
 

 

 

 

December 6, 2012 
 
MEMO TO: Stanislaus County Planning Commission 
 
FROM:  Department of Planning and Community Development 
 
SUBJECT: TIME EXTENSION FOR REZONE APPLICATION NO. 2007-01 - SANTA FE 

CROSSING 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 

This is a request to amend the Development Schedule for Planned Development No. 313 (P-D 
– [313]) to allow for a five-year time extension.  (See Attachment 1.)  P-D (313) was approved 
January 8, 2008, to allow for development of the Santa Fe Crossing commercial project 
consisting of a 19,250 square foot commercial building, 435 mini storage units, 52 RV storage 
spaces, a gas station with a 5,065 square foot mini market, and a drive through coffee shop.  
(See Attachment 7.) The approved Development Schedule allowed for site development to take 
place over three (3) phases of construction and consisted of the following: 
 

Phase I  

• Construction of 435 mini-storage unit business on approximately 4.62± acres. 

• Allowance of shipping container business to remain until Phase II development. 
  
           Phase II  

• Convert previously approved truck repair facility into R.V. sales & service 
business. 

• Convert an area previously used for shipping container storage into R.V. & boat 
storage. 

 
Phase III  

• Construction of gas station and 5,065± square foot mini market & drive-thru 
coffee shop. 

• Construction of a 19,250± square foot commercial building with limited 
commercial uses. 

 
The Board of Supervisors approval specified that the Development Schedule be limited to five 
years for all phases, with the ability to come back before the Planning Commission to request 
an extension of the approved Development Schedule.  Since the 2008 approval, the 11.44± 
acre site has remained in the same condition as it was prior to the applicant’s 2007/2008 rezone 
request and still contains the same uses/buildings, as were present with previous development. 
The project site is located at 4306 Santa Fe Avenue, at the northwest corner of Geer Road and 
Santa Fe Avenue, southeast of the City of Hughson. This site is located within the LAFCO 
adopted Sphere of Influence (SOI) for the City of Hughson.  If approved as requested, the new 
development schedule would give the applicant until January 8, 2018, to start construction of all 
development phases of the project.  
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DISCUSSION 
 
The requested time extension was made through a letter from the applicant’s representative, 
Hawkins & Associates Engineering, received on March 15, 2012. (See Attachment 1.) 
Uncertainties in the nation’s economy and the overall tough economic climate (the U.S. 
recession) are cited as the reasons for the request.  The applicant has also prepared a short 
narrative and has provided copies of the on & off site improvement plans approved by the 
County’s Public Works Department as well as copies of the Street Improvement Agreement and 
the Irrevocable Offer of Dedication for road right-of way and utility easement, all of which were 
required as part of the original approval. (See Attachments 2-6.) 
  
When the project was presented to the Planning Commission in 2007, minor edits were 
proposed by Staff on various Development Standards to clarify the timing in which they would 
need to be implemented. The Planning Commission recommended approval of the project to 
the Board of Supervisors with the Development Schedule time frame shortened from seven (7) 
years to five (5) years. The Board of Supervisors approved the rezone request, subject to the 
amended Development Standards and modified Development Schedule as recommended by 
the Planning Commission.   
  
Section 21.40.090(B) of the Stanislaus County Zoning Ordinance speaks to the allowance of 
modifying a Planned Development’s Development Schedule. This section states: 
  

Upon request by the property owner and for good cause shown, the planning 
commission may extend the time limits of the development schedule; provided, that any 
request for an extension of time limits shall be on file in the office of the director of 
planning prior to the expiration of any time limit required by the development schedule. 

 
The project time extension is a discretionary act in that it does grant approval of continued life 
for the Planned Development which otherwise would expire.  In reviewing requests for a time 
extension, Staff sends a referral to various interested and responsible agencies, as is done on 
any project.  A large reason why Development Schedules (for Planned Developments) do not 
last indefinitely, is that the need to recognize the passage of time may have caused agencies to 
look at the project differently. 
  
In reviewing this request, it was circulated to various agencies including those agencies with 
Development Standards placed on the approved P-D (313).  (See Attachment 8.)  With the 
exception to a response received from the City of Hughson, referral responses identifying no 
comment/no objection to the subject request have been received from various 
agencies/departments and no additional Development Standards have been requested. 
 
CITY OF HUGHSON – BACKGROUND & CONCERNS 
 
The original rezone request received by the County in 2007 was sent to the City of Hughson (as 
is standard practice for projects located within a city’s SOI) for review and comments through 
the CEQA Early Consultation process. On February 7, 2007, County Planning Staff received a 
response from the City which stated numerous concerns with the project. (See Attachment 11.) 
On March 7, 2007, Staff attended a meeting with the project applicant, the applicant’s engineer, 
and City of Hughson’s Planning Director. During this meeting, it was agreed that the applicant 
would revise the project to address some of the concerns which the City had raised. On May 25, 
2007, Staff received a letter from the City of Hughson stating that the applicant and the City had 
met and resolved the issues raised in the previous letter, and withdrawing their comments. (See 
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Attachment 12.) On August 21, 2007, the applicant submitted a revised project and moved 
forward with the processing of the application by preparing the project’s CEQA Initial Study 
document. As is required by CEQA, the Initial Study was sent to all interested/reviewing 
agencies for comments, including the City of Hughson. The 30-day comment period started on 
September 5, 2007, and ran through October 10, 2007. In a letter dated October 29, 2007, the 
City of Hughson stated that the proposed project was considered to be located in a “gateway” 
area to the City and the development was consistent with the City’s “Service Commercial” 
General Plan designation. (See Attachment 13.) There was no mention that the City had any 
concerns with any aspect of the proposal other than the need for quality aesthetics as the 
project site is within a “gateway” area. 
 
The project was presented to the Planning Commission on December 6, 2007. Staff 
recommended the Commission shorten the applicant’s proposed seven (7) year time-frame to 
five (5) years, with the ability for the applicant to request an extension, if needed. The 
Commission unanimously voted (8-0 [Souza/Mataka]) to recommend the Board of Supervisors 
approve this request. On January 8, 2008, the Board of Supervisors approved the Rezone 
request and, as recommended by the Planning Commission, shortened the Development 
Schedule to five (5) years. After Board approval, the City of Hughson contacted Staff to voice 
their displeasure with the project’s approval.  
 
In response to this time extension request, the City of Hughson has provided two comment 
letters to voice their opposition. (See Attachments 9 & 10.) In their letters, the City lays out 
several items which they believe prove that the applicant should not be granted the request. 
They have stated there are “environmental concerns” related to Green House Gasses (GHG), 
traffic, and water quality. With the exception of GHG’s, the comments on traffic and water were 
taken into consideration during the original project review and were incorporated into the 
Development Standards so that any perceived “environmental impacts” are considered to be at 
a less than significant level.  
 
With regards to the “environmental concerns” which the City of Hughson noted in their letter, the 
project was originally approved prior to the approval of the state law requiring GHG to be 
analyzed in the project’s CEQA document. In this case, the Initial Study – Negative Declaration 
prepared in 2007 was not subject to the GHG CEQA requirements. The GHG CEQA 
requirement originated from Senate Bill 97 (SB 97 – Dutton) which was passed in 2007 and, as 
of January 1, 2010, required GHG analysis to be implemented on all project related 
environmental documents.  
 
Since the City of Hughson raised GHG concerns which could be considered to be CEQA-
related, Staff undertook a review of these comments under the standards for subsequent or 
supplemental CEQA review and determined no such supplemental review was required. 
 
Under California law, a request for time extension of a project that previously was subject to 
CEQA review may be exempt from CEQA or may be evaluated under the standard, triggering 
subsequent or supplemental CEQA review (under Public Resources Code Section 21166 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162). The City suggested that additional CEQA review would be 
needed to study “Greenhouse Gases” (GHG) related to the project; however, in order to trigger 
additional review when the project was previously approved with a Negative Declaration, a 
significant environmental effect must be shown. A summary provided by the applicant of why 
the threshold for further CEQA review has not been met is listed below: 
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• A request for time extension obviously would not, on its own, trigger the need for 
additional CEQA review of GHG issues.  

• Any effects from GHG emissions could have been raised by the City during the initial 
processing of this project.  

• The underlying project is predominately composed of mini-storage and RV storage 
which are low traffic generators and thus not large generators of GHG.  

• The balance of the project is a combination fuel station/mini-mart/restaurant that must 
rely on existing levels of drive-by traffic to be feasible since it has no growth-generating 
aspects of its own; therefore, the vast majority of the traffic trips for this phase of the 
project currently exist and would not be solely generated as a result of this project.  

• The project has offered an irrevocable dedication to the County’s Department of Public 
Works most of which will be used to construct a traffic signal at the Santa Fe Avenue 
and Geer Road intersection. Currently, this is a very congested four-way stop and 
signalizing this intersection will lower GHG emissions by reducing the time cars spend 
idling, waiting for their turn to proceed. While not a mitigation measure for the project, 
the project has, in fact, helped significantly to reduce GHG emissions in the area by 
providing this dedication.  

• This project is similar in size and scope to other projects that the County has considered 
“de minimus” for the purpose of GHG emissions since such projects do not rise to the 
size and scope where the County requires a GHG analysis.   

 
While staff does not necessarily agree that a new project submitted today of similar size and 
scope would not require a GHG analysis, staff does concur that as a time extension, and based 
on the nature of the approved use, there is no significant environmental effect triggering the 
need for additional environmental review. 
 
The City also pointed out numerous Development Standards which they feel have not been 
complied with by the applicant. After submitting their concerns, the City of Hughson sent an 
additional letter to clarify some factual errors contained in their original letter. (See Attachment 
10.) Many of the errors in their letter involved road dedication requirements and improvement 
plans, which the City stated, had not yet occurred. Upon further review, it was determined that 
the concerns with non-compliance on Development Standards are not entirely true and, in fact, 
have been in progress by the applicant since approval in 2008. The applicant has provided a 
copy of approved improvement plans as well as copies of the road dedication documents. A 
short summary of work completed to date has also been provided. (See Attachment 2.) 
 
In the most recent City of Hughson letter, the City wrote that, to date, 51 out of 57 Development 
Standards have not been complied with. (See Attachment 10.) Staff’s review of the 
Development Standards revealed that 52 out of 57 conditions are meant to be required at either 
the time at which a building permit is applied for and approved or at the time when physical site 
preparation is occurring. Neither of these two instances has occurred and compliance with all 
related Development Standards is premature at this stage. According to the applicant’s request 
for a time extension, compliance with specific Development Standards, which were required at 
the pre-construction phase, has been met. If the requested time extension is granted, the 
applicant or property owner/developer will continue to be responsible for fulfilling all approved 
Development Standards for P-D (313). 
 

Policy Twenty-Four of the Land Use Element of the County’s General Plan specifies that 
development, other than agricultural uses and churches, which requires discretionary approval 
and is within LAFCO’s SOI of cities, shall not be approved unless first approved by the city 
within whose SOI it lies.  If the City of Hughson had objected to the original approval of P-D 
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(313) prior to project approval by the Board of Supervisors in 2008, it is likely that the County 
would not have approved the project.  Attachment 14 provides Goal Five/Policy Twenty-Four 
and the SOI Policy from the Land Use Element of the General Plan.  Essentially, the County has 
already approved the development of the project site; however, in question is the applicability of 
the SOI policy to a time extension.  
 
On this request, the City of Hughson has expressed concerns over several policies, goals, and 
implementation measures with the County’s General Plan as well as a City/County Agreement, 
dated June 12, 2006. Even though the City originally said the project was considered to be 
consistent with their General Plan, this current action is a new request/application and the City, 
in reviewing the new request, has stated that, “This is not a good project from a planning 
standpoint, or environmental standpoint. This is a leapfrog development that will have adverse 
effects on local businesses and our public water and street systems.” 
 
Staff is not aware of a similar situation in which a city has raised concerns regarding a time 
extension for a project which was located within the city’s SOI and subject to the County’s 
General Plan SOI policies at the time of approval.  Because the County’s SOI policies do not 
distinguish time extensions from being considered development and, approval of a time 
extension grants continued life for the Planned Development which otherwise would expire, 
denial of the proposed time extension would be appropriate.  In order to approve the time 
extension, the Planning Commission will need to find that the request is both consistent with the 
County General Plan (as a whole) and that “good cause” has been shown by the applicant for 
the time extension request.  
 
PLANNING COMMISSION OPTIONS 

 

If the Planning Commission decides to approve this request, Staff recommends that the 
following findings must be made: 
 

1. Find that the time extension request is consistent with the County’s General Plan; and  
2. Find that the applicant has shown good cause for being granted a time extension.   

 
If the Planning Commission decides to deny this request, Staff recommends that the following 
findings must be made: 
 

1. Find that the findings required for approval cannot be made, and deny the time 
extension request for Rezone Application No. 2007-01 – Santa Fe Crossing 

 
The Planning Commission may also decide to approve this request with a lesser number of 
years then the applicant is requesting. If this is the course of action the Commission wishes to 
take, the same findings as listed above for the approval will have to be made. 
 
 ****** 

 

Contact Person:  Joshua Mann, Associate Planner, (209) 525-6330 
 
Attachments:  
Attachment 1 -  Applicants’ Time Extension Request received March 15, 2012 
Attachment 2 - Applicants’ Time Extension Summary of Work, dated October 15, 2012 
Attachment 3 - On-Site Improvement Plans, approved by Public Works on March 13, 

2008  
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Attachment 4 - Off-Site Improvement Plans, approved by Public Works on May 10, 2011 
Attachment 5 -  Public Works - Street Improvement Agreement, recorded May 23, 2011 
Attachment 6 - Irrevocable Offer of Dedication – Road & Public Utility Easement, 

recorded May 23, 2011 
Attachment 7 - Board of Supervisors (BOS) Report for Rezone Application No. 2007-01 – 

Santa Fe Crossing dated January 8, 2008, including PC Staff Report & 
PC Minutes (Attachments 1 & 2 of BOS Report) 

Attachment 8 -  Time Extension CEQA Early Consultation Referral - Distribution List 
Attachment 9 -  City of Hughson Letter dated April 24, 2012 
Attachment 10 -  City of Hughson Letter dated November 19, 2012 
Attachment 11 -  Rezone 2007-01 - City of Hughson Letter received February 7, 2007 
Attachment 12 -  Rezone 2007-01 - City of Hughson Letter dated May 24, 2007 
Attachment 13 -  Rezone 2007-01 - City of Hughson Letter dated October 29, 2007 
Attachment 14 -  Stanislaus County General Plan – Chapter 1, Land Use Element – Goal 

5, Policy 24 & the Sphere of Influence Policy 
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SANTA FE CROSSING 
COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT 

PHASE ONE 

Phase One development, as shown on the development exhibit, will include 537 mini- 
storage units covering 4.62 acres in the northeast portion of the site. There is an existing 
structure in the northwest comer currently housing tire sales and diesel truck repair 
business. We expect that use to continue with Phase 1 development. 

Also located on-site< is an existing non-conforming use, repair and sales of bulk storage 
containers. The location of the container units will be relocated to the west-center 
portion of the site away from Santa Fe Avenue. Approval is being requested for a use 
permit for the container storage use with Phase One development. The existing uses are 
short term and will be replaced with Phase Two development. 

Phase One development will include construction of driveway access from both Santa Fe 
Avenue and Geer Road with signs at each point of entry. Four parking spaces will be 
included with the min-storage facility and 11 parking spaces will be provided at the 
existing tire and repair building. Each business will include the required handy-cap 
parking. 

Roadway dedication to 65 feet f?om centerline at Santa Fe Avenue, and 67.50 feet fiom 
centerline at Geer Road will be made along the entire fkontage of the site. A 40 foot 
radius return would also be dedicated; all with Phase one development. Roadway 
improvements will be constructed with each phase as shown. 

Sanitary sewer will be by on-site treatment and disposal in conformance with County 
Standards. Water will be provided by on-site well and provide volumes as required for 
the proposed use, fire flows and planting. Stubs will be provided for fixture connection to 
municipal facilities as they become available. 

Mini storage units will be constructed with a fire sprinkler system sized in accordance 
with the County Fire Prevention Bureau and conform to applicable codes and regulations. 

Construction of the mini-storage facility is expected to begin with approval by the 
County. Completion of Phase One development is expected within 1 to 5 years. 

PHASE TWO 

Phase Two development will convert the tire and truck repair area to recreational vehicle 
sales, service and repair and include RV, boat and trailer storage. The area housing the 
bulk container sales and repair will likewise be converted to RV storage or mini-storage 
units. 

EXHIBIT B 



Completion of Phase Two development is expected within 2 to 7 years. 

PHASE THREE 

Phase three includes a proposed mini-mart, coffee shop and fueling station at the 
southerly comer of the project. Fifteen parking spaces including handy-cap are proposed. 
An additional driveway from Santa Fe Avenue will be constructed with this phase. 

The northerly portion of the Phase Three site is expect to develop as a camash and auto 
shop, although we would like to reserve the option for a selected group of alternative uses 
listed with the site plan. Sanitary sewer and water will be provided by on site facilities as 
described in Phase One. 

Roadway construction, including an additional driveway at Santa Fe Avenue will be 
completed with this phase. 

Completion of Phase Three development is expected within 3 to 7 years. 

OFF-SITE DEVELOPMENT 

Off-site curb, gutter and sidewalk design and road right-of-way will be in accordance 
with the County master plan for roadway development standards. Storm drainage will be 
by horizontal infiltration and storage facilities. 

NOTE: 

This development plan is proposed based upon extensive contacts with County planning 
staff, public works, and fire district, and a number of contacts with City of Hughson 
planning staff and engineering. 



           HAWKINS & ASSOCIATES ENGINEERING, INC.                        
  
               Civil Engineering ⊗ Land Surveying ⊗ Land Planning 

                    436 Mitchell Road 
                    Modesto, CA 95354 

                    Ph: (209) 575-4295 
                    Fx: (209) 578-4295 

                    www.hawkins-eng.com 

 
Memorandum 

 
To: Joshua Mann, Stanislaus County Planning Department 
 
From: Rod Hawkins, President, R.C.E. 50188 
 
Date: October 15, 2012 
 
Regarding: Ruddy Enterprises Santa Fe Avenue and Geer Road Re-zoning 
 
In February 2006, Mr. Martin Ruddy and Mr. Mike Ruddy engaged my firm 
with the task of re-zoning the subject property. Over the course of about ten 
months, we met with Stanislaus County Planning and Public Works staff to 
develop the final site plan and provide information required for the Planned 
Development Application. 
 
The application was submitted in December 2006 and through the following 
year we continued to work with staff to address various issues that were brought 
up and the application was ultimately approved on January 8, 2008. It should be 
noted that during the application process we requested a development schedule 
of at least seven years. We were told at the Planning Commission Hearing that 
the County typically does not allow more than a five year schedule but that we 
could be granted a time extension if necessary. 
 
After the project was approved, my firm developed improvement plans for the 
Phase One Mini Storage. These plans were review by Stanislaus County and 
approved in April 2010. Also, at the same time, we worked with Public Works 
to develop the off-site improvement plans. This also coincided with the Public 
Works Department’s development of plans for the modification of the Santa Fe 
Avenue and Geer Road intersection. Since it appeared that the County’s project 
would proceed before our development, my client entered into an agreement 
with the County to dedicate the right-of-way required for the County to develop 
Geer Road and Santa Fe Avenue to their ultimate widths. These plans and 
agreements were made in May 2011. 
 
It was during this time that the entire U.S. economy was hit with the “Great 
Recession” Due to this nearly catastrophic economic downturn this 
development, and many others, have been put on hold.  
 
Now, as we are beginning to see hints of an economic comeback, this project is 
due to expire. It seems only fair, only appropriate, that this project be granted a 
five year extension of its development schedule. 
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