the Planning Commission Clerk at (209) 525-6330. Notification 72 hours prior to the meeting will enable the Clerk to make arrangements to
ensure accessibility to this meeting.

I. ROLL CALL: Chair Greg Pires, John Ramos, Steve Boyd, Kenneth Buehner, Robert
Crabtree, Marc Etchebame, Annabel Gammon, Richard Gibson, Ron Peterson

II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

III. CITIZEN'S FORUM
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IV. MINUTES

A. June 21,2012

B. June 21, 2012, Workshop

V. CORRESPONDENCE

VI. CONFLICT OF INTEREST DECLARATION

VII. ASSIGNMENT OF NUISANCE ABATEMENT HEARING BOARD MEMBERS

VIII. PUBLIC HEARINGS (*Consent Items)

·CONSENT ITEMS

·A. REZONE APPLICATION NO. 2011-02 - RANDY THOMAS - Requesting
continuance to July 19, 2012. Request to rezone 42± acres in five (5) different
Planned Development zones to one new Planned Development zone which will
allow specific commercial and light industrial uses. The major tenant is proposed
to be an auction house specializing in vehicle, surplus equipment, and furniture
auctions. The project is located just southwest of the McHenry Avenue (State
Route 108)/SI. Francis Avenue intersection, in the Modesto area. The Planning
Commission will consider a CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration.
APN: 004-018-042; 004-021-003, 004, 006, 008, 010; 004-065-001, 014; 004
070-011,047,048

NON-CONSENT ITEMS

B. USE PERMIT APPLICATION NO. 2012-01 AND VESTING TENTATIVE
PARCEL MAP APPLICATION NO. 2012-01 - V.A. RODDEN HUbLER 
Request to create three (3) parcels, in the A-2-40 (General Agriculture) zoning
district, of 166±, 10, and 94± acres from two (2) parcels with a combined acreage
of 270± acres in conformance with County Code §21.20.060. The walnut hulling
facility will be constructed on the to-acre parcel in phases. Phase I: roof only
11,675 square foot huller building with an attached 15,120 square foot dryer
building, 30,000 gallon propane tank, and a storm drain pond. Phase II: 20,000
square foot dryer building. The property is located at 4000 Ellenwood Road,
south of Claribel Road, east of Heather Hills Lane, and north of Dry Creek, in the
Oakdale/Waterford area. The Planning Commission will consider a CEQA
Negative Declaration.
APNs: 015-081-006 and 015-081-049

C. GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT APPLICATION NO. 2012-01. REZONE
APPLICATION NO. 2012-01, VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP
APPLICATION NO. 2012-01 - DEL RIO VILLAS - This is a three-part application
requesting to make the following modifications to a 4.31 acre parcel: 1} Amend
the General Plan designation from LDR (Low Density Residential) to poD
(Planned Development) and the Del Rio Community Plan (part of the General
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Plan) residential unit density allowance from 2 to 4.5 units per acre; 2) Amend
the Zoning designation from R-A (Rural Residential) to P-D (Planned
Development); and 3) Subdivide into a gated development of 18 air space
condominiums and a common area parcel which will include landscaping, a
swimming pool, access easements, a package treatment plant, and drainage.
The property is located at the southwest corner of Country Club Drive and
Avenida Del Rio, in the Del Rio Community area. A CEQA Mitigated Negative
Declaration will be considered.
APN: 004-059-044

IX. OTHER MATTERS (Not Public Hearings)

X. REPORTOF DIRECTOR

XI. ADDITIONAL MATTERS AT DISCRETIONOF CHAIR

XII. ADJOURNMENT

ALL ACTIONS OF THE STANISLAUS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION CAN BE APPEALED TO THE
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BY 5 P.M., JULY 16, 2012. THE FEE FOR APPEAL IS $622.00.
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August 27, 2012

Stanislaus County
Board of Supervisors
1010 10th S1:reett Suite6500
Modesto, CA9S354

Dear Gentlemen:

No. 1159 P. 1

[ amwriting about the proposed Villas at DelRio luxury townhouse project

I am a DelRioresident andsupport theVillas pIau. Thetimes havechanged, and Del Rio
currently lacks any modem, high-end housing options targeting individuals who desire to
downsizein their later years while residing in an up-scalegolfcommunity.

Biglots arenot always better, and the size ofa home does notequate to quality. The
Villas will complement existing Del Rio homes andenhance ourcommunity.

Given itsproximity to the golfcourse, thisvacant site is the best location in the Del Rio
community for thisproduct·type. Approving thedeveloper's request for a "variance" 
specific onlyto thissite- seems reasonable. The property, in my opinion, as currently
zoned, is not mited for 9 half-acrel20,OOO square-foot lots.

A quality developmenton an "infill" parcel represents smart, efficient planning. You are
notalone in making the decision to approve theVillas. Many Del Rio property owners
endorse the project.

Sincerely,
/'

Richard Michel
7109 Spyglass Drive
Modesto, CA 95356

.....
N

co
o
l:>'
;;:0
CJ
o..,.,
o»
C
-0
rn
;0
-c
co
o
:;0
(J)

<,



'.

August 26, 2012
Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors
1010 10th Street
Suite 6700
Modesto, CA 95354

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 'WI'

lOll AUG 21 PI: (~

Dear Supervisor s
I am corresponding to state my opposition to the proposed change in housing
density to accommodate applications 2012-01 : Del Rio Villas.
In 1992 your predecessors on the Board agreed to a plan to limit housing density
in Del Rio area one to 2 homes per acre parcel. This plans purpose was to
prevent urban sprawl and preserve the rural atmosphere of the Del Rio
community. This Del Rio Community Plan (DRCP) has well served this community
and this agreement between the Del Rio residents and the County needs to be
honored and upheld.
A few points:

• Over the past 20 years we have seen three major areas develop
accounting for over 115 homes ALL in compliance with current
restrictions. These homes are in addition to the remodel and infill
building on vacant properties. I cannot remember any controversy
with these projects as they all were in compliance with the Del Rio
Plan.

• The developer purchased this property approximately three and one
half years ago fully aware of the density restrictions. By his actions it is
obvious he had no intention of complying with the Del Rio Plan.

• This is the second application of the Villas project. Despite
proclamations that the developer would work with the community
after pulling the first application no contact was made with any
resident until after the filing of the second application. The second
application is unchanged from the first.

• The developer has never acknowledged or addressed the concerns of
Del Rio residents on the impact of his plans for increased housing
density on the community. His letters proclaimed the DRCP outmoded
although a large percentage of residents built or remodeled under
those provisions.



r

Actions do speak loader than words. I respectfully ask the board to follow the
Planning Commission recommendation to reject this application and uphold
your contract with the Del Rio residents.

SiF\erelY

c~nd
7113 Hillcrest Drive
Modesto, CA 95356
209-545-1436
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Date: August 23( 2012

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

lOll AUG 21 P I: lJ 1

/

Attention: Board of Supervisors
Stanislaus County

Regarding: Villa's Support

ADERHOLT SPECIALTY COMPANY, INC.
1$51Cummins Drive

Modesto, CA 95358
(209)526-2000

Fax(209) 526·9954
Cant. u« #356665

To Whomit MayConcern;

I have homes on Del Rio Drive and Del Cielo within the Del Ria community. Family
members have two additional homes at Del Rio. We are all very interested in the proposals
for adding to our community.

I am writing in support of the proposed eighteen Villa townhomes addition at Del Rio. We
prefer the Villa's project over the alternate project of nine single family homes. We strongly
believe theVilla'swill add much to the commurillY. Pleasenote the following:

Demographic:
The market for the Villa's housing would be young professionals, seniors, retirees and
empty-nesters. This demographicis generally quite responsible, and well established. This
generally tends towards a quieter, secure and mora settledcommunity.

Add Value:
Eighteen,. single-atory, high quality townhomes with 2,500 square foot floor plans with a
projected costof $300per square foot, would add value to the community.

Less Traffic:
Independent analysis from the Planning Department supports our feeling that the Villas
would create less traffic (i.e. single entry and exit points, fewer vehicles, fewer maintenance
services...).

Cost Effective:
A single landscaping service and single pool service for the entire community is both "green"
as well as cost effective. Nine independent landscaping services would create a lessunified
cohesive appearance that would not benefitthe look of the extended community.

Please add our voices to those in favor of the Villa's project. Please don't' hesitate to call if
you have any questions or concerns, I can be reached at (209) 526-2000.

Speclaiist« in Drywall Construction
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Liz King - VillasProject at Del Rio-support letter

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Linda Hischier <lhischier@sbcgloba1.net>
<Femoc@stancounty.com>
8/27/20121:54 PM
VillasProject at Del Rio-support letter

Christine, I am a resident in Del Rio in support of the Villas project and request that you share my letter with our
Supervisors prior to the meeting tomorrow, Aug 28th.

Thank you...Linda co....... c-= ~

Aug. 27,2012
....... :;c
:::>- 0
c:: C>en

Stanislaus County
-.,

N (J)

Board of Supervisors -' c::
-0

1010 10t h Street, Suite 6500 1J f'Tl
:::0

Modesto, CA95354 <
po.)

(J)..
0 0

:;c
Dear Supervisors: (J)

The proposed Villas at Del Rio provides a well thought-out, viable solution to what our golf and country club
community lacks- smaller, luxury, more care-free residences.

I am comfortable with and support the proposed Villas plan because the developer is only requesting a "variance"
specific to a property that has been vacant for at least 40 years. I agree that given its proximity to the golf course, the
proposed 4.3 acre "infill" site is the "last and best" location for this product type. The Del Rio community has nothing
to lose by building this project and much to gain by offering upscale living choices to our community.

The proposed Villas development is needed in many ways:

• It adds a desired housing option for residents wanting more carefree living
• There are no "uncertainties" with Villas project - residents know what to expect

• It reduces the risk of hodge-podge, disorderly planning that often comes with typical lots.
• It will be built out in a timely manner.

• It will create construction jobs for today, not tomorrow
• It's a "green" project with earth-friendly construction and available solar power
• The developer has the means and vision to deliver a high-quality product

With the recent approval of more than 40 half-acre lots at the Del Rio Lagodevelopment, the last thing the Del Rio
community needs are more unsold, half-acre, 20,000 square-foot lots. The Villas is the smart and efficient alternative
that already has attracted many interested buyers.

Thank you for your time and consideration of this sensible and worth while project.

Sincerely,
Linda Hischier
7009 Grove Point Court
Modesto, CA95356

filp.·/!C:·\( Jsers\KINGL\AnnData\Local\Temp\XPgrpwise\503B7C78STANCO_lsbtpo41 00172723812BFO 1503,.. 8/27/2012
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Joseph John Bene'

607 Hartley Drive, Modesto, California 95356 POARD OF SUPERVISORS
Phone 209-521-7105 * fax 527-0144 * cell 495-355'5 .

joe1bene@yahoo.com

StanUilaWil County Board of Supervisors Beading tiJne: Three nrlnutes

Subjeet: Rezone App. 2012-0 I (Del Rio Master Plan-Del Rio Villas)

Before beginning. I wish to state that I have no finan~ial interest in this projed or
any other in the area. and have no plans to o~~upy one of the Villas. I have lived on
Hartley Drive. in the Del Rio area sin~e 1973. and a member of the Club sin~e 1979.
As an interested othen.

Master Plan: This is a good plan that should be keep intad. I urge that no mange
be made now or in the near future. I value the dirHtion that the plan has served the
Del Rio area. However. I do think that this spe~ifi~ proje~twill add to the lfIIaiity of
life and upgrade the par~el in lfIIe8tion. I suggest that it be vieUJed on its o..,n
....erit and that approval be granted as a variance to the Bel Bio Master Plan.

Del Rio Villas: The plans that I have seen are well within the design guidelines of
the area. It will blend in with both the gated ~ommunitydevelopment to the south
and the other home to the North and East on Country Club Drive.

Quality of Life : There is no doubt that the population of the area is aging and that a
smaller. siJnpler and easy to maintain dwelling is desirable for empty nesters and
surviving mates who want to stay in the ~ommunityand own their property within a
SHure gated neighborhood with the amenities that the Villas plan to offer. They
deserve this opportunity.

Similar Condo Developments: It is eommon knowledge that Condos and upseale
homes ~an ~oenst and enhanee the value of eaeb other. Throughout the West and
Hawaii there are numerous planned eommunities that have both. There are many in
the Palm Desert area and some as near as Brookside. Oakdale. Diseovery Bay. and
Diablo Grande to name a few. Even Blaekhawk in the East Bay has a mixture of
large lot and smaller properties.

Eeo - Friendly: It·s a well know fad that a smaller footprint requires less DVAC.
uses leu water than is required for massive lawns and individual swimming pools
and is a better WIle of priJne land. There is a residual value to the County that
ineludes additional tax revenue. jobs ~reation and site improvement.

Del Rio Property Owners A88o~iation: I am a dues paying member of this voluntary
organization. but it has no offioal duty and does not. nor should it pretend to speak
for all members. Their petitions to deny approval were meulated by well meaning
residents who are eon~erned that this proje~twould ~reate an irreversible preeedent.
and would lead to massive developlDents that may inelude apartments. 5000 sq. ft.
lots and a wide range of very high density development. Therefore I ask that their
efforts be eonsidered in this light. and sin~erely trust that this is not the objedive of
this or any other developer.
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Christine Ferraro

From:
To:
Date:
Attachments:

'Mlig

"Jean Oliver" <jeanv@noahs7up.com>
<vito .chiesa@stancounty.com>
8/27/12 1:50 PM
FW Del Rio Villas.htm

""'---'--".'-'~---'------'------------

Subject: FW: Del Rio Villas

Hello Vito,
My Husband, and I are AGAINST changing the Del Rio Community Plan, so the Del Rio Villas, can build 18 condos, on a parcel, that
should only have 9 homes on it.
We bought a lot, and built our own home in this community, because we liked the low density of the area. We knew going into it,
the smallest lot size for a single family home was approx. Y2 acre. We had no problem with the existing condos in the area, because
they were existing, when we decided to purchase. Our decision to buy and live in this area, was based on the Community Plan.
Because of it, we knew how the community would be build out.

The Community Plan should NOT have to be changed, so the owner ofthat property, can make more profit for himself, by selling 18
condos, instead of 9 single family homes. If he truly believes that there is a need for condos, and they were going to benefit this
community, then he should build 9, what that parcel is zoned for, and be happy. Not much would be changed, and the many
families, who have lived in this community for years, would have it preserved the way it was intended to be for years to come.

I hope you agree, with the Planning Commission's Recommendation for Denial of the General Plan Amendment Application, the
Rezone Application, and the Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map Application, for the Del Rio Villas.

Thank you,
Jean and Albert Oliver
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Evidence of low density building requirement in LAND USE ELEMENT, (General Plan) for Del Rio Villas,
or otherwise must deny the project.on August 28
From: Donna Marie Minighini <pttrs457@aol.com>

william.obrien <william.obrien@stancounty.com>; vito.chiesa <vito.chiesa@stancounty.com>; jim.demartini
To: <jim.demartini@stancounty.com>; terry.withrow <terry.withrow@stancounty.com>; dick.monteith

<dick.monteith@stancounty.com>

Date: Mon, Aug 27, 2012 5:51 pm
Land_Use_Element_for_County _General_Plan .pdf

Dear Supervisors,

Please accept the attached evidence of LOW DENSITY BUILDING REQUIREMENT for Area 1 of Del Rio (for the Villas
project) contained in the LAND USE ELEMENT, (General Plan) document, pages 1-32, 1-33, 1-36. Please refer to the little dots
which state only low denSity building.

The Villas project (as submitted to the Planning Department and Commission) involve 18 units of high density build on 4.3 acres.

In regards to this "attachment information" being referenced in my already sent August 24, 2012 letter to you, please accept this
My Folders Manage Folders separate forwarding at this time.

Low density building is no more than 1 "unit" per 20,000 sq.feet.

*The Developers project is not low density, therefore, according to County law, General Plan, Land Use Element, it is appropriate
to deny his project.

'If the Developer presents a new design plan to you on August 28th, other than what is represented on the developers' application, you
must deny the project and direct the developers to resubmit a new application and design elements to the Planning Commission, which
is the normal process.

The Developers project also violates the 1992 Del Rio Community Plan (low density requirement for Area 1), along with other
referenced County documents in my August 24 letter.

It is very clear what is represented in this County law document.

D. Minighini
Del Rio resident

( Reply ) I ReplyAll l [ Forward) Actions

Standard Version Terms of Service Privacy Policy About Our Ads Shortcuts @2012 AOllnc. All Rights Reserved

httn://mail.aol.com/36912-111/aol-6/en-uslLite/MsgRead.aspx?folde:r=Sent&uid=2887842... 8/27/2012



I ..... !' ,I //( .» /

j( : ':./.... f -r'~ j./,
q ;/Da.rn

DEL RIO COMrvIUNITY PLAN

• GENERAL PLAN DeSIGNATIONS:
AGRICULTURE I SPECIFIC PLAN OVERLAY

AREA II
• GENERAL PLAN AMENOIdENTS

POSTPONED I;mTlL A DETAILED STUDY IS
PREPAREO OF WATER lAIR I AGRICULTURAL
BUFFERING I CIRCULATlOtl MID

COMMUNITY SERVICES ISSUES'

AREA
.• APPROVE GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS

• R[QUIRE PLMI.,fD DEVELOPMENT
• REZONING ON NEW PROJECTS
• REQUIRE PROJECTS TO COmORM TO

AIR QUALITY IWATER MITIGATIO~! MEASURES

• GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATIONS: LOW DENSITY
RESIDENTIAL MiD AGRICULTURE

f'.rEfA Open ~paC9

DAgUse

UPi:FWn IDU/2AC

2 2 DUlAC
3' I DUIAC
4 I OU/2 AC

7 RECREATION
/0 COMMERCIAL

~,:\';'I,I Recreallon

tliygrr:.) A\'1eI

!Ki%il IDUlAC

~
I

00



J-.
1-
~
IU

A.~
~ ~ ~
~~ <t~l 'i:. e.-

J
-c -c
~
~ ~

~

'±:

~lli
~~
~

s
~
-...

~





\,
~

~ '~
~J~ \j

\J ......
-.J:t J), ......

~ ~~
(~ J-
~

~ ;l
~

A ~
(t)

't '~ ~ ...... J<, ::-

\J V' ~ .

~\, ~ ;v\'-' <,I-.l)

~

I
<::(

~\.J
r- .L\ ~

.....J

\-u ~ ~~
~ ~ ~
~ I-l)::t ~ ~
" ~I ~ ~
~ <,

t-.rJ
II~ -L.

~ ~
~

4::-

~
~
...........

~
<:;L
V'



C,A JJ (;0~c O(V '£ f<£AD 'fHI c H I!- t1.e.- '1 -r IJ -I-- ~>;f)
. ..J-~ ~"# ok ~ )O~45AM.

,M ~ Y\~lnL is (!,ALVIN LG. r=. ~ I ~.~ ~1)1k ~ iv:fe-
-rA "'/"\'t W 1.1. ;.-. RAf'I Gt-j o 1)ci: RI", +~ j"-fe.l Co ""PlWl'\;-iif

r I''f!':t V\L~+ ;to 1-~- ~d. ~~ J.~vt M 1-
1- 2 ~ ~ ACA.oA- r ~~ .: R~j)~ 1</0.

kh ~ k ~ jilL t~~-t:J-~~-d!
~+;i <h't<> 1 --(4 ~.

I M·v'l'-D "FRo"" VII..L.A(E. ON£.~ .t~ f~ (u.. ?3~
~ ~Af,J[~{o D~L RIo Q7"L ~ 00- . .I ~ ~""Z.d

~ uJ Iko ~<lI2- 1 ~J;fkr ~--tr-. D~
~o r' '?:>~~J -;. me. ku-._ -d:..: ..t.-r ~':J.

_5_ M>1 &1A a-c 4 h- !JeLl! 'foRi( C-I rr.

x ~ rrI~ c:J~ u~~1tk~
.~. ~ ;tk Jew- ~1J.~~"' /)4J fG.'o.
11~~~~~~~~-I~
pru14~ ~~~ ;:JJ;1cu.%-) flA.e- •

-;/10\~~M }k ./f\P-<.F~~
he.-~ ~ ,~. -tz:~~-I-k.~
~fd 1 p e1 R,,> . _

-r-"~ faRU 10 ~ 4 fr1d.l)d RJo fAi~J _

~ ~ ckcftr\A~~ f- 7 /,iif-. .r~
-f~ ~ t{ Ju- tVVL OPf ~Sc: D ;Ii~~--'-LJ.L-~~<J ~ tv-e~_ clef l<J'o - -r~~ .

-f1&-L,Mll



GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 
APPLICATION NO. 2012-01, REZONE 

APPLICATION NO. 2012-01, AND 
TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP   

NO.  2012-02 –
DEL RIO VILLAS

Planning & Community Development



Project Description
This is a three part application:

1. Amend General Plan/Del Rio Community Plan
from LDR (Low Density Residential) to P-D
(Planned Development) and the Del Rio
Community Plan (part of the General Plan)
residential unit density allowance from 2 to 4.5
units per acre.

Planning & Community Development



Project Description

2. Amend the Zoning Designation from 
R-A (Rural Residential) To P-D (Planned   
Development);  and

3. Subdivide into 18 condominiums and a 
common  area parcel.

Planning & Community Development
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DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN
• In 1992, the plan was adopted.
• The plan separates the community into 2 areas
• Area I, which is mostly developed, around the

golf course. Development is allowed
• Area II is mostly undeveloped, to the south of

the developed area. Restricts development
until an EIR is approved.



Site



Del Rio Community Plan
• The current Community Plan designation for this

site allows up to 2 units per acre.
• Proposal to amend the Community Plan

designation to a Planned Development (4.5
dwelling units per acre).

• County’s General Plan low density designation
allows up to 8 dwelling units per acre.



Del Rio Community Plan
• Existing allowable density of 0-2 units per acre.
• Most of the residential lots in Del Rio are 20,000

square feet to over an acre;



Water
• The project will be served by public water

provided by the City of Modesto.
• Modesto must make certain improvements to the

Del Rio water system by July 2013.



Wastewater
• In addition, the project is proposing an on-site

package wastewater treatment plant southwest
corner of the “common area.”



State Law
• As currently designated and zoned, the applicant

would be able to subdivide this site into eight
20,000 square foot lots.

• By state law, each residential zoned lot could
have 2 units if adequate water and sewer are
available and building site coverage and setback
requirements can be met.

• Most of the Del Rio community only has one unit
per lot.



General Plan Findings
1. General Plan Amendment will maintain a

logical land use pattern without detriment to
existing and planned land uses.

2. County and other affected government 
agencies will be able to maintain levels of 
service consistent with the ability of the 
government agencies to provide a reasonable 
level of service.



General Plan Findings
3. Amendment is consistent with the 

General Plan goals and policies.



General Plan Goals And 
Policies

• These findings are established by the Board of
Supervisors’ Policy for processing General Plan
Amendments.



Planning Commission
• Meeting held on July 5, 2012
• 19 persons spoke in opposition
• 10 persons spoke in favor

Planning & Community Development



• Inconsistent with the Del Rio Community Plan
• Increased density
• Same project denied by the PC in 2010
• Decreased property values
• Inadequate environmental review
• Impact to community character/quality of life
• Increased traffic 

Opposition



Support

• Desire to downsize and stay in Del Rio
• Development similar to CC communities
• Property is an eyesore
• Well-planned development and makes the 

best use of precious land.  



PC Comments
• Good project in the wrong location
• Recognized a need for higher density

development
• Expressed concerns who invested in the

community based on Community Plan
• Expressed concern with increased traffic

congestion resulting from the project.

Planning & Community Development



Recommendation
• The Planning Commission voted 6-1  and 

recommended to deny General Plan 
Amendment Application No. 2012-01, Rezone 
Application No. 2012-01, and Tentative 
Subdivision Map  No.  2012-02 – Del Rio Villas 
to the Board of Supervisors

Planning & Community Development



Stanislaus County 
Board of Supervisors

August 28, 2012



DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

AUGUST 1992
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Looking East on
Country Club



Looking West on
Country Club



Project from Country Club



Internal View



Common Area
Pool & Fountain



Del Rio Property Owners Assoc. (04/11/12)

• “… a density of 5 times the current
standard...”

• “The DRPOA Board is committed to
providing you factual information …”



9 Lot Alternative Map
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9 – Single Family Units
9 – Second Units up to 1,200 square feet each

(up to 18 Units Permissible)



a.
\lO<O-OO' -QO'i ~ ~

z ~
<3

~ i
~ i ~w >
~ 0
.... 0 C:2

~
/

~ ~ ...J

ffi ~ ~
.... ~ 3

~ ~ ~

/
~ e ~

/

II
· d ~~ - ~;It- "

Ii ~ ~ !

/
/
/
/

/
/

\

I

I
I
I
I
1'''-.
I "-.
I "-."-.
I "-.
I
I
I
I

---T---lj'-"I~~~~t=;~Q81·
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I

--",-L_

~ I

PRO.ECT INFORMAnON
_~:~lIOC...... ~ -___ =-=~lIOC.

tIllllUTO, oo.lWIl$

snt~ (~ "''' 1lOIIO
~"""'CU~_

~E~~
~ Sf..-. -..n 01 l -.wT....

WAit "" (tI'I'OII01X1Ufl)

=:"""Mtno~ $T-..u5 COMlT sn-

~:=.?:~~~~~
~<ll-iG(Nt'\'(TUIO,lr\.OCXl~



9 Lot

18 Lot



18 Units / 18 Lots



8 Lot Alternative Map
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5 Attached Units
3 Duplex Units (11 total)



Milo Shelly (06/26/12)

“I am not opposed to building nine single
family (detached) dwellings on this parcel.”



5 – Single Family Units
3 – Duplexes (6 Units)

5 – Second Units up to 1,200 square feet each
(Up to 16 Units Permissible)



Vacant Lots
68 Vacant Lots of Approximately 20,000 sq. ft.
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Connected to Golf Course



Units Have Golf Cart Garage
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Reason to Approve

• Consistent with the County General Plan 
Land Use Element



COUNTY GENERAL PLAN
LAND USE ELEMENT

GOAL ONE

Provide for diverse land use needs by designating patterns which are responsive to
the physical characteristics of the land as well as to environmental, economic and
social concerns of the residents of Stanislaus County

POLICY NINE

The Land Use Element shall be maintained so that it is responsive to change.

IMPLEMENTATIONMEASURES

2. All of the community plans shall be reviewed and updated as found necessary
by the Board of Supervisors. Substantial changes to these plans shall be
permitted only in conjunction with a complete community plan update unless
the Director of Planning and Community Development finds that (1) the plan
has been completely updated within the past three years and the proposed
changes can be adequately evaluated based on that updated plan or (2) the
proposed change will have no major or demonstrable impact on the
surrounding area or on the community in general.



Reason to Approve

• Consistent with the County General Plan 
Agricultural Element



COUNTY GENERAL PLAN
AGRICULTURAL ELEMENT

GOAL TWO

Conserve our agricultural lands for agricultural uses.

POLICY 2.4

To reduce development pressures on agricultural lands, higher
density development and in‐filling shall be encouraged.

IMPLEMENTATIONMEASURES

1. The County shall encourage higher density development
and in‐filling of already‐existing urban areas.
Responsible Departments: Planning Department, Board of
Supervisors.



Reason to Approve

• Consistent with the County General Plan 
Housing Element



HOUSING ELEMENT

GOAL TWO

MAXIMIZE HOUSING CHOICES AND OPPORTUNITIES
THROUGHOUT STANISLAUS COUNTY

POLICIES

2A The County shall promote adequate opportunities for
decent, safe, and affordable housing for the elderly,
handicapped, families with female‐headed households,
large families, farmworkers, the homeless, and other
residents with special needs.

2B The County shall promote adequate housing opportunities
for all residents regardless of age, race, sex, marital status,
ethnic background, source of income or other arbitrary
factors.



HOUSING ELEMENT

GOAL FOUR

DESIGNATE SUFFICIENT SITES FOR ALL TYPES OF RESIDENTIAL
DEVELOPMENT REQUIRED TO MEET PROJECTED HOUSING
NEEDS

POLICIES

4B The County shall establish and maintain an inventory of
buildable lots with limited environmental constraints,
current and planned infrastructure and appropriate zoning
for the provision of sufficient housing sites.



HOUSING ELEMENT

4‐1 – GENERAL PLAN REVIEW

Review the General Plan, community plans, and zoning
designations on an annual basis in a continuing effort to ensure
that an adequate supply of land is available to meet local and
regional housing goals for all types of housing. If the Housing
Element requires an amendment, County will ensure the
maintenance, continuity and internal consistency with other
general plan elements.



HOUSING ELEMENT

4‐2 – VACANT AND UNDERUTILIZED SITE DEVELOPMENT

In order to encourage the development of vacant and
underutilized site, the County will streamline the approval
process. In addition, the County will create and maintain an
inventory of potential residential infill sites, both vacant and
underutilized. This information will be available to the public
through the Planning and Community Development
Department.



Reason to Approve

• Consistent with the policies in the Del Rio
Community Plan



Del Rio Community Plan Excerpts

Goal 1

Future Development should occur in an orderly manner
to meet the needs of existing and future residents.



Del Rio Community Plan Excerpts

Goal 1

Future Development should occur in an orderly manner
to meet the needs of existing and future residents.

Page 3

This Community Plan proposed development of the
Del Rio area as a mixed residential, recreational, and
agricultural community with residential, natural open
space/recreational, and agriculture use which consist
with and would maintain the essential character of
the existing community.



General Plan Amendments 

General Plan Amendments

• Permitted four (4) times a year

• 2000 through 2009
― 40 Amendments in 10 years
— 35 Approved



Reason to Approve

• Consistent with Sustainable Community 
Strategy



Source StanCoG



Reason to Approve

• Consistent with Current Discussions at
LAFCO



Agricultural Preservation

• LAFCO Policy

― From last LAFCO Staff Report on
Agricultural Preservation Policy

“The policy should create an expectation for
density and a more efficient use of land.”



Reasons You’ll Hear to Deny

• Not Consistent with the Plan



Reasons You’ll Hear to Deny

• Not Consistent with the Plan

• Traffic



*Trip Generation Rates per Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual, 8th Edition

P.M. PEAK HOUR TOTAL P.M. PEAK
UNITS TRIPS I UNIT* HOUR TRIPS

P.M. PEAK HOUR TOTAL P.M. PEAK
UNITS TRIPS I UNIT* HOUR TRIPS

9.36

9.09

3.10

2.56
0.54

0.52

0.16
0.27

1.01

18

18

16
2

COMPARISON
OF

P.M. PEAK HOUR TRIP GENERATION

or,

Del Rio Villas (Residentia l Condo / Townhouse)

Nine (9) Single Family Units

Nine (9) 20,000 square foot lots w/single family detached units 9

Del Rio Villas (16 Senior Adult Housing Attached Units)
Del Rio Villas (2 Senior Adult Housing Detached Units

Proposed Project

Total for 16 Attached / 2 Detached Units



Reasons You’ll Hear to Deny

• Not Consistent with the Plan

• Traffic

• Water Quality



· Per capita wastewate r generation rates from EPA Design Manual, On-Site Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Systems
"10 mg/L for Del Rio Villas project per Stanislaus County Department of Environmental Resources Requirements
50 mg/L for nine (9) 20,000 square foot lots, average from USEPA On-Site Wastewater Treatment Systems Manual for septic tank effluent

COMPARISON
OF

WASTEWATER AND NITRATE GENERATION RATES

TOTAL TOTAL
GAL I NITRATE NITRATE I NITRATE I

PERSONS I PERSON I TOTAL TOTAL CONC. DAY DAY
UNITS UNIT DAY* GAL I DAY L I DAY (mg I L)* (mg) (kg)

358

143

357,720

143,088

50

10

7,154

14,3093,780

1,89070

703

39

18

TOTAL TOTAL
GAL I NITRATE NITRATE I NITRATE I

PERSONS I PERSON I TOTAL TOTAL CONC. DAY DAY
UNITS UNIT DAY* GAL I DAY L I DAY (mg I L)* (mg) (kg)

Nine (9) 20,000 square foot lots

Proposed Project

Del Rio Villas

Nine (9) Single Family Units



Reasons You’ll Hear to Deny

• Not Consistent with the Plan

• Traffic

• Water Quality

• Reduce Value



Reasons You’ll Hear to Deny

• Not Consistent with the Plan

• Traffic

• Water Quality

• Reduce Value

• Precedent



Not Precedent Setting for Other Parcels

• Your Staff Agrees

• DRCP ‐ Page 3

This Community Plan proposed development of the
Del Rio area as a mixed residential, recreational, and
agricultural community with residential, natural open
space/recreational, and agriculture use which consist
with and would maintain the essential character of
the existing community.

• Sets a Good Precedent



DEL RIO COMMUNITY PLAN

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

AUGUST 1992



The Right Decision

• Reasons to Approve
* General Plan
* Housing Element
* Agricultural Element
* Del Rio Community Plan
* Sustainable Community Strategy
* LAFCO Agricultural Preservation Policies
* No Impacts
* High Quality (Designed for Del Rio)
* Needed Land Use
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2012-448

STANISLAUS COUNTY ORDINANCE NO. C.S. 1121

AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING SECTIONAL DISTRICT MAP NO. 9-110.996 FOR THE PURPOSE OF
REZONING A 4.31 ACRE PARCEL FROM R-A (RURAL RESIDENTIAL) TO PD (PLANNED
DEVELOPMENT) TO ALLOW THE SUBDIVISION OF THE PROPERTY INTO A GATED DEVELOPMENT
OF 18 CONDOMINIUMS AND A COMMON AREA PARCEL WHICH WILL INCLUDE LANDSCAPING, A
SWIMMING POOL, ACCESS EASEMENTS, A PACKAGE TREATMENT PLANT, AND DRAINAGE. THE
PROPERTY IS LOCATED AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE AND AVENIDA
DEL RIO, IN THE DEL RIO COMMUNITY AREA. APN: 004-059-044.

The Board of Supervisors of the County of Stanislaus, State of California, ordains as follows:

Section 1. Sectional District Map No. 9-110.996 is adopted for the purpose of designating and
indicating the location and boundaries of a District, such map to appear as follows:

(Insert Map Here)

Section 2. This ordinance shall take effect and be in full force thirty (30) days from and after the date
of its passage and before the expiration of fifteen (15) days after its passage it shall be published once, with
the names of the members voting for and against same, in the Modesto Bee, a newspaper of general
circulation published in Stanislaus County, State of California.

Upon motion of Supervisor Chiesa, seconded by Supervisor Withrow, the foregoing ordinance was
passed and adopted at a regular meeting of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Stanislaus, State of
California, this 28th day of August, 2012, by the following called vote:

AYES: Supervisors: Chiesa, Withrow, and Chairman O'Brien

NOES: Supervisors: Monteith and De Martini

ABSENT: Supervisors: None

ABSTAINING: Supervisors: None

CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
of the County of Stanislaus,
State of California

ATTEST:

BY:

CHRISTINE FERRARO TALLMAN, Clerk of
the Board of Supervisors of
the County of Stanislaus,
State of California

Pam Villarreal, Deputy Clerk of the Board

ORD-55-P-8
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