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March 12, 2015

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING - 7:00 P.M.

CITY OF MORENO VALLEY
City Hall Council Chambers
14177 Frederick Street
Moreno Valley, California 92553

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
APPROVAL OF AGENDA

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
1. January 8, 2015

PUBLIC ADVISED OF THE PROCEDURES TO BE FOLLOWED IN THE
MEETING
(ON DISPLAY AT THE REAR OF THE ROOM)

COMMENTS BY ANY MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC ON ANY MATTER WHICH IS
NOT LISTED ON THE AGENDA AND WHICH IS WITHIN THE SUBJECT
MATTER JURISDICTION OF THE COMMISSION

Upon request, this agenda will be made available in appropriate alternative formats to persons with disabilities,
in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. Any person with a disability who requires a
modification or accommodation in order to participate in a meeting should direct such request to Mark Sambito,
ADA Coordinator, at 951.413.3120 at least 48 hours before the meeting. The 48-hour notification will enable
the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting.



NON-PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

1. Case Description: PA13-0063 (Plot Plan)
P13-130 (Environmental Impact Report (EIR))
Applicant: Kearny Real Estate Company
Owner: Kearny Real Estate Company
Representative: Jason Rosin, Kearny Real Estate Company
Location: 17300 Perris Blvd (NEC of Perris Boulevard and
Modular Way)
Proposal: A Plot Plan for the construction of a 1,109,378

square foot warehouse building on 50.68 net
acres with the demolition of the existing
warehouse facility. The project site is in the
Moreno Valley Industrial Area Specific Plan 208.
Approval of this project will require the review
and certification of an EIR.

Case Planner: Claudia Manrique

Recommendation: APPROVE Resolution No. 2015-03 and

Resolution No. 2015-04, and thereby:

1. CERTIFY that Final Environmental Impact
Report (EIR), P13-130, for the Modular
Logistics Center on file with the Community
& Economic Development Department, has
been completed in compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act, the
Planning Commission  reviewed and
considered the information contained in the
Final EIR, and the Final EIR reflects the
City’s independent judgment and analysis as
provided for in Planning Commission
Resolution No. 2015-03.

2. ADOPT the Findings and Statement of
Overriding Considerations regarding the
Final EIR for the Modular Logistics Center,
attached hereto as Exhibit A to Resolution
2015-03.

3. APPROVE the Mitigation Monitoring
Program for the Final EIR for the proposed
Modular Logistics Center, attached hereto as
Exhibit B to Resolution 2015-03.

4. APPROVE PA13-0063 Plot Plan, subject to
the attached Conditions of Approval included
as Exhibit A to Resolution 2015-04.



Case Description:

Applicant:
Owner:
Representative:
Location:

Proposal:

Case Planner:

Recommendation:

Recommendation:

Recommendation:

PA14-0042 (Plot Plan)

PA14-0043 (General Plan Amendment)
PA14-0044 (Zone Change)

Latco Enterprises

Jim Kimmel

Pacific Development Solutions Group

Southeast corner of Eucalyptus Avenue and
Edgemont Street

General Plan Amendment from Commercial (C)
to Residential 20 (R20) and Zone Change from
Community Commercial (CC) to Residential 20
(R20) for development of a Plot Plan for a 112
unit apartment project on 6.63 acres. The
project proposes 14 two-story buildings with a
mix of 1 and 2 bedroom units and with covered
parking to include carports and garages.

Jeff Bradshaw

APPROVE Resolution No. 2015-06 and thereby

RECOMMEND that the City Council:

1. ADOPT a Mitigated Negative Declaration for
General Plan Amendment application PA14-
0043, pursuant to the  California
Environmental Quality  Act (CEQA)
Guidelines; and

2. APPROVE General Plan Amendment
application PA14-0043 based on the findings
contained in this resolution, and as shown
on the attachment included as Exhibit A.

APPROVE Resolution No. 2015-07 and thereby

RECOMMEND that the City Council:

1. ADOPT a Mitigated Negative Declaration for
Zone Change application PA14-0044,
pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines; and

2. APPROVE Zone Change application PA14-
0044 based on the findings contained in this
resolution, and as shown on the attachment
included as Exhibit A.

APPROVE Resolution No. 2015-07 and thereby

RECOMMEND that the City Council:

1. ADOPT a Mitigated Negative Declaration for
Plot Plan application PA14-0042, pursuant to
the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines; and



2. APPROVE Plot Plan application PA14-0042
based on the findings contained in this
resolution, and subject to the attached
conditions of approval included as Exhibit A.

OTHER BUSINESS

STAFF COMMENTS

PLANNING COMMISSIONER COMMENTS
ADJOURNMENT

NEXT MEETING:

Planning Commission Regular Meeting, March 26, 2015 at 7:00 P.M., City Hall Council
Chamber, 14177 Frederick Street, Moreno Valley, CA 92553.
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CITY OF MORENO VALLEY
PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING
CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBER - 14177 FREDERICK STREET

Thursday January 8", 2015, 7:00 PM

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

CHAIR SIMS - Okay Commissioner Barnes is absent today. It is an excused
one; right? Okay, so for the Consent Calendar we have nothing on the docket.
There are no minutes to approve. So we do have to do an approval of the
Agenda, so I'd like to get a motion for that.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — Move to approve the Agenda.

COMMISSIONER BAKER - I'll second

COMMISSIONER BAKER - Yes

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Yes

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ - Yes

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - Yes

CHAIR SIMS - Yes

CONSENT CALENDAR

All Matters listed under Consent Calendar are considered to be routine and all
will be enacted by one roll call vote. There will be no discussion of these items
unless Members of the Planning Commission request specific items to be
removed from the Consent Calendar for separate action.
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APPROVAL OF MINUTES
None

PUBLIC COMMENTS PROCEDURE

Any person wishing to address the Commission on any matter either under the
Public Comment Section of the Agenda or scheduled items or public hearing
must fill out a request to speak form available at the door. The completed form
must be submitted to the secretary prior to the Agenda item being called by the
Chairperson. In speaking to the Commission, a member of the public shall be
limited to three minutes per person except for the Applicant for entittement. The
Commission may establish an overall time limit for comments on a particular
Agenda item. Members of the public must direct their questions to the
Chairperson of the Commission and not to other members of the Commission,
the Applicant, the Staff or the audience.

NON-PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

None

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

1. Case Description: PA14-0032 Tentative Tract Map 34544

PA14-0033 Conditional Use Permit for PUD

Applicant: Frontier Communities

Owner: FHII, LLC

Representative: Doug Stewart

Location: North side of Cottonwood Ave. east of Perris
Boulevard, Assessor Parcel Number 479-140-022

Proposal: A Conditional Use Permit for a Planned Unit

Development with a 72 unit condominium complex

including common recreation areas and a

Tentative Tract Map for Condominium purposes
Case Planner: Julia Descoteaux

Recommended Action:

APPROVE Resolution No. 2015-01 and thereby:

1. ADOPT a Negative Declaration for PA14-0033, Conditional Use
Permit for a Planned Unit Development in that this project will not
result in significant environmental impacts; and,

2. APPROVE PA14-033 Conditional Use Permit for (PUD) based on the
findings contained in this resolution and subject to the attached
conditions of approval with no modifications included as Exhibit A; or
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Recommended Action:

APPROVE Resolution No. 2015-02 and thereby:

1. ADOPT a Negative Declaration for PA14-0032 Tentative Tract Map
34544 in that this project will not result in significant environmental
impacts; and,

2. APPROVE PA14-0032, Tentative Tract Map 34544, based on the
findings contained in this resolution and subject to the attached
conditions of approval with no modifications included as Exhibit A; or

CHAIR SIMS - So moving on to our Public Hearing Items. We have our one and
only case for tonight.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — Mr. Chair, you may just want to ask for
the record if there is any who has asked to speak on any non-agendized items.

CHAIR SIMS - Very good, is there anyone who like to speak on non-public
hearing items? There are none, so nobody has submitted a request card to
speak, so we’ll move on to the Public Hearing ltems, which the case description
is PA14-0033 which is a Conditional Use Permit and Tentative Tract No. 34544,
case number PA14-0032. The Applicant is Frontier Communities, so I'll ask Staff
to give a Staff Report.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — I'd like to introduce Julia Descoteaux our
Planner who has been the lead on this project and is going to make the
presentation for you and we have the rest of our Staff is available to answer
questions afterwards.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER DESCOTEAUX — Good evening Commissioners. I'm
Julia Descoteaux and just for clarification before | begin, prior to the meeting you
were provided with revised conditions of approval and they have the salmon
color, but they also have the strike out, line out copy for your review as well. The
Applicant, Frontier Communities has submitted applications for a Tentative Tract
Map and a Conditional Use Permit for a Planned Unit Development, located on
the north side of Cottonwood Avenue, east of Perris Boulevard. The site is 9.4
acres and zoned Residential 10, which typically includes multi-family attached
products. The density regulation for R10 zoning calls for 8 to 10 dwelling units
per acre. With the approval of the Conditional Use Permit for the Planned Unit
Development, the City’s Municipal Code provides the opportunity for
development to vary from the strict code regulations allowing for a variation of
housing possibilities with the City. It is the PUD flexibility which will allow this
project to provide detached residential units within the multi-family zoning area.

The project as designed and conditioned will have between 72 and 76 units,
which will be within the allowable density for the zone. The Tentative Tract Map
covers the entire 9.4 acre site. The conditions of approval have been included to
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provide improvements to Watson Way, providing a cul-de-sac for fire ingress and
egress and a 24 foot drive aisle along the west property line for the Fire Division
providing a connection from the interior upper streets to Watson Way. The
Tentative Tract Map includes street improvements to Cottonwood Avenue and
reverse frontage along Patricia Lane and Watson Way.

The proposed project includes a Conditional Use Permit for a Planned Unit
Development. The purpose of the PUD again is to provide for specific
development guidelines for this project while creating an innovation in housing
developments, including a variation in lot areas, design and amenities not found
in a standard housing tract. The proposed project provides detached housing
with several housing styles that include multiple elevations and color
combinations. The design includes two neighborhood parks with tot lot and
recreation features. All driveways will be a minimum of 18 feet deep to allow for
onsite vehicle parking with an HOA requirement that all garages be used for
parking as well, with some on-street parking provided. Access will be to the site
from Cottonwood Avenue, with circulation throughout the development. The
project has been conditioned to revise the plans to include the cul-de-sac at
Watson Way with fire ingress and egress. The site is currently a vacant lot that
has been previously planned for a multi-family residential project that was not
built. Properties to the north, east and west are all Residential 5 zoning with
existing single-family development. Properties to the south include Office, and
Residential 5 zoned properties with existing uses that include a Church, an
industrial type facility and a Riverside County yard which has fueling facilities for
County vehicles. The site is generally an infill site with existing development on
all sides of the project. A Burrowing Owl Survey was conducted and no evidence
of owls were found. A Traffic Study was not required as the project is below the
threshold and no other additional studies were required. A preliminary Water
Quality Management Plan was completed for the project to meet the
requirements of a Regulatory Permit. During the improvement plan review the
Applicant will be conditioned to provide a Water Quality Management Plan with
all the details and calculations for construction. An Initial Study was completed
and it was determined that the project will not result in a potential for significant
impacts to the environment and therefore the adoption of a Negative Declaration
is recommended.

Notification was sent to the property owners within 300 feet of the project, noticed
on the site and in the Press Enterprise. To date | have had several residents
contact me for information on the project and they are here this evening. As
stated, the plans are conditioned to be revised to meet the City standard for
Watson Way. Should the applicant agree to the conditions, Staff would
recommend approval of the project. In the event they do not agree, Staff would
recommend denial of the project.

This concludes my presentation and at this time the applicant is here to provide
information for you. Thank you.
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CHAIR SIMS - Thank you. Does any Commissioners have questions of Staff at
this point?

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - | have a question for Julia. Could you repeat what you
said about Watson Way?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER DESCOTEAUX — The condition has been placed on the
project to provide a cul-de-sac at Watson Way with a fire connection to the site
so that Fire can go in and out at Watson Way and also vehicles can turn around
on Watson Way with a cul-de-sac.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you. I justdidn’t hear you clearly.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER DESCOTEAUX — Okay

CHAIR SIMS - | have a question. As far as the cul-de-sac on Watson Way, is
the cul-de-sac contemplated to be fully enclosed within the existing public right-
of-way that the City currently at that's dedicated to the City, so there would be
some change in the you know to be able to get a cul-de-sac within the existing
right-of-way to meet whatever the minimums, so there would have to be some
kind of a change in what would be a normal cul-de-sac or is it anticipated that a
cul-de-sac would be built internally on the project, because you can’t see with the
drawings.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — The intention is that the existing right-of-
way within Watson Way which terminates now as a dead end kind of square-
offed condition, there is not a sufficient right-of-way within Watson Way to
accommodate a cul-de-sac, so it would require land from the particular project
that is before you to actually make way for that cul-de-sac condition. We do have
Michael Lloyd from our Traffic group who is here who can answer any more
specific questions about the cul-de-sac.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Excuse me, | think we skipped a step here
when we got started. | need to mention that | have had several conversations
with the applicant prior to this evening.

CHAIR SIMS - | have as well. | have spoken prior to the meeting with the
applicant.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ — | have also for the record.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL — And myself included. | spoke with the applicant before
the last meeting. | haven’t spoken to him since.

CHAIR SIMS - Okay, any other questions of Staff at this point by the
Commissioners?
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COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Is there any drawing or plans or anything that
would show how that cul-de-sac on Watson Way would affect the project?

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — Not at this point. We have not seen that.
We have previous versions of the project that had a knuckle condition and a cul-
de-sac condition from a different kind of layout which shows there is some
consideration of the kind of land that would be needed to make various
transportation improvements, but for the specific cul-de-sac we’ve conditioned,
no we have not.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - Is the concern with the cul-de-sac along Watson Way
for the emergency access external to the project or is that concern regarding
emergency vehicles once they enter the project?

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — The condition for the cul-de-sac is both.
The emergency response that takes place along Watson Way and Birchwood.
Currently emergency vehicles or large trash trucks or street sweepers, if they get
down to the end of street and they come to the end of Watson Way they have to
back out of that small neck on Watson Way and leave. The cul-de-sac condition
would allow the larger vehicles to make a turn, so it does provide a benefit for
emergency response or large vehicles that are not necessarily coming to the
project, but in the event they do come to the project it does provide;
accommodates them as well because they’ll be a gate installed at that particular
location.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - Is it possible to achieve the same goal with a
hammerhead turnaround internally on G Street as opposed to actually having a
cul-de-sac?

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — | would say that it is possible; that there
is other alternative designs that could be presented to us and we have talked to
the applicant and said that we would entertain those conditions. Our Traffic Staff
has put together the conditions that we worked with them on that we shared with
the applicant, because we know that the 28 foot radius configuration would work.
We have not had the opportunity to kind of outline what a hammerhead condition
and what the dimensions of what a hammerhead would be to make it work, but it
is possible. We just have not looked at that. Michael Lloyd from our Staff and
our Fire Staff are here that might want to add a little bit of information to that, but
we don’t have the benefit of any plans or drawings to know.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - So with the project the way it is drawn right
now, is there an access out to Watson Way? |s that one of the planned exits for
the project or for fire or emergency vehicles?

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — As configured now, if I'm wrong Julia, but
there is no access to Watson Way. The condition would make the connection to
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Watson Way work and that’s why in our recommendation in the Staff Report is if
the applicant is not willing to accommodate that particular condition, we would
have to recommend denial because it would not be able to satisfy the two ingress
and egress points for the development which is required for a development of
this size. So it puts us in a position where we don’t have the opportunity. If we
don’t come up with another alternate location, but we haven'’t vetted that.

CHAIR SIMS — So on a secondary access... | have two questions. My first
question is what is the typical limits of Fire Department or traffic for large
emergency vehicles to back up, because | seem to recall in a recent approval
that came through, there was small... yes, | can’t remember what the length of
the access that the vehicle would be allowed to go in and have to back up.
What’s typically the standard on that?

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — I'm going to defer to Adria or Fire
Marshall and her Staff.

FIRE DEPARTMENT REPRESENTATIVE REINERSTON - Yes, for dead end
streets the current regulation per today’s Fire Code is 150 feet in which some
sort of turnaround or hammerhead would have to be placed for new construction.

CHAIR _SIMS - So the knuckle that is already existing on Watson a little bit
further to the west of the property line, that is insufficient, so it doesn’t look like
that it's more than hundred fifty feet from the terminus of Watson, back into the
knuckle that’s at Watson, so a fire truck; that would be insufficient for them to do
the maneuver to get turned around?

FIRE DEPARTMENT REPRESENTATIVE REINERSTON - It's hard to tell with
the existing tract without having any conceptual drawings that would meet that
condition, so our usual; you know the street widths have to be 24, the turning
radius has to meet our templates and anything in today’s construction would be
150 feet or less would be required to have some sort of turnaround. Applying
that to the existing development on Watson Way, it would apply to the new
project, but Watson Way would be grandfathered as per our regulations as to
when it was built.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — I'd like add a clarification. | may have
maybe misspoke a little bit. The large vehicles that would be turning around.
The Fire Department, with the 28 foot radius, but also having the option to open
the gate, gives them maneuverability. They still could... the distance between
that gate and the area of Watson that you’re talking about, | don’t believe
exceeds the 150 feet, but it is an accommodation. | understand the radius for a
full fire truck to turnaround | believe is 38 feet. We're only requiring 28 feet. |
believe that is one of the accommodations we're trying to make to work with the
developer.
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CHAIR SIMS — And my other question would be is on... so let me just clarify that.
So where Watson terminates at the west boundary of the project property that is
being developed is less than 150 feet, so we don’t know whether or not that is
sufficient or not for them to maneuver to do a three point turn or turnaround in. |
guess | don’'t know if | heard the answer to that. | don’t know if it's a yes. |
heard it depends. | don’t know if it was a yes or no.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — | don’t know the answer to that | can tell
you that the conditions existed for a long period of time, so the fact that
emergency call-outs have probably occurred on that street and they are
accommodating the emergency response in some capacity. The tract was built
you know many years ago, so it is an existing condition today, so we don’t have
trucks that stuck down there, so somehow they’ll be able to get out.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - How many years has Watson Way been a
dead end?

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — We don’t have that data.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — Ever since it was built and the houses were
built what in the 70’s, 80’s. Oh okay.

CHAIR SIMS - My second question on this was on the requirement for the
secondary access. So the secondary access requirement; it's for emergency
only. It's not to provide a secondary normal ingress/egress to the project. The
main normal ingress/egress would remain off and | can’t see what is it; H Street
and Cottonwood; right?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER DESCOTEAUX — That's correct

CHAIR SIMS - So, even if there was a cul-de-sac that was built onto the project
within the project proper at the end of Watson, there still would have to be some
kind of a gate deal that would limit so that folks in the project wouldn’t go through
Watson or vice versa.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER DESCOTEAUX — That's correct

CHAIR SIMS - Okay

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Okay, but if what you are looking for is a way
for the fire truck to get out without turning around and you have a gate there, is
there any reason why the fire truck couldn’t just use the gate and exit on
Cottonwood?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER DESCOTEAUX — That wouldn’t create two points of
access.

DRAFT PC MINUTES 8 January 8", 2015
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PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER - For clarification, | think your question is if
they are providing an emergency call-out to Watson Way or Birchwood, once
they get down there could they open up the gate to this particular development
and then go through the development to get out to Cottonwood. | guess the
answer would be yes.

CHAIR SIMS — Any other questions of the Commission to the Staff?

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - And that wouldn’t... okay I'm just still a little
confused and that wouldn’t provide a secondary egress for emergency vehicles
on this project?

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER - It does. The cul-de-sac condition is also
satisfying another interest for compatibility of a new infill development. We’re
looking at the ability to provide for a better interface between that existing
development and this development and it also provides an opportunity to correct
some deficient conditions on a public street, so the turnaround as | mentioned
for vehicles like trash trucks, street sweepers and possibly small moving trucks
and those sorts of things, we wouldn’t want to be giving them access to the Knox
box to be able to drive through this new development, so it is accommodating
those sorts of trips, which will probably be a lot more frequent than an emergency
call-out and so our Traffic folks are dealing with those sorts of calls and concerns
on a daily basis and have been since that development has been in place and so
this does provide the opportunity. When you are looking for a new development;
an infill development in particular to try and address those conditions. It provides
the opportunity for again some improved conditions between the new and the
old.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - So this is trying to rectify a 60 year old problem
basically?

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER - In part; yes.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — Okay, what I'm thinking of, the integration of an
infill development with existing development, I'm thinking more of you know like
an example that was brought up on another project. Someone was talking about
that a tract was built that cut off an equestrian path and so the equestrian path
stopped there and then started on the other side and it should had some flow
through, but if by doing this accommodation here, we’re not providing any kind of
flow through or integration that way to where people would be crossing over from
one development into the other. All we're doing is just allowing for vehicles to be
able to make a turnaround more easily at the end of Watson Way. | understand.

CHAIR SIMS - | understand | guess | would tend to add onto that and just from |
can see is... it would appear that what is happening here is the remedy of this
thing is it still doesn’t fix anything of the neighborhood to be able to circulate
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between the old and the new because that’s not the intent of the secondary
access. |It's strictly for public access. It is more for the City’s benéefit, for the fire
and also for the trash and the municipal services rather than used for
ingress/egress traffic that would benefit any of the property owners out here,
except in the event if there was a problem on Cottonwood that would eliminate
access to the project | suppose, then the private entities that live in the... the new
people that live in this neighborhood they would want to get the lock box and
open it up and it would be an emergency then.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER - And you're absolutely right. That’s
exactly the way of articulating. We did give some consideration to a different
solution at that location rather than having this Knox box type of gate control to
actually maybe have an automated gate that the residents of this new
development would have an opportunity to use their remotes and get out of the
gate. We believe that would present a greater impact on the residents on
Watson Way and so we would recommend against that. So we’re trying to
satisfy the interests. Now down the road it does provide the opportunity having
this condition that should this new development run into some problems with the
single access off of Cottonwood, a reconfiguration of the gate to something like |
just described could be a solution. If you don’t accommodate it now though it
makes it difficult to have that sort of remedy down the road.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL — | had a couple of questions to keep going along the
same avenue of thought. We're talking about secondary access. Is this project
going to be required to have two points of access, because Cottonwood seems
to be the only point right now?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER DESCOTEAUX — Yes they are required to have two
points of access.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL — And Watson appears to be the only point of access that
we’re looking to possibly grant secondary access?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER DESCOTEAUX — That's correct

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — Two points of access to satisfy
emergency response.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - | was just talking about actual residents

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER - You were just talking about residents.
The residents are going to have one single point of general access which would
be off of Cottonwood. There is an exit only gate that also exits out at that
location, so there are two gate conditions.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - Right off of that little entry, cul-de-sac type of circle.
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PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — Right. There is two points of ingress and
egress; ingress 1 and egress with two locations at that front entrance for fire
emergency access. The exit off of Watson Way is important because that other
exit gate does not satisfy the Fire Department’s requirement. There is an option
that we did talk with the developer about access to Patricia Lane, which is a
public street.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - | was just going to ask that

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — But we have not vetted that fully because
of the configuration of Patricia Lane, which as you can see on the map there, has
some interesting curves going on. There is a lot C, which is a pedestrian paseo
that goes through for the development. We could possibly be able build off that.
We did talk to the developer about that and we believe that if they want to look at
or explore that option, that is something that we could work with them on down
the road, but the conditions as stated in the resolution for Watson Way are
something we know can work, because we've looked at it. The stuff on Patricia
Lane, we do not know about it and in good conscious | couldn’t stand here before
you tonight and | don’t believe our Traffic Staff or our Fire Department Staff could
say it would all work without impacting the development even more, possibly
losing more lots.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - And it would be problematic to project G Street to
Cottonwood? It already fronts Cottonwood and that would be a secondary point
of access. The far west property line; the north/south street against Cottonwood,
next to lot 29 and 38.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — That would be another option and we
talked about it a little bit and | think it was actually brought up the night we talked
about continuing this item. There are some issues with the Church activities on
the south side of Cottonwood that is currently possibly parking in the existing
neighborhood. I’'m not sure how they’re walking there; maybe across the dirt lot,
but the concern was any additional access point you put off into Cottonwood into
this development could see some and I'll call it parking poaching or something
coming from the adjacent Church, so we tried to steer away from that.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - Correct, but this is a gated community, so that gate
would nullify that concern | believe.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — That's a possibility; yes.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL — My second comment is there is small gap just to west
of this property. | think it's about three or four houses wide. It's between the
improved area next to Perris and Cottonwood and this project. There are already
residential houses there, so the odds of getting those four homes to improve the
right-of-way that is on the rear lot line is pretty negligible. | don’t think we're
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going to be able to get them to do that. Could we condition this project to fill in
the last four feet of asphalt and curb and gutter that little stretch of road? | think
that would greatly improve the traffic flow there.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER DESCOTEAUX — Yes, I'll defer to Land Development to
answer that question for you.

TRANSPORTATION DIVISION ENGINEER LLOYD — Good evening Chair and
Commissioners. Condition TE1 is structured and it's addressing Cottonwood
Avenue and I'll read in part, “improvements to Cottonwood Avenue shall connect
to the existing street improvements, for example curb and gutter, pavement etc.
to the west of the project”’, which | believe addresses the infill condition in that
you just described.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - So that condition says “any improvements to the
roadway shall be per City standards or as approved by the City Engineer.
Improvements to Cottonwood Avenue shall connect to the existing street
improvements i.e. curb and gutter, pavement etc.” There are no curb, gutter and
it's just edge of asphalt. The road is full width right up against Perris and then to
east of this project is full width and right in front of this project and about 200 feet
to the west of it the road tapers down to one lane, so it's a bottleneck right here
and if they were conditioned to tie into the existing improvements, it'll remain a
bottleneck.

TRANSPORTATION DIVISION ENGINEER LLOYD - There was a Capital
Project just recently completed where improvements were made just to the west
of the homes that you are referring to. There is a vacant lot on the northeast
corner of Perris and Cottonwood, which extended the curb and gutter and
pavement, so...

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - Correct. | was referring to that gap between that set of
improvements and this property.

TRANSPORTATION DIVISION ENGINEER LLOYD - Correct, so the intent of
the condition and maybe it was not worded in the best manner, but the intent of
the condition was to connect from this project frontage and fill in the gap to where
the Capital Project that was recently completed, fill in that missing portion.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - | think we should try to reword that condition TE1 to
better state that, because it doesn’t read that way, but | appreciate it because |
that what | was hoping to do because there is that stretch of road that since it is
already developed, it will never get filled in.

LAND DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER SAMBITO — Mr. Commissioner, if | could,
Mark Sambito, Land Development Division Manager. LD condition 85a,
addresses it a little bit more clearly than our counterparts over in Transportation.
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Any missing off-site improvements from the project’s westerly properly line, west
for approximately 215 feet shall join the existing improvements, which are mainly
east of Perris Boulevard, so we think we're talking about the same thing about
filling in that gap.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - That’s exactly it right there. As a point of clarity, we
have two sets of conditions here. One is for the Conditional Use Permit and one
is for the tentative. | assume there is a lot of overlap between the two. Is there
other conditions in here that are only in one set of conditions? It is kind of hard to
read through both of these since we were given them about half an hour
beforehand.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER DESCOTEAUX — The Planning conditions will be
different on both of them and the remaining Staff’'s conditions will be the same.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - Thank you.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — Can you expand a little bit on the A and B gaps
on the north side exactly what is intended to happen there.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER DESCOTEAUX — Currently those are connections to...
they are gated connections to the private streets to the north, however the
applicant will have the opportunity to keep those in and they have been
conditioned to work with the property owners with reciprocal access or they can
close them off and redesign the northern portion of the lots because they would
not be required for fire access.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Okay, so there is no concern with those being
dead end streets from that direction then?

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — There is still concern with regard to the
lack of a turnaround if that is what you’re asking about, however the difference is
those are private streets and Watson Way is a public street and our Traffic Staff
for all candor here would probably ideally like to see a turnaround condition put
on those streets as well, however we recognize that does put additional burden
on the applicant and we’re trying to make sure that we try to minimize the burden
on the applicant and so we’re giving them the option the way the conditions are
written. If they want to keep those access points there, the conditions that you
have before you do actually require the turnaround. If they eliminate lots A and
B, the requirement for the turnaround goes away. So it’s their choice. We’re not
mandating it.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — So they could just eliminate those lots and
build houses there.
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PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — They could eliminate the lots and
possibly pick up a lot or they lose it in order to accommodate Watson Way.
That's what we’ve talked to them about; yes.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Okay, what about having a fire access. They
couldn’t have a fire access out onto the private street then?

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — I'll let our Fire Marshall address that.

FIRE DEPARTMENT REPRESENTATIVE REINERSTON — Our concern with
that is as stated. Those are private streets, which means they are not mandated
to be maintained, so they would not be publicly maintained to a condition where
our fire engines and fire trucks could rely on them as our secondary access point.

CHAIR SIMS - | have one last question on this Watson, G Street... | think its G
Street interface. Has anybody looked an actual... like a hammerhead actually
work, so instead of having to build a cul-de-sac, if it's simply just for municipal
use and emergency, will a hammerhead fit in there? Is there the geometrics
available for a hammerhead?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER DESCOTEAUX — The geometrics | would think is there,
but we haven’t seen a plan that shows that.

CHAIR SIMS — Any other questions by the Commissioners?

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — I'm sure I'll have more once we talk to the
applicant.

CHAIR SIMS - Alright, so | guess we're ready to hear from the applicant then.

APPLICANT ROWBERRY - Good evening. My name is J.B. Rowberry, here
representing Frontier Communities and we are grateful that you have taken the
opportunity to have this meeting today. We’re very excited for his project. We
currently own this and three other pieces of property in Moreno Valley. We’re
looking for more. We love the community. We love the area and we’re very
excited to work with the City to continue to build and improve various areas in the
City. We have been working with Staff on this project for a long time.

Our first submission | believe was in June of last year on the map and we have
been working with them... there has been a lot of work put in by the Staff and by
us. We've gone back no less than six times to our engineer to redesign this
project and the map to go ahead and comply with different conditions that we
have received after discussing with the Staff. We've tried to be responsive to all
of them and unfortunately we find ourselves here tonight without a map that
actually complies with the conditions of approval that have been given to
accompany it and I'd like to point out that | think that we are very interested in
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moving forward with this and | think there are four areas in the conditions or
approval that if we make modifications to, we can go ahead and have
consistency between the conditions of approval and the map and we can be
responsive to all of the items that have been raised by Staff tonight and that have
been discussed between the Planning Commission and Staff.

The first one you’ve already discussed and that is the Watson Way cul-de-sac.
We believe with a gate there, that it satisfies all the emergency access
requirements and neither a hammerhead nor a cul-de-sac is required because of
the outlet that is available through the main entrance off of Cottonwood. We
believe that that provides an excellent throughway for fire access coming from
either direction. We also think there are a handful of those conditions by the
way. | do have a list with revised conditions if you're interested in taking a look at
those now or at any point during the night and it simply puts the access gate
there so that fire can come through. We don’t think... we think that that
community; that neighborhood is in a good condition. At these meetings we’ve
had the opportunity to interact with many neighbors and they enjoy their
neighborhood as it exists today and | think creating any type of a throughway
there or anything that may impact traffic would be negative for that neighborhood.

The second item that we have is throughout the conditions of approval it talks
about the interior streets and it talks about the map clearly and for as long as
we've been dealing with this project we have been anticipating private streets on
this project. The conditions of approval at various points apply the standard of
public streets to the private interior streets. We would ask that although we do
meet the width requirements of the public streets; the code for public streets as
well as some of the other engineering facets of them, we would ask that we not
be held to the public street standards. A couple of those items for your
information that we are concerned about is my understanding is the public code
requires six foot sidewalks. We contemplate by our map and always have four
foot sidewalks. The code also may apply to have sidewalks on both sides of the
street. Our site map has and currently contemplates sidewalks on one side of
the street in several locations. Also the code would apply a parkway standard so
there is grass or trees along the side of the street. The nature of this community
is such that the streets front the homes and the standards require that there is a
tree in each yard. Those act as a parkway along the streets and so there are a
handful of those conditions that we would ask be reworded so that although we
meet the engineering requirements and width requirements of the public streets,
we're not burdened by the additional requirements of the public streets in this
community at the density that it has.

The third area is actually a change that was made just yesterday to the
conditions of approval and it is regarding the density to the project and the credit
for density. The TUMF and City standards both apply saying that if there is a
project in excess of 8 units per acre that it is a multi-family for purposes of
determining the fee credits. Staff yesterday included a condition that states that
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for purposes of those fee credits, this project shall be considered single family,
even though that contradicts both TUMF requirements as well as the City code.
We would ask that condition be reversed so that it states very clearly that for
TUMF purposes as well as for purposes of the City credits, that this is a multi-
family project.

The final aspect to go ahead and conform the map to the conditions of approval
is regarding the right-of-way improvements that we are planning to put between
our project and Perris Avenue on Cottonwood. Those are the items that you've
been discussing recently. We are absolutely planning on putting those in. One
of the issues that we have though is it appears in the right-of-way there may be
some electrical poles or other items and in the event that there is additional right-
of-way required to put those improvements in, we would ask that we not be
required to acquire that or deal with adjacent property owners to go ahead and
acquire that extra land. Pay for the improvements, we have no problem with that.
We’re actually excited to do that. We think that it will be a good addition to that
area and the community as a whole.

Those four areas | think are the key to getting this map approved so that we can
put those issues to bed. We feel that it addresses the fire access. We feel that it
addresses the quality of the community with the interior streets and the trees in
each of the yards with the density and credits as well as the right-of-way
improvements that we will be putting in-between our project and Cottonwood.
I’'m sorry and Perris on Cottonwood. I’'m happy to answer any of the questions
that you may have about this. We will plan to... we would love to move forward
and begin this project as soon as we can.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - You said that you have specific conditions that you
would like to revise. If it's okay with the rest of the Planning Commission, can we
talk about the specific items and how you would like them revised?

APPLICANT ROWBERRY- Absolutely.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL — Now is the time to do it. If we wait...

APPLICANT ROWBERRY - | have a handout. Would you mind if | provided you
with the paper handout for the conditions?

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - By all means

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — But these would all... what you summarized in
the four items, these are just to clean up the details that would apply to those four
conditions?

APPLICANT ROWBERRY - That’s correct. We can walk through them right
now. I'm happy to do so. We’ve spent a considerable amount of time since last
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Friday when we received the first conditions to go through these and make sure
that the conforming changes are made in each of the conditions of approval from
each of the departments. The first one is and I've grouped them topically on the
page that you see before. The Watson Way cul-de-sac requirement is covered in
the CUP Planning Commission conditions; condition 18. The language that I've
included on my sheet simply removes the condition that the cul-de-sac be placed
on our property but maintains the requirement that the emergency ingress and
egress be granted so that the project can maintain that emergency access. TE2
also was essentially the same condition requirement of the cul-de-sac so we’ve
requested that be deleted. The Tentative Tract Map Planning condition no. 9
was substantially similar to the CUP Planning condition 18 and you’ll see the
language is very similar; the revised language. LD74c was a right-of-way
dedication for the extension of Watson, so we've requested to have that one
deleted and for fire; the condition about the two access areas, we included that
and made sure that it was clear that as long as there was access from Watson
Way or another public road that condition would be satisfied.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - You said LD47c is talking about Watson. That’s
actually referring to Patricia.

APPLICANT ROWBERRY - One moment, I'm sorry

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER - It should be Patricia. We talked to them
yesterday about that and it was correct. It should be Patricia.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - Because in the conditions, it shows Patricia.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY - That's a change from the original. If you look at the
red lined white copies, you'll see that is the b and ¢ changed. He might be
referring to the original.

APPLICANT ROWBERRY - I'm sorry, | was referring to the original.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — So there wouldn’t be a necessity to delete.

APPLICANT ROWBERRY - | think it would 74b. Hang on one second and let
me go ahead and double check the revised conditions. 74b now on the orange
copy reads, the appropriate street right-of-way dedication for the extension of
Watson per City standard plan and the cul-de-sac at the mid street terminus
north of Cottonwood per City standard plan or as approved by the City Engineer.
As we’re requesting that that cul-de-sac no longer be required, we would request
the deletion of that condition and the replacement of that with the language that
we’ve included on that paper.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - Does Staff have any comment on these items?
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COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — Let’s let him finish go through all his things.

APPLICANT ROWBERRY - Shall | continue to the next topic?

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - | was just wondering if you want do each item as you
on the list because these items are all for the same topic.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — However you want to do it.

APPLICANT ROWBERRY — Shall I continue with the next topic? Fair enough.
The next topic is interior streets and this first Traffic condition number 7, I've
included a simple carve-out at the end that it will include but not be limited to
street widths and structural sections and curb and gutter, but have carved out
that it's not applicable to the width of the sidewalks, the location of the sidewalks
or inclusions of parkways or landscape requirements. Traffic 11; this is for cut-
outs typically found at the corners of public streets. The site plan does not
contemplate cut-outs for any of the interior private streets and so | have changed
that condition number 11 to reflect that there will be no cut-outs required for the
interior private streets, although we are putting cut-outs you can see off of
Cottonwood at the main entrance. You can see the corner cut-outs that are
required and that we will complying with for the public street access and turn-in
into the private community.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — That may have also been on an earlier one
because it is not showing here on the salmon colored one.

APPLICANT ROWBERRY - I'm sorry.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Yes, currently they’'re the TE11 on the salmon
and the TE11 on yours are identical.

APPLICANT ROWBERRY - | think the difference is | added the word public
streets and public driveways to my condition as opposed to the original which
reads the project plan shall demonstrate that sight distance at proposed streets
and driveways. It now reads public streets and public driveways so as to not be
applicable to the interior private streets.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Oh | see

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - You already have a radius. You already have a curve
on each of the corners, so what's the difference? It's a curve versus a straight
line. You’re arguing over a couple square feet of land.

APPLICANT ROWBERRY — We may be, we want to make sure that there is
conformity between the plan and the conditions and we're very hopeful to move
forward with the plan that we have and so we think it is a safe condition in the
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way that we have it, but we’re hoping not to have is another redesign of the plan
after so many. We feel that we’ve been responsive to the safety concerns and to
the other requirements and I'm not suggesting that we’re not going to square the
corners. That’'s not the intent. The intent is that there is a very specific
engineering standard for the cut-outs that is not technically being met by those
curved corners and we suggest that it should not be required considering they
are private streets in the community.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL — Well | guess my question is what's the damage of
having the actual corner cutback versus a curved corner? It doesnt... unless
you’re trying to get a square footage per lot. | mean that'’s...

APPLICANT ROWBERRY - | think it may impact the building envelope for each
of the homes and it also will probably decrease the amount of front yard open
space for the corner lots. We think that space is better left to the discretion and
use of the homeowners rather than as the cutout. The next condition in Land
Development 42a... again the only difference there is that it clarifies that it's
public streets on that first line; corner cutbacks on all public streets and Land
condition 74e, the same thing, corner cutbacks on public streets and CUP; the
Conditional Use Permit Planning Condition 37b and c, these are requirements for
trees that would not apply considering that the front yards already have a
separate requirement in that same condition to include a tree in the front yard.
So it will seem as if as though there is already a parkway with trees based on the
front yard trees being included, but there shouldn’t be a separate requirement for
those trees. | believe the other condition c is one that lists the number of trees
that need to be put into Patricia Lane on the reverse frontage there, but it
conflicts with a condition on the next page. | can find that number for you and so
we wanted to make sure that again the conditions of approval were not
contradictory and consistent with each other, so we deleted that one and kept the
one on the following page. | can tell you right now what the number is for the
tree condition for the reverse frontage. The standard is one per 40 feet.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - | don’t understand what you're arguing on that point.

APPLICANT ROWBERRY - I'm sorry on the...

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - 37b and c

APPLICANT ROWBERRY - Hold on... so it has a tree requirement for a
parkway. Hang on, let me pull it up. So street trees shall be provided every 40
feet on center in the right-of-way. Well there is no right-of-way here because
they are public streets. I'm sorry they are private streets.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - But there is a right-of-way. You have Cottonwood and
Patricia.
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APPLICANT ROWBERRY - Correct and those conditions are separate from
this. So let me tell you where that is. On P39, street trees planted every 40 feet
on center shall be installed on the right-of-way on Cottonwood and the reverse
frontage area of Patricia Lane and Watson Way and be shown the project
landscape plans. And so the conditions in 37 appear not to be that same
condition and we didn’t think they were applicable to the private streets.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER DESCOTEAUX - It was the same condition. It can be
clarified. Street trees are required every 40 feet in the right-of-way and then the
one tree in every yard.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - Yes, it's the same condition, so you're asking us to
remove a duplicate condition, but it doesn’t matter because there are lots of
duplicate conditions in here.

APPLICANT ROWBERRY — We did not read it as a duplicate condition.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - There is no right-of-way on the private streets, then it’s
a moot point.

APPLICANT ROWGERRY - If that’s the way that it reads.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - You'’re saying its private streets, so there is no public
right-of-way so that wouldn’t apply to the interior private streets.

APPLICANT ROWBERRY - Fair enough. We were concerned with all the other
conditions that treated our roads as if they were the private roads as if they were
right-of-ways. This would be condition that would be applied the same way.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL — And c you said; P37c you're saying trees every 30 feet
could be clustered. What's the problem with that condition?

APPLICANT ROWBERRY - It appears contradictory with the other conditions.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - No, because one is referring to the right-of-way and
one is referring to the non-right-of-way.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER DESCOTEAUX — The 30 feet is in the 20 foot setback
that you have along Cottonwood only.

APPLICANT ROWBERRY — And 39 does not refer to that?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER DESCOTEAUX — 39 is talking about only the street
trees.

APPLICANT ROWBERRY- Fair enough if I've misunderstood it.
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VICE CHAIR LOWELL - Those do argue with one another; 39 and 37c argue.

APPLICANT ROWBERRY - They appeared to, to us.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER DESCOTEAUX — We can clarify it. The intention is to
have the street trees and then have additional trees in the 20 foot setback area
and then on-site they only have the one tree in the yards. It is not in addition to
any street trees within the development.

APPLICANT ROWBERRY — We are pro trees. We’re happy to put the trees
both in the right-of-way and the reverse setback area and the front yards.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - | have to admit the P37...

CHAIR SIMS - | mean just sitting here listening to all this. | find all this a bit
troubling myself as I've never been for two years been in a situation where there
is this massive confusion at a point of trying to get an entitlement. It seems like |
think we talked about this at the last meeting that we were rushing to get this
thing through and | don’t really know what we’re trying to approve. | mean we've
got two pages of changes to the conditions and | don’t know what we’re really
getting ourselves into. This is one of those deals where it seems like there
should be more time that the applicant needs to work with the City to bring to the
Commission an agreed upon project. It doesn’'t seem like we have satisfaction
here.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - | think that what Staff was referring last time.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — Well it seems to me like the longer they work
on it the more conditions are added to the project that weren'’t there initially.

CHAIR _SIMS - | don’t know that answer because | haven’t had those
discussions, but | just think it inappropriate that it's almost a negotiation at the
Planning Commission on what the conditions should be. It seems like...

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — | don’t see that that's necessarily a problem. |
think the Planning Commission is here to help resolve disputes between an
applicant and the Planning Department, not to simply let them work everything
out and us to just rubber stamp something that they’ve worked out. If they’re not
able to come to an agreement, then we're here to make that happen.

CHAIR SIMS - | guess what's troubling to me is there is technical issues here
that are very fundamental to yield to the project to public safety that aren’t figured
out yet that go core to the configuration of the tract and | don’t know if it’s... you
know street trees here and there or a sidewalk here or there or a corner cutback;
that’s non-substantive in my personal opinion, but the access and core conditions
that would affect yield of the project to the good or bad to either the developer or
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the City, seems like that’'s a fundamental thing that should be better sorted out
prior to getting to the point of approval. That’s just my opinion.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — | would like to hear Staff’'s response to these
requests from the Applicant.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — Sure, just with regard to the process and
the Chair's comments and the other Commissioner's comments. In an ideal
circumstance we would have a map that actually matches the interest of the
applicant and the Staff together. We are in a position where we’ve been working
very hard and the applicant’s team has been working very hard. | want to give
respect to the applicant’s team because it has been a lot of work that has been
done. The best way to do this was to draft the conditions to ensure that both
interests were going to be met. There was not enough time to actually develop a
new map and so that's why you are seeing more conditions and massaging to
the new conditions all the way up to this time. Now with regard to the specific
comments on the requests of the applicant, | believe I'd be happy to answer
them, but this is a public hearing and | think for the interest to the public hearing,
| think what we need to do is we need to open up the public hearing and hear the
public testimony because it may actually shed light on these issues in a different
way and before we take a position on that, | would like the benefit of my team to
hear what the interests of the community are that we may not be aware of. That
would be my request.

CHAIR SIMS - Yes and also | think we're still going through you're...

APPLICANT ROWBERRY - | don'’t think we've quite finished. There is just a
couple more.

CHAIR SIMS — We haven'’t got to page 2 yet

APPLICANT ROWBERRY -Yes, Tentative Tract Map, Planning condition 28.
This was the one that said despite the density qualifying for multi-family for both
DIF, credit as well as TUMF, the project would be considered single-family. This
was raised; it was given to us yesterday as an add-on condition and we don’t
understand the purpose for it. The code we feel, as well as the TUMF enabling
ordinance should stand on their own. I'm not really sure how it ended up in the
conditions of approval. If it is there at all it should be consistent with the code and
with the enabling ordinance. And the right-of-way LD4; this is the requirement
that we acquire any right-of-way necessary for those improvements. We believe
the right-of-way, as does the City in our discussions, we believe that the right-of-
way exists in the proper dimensions to build these improvements, but in the
event that we are short by a minor amount, we would expect that we not be
required to enter into a negotiation with a private land-owner in order to secure
the small area of land required to build to full width for example or to move for
example the utility poles. And you know, | do think that we had submitted a
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map...we spent upwards of six figures on simply the engineering plans for the
map. We've spent almost seven months working with the City to try and get this
moving forward and the last time we were here and talked to the Staff we had
mentioned to them that you know with or without their recommendation for
approval that we wanted to come to Planning Commission to show that we have
taken care of the access, the safety, with the map that we currently have and
typically the way that would work then is the conditions would be set to the map
that we submit and a recommendation would be given, but in this event; it's the
first time I've ever seen it, Staff has decided to give conditions that do not; are
not consistent with the map and | guess a duel recommendation if then. What
we're trying to do is simply return the conditions to a state that matches the map
and we feel we can do that with four simple ways; change the conditions
regarding the cul-de-sac on our property; two, change the condition requiring the
private streets internally to be considered in all ways public streets because they
are not; third, make sure that we don’t over-ride any ordinances regarding
density and fourth, make sure that if we are a foot or inches short on the land that
the project not be held up while we negotiate with a third party to complete those
improvements.

CHAIR SIMS - Thank you. Alright, so we’ll open it up for the public hearing
portion for comments. We would ask the comments to be limited to three
minutes each. We have the first up is Pete Bleckert.

SPEAKER BLECKERT - My name is Pete and we own property on the south
side of this project, which is heavily industrial. One condition | would like you to
try to put on there is that they notify all the owners of these homes that there is
heavy industrial and the County’s yard being there with fuel tanks and all the
other heavy industrial that is being used across the street, so we don’t wind up
like it was before where you have people complaining after they move in, well |
didn’t notice it was over there. So | would like to see a condition or something
that they have to notify every homeowner that there is a problem. That was all
grandfathered in way before this was ever a City.

And the second thing is | want to be notified or a condition of whatever it takes on
the electricity, because we’ve got 440 power going in there and it’s on their side
of the street and that means there is going to be transformers or whatever they
have to do. It is going to be some type of construction that they are going to
have to put in there to accommodate our power, so | need to know or work with
them or whatever they want to do to generate our concern of how it is going to
affect our property, because with 440 power, it's not just like any others where
you just underground a small line, you’ve got to come in there with some heavy
transformers and what have you that is hanging up on the poles. Now that will
probably have to be on our side of the road and I'd like to know what and when.
I've asked for that from your Planning Department and they have no clue what is
going to come there, so those are my two concerns. I'm not concerned about
them building the project, it's just that | want to make sure that it's well
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conditioned that they one being like | said it has already been a problem, that
nobody tells anybody that there is a pre-existing heavy industrial across the
street from them on the south side of the road and | want to make sure
everybody knows that who is moving into that project and also on the Edison for
power. So, those two | would to see somehow that you protect our side of the
properties that we own. Thank you.

CHAIR SIMS - Kathleen Dale is the next speaker.

SPEAKER DALE — Thank you. Kathleen Dale. Is there any possibility of getting
some indulgence on the three minutes, maybe to five minutes considering how
long things have dragged on?

CHAIR SIMS - Try to keep it no more than five minutes please.

SPEAKER DALE - Thank you. My name is Kathleen Dale. I'm a lifelong
resident of Moreno Valley. | have a 34 year career as a Planner and an
Environmental Consultant. Normally | wouldn’t be here tonight but my friend
Laurie got involved with an issue with a project just like this, that was recently
before you at Perris and Cactus and so | came over here to see what this one
was about and while | was out here, | ran into one of the neighbors and when |
got to speaking with him it was clear he needed a voice because he couldn’t
voice to you his concerns in a technical manner that needed to be done, so that’'s
why I'm here; not just to stir up trouble as some people might think.

A general comment on the noticing of this. | know the hearing was continued,
but the Agenda materials were only posted on Tuesday sometime between 11
and 4, and then now you’ve got new conditions of approval that you guys have
been discussing and it's really confusing to try to follow that, when we don’t have
copies of it and | mean there are lots and lots of loose ends and | know that there
is at least two residents on the north that are here tonight that are very
concerned about this project and they really deserve the courtesy of being able
to see those conditions and what this map actually looks like with all these
changes that are being talked about before it is approved. The concern on this
one is the same thing with the Perris and Cactus and | mean | don'’t think the
project should not be approved, but there is more work to be done, particularly on
the north boundary because there really has been no respect shown to the
existing residents on the north side. The PUD process laid out in your code
specifically requires that projects consider the perimeter conditions and | just
want to read it to you. Planned Unit Developments may deviate from the Site
Development standards set forth in the applicable zoning district regarding lot
area, lot dimensions, lot coverage setbacks and building height. Any such
deviation shall be the minimum. One of the required conditions of approval for
PUD'’s is that the setbacks around the exterior of the Planned Unit Development
shall be compatible with any adjacent residential developments. That’'s in
903060h and then there is some provisions in other parts of the development
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code compatible is defined and elements to be considered in the evaluation of
compatibility includes style, mass, bulk, size, use, occupancy, improvements,
characters, scale, texture, color and other principals of design. And then in the
residential development standards, besides the standards that are in the table,
there are special standards and in the R10, R15, R20 and R30 districts, special
requirements is buildings exceeding one story in height shall maintain a minimum
building setback of 50 feet from any single family district. Single story has to
have a 20 foot setback. Well, Mr. (?) property on Bencliff, just to give you an
example. | don’t know if you can put the exhibit up, but his property sides on to
this. The interface condition that is being created is he is having three properties
back on to him. He is basically going to have a two story house, 15 feet off his
front yard, 15 feet off his house and 15 feet off of his back yard and | don’t think
by any stretch of the imagination that is compatible. There are some issues with
the CEQA document. The air quality exclusion refers to an obsolete Air Quality
Management Handbook and all of that aside, the grading plan shows there is
20,000 yards of input for this and 40,000 odd yards of over-excavation. So just
that amount of earth-moving and the 1,200 to 2,000 trucks that are going to come
in to bring that dirt in. That’s enough to warrant an evaluation of the construction
air quality period impacts as well as the traffic and noise impacts along that Hall
route. Also there is two big above ground storage tanks. If anybody actually
went out to the site, just across Cottonwood and those create both a fire and
explosion hazard. There is HUD evaluation method to address whether or not
there is an adequate setback or whether barriers are needed to protect both
structures and people from that hazard. And then | guess; I'm sorry there are
some issues with the conditions. The mandatory conditions for PUD’s don't
seem to be included. That is in the PUD code as well and there is lots of other
stuff too if | could have more time. | appreciate it.

CHAIR SIMS - We've given you an extra two minutes. Thank you. Okay, Jeri
Roberts is our next speaker.

SPEAKER ROBERTS - I'm Jeri Roberts. | did speak on several occasions trying
to get the information to us so that we could actually review this information. |
live north on Tacoma. It has been said several times in there that... interesting, |
didn’t get any of these additions that were given to you guys tonight. | asked for
some of them before | came here. | asked them to email them to me.
Understanding that they just requested that you guys approve that these are
going to be private streets and therefore no longer up against City regulations
about things, sidewalk sides, this and that, because they weren’t going to be
private streets and you are still requiring two exits for fire. Their plan is to cut off
my street; dead end it; put a wall up there. | have no other way; one way off my
street. | thought the new regulation said we had to have two ways off of our
streets. They are talking about houses that have been there since 1956. I'm still
required to update all kinds of codes. Laws change. We have to be able to do
that. I'm still required to pay my taxes, but they’re going to be allowed to put in
because it is a private street; that is my understanding | just understood, but they
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are not going to be made to provide for my safety because I'm a private street.
On Watson Way, it was opposed that they were going to do a turnaround so
people could get off there safely, but now they don’t have to. That’s their request
that they don’t have to do that. We were talking about several families who can’t
get off our streets if you allow this project to go through as it is planned right now.
They have the option. We don’t have a plan to look at. We don’t have anything
in our hands to go through to see what it is going to look like and they have the
ability to just block off our exits with only one way off of our street. I’'m not sure if
you can answer that for me. Can you answer that? It is still required that they
have two ways out of the project?

CHAIR SIMS - | don'’t think we’re at liberty to try to answer these questions right
now.

SPEAKER ROBERTS - You can’t, okay, alright, can we postpone this please?
That's my request.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Can | ask the speaker a question?

SPEAKER ROBERTS - Sure

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Is Tacoma a dead end street now?

SPEAKER ROBERTS - Tacoma is a street that has been there. I've lived on it
since '73. It has never been a dead end street. It was never finished. There
was a wheat field when | moved there in '73, so it was never planned as a dead
end street. Allowing a brick wall to go up there would make it a dead end street.
| was under the understanding that the City was not going to allow that to happen
any longer. The last project they had, had hammerheads put in there; not bad,
but right now, you put in a brick wall at the end of my street. We have no access
to the fire hydrant that is there. There is no sewer access to where it's at. Our
street drains off into that field. They put up a burr there when they did the weed
abatement over the summer. The houses flooded at the end because the burr
was allowed to be put up. They tried to say it was the neighbors. | was there
that day. It was the guy who was doing the weed abatement, pulled all that dirt
up at the end of our street. We used to put the trash cans down there. That's
what we did to try and stop people going out in the field and dumping trash,
garbage and stuff like that. Would | like to see it developed; yes. This one just
doesn’t work for me. There are too many things that are just... sidewalks on one
street and not on the other.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - That answered my question. Thank you.

SPEAKER ROBERTS - Thank you.

CHAIR SIMS — The next speaker is Lori Nickel.
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SPEAKER NICKEL — Hi. Lori Nickel. Gee | thought my situation was bad on the
11" of December. What | really want to encourage to you as Planning
Commissioners and as you serve the residents as well as coordinating with
Planning Staff, as projects come before you that may be coming only to you and
circumventing Council, that there is an added burden on your shoulders to get
the best possible project out there and since... I'm going to be frank with you. |
filed an appeal over the December 11" and you know what is really great, the
developer and | are really working well together and we may have a far more
superior product that comes out to benefit their investor, benefits the neighbors,
benefits the City of Moreno Valley.

What | don’t like is when somebody comes in and they are trying to fit a square
peg in a round hole, having you make exceptions for them. They knew what the
size of the property was, but the thing was they kept saying about how they
worked with Staff; the developer; how they worked with Staff. They had an
obligation to work with these residents. They’ve been there longer than I've been
at my home 30 years and Pete is probably than that, but you know you are here
to serve the residents as well and encourage a good product, a good outcome,
so that there aren’t problems down the road, so residents aren’t forced to put out
750 dollars for an appeal to get the benefit of Council; City Council to look at it
and they are an elected representative for their district to see what is being put in
to their district. So that’s one thing | want to really hopefully have you think
about, because it is their burden to work with the residents. You know, like |
said, I've been working with the developer. He’'s been at my home. We are
doing really well. Staff has been kept apprised and we've come up with
something that as | said it is probably going to be a much better thing and it is
just because you know they don'’t live here; developers; we live here, so we know
how the traffic is. We know where people go; the routes; all of those things, so
the residents know what they are living with and | want to just say the one thing
about the knockdown fire gates. Who is going to enforce the parking that the
vehicles aren’t... from those tracts aren’t parked in front of that gate?

CHAIR SIMS - Thank you your comments. You have exceeded your time.

GRACE ESPINO-SALCEDO — We have no more speakers.

CHAIR SIMS - Okay, no more speakers then, so | guess we can close...

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — Before you close the public hearing, you
may want to allow the applicant an opportunity to rebut. | believe that is allowed
in the...

CHAIRS SIMS — Would the applicant like to come up?

APPLICANT ROWBERRY — Thank you. We have been listening at the Council
meeting to the residents. That’s the main reason we’re here tonight because the
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recommendations that we received from the Staff were to put in a throughway
from Watson Way to Cottonwood and that was not in the residents best interest
and we moved forward with that. Since that time we’ve been informed by the
City that the two streets to the north are in fact private streets and that in order to
connect to them there is a significantly different process and procedure than
there would be if those streets were public and while we would love to come in
and basically you know improve everything surrounding our community and redo
the streets for everybody, it's simply outside the scope of this project. We have
not impacted by our project the adjacent communities, the traffic flow, the
access. None of that has changed based on our development plan. The map
that we put forward is consistent with the objectives that the City is looking for
and although | guess there perhaps is you know some perfect way to do the
community, we think that this current plan; the plan that we've submitted is a very
good plan that is an excellent area and opportunity for people in Moreno Valley to
have a home at a very reasonable price and in an excellent area, but the fact
remains that we don’t think there is any connection between us developing our
project and the transportation needs of the surrounding streets that have been
without dual access for 50 plus years. Again we are asking that the map be
approved with the slight revisions that were included on the two pages of revised
language for the conditions of approval tonight.

CHAIR SIMS - Okay, with that we close the public hearing. We'll open it up to
the Commissioners for questions.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — Actually I'd like to have a response from Staff
on the four items of concern that the applicant brought forth on the conditions of
approval, so can we get a response from Staff on that.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — Sure, let me take a shot at a couple of
the planning ones and then I'll defer to Julia on a couple of the other planning
ones and then our technical staff. Starting on the second page of the applicant’s
request. On the density credit, the condition P28 which has to do with TUMF and
DIF fees. We had a lot of dialogue with the applicant on this one. We actually
reviewed the TUMF regulations and we reviewed the DIF fee regulations and
what we reflected in the condition was to provide the clarification, because the
applicant has consistently wanted to pay at the multi-family rate. It is a lower rate,
but it isn’t consistent with the regulations, so we can support the suggested
language that the applicant came up with, which would be to modify condition
P28 to strike the words at the end that say “the per unit fee for single family” and
replace that with “as dictated in the respective program regulations”. | think that
would be consistent. | think we're saying the same thing and just let the
regulations speak for themselves. That would be our recommendation there.
With regard to “Other” under condition P26, where they'd like to change it to
“prior to issuance of building permit, the tract map shall be recorded”. Our
recommendation was for it to be “prior to the issuance of grading permit”. | would
say that we’d like to stay with the grading permit because we would like the map
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to be recorded before you do anything else. If you allow the grading to proceed
and they get to the point of building permit and there is something wrong or
materially wrong with the tract map, you’ve kind of lost your opportunity, so it's
better to do it earlier before the grading actually occurs, so | would recommend
that we stay with the grading rather than building permit. With regard to the first
condition on the Watson Way cul-de-sac, | am open from a planning standpoint
to work with the applicant to identify the second appropriate access point.

We want to recognize that there has to be access point somewhere; Watson
Way like | described earlier in the discussion was the appropriate location. This
particular language is key. | think it requires some input from our other technical
staff from Traffic because all of the conditions he has listed under there on
Watson Way is going beyond just P18. | would like to point out that one of the
public speakers who indicated they have 34 years of planning experience. |
appreciate what she said with regard to identifying the PUD regulations and |
think she reiterated what we tried to say in the Staff Report, which is we are
looking for compatibility between this new community and the old community and
so we believe as | indicated earlier that the cul-de-sac condition on Watson Way
does actually meet that standard. We did look at it very carefully; all the things
that she indicated are important and we believe that we are complying with that
in the conditions that we presented, so with that I'd like to defer to our Traffic
Staff; Michael Lloyd to discuss the interest from a traffic standpoint and then P'll
defer to Adria in Fire with regard to eliminating the cul-de-sac and just leaving it
as a gate, so I'll start with Mike.

TRANSPORTATION DIVISION ENGINEER LLOYD - Good evening. Michael
Lloyd with Transportation. With regards to condition TE2, which deals with the
cul-de-sac on Watson Way, it’s our position that it's our preference that we still
would request or would like to request a cul-de-sac at the end of the current dead
end situation. We believe it serves a purpose. We also believe that the intent
when the roadway was dead ended as it currently is, that it would be extended at
some point in time through this tract. They’re not proposing a project to do so,
which we’re not opposed to, but we believe the solution to meet the original intent
is to provide the cul-de-sac so that we have some means to provide a turnaround
for trash pickup or street sweepers, delivery trucks; those types of vehicles. That
is the intent of the condition and that's why we requested it and that’s our
position. With regards to TE7 which deals with the interior streets, | think we
have some flexibility in terms of sidewalks.

The Municipal Code and I'm looking at it right now. The Municipal Code states
for private streets that sidewalks shall be required to be constructed in
conjunction with private streets unless it is determined by the approving body to
be unnecessary, considering the design of the development. Sidewalk
construction shall be in accordance with City improvement standards. This is
from the Municipal Code, so | would suggest that it would be prudent for those
areas where we have sidewalks recommended that it meets our current City
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standard. In areas where they are not proposed, it is consistent with the
development. | would further go along that the way the Municipal Code is
structured, it is talking about curb to curb widths and sidewalks. There is no
discussion about right-of-way because it’s a private street and parkway is outside
the discussion that is provided within the Municipal Codes, so we're not talking
about parkways. There is no request as part of conditions at least from
Transportation. There is no discussion of parkways. There is no expectation of
parkways where we are talking about curb to curb width of the private street as
well as where or where not there are sidewalks, so | would be open to modifying
condition TE7 as the applicant has requested, however | would request that we
would strike the phrase “shall not apply to width as sidewalks” because that’s not
consistent with our Municipal Code. TE11 is dealing with site distance. This is a
safety issue. I'm not opposed to the way it's currently proposed; public streets
and public driveways, however given the current map, we basically only have
three “T” intersections onsite as it is currently shown. Site distance deals with
those types of conditions intersections; the “T” intersections onsite. | think it's
wise and prudent that the applicant go ahead and try to accommodate the site
distance at those locations, however I'm willing to accept the proposed change
that we further refine it so that it states public streets and public driveways. And |
believe those were the requests that were made of Transportation.

LAND DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER SAMBITO - Mark Sambito, Land
Development. With regards to Watson Way, LD74c, for the reasons that
Transportation stated, Land Development does support the City Traffic
Engineer's recommendations for again the same reasons for the cul-de-sac.
With regards to LD42 and LD74, as Michael had stated, it's our understanding
that the Municipal Code, Section 914.020 indicates that even though the streets
are private, that the geometrics and the design standards meet our City
standards, so that would include a six foot wide sidewalk. The width; there
doesn’t seem to be a question about the width, the geometry, grades, as long as
those all meet our City standards, we’re very happy with it. And the elimination
of LD4. We do not support the elimination of that. The purpose of that is that in
the event that the project has any offsite needs for right-of-way or easements or
some sort of reservation, whether it be Cottonwood, whether it be Watson or any
of the other streets, possibly Patricia. We don’t know where we’re going yet, that
the developer make every effort to obtain that right-of-way or easement or
access as necessary to build whatever improvements that they’re proposing. If
they are unable to obtain that, then they would fund the City’s effort to go after
through an administrative process to try to acquire the right-of-way or access for
that improvement that is proposed, but as Mr. Sandzimier indicated, we don’t yet
know exactly what the details are for some of those connection points, so it's
slightly vague in the sense that we don’t know where, if at all, there is going to be
a need for more public property right-of-way or what have you. So we do not for
that reason do not support it because if they are unable to through some design,
obtain the right-of-way or dedication that is necessary you know, it leaves the
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project short. They didn’t do what was required and then it puts the burden on
either the residents or the City. Thank you.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER DESCOTEAUX - Conditional Use Permit, condition
P37 b and c. We can certainly clarify that to the street trees are required on the
public streets and the interior streets. The private streets would only have the
one tree per yard.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — And if | could ask Adria to look at F1.

FIRE DEPARTMENT REPRESENTATIVE REINERSTON - In regards to the
applicant’s correction to F1, | don’t have any particular issue with the language
that is presented here because it address the need for our two access points and
does address the two public street potentials, however it would be my
recommendation as has been with other Staff to provide that turnaround for
Watson Way as it gives emergency vehicles and non-emergency vehicles much
better access to Watson Way while maintaining a flow through for the new
development with meeting our secondary access as well.

CHAIR SIMS - Have you got all that?

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Yes somewhat. It kind of left me confused on
a few points and additional questions. If there were a cul-de-sac at the end of
Watson Way, would that necessarily eliminate some of the... it probably would. 1
guess the question is how many units would that eliminate in this project?

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — Without the benefit of some plans we did
try and work that through with the Applicant to talk about what the opportunities
might be if you lost some lots. We believe that you will probably lose | think lot
38 and 29 if | remember them correctly in that location. You’ve got to remember
a requested condition for a 24 foot easement between where the Watson Way
connection and G Street occurs and the streets to the north part of the tract, so
there could be some encroachment on the lots there. The applicant had looked
at that condition before and had picked up the room by a smaller rec area, so
there is some areas in the public open space where they pick up some lost land
and then also the elimination of lots A and B give them the opportunity to pick up
a lot, so that's why our Staff Report indicates that the likelihood is it will not result
in 76 units but shouldn’t result in anything less than 72. So the original project
they were going to bring here | think had 70, 71, 72. Those were different
versions. When we eliminated the knuckle, that was the first opportunity for
applicant to try to squeeze as many lots onto the site as possible, so that's where
they got to the 76. Yes, they can look at it say they are losing some lots based
on the highest number of lots that were ever envisioned out there now, but most
of the time what we’ve been looking at was a development that had about 72 lots
and we think they’'ll end up with 73 maybe. So they'll lose some but | think
they’re still going to be at or higher than what they originally proposed.
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COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — Which brings me to another question and that
is an exit only on Watson Way for the residents to avoid coming out on
Cottonwood Avenue on a Sunday for example.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — Are you saying you'd like to see that
opportunity?

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - I'm saying was that an option?

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER - It's always an option at this point if there
is an opening at Watson Way, however we have not vetted what the possible
impact could be to that adjacent neighborhood. We don’t know how many trips
would want to take that route rather than going out at Cottonwood, so not
knowing that, we wanted to make sure that we satisfied the emergency access
requirement rather than opening up the other issue. Now once the development
is in place; say it's been operating for six months or a year or maybe longer and
we start recognizing that the residents themselves are complaining that hey you
know if would be beneficial if | could get out onto Watson Way on occasion, then
we may be able to go back in if we developed it with the cul-de-sac and a gate
condition to possibility retrofit it with an appropriate gate that opens for them. So
| don’t think we lose that opportunity but instead of putting it up front, | think
putting it up front maybe has more downsides than we vetted.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — But then if Watson Way is going to be the
approved exit or secondary access for emergency vehicles, then what is the
purpose of leaving lot c?

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — Lot c is a pedestrian paseo. It satisfies
the open space requirement for a PUD.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Okay

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — The PUD is required to have a certain
amount of square footage per unit. | believe it is 300 square feet per unit of
common open space and then they have 150 square feet of private open space
and lot C satisfies the common open space or part of the common open space.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER DESCOTEAUX — And also the connection to Patricia.
It's a walkway; pedestrian.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - The pedestrian walkway at this point, so it
sounds like that some of these things would not be a problem to accommodate
the applicant on and some of the things are still...

CHAIR SIMS - On the map if lots A and B, that would be the ends of Bencliff and
Tacoma, so if those are as proposed go away; those lots, it looks like there is a
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sewer that comes down out of those two streets that is going to be picked up, so
would the idea there | would assume that’s an Eastern Municipal Water District,
so how wide is that. | guess the question would be is how wide is the easement
and in fact could that land really be recaptured into the creation of an additional
lot?

LAND DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER SAMBITO — Land Development again. The
EMWD easement is 20 feet or twice the depth and according to EMWD staff, it
would make that easement along the westerly property line approximately 22 feet
wide.

CHAIR SIMS - Lot A is 30 feet wide and Lot B is 30 feet, so you’re saying you
only pick up 8 feet then essentially?

LAND DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER SAMBITO - That's correct. It's 20 foot
minimum or twice the depth if it is larger.

CHAIR SIMS - So the second question is, is there any flexibility in the row of lots
1 through 11 with the additional 16 feet that you would pick up to squeeze
another lot in there?

LAND DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER SAMBITO - We'd have to ask the
developer’s engineer on that.

CHAIR SIMS - So if | understand the... what we're looking at here, the
conditions are set up to do a secondary access the way the conditions are written
is to be at Watson. There is no flexibility to put... the conditions are written such
that it's Watson and if it's not Watson... if the cul-de-sac thing really doesn’t work
for us to move over and do something off of Patricia for the secondary access.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — Yes and we discussed that with the
applicant and the reason we stuck with the Watson Way conditioned as it is, we
were very clear with the applicant that in all circumstances, we would still be
requiring a condition that had a cul-de-sac on Watson Way because that is a
public street, so they lose land on Watson Way, because of the Watson Way cul-
de-sac and if they made a connection onto Patricia Lane, we told them very
clearly you are going to lose additional lots, so we thought it was in your best
interest to try and work with us to find the solution on Watson Way. It doesn'’t
preclude them from going back to Patricia, but | think it's going to have a bigger
impact. Now at the discretion of the Planning Commission this evening, the cul-
de-sac on Watson Way may not be the requirement and maybe the lots they
might lose go away, but again | think we made it pretty clear that Staff’s
recommendation has been to maintain the cul-de-sac and so in any case, they’ll
probably lose some lots if you support our recommendation.

DRAFT PC MINUTES 33 January 8", 2015
-37-



0NN N kW

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Okay moving onto the interior streets being
private and | was listening to what was read about that where it said that... it's
kind of like it sounded like you said you don’t have to have sidewalks if the
development does not call for them, but if you do have sidewalks, they have to
be six feed wide? Was that kind of summary of it?

LAND DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER SAMBITO — That would be a very good
summary. We need to maintain the City standards per the Municipal Code. The
current standard for sidewalks is six feet wide. It doesn’t talk about what side of
the street or how many sidewalks each street has. What would give Staff a
higher level of confidence is if the applicant could more readily address ADA
accessibility and path of travel. That would certainly go a long way to help Staff
support their request for one-sided sidewalk.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - So the ADA requirement would be the six foot
wide then?

LAND DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER SAMBITO — The current City standard for
all sidewalks is six feet wide; for all public sidewalks.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Is that also the ADA requirement or is that just
City?

LAND DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER SAMBITO — | believe that it meets the ADA
requirements. That's correct.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - So if they had like sidewalk on one side of the
street throughout the development that would suit...

LAND DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER SAMBITO - I'm sorry. Was there a
question?

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — No he just commented that the ADA was five
feet. | guess my question is that comparing this in my mind to a similar
development that is alongside Nason and Fir and I'm trying to remember from
seeing that as many times as | have, how they solved the same solution and |
don’t recall that they have the six foot sidewalks there.

LAND DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER SAMBITO - The City standard for sidewalk
widths did change about three years ago; about three years ago. It used to be
five foot wide and the City standard has been updated to six foot wide.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Okay, and so that even on a private street if
you’re going to have a sidewalk you want it to meet City standards.
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LAND DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER SAMBITO - Yes ma’am. That takes into
account street furniture, lights, what have you and still provides for the ADA
access.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - But in a development such as this, it could be
determined that sidewalks aren’t even necessary.

LAND DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER SAMBITO — That’s correct.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - Going down that same avenue, on condition TE7, the
way the applicant suggested to revise it on the white sheet, first page, the very
last line of TE7 says, “Interior streets shall be designed and constructed per City
standards or to the reasonable satisfaction of the City Engineer”. | don’t think the
word reasonable should be in there. That adds vagueness. | think it should be
specific to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

TRAFFIC DIVISION ENGINEER LLOYD - | would agree with that. Thank you
for pointing that out.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - In a situation like this, the tentative site plan that we
have in front of us shows some of the housing islands have a complete circle of
sidewalk on all four sides. On the southern block from lots 22 to 38, it looks like
there is a complete encompassing sidewalk. Then you move up to the next
middle row of houses and there is only sidewalk on the southern property line,
lots 39 to 49, so there is sidewalk on both sides of E Street and if you move up to
the next street; D Street, there is only sidewalk on the northern portion. There is
sidewalk along B Street along the southern side of C Street. It seems very; it
doesn’t seem uniform throughout the project. It looks like we're accommodating
sidewalk on all four sides on one block, one side on one block and three sides on
the other block. It seems not continuous. | would like that to be more
homogenous throughout the entire site. It just seems like there is a lot of work
that still needs to be done and this project is before us, with a whole bunch of
questions about conditions. They have a map that doesn’t match any of the
conditions. It just seems like we have half an item here and it seems like when
Staff last month recommended us to postpone this item to a date certain, being
the fourth Thursday of January, it seems like the Staff was right on point that this
project needs a little bit more time to cook and that the applicant made a very
good faith effort to get something in front of us but it's not quite there, so | have
doubts on this project. | really like this project. | want to see it go through. It just
seems like there are some key issues that still need to be addressed.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ - | agree with Commissioner Lowell. | think we
have something in front of us that is specific that addresses the rules and
regulations that City has of standards. We definitely want something that has the
most updated standards. We heard the residents here tonight. Some of them
spoke. I'd like to see a cul-de-sac on Watson. Personally | think it's necessary
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there. But | do need to see some answers for space A and space B with regards
to what we’re going to do as far as another private street. Are we going to do a
cul-de-sac there? Are we going to do a hammerhead or we just going to block it
off? | mean all that’s pretty much in the air. This whole project is pretty much
very vague and up in the air, so like | said | agree with Commissioner Lowell.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — When we last spoke about the site, it seemed
as though everything else had been worked out to everyone’s satisfaction except
for that knuckle off of Watson Way going out to Cottonwood, which we didn’t like
because of the extra exposure to Cottonwood and now we’re back here looking
at you know a bunch of other questions, brought up a bunch of other conditions
added on that | don’t recall were there before and | still have a question on the
calculation of the TUMF and DIF fees. | mean there seems to be some
disagreement about whether this should be treated as multi-family or single-
family residential and you’re suggestion about just saying that make it consistent
with the code without answering what the code calls for, leaves me kind of up in
the air about that, so is it eight units or more and considered multi-family or is it
less than eight units and considered single-family.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — Let me answer that. The DIF fees are
specific to the product type, which is single-family detached units. We spoke with
the applicant, is it well we’re in a multi-family zoning district and we made it very
clear and we showed them where in DIF fee study that was done, the
background information on the assumptions that were made, were based on
product type; single-family detached units falls into this particular category. The
TUMF program; we are a passer. We collect the TUMF so WRCOG would have
to rule in on how they want to determine or calculate those fees, but our
interpretation of the TUMF program and regulations we read also show that it fell
into the single-family category. It has been a point of contention with the
applicant. We recognize that it is a cost issue for them and they have wanted to
not maybe specify it but then they also said let's have some clarity in what we’re
going to be required for this project, so we put this in as a clarification in that
measure. They had asked also to change the timing, so if you look at the revised
condition, we were revising the condition anyways to identify an actually a delay
or deferred timing, so we were clarifying timing and the type of fee that needed to
be collected, so if this project is developed next week; it's clear if it is developed
two years from now; three years from now, Staff turns over; there is no question.
Everybody knows exactly what was intended.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Now, okay, maybe it's the just the...
(Inaudible) we’re talking about, but this is a condominium project right?

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — It's a condominium project, but in the
context of real estate and condominiums you can also have a condominium
development that has single-family homes. It would be a condominium single-
family unit type of development. It doesn’t have to be an attached product. A lot
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of people believe that a condominium product is always an attached product and
in a multi-family zone here in the City and | think Julia did a good job articulating
the Staff Report that it's the PUD guidelines within our regulations that allow for
us to deviate from that housing type to let us work with the developer who told us
very clearly the market isn’t looking for attached product. The market is looking
for single-family detached in this price point and we believe that this is the type of
development that will work well in Moreno Valley and we support that. That is
what we’ve come up with. That is what this development is all about.

CHAIR SIMS — Well | tend to agree with... You guys said this half hour ago or
so. | totally agree with Commissioners Ramirez and Lowell that there is a lot of
work that still needs to be done. There is fundamental issues that result in very
significant cost consequences to the developer depending on this issue with
Watson Way. It just seems that it's fundamental to the project that needs to be
decided and it's hard for me to make a decision personally without seeing the
alternative on something this fundamental as this. | thought there would have
been an exhibit showing the impact of the cul-de-sac or not and to kind of vet this
out and we don’t have that, so it's hard to make a clear decision on this. | guess
| would look for some direction is you know if we proceed to go down and vote for
this with the conditions as presented to us by Staff, we’ll have a decision yes or
no by the Planning Commission or is there an opportunity to look at postponing
and give it another two weeks or whatever an appropriate amount to get this right
for full vet by the Commission.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — We have done everything in our power to
try and have item before you this evening so that you can take an action. It was
the direction we took from the last meeting and we've done everything we
possibly could to do that. That is why you have the conditions structured the way
they are. We believe that it's meeting the interest of the applicant to have the
timely decision, so you have everything before you we believe to make a
decision, but what you would have to do is you would have to ask the applicant
how much time would be required for them to produce the exhibit that shows
what the physical impact on the site is. We asked them to do that and they
indicated they did not want to make any more changes to the map. They wanted
to go forward with the map that you are seeing here this evening and we told
them clearly that without the benefit of a revised map, nobody knows exactly
what’s going to happen, so the only thing we can do is draft these conditions and
it's going to be up to the discretion of the Planning Commission to decide if that is
enough, so | would say if you can ask the applicant how long it would take them
to produce a revised exhibit that matches the conditions we’ve asked, then you
would have maybe the benefit of the exhibit maybe you need, but | don't if that is
going to be two weeks or a month. | really don’t know.

CHAIR SIMS - Before we ask the applicant that, I'm just trying to go through the
scenarios here if we call for the motion and we approve... you know if it is
approved, then the project doesn’t meet perhaps the needs of the applicant, so
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there is potential for an appeal going down that path. If we deny the project,
which would and | say that. | guess I've got myself confused, but it’'s like a
conundrum in either case. If we go with Staff's recommendation the applicant
perhaps doesn’t achieve their desired goals. If we adopt City Staff then it is vice
versa, so it’s kind of a conundrum.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER - If | may address the options that you laid
out there. Staff recommendation would not be to have a denial. It is one of the
options that you have before you, but if you deny the project | would expect that
the applicant would appeal that decision to the City Council and the City Council
would then be making the decision, which is almost the same thing as if you
continue the item. It is going to require another hearing anyways and so | would
be recommending either work through the conditions this evening and take an
action or do a continuance, but | would not be recommending a denial. | think
the project has a lot of merit. | think a lot of the comments this evening are
stating that the City needs product types like this. We believe that it could be a
good fit for the community, so | don’t want to see the project not happen. | still
like to see us work through it.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - | kinda have some opinions. | usually do.
Okay, what I'm seeing here as far as compromise between what the Staff has
come up with on their conditions of approval and the objections that the applicant
had to some of those conditions, that one of the big things we're looking at is
Watson Way and what is going to happen with that, because if Watson Way ends
up being a cul-de-sac, the construction of a cul-de-sac is going to make a strong
change in the project and yet Watson Way has been a dead end there for 50
years or more and...

CHAIR SIMS - We need to take a five minute break because | guess the
computers are goofy. We've got technical issues.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — Technical issues?

CHAIR SIMS - Sorry, right in the middle of your...

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — Right in the middle of my thought... okay

CHAIR SIMS - If you could hold those thoughts, we’ll take a five minute break.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - I'll hold those thoughts for five minutes and
come back.

CHAIR SIMS - So, we'll take a five minute break. Okay, we’re back in session
from our recess. So, Commissioner Van Natta...
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COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — Mr. Sandzimier, | had a question. When we
were talking about P28 on the TUMF fees and you said you were okay with
changing the end of that, instead of saying per unit for single-family, you said per
regulation or per something.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - | believe your words were as directed in the program
regulations.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — As directed...

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - in the program regulations. That's what | wrote down.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Okay, thank you.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — He said as dictated is what | have

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - Ah, dictated, yes, that's what | have too.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — | was trying to reflect what | thought the
applicant’s representative said too. Just make it consistent with the regulations.
That was what | was trying to reflect.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - As directed by the program regulations? That
says the same thing. | put dictated; okay as dictated. I'd like to discuss here as
my suggestion and then you guys can all dispute it with me if you like. | would
recommend approval subject to the conditions as modified in a couple of items;
the condition of approval under CUP P18 be as modified by the applicant in the
paper that he gave us for that cul-de-sac instead of having a cul-de-sac there,
having access to the property through a gate for emergency access. Now the
reason that | say that about Watson Way as well as the two private streets is that
those have been the end of the road on those streets for many, many, many
years. It's not like it was just developed last year and was intended to go
through. They have been that way since before this was the City of Moreno
Valley and as one of the speakers even mentioned on Tacoma, that they’ve even
blocked that street off themselves with trash cans and so forth so that people
wouldn’t drive through there and use that vacant field for a trash dump and we’ve
seen this on other applicants for other projects too, where the existence of a
vacant lot is sometimes more troublesome to a neighborhood than having it
developed even if the development means that there is no longer access to that
lot or access on that side there, so that was there before we even put together a
General Plan for the City of Moreno Valley. | don’t see any problem with leaving
those streets to end the way that they end now, as long as there is access by a
gate on Watson Way for emergency vehicles to go in and out and so the
modification to the conditions of approval under CUP P18 and TE2 and the TTM
P9 whatever... yes TTM P9 where it refers to a cul-de-sac, | would like to just
see that be a gate.
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It's not going to impact the project as much. It's certainly not going to change
anything in the way that the streets are currently being used. The other thing on
the interior streets under TE7 and TE11, | think those can stand the way that they
were requested to be modified by the applicant with the modification that the
width of the sidewalks; that sentence to be or that phrase be taken out, so that if
there are sidewalks they would meet the City code and if the applicant then just
chooses to just put walks on one side on the street instead of on both in order to
preserve the room and the open space that they wanted to have, then that could
be done. | don’t see that any of the other items on there need to modify what the
conditions of approval were that were put forward by Staff and on TMP 28 for the
calculating of TUMF and DIF fees, then that one would only be modified to where
at the end instead of saying for the per unit fee for single family, it would be as
dictated in the program regulations and | think that would bring us to a good
compromise between what Staff has brought forward and what meets the
applicants needs without sacrificing safety or viability of the project.

CHAIR SIMS - So is that your motion?

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - | guess | didn’t say it in the way of a motion,
but that's my suggestion open for discussion from the other Commissioners.

CHAIR SIMS - Well if it's not a motion, it is still up for discussion. | will go with
all your suggestions except for Watson I'm okay with. | think just because
something has been the way it has been, doesn’t mean it has to be that way
forever and there are a few times when you can fix things and this is the time and
I’'m not sold that it has to be a cul-de-sac, but | guess for me is | would have...
with the investment here to do a significant project like this, which | think is a very
good project. | think it is a great infill project. | support the project, but at the end
of the day is | would like to have seen that applicant bring us the alternatives to
Watson. What is a hammerhead look like? Show the traffic? How if we were to
put a hammerhead here, you really don’t change anything per say? If you could
put in a gate at the end of Watson and you have a hammerhead, show that that
can physically work with the fire engine or a trash truck. | get it that it would be
easier with a cul-de-sac so you wouldn’t have to... it would be there for municipal
use but anyhow, | think just because it is doesn’t mean it has to stay that way. |
think we have an opportunity to fix it and we should do that.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - But if the hammerhead is just for the
emergency vehicles then how is that any easier than just going through the gate
there and exiting on Cottonwood?

CHAIR SIMS - I'm not saying a hammerhead per say has to be the specific of
what a hammerhead looks like you know if we all went to the fire code. If the
way the layout is would work as consistent as a hammerhead, then I’'m okay with
that, but | don’t have nothing here to show me that it works. (Inaudible — no
sound) So | guess if | was to, | would go along with your modifications but for the
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Watson and | would ask that the condition be written as a cul-de-sac or
hammerhead or type of geometric that would work sufficiently to meet the
requirements for fire truck or whatever the requirement is fire, for traffic to make
that work. If Staff comes back and says that physically they've already checked
that, then | would say | would think differently on that.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - From your little drawing there, you were trying
to show what a hammerhead would look like, wouldn’t that still eliminate the
access to those lots for ...without providing room for other than emergency
vehicles to turn around, because if they still have to go through the gate to turn
around then it's not going to help anybody except the emergency vehicles
anyway.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - There is an existing easement against... there is an
existing 15 foot easement along the westerly property line that could be a dual
use, dual purpose where you could have a fire gate or a hammerhead turnaround
kind of superimposed along the sewer easement. There is a lot of things that
can be done. One of the options they could look into is making a narrower
smaller radius cul-de-sac in the existing right-of-way on Watson. I've seen that
done in the past. There are options that can be explored and | don’t think we
have a coherent plan in front of us that addresses all the conditions and I'm kind
of disappointed because | was really looking forward to seeing this plan go
through tonight and I’'m kind of on the fence. | don’t think we have a set in stone
plan in front of us. | would really like to see a second point of connection. We
have only one point of access. If you look at it on the property line, there is only
one place along all four property lines that you can drive in and out of the
property. That is a big concern of mine. The other project that went through last
Planning Commission, we spoke about that and we had multiple points of exiting
the property and only one site of entering the property, which I'm perfectly fine
with.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — The only problem with that is that you were
actually having another exit onto a main street instead of having an exit into a
residential tract.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL — Well if you look at what was presented to us last time...
well it wasn’t actually presented to us because it was postponed, but there was a
knuckle that connected Cottonwood to Watson. | don’t see why we can’t pursue
that similar idea where we have a second point of connection to Cottonwood
without having the knuckle. So basically G Street will head due south to
Cottonwood, so you’d have two points of connection. That would solve a lot of
the problems. Then you could still have fire access along Watson with a remote
controlled gate if you wanted to. It wouldn’t resolve the traffic issue along
Watson that has been inherent issue for the last 60 years, but it would solve a lot
of the confusion on site and it wouldn’'t cause any more lots to be lost. You
wouldn’t have to worry after Patricia or any of the private streets to the north. I'm
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being quite blunt. | kind of disappointed that this was presented to us tonight in
this fashion. The City went above and beyond to get all this paperwork in front of
us and | commend the City 100 percent. | think the applicant actually fell short.
That’s my opinion. | see some questions of Staff.

TRANSPORTATION DIVISION ENGINEER LLOYD - Commissioner, the
concept that you’'ve brought forward with a secondary access point to
Cottonwood, Staff | don’t think would be opposed to that, but there are some
wrinkles that we would need to work through. Unfortunately Fire is not here, but
they do have a standard where the gate has to be a 60 foot setback from the
curb and | don’t know with the layout as it is being proposed right now, we would
be able to meet that 60 foot setback again without having to go in and massage
the plan to make it work. That doesn’t mean it's not worth trying, | just wanted to
at least bring that potential issue forward so that it's not a complete slam dunk,
but it might be a layout, but you know it's possible, but it would need some further
review.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - Well like Mr. Sandzimier pointed out that this is the
highest number of lots configuration of this plan that has ever been created; 76
lots, so if lot 29 became extra open space, | don’t see it as being a negative. The
street is forty something wide, plus there is a big setback along the frontage, so it
looks like we have a 44 foot wide F Street, plus we have a 16 2 foot wide
easement, so that’'s almost 60 feet right there. | mean that would solve a lot of
problems and we are already conditioned to have all-weather access between B
Street and F Street along the westerly property line, so that would be another
interior not everyday use if the other street on the other side which is A Street
becomes blocked, there is still... there is a loop in there that you can get around
should all heck break loose. So | really think the applicant needs to do a little
more fine tuning on this.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - | just don’t see any advantage to having
another exit right there on Cottonwood Avenue, especially since you’re going to
be coming out right where all the traffic comes out.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - Say there is a catastrophic accident right along the
main entrance on Cottonwood because there is a lot of car traffic from the
Church and say there is a 100 car pileup right at that entrance. How are you
going to get out? How is anybody else going to get in or out?

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - With that logic, we should have an exit
somewhere else besides Cottonwood. If Cottonwood is blocked off then where
else are you going to exit and the other exit could either be Watson Way.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - There needs to be two points of connection and |
agree.

DRAFT PC MINUTES 42 January 8™ 2015
-46-



0NN N kW~

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — Watson Way could be an emergency exit that
could be opened to allow the residents to exit if there was an accident.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - | was actually kind of talking about everyday access,
not just emergency, because if you opened up G Street to connect to
Cottonwood and made that an everyday access it would take a lot of the load off
of the main entrance.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — There are only 76 properties in there. There
isn’t going to be that much.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL — Seventy six properties and there is 8 to 10 trips a day,
which works out to over 700 car trips a day. That’s a lot for one access with one
gate doing all the load. If that gate breaks; if it breaks shut you're stuck. You
can leave but can’t. (Inaudible — no sound) | wouldn’t want to move into this
project if this were built (inaudible).

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Watson should be a gate with exit.

CHAIR SIMS - | think that poses a CEQA problem because then we don’t have
the traffic impacts on that. | don’t think we can make that decision in the absence
of the impacts to the neighborhood for 60 years that hasn’t had that traffic before.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - | can see if | had been on that street and it was
a nice quiet street that had a dead end on it and all of a sudden 76 households
had the access to come out, | wouldn’t like that either, but in that case | would be
just happy to have it be a closed street like it had been all along.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL — Can | ask the applicant a question? There are a lot of
options we have. We have approve, deny, postpone. Should postpone come to
fruition what would your timeline be to create a map that would address most of
our concerns, address the comments that you have in the conditions of approval
and everything basically we’ve discussed tonight. Would it be two weeks from
now in time for the next Planning Commission meeting? Would it be a month
from now? What's your timeline?

APPLICANT ROWBERRY - Well | think just like we did at the last Planning
Commission meeting, | think we could respond very quickly. | think the last time
we turned around a map within three days from the Planning Commission that
reflected the changes that we thought were requested. The problem is | don’t
see where that gets us? It's been eight months. We continue to revise it. The
plan that was approved by the City of Moreno Valley before this one had one
public access entrance to it and it was approved. We never saw a duel entrance
for the residences being an issue. We've responded to the two fire access
points. We're doing our best to respond. | don’t see how more time solves the
situation which is why when they told us put a cul-de-sac in, we said listen, we’ve
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done this. We've done this a hundred thousand dollars over. We cannot
continue to just spin our wheels and not figure out an answer to this, so let's go
and try and figure it out. Are there other ways and other things that we can do for
this community? Of course. There is an infinite number of possibilities of how to
put this community together, but the plan that we put forward is a fantastic plan.
The houses are excellent houses. It's an excellent development and its
intended; this was always intended to be a high density project and this is an
excellent way to maintain the high density and allow for single family homes. It is
ideal for the young families and the older families at a very reasonable price point
to get into a new home. | think it is a very unique offering for the City and it
honestly has been a little bit disappointing that it is taking so long to get to this
point.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - | don’t believe I’'m speaking out of place here. | don’t
believe any of the Planning Commissioners here believe this is a bad project or
bad architecture or bad construction. For the most part | believe we really like
this project and we’d like to see it go through. | do think there are some key
issues that need addressing. The fact that you came to us with two pages of
conditions of approval revisions because the applicant doesn’t agree with the
conditions, | completely support, but | believe that should have been hashed out
before it came to us and | think calling for this meeting was a little premature and
as Staff recommended last meeting that we should have postponed it another
two weeks and | think would have been a better project.

APPLICANT ROWBERRY - | hear that. We've been very responsive and have |
feel worked hard with Staff since we received the conditions of approval on
Friday. We've had a number of different conversations with them, but
unfortunately we’ve just hit loggerheads on a couple of issues. One of those |
think as you’ve heard is the density credit. | actually brought with me both the
code and the TUMF ordinance and I'm a little bit concerned with the proposed
language because in the way that it reads in the regulatory document, it does not
make mention of the code, which reads like this, “multi-family residential unit
means a development project that has a density of greater than 8 residential
dwelling units per gross acre”. We're fine with that, but limiting it not including
the code in how we interpret the multi-family definition, | think is a mistake and |
think that it's not an appropriate way to condition it. We would prefer to have no
condition with regard the density credit than the one proposed by Staff. We don’t
feel that that would take into consideration either the enabling ordinance of
TUMF or the code of Moreno Valley, which states that multi-family is defined by
density.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - And if we removed any reference to the TUMF
fees and how they were calculated from the conditions of approval, that would
still leave it with just nothing to do with how this project goes forward, but only on
how the fees are calculated, which then could be worked out between the
applicant and Staff in looking at the ordinances and rules and everything and
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determining how it needed to be treated and probably does not even need to be
in the conditions of approval one way or the other except that it was a point of
contention.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER - If | may address the comment there. On
reading the TUMF ordinance, he’s referencing the density. He is absolutely right.
The problem is TUMF is based on gross acres. Our calculations for density for
multi-family in our zoning is based on net acres. We made that clear to them
before and so when you calculate it based on that 9.4 acres, he doesn’t get to
the 8.1 dwelling units to the acre, unless the hits 76 units, which he never had 76
until he tried to squeeze as many lots as he possibly could on there because we
eliminated the knuckle and we know as we discussed in the Staff Report that in
order to make the other accommodations that we need; the easement for fire; the
possible cul-de-sac we’ve been talking about, he’s not going the 76, so he will
not accommodate the TUMF regulations, which is based on gross acres and
again we are a pass-through with regard to TUMF, so we collect the fees and we
pass them on, so if he wants to have the discussion, he can have the discussion
with WRCOG and we just put the language in that we suggested it and we’ll
leave it at that. So we believe that we are being consistent with the regulations.

APPLICANT ROWBERRY - The language | read was from the City of Moreno
Valley code, not the TUMF regulation.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - But either way the point | was trying to get at
was that, that is an issue that can be settled aside from the approval of the
project, because that just has to do with fees and how they are assessed and
does not need to be a condition of approval for the project because it is going to
be settled according to what the code says.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER - It is usually a standard condition of a
development to address the fees that will have to be paid. That's a standard
condition.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - So if we leave it the way you recommended
the change where it says that it will be assessed according to that wording that |
came up with earlier that | probably lost now... as determined by the program
regulations and then that would solve the problem. We're not stating in our
approval which way it is being considered, it would be applied as is appropriate
depending on the number of units you end up with and all the other regulations.

APPLICANT ROWBERRY — Program regulations is a specific reference that we
feel might exclude the code. We don’t want that technical difference to get in the
way of... if we qualify; great. If we don’t qualify; fine. We came in with every
intention of not qualifying for the multi-family when the knuckle was being
proposed, but that was a plan that was objected to strongly by the neighboring
community and so that's why we made the change. We weren’t angling to try to
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do something different. We came in and wanted to move forward and it was
clear at that point in time, it was not to the benefit of the adjacent neighborhood.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — And part of that reason was because of having
another access onto Cottonwood that would have impacted that neighborhood.

CHAIR SIMS - | guess on this issue of the TUMF thing, | would like legal counsel
to reply and what would be the appropriate language that would cover you know
to write it in such a way...

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY - Yes | was just thinking about that. For starters, |
would have to advise strongly against removing it completely and even stronger
against adopting the applicant’s version where we took an opinion with respect to
WRCOG. What I'm proposing is similar to what the Planning Official proposes,
but | think addresses what Council’s concern was and that is that this... and also
| need to point out that the proposed language here in P28 on the white sheets
distributed by Council doesn’t make this clear, but I'm going to suggest or make
the assumption that the only proposed changes to the final sentence of P28, not
that P28 be reduced to solely this sentence because P28 is a full paragraph, so
in the other examples he restated the entire paragraph, but in this one, seemed
to only have changed that sentence, so assuming that assumption is correct, that
final sentence | would suggest read, for purposes of calculating TUMF and DIF
fees, the rates shall be in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations. |
don’t think that we disagree that the Municipal Code, State laws and applicable
regulations shall apply, we simply disagree on the legal interpretation of how
those apply, which doesn’t need to be addressed at this point.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — | have a question then. Is there any reason for
that final sentence to even be in that paragraph because earlier in the paragraph
it says the developer shall pay applicable impact fee, including but not limited to
TUMF and so forth and so on and if that last sentence was just removed entirely,
would that just then not leave it up to the fact that they are going to pay all the
applicable fees.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY - The difference is one is stating they have to pay the
fees. The other is setting what the rates of the fees are and | know were leaving
it somewhat ambiguous with that final statement, but they do address; they do
have slightly different meanings.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - So you said in accordance with all...

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — Shall be in accordance with all applicable laws and
regulations. And we may eventually agree on what those are, but certainly not
something we can do a full legal analysis of here in this hearing.
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COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - And | wouldn’t have a problem with leaving
that to be determined at some time in the future when everybody gets their head
together and looks at all of the different fees and determines which ones apply. |
would guess that kind of leaves the one big point of difference here is whether
having a gate at Watson Way for emergency vehicle access would be sufficient
for this project rather than impacting it with a full cul-de-sac.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - As a question for Staff, how problematic would it be to
put a hammerhead on G street, but putting gate access at the terminus at each
end of the hammerhead, so basically making the hammerhead on the private
side of things, but leaving it open connected to Watson, so everybody has the
opportunity to turn around. So instead of having a gate right at the property line,
either have an easement or dedicated hammerhead on G Street to the City for
ingress and egress.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - But then that would leave the...

CHAIR SIMS - You don’t meet the 150 feet for whatever the street F...

VICE CHAIR LOWELL — No you would have a hammerhead right here. On
these streets you would have a gate here and here.

CHAIR SIMS - But if there is a fire at 28, how does he get out.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL — Because the gate would be remote. You could access
the gate, so there would be two gates at top and bottom.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — No, because then what... yes

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - It's a gray area

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Then that would give all those people access
to exit onto Watson Way.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL — Not if it's a fire access.

CHAIR SIMS - If it's a fire access it would have a lock on it.

COMMISSIONER LOWELL — Watson would just have hammerhead at the end
of it instead of a cul-de-sac.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - So if you're on E Street and you want to go
around to F Street, you would not be able to use that.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - You have to go; yes you'd have to go out...
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COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - You would have to go the other way, so you'd
only have one way to get out instead of two. The simplest thing is to just put a
gate there. The simplest thing is to put a gate there.

CHAIR SIMS —Well | guess you know we're at a point where someone needs to
make a motion and we can vote on it. That's what it sounds like.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - I'll make a motion and | just... | hate to make a
motion without having worked out the details of what...

CHAIR SIMS - Ray you haven’t chimed in here. Have you got anything?

COMMISSIONER BAKER — Well it just seems very incomplete to me. | don’t
know. | think it's a good project, it's just the egress and ingress is going to be a
real problem any way we look at it. | don’t know how to get around it for sure.

CHAIR SIMS - Well maybe what we should do; should we talk it through?
Comments first before we make a motion?

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — Let’s hear all the comments

COMMISSIONER BAKER — Well | think it's a good project. There is a lot of
unknowns here that have been brought up and | don’t know how we’re going to
deal with it tonight? | know we ... | would like to see another exit and it doesn’t
make much sense to put two right on Cottonwood, but | don’t know if we extend
that G Street, if that makes sense to do that or not, but that's my problem is
getting people in and out of there and | think with the curbs and sidewalks, we
can work with that and | don’t totally understand the cul-de-sac concept but |
guess the thing is you’re going to have service people in there and they are going
to have to be able to navigate the area and | guess what | wish | had more
experience in going into some other condominium projects like this. | know
we’ve got these all over town and most of them are gated so you can’t get in and
see what is going on, but I'm sure there is some way we worked through this in
other areas, but typically we always have at least one in and one out and we
don’t in this case, so that is my big problem with it. The product looks good on
paper, but | know we’'ve got some concerned residents on this thing and | don’t
know where to go from here, | really don’t. I've never been... I've done this a
bunch of years. I've never been up against something like this before to be real
honest.

COMMISSIONER LOWELL - Like | stated before, | really like the idea of this
property; this project. | like the architecture. | like the design. | think this is a
great project. | think there is some wrinkles that need to be ironed out. In trying
to iron out the details at the twelfth hour right before we vote on something where
we aren’t 100 percent positive on how things should be worded, the design is not
nailed down. | really there are some issues that ... We’re also calling for fire
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access between B Street and G Street, which doesn’t show up on here anywhere
and the minimum fire access | think is 22 or 24 feet wide, but we have a 15 foot
easement, so there is just a bunch of issues that need addressing and | really
want to approve this project, but | don’t think that | can do that.

CHAIR SIMS - Like | said earlier, | think the project is a good project. | think it is
a great infill project. | like the idea of the detached condominium concept. | think
it's good. I'm not that hung up on the access issues on these private streets to
the north. For a matter of fact for Watson, I'm not that hung up on it. | think 76
homes or 72 homes or whatever the net is, but if it is somewhere in that
neighborhood there is going to be hundreds of car traffic coming in and out of
that small area and if there is any problem with access out with only one access
point, is built in problem and | personally think the project should have been
designed with an access out to whatever Patricia Street and you know not really
worry about Watson myself. | think it would be cleaner. | think two accesses
onto Cottonwood with the Church traffic is a problem and it just seems like it's a
mess. At least it needs a secondary exit out of the project. You know it has just
one entrance that’s fine, but | just think there are issues that need to be resolved.
| certainly appreciate; | used to do subdivision work in my prior life and you know
there is a bazillion ways to do these things and | get it and I’'m sorry that we’re
making sausage at the dais here, but it could have been done; it should have
been done sooner and that's why | think at the December whatever the meeting
was, | think there were opinions expressed off of the dais that we should get this
right and worked out and not try to rush it, so yes.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ — Well | think it's a great project also. I'm just very
concerned with the access points? Obviously...

SPEAKER ROWBERRY - Emergency or residential... I'm sorry?

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ — Emergency... emergency. Personally | think that
just the residential access point on Cottonwood is good to go; one is fine, but for
emergency purposes, like Commissioner Sims said, either Patricia or Watson... it
seems like it would be more suitable to do Watson. | mean those are my two
cents.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - I'm very sensitive to the fact that this has been
around for a while and it's gone back and forth and | just at some point you have
to think no matter how hard you work on it you're not going to please everybody
and there is no way to make it perfect as much as people who have engineering
training and background and like to see things that are perfect. | appreciate the
fact that sometimes you do need to make decisions and go forward with
something that is not going to please everybody and | think the project has
always had just one residential entrance and exit and that has been fine with
everybody up to this point. There is no reason to go back and try to re-work all of
that. If Watson Way seems to be the best additional access for emergency
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vehicles and all of the study had been done rather than Patricia, then there was a
reason for that and that was why that was targeted all along. When we looked
at this to consider postponing it in December we were only looking at the fact that
that knuckle was not a good option and we wanted to see it reworked to where
there was not a knuckle there from Watson Way coming out to Cottonwood and
this plan here solves that problem, so there is a bunch of other issues that have
come up that maybe would have been issues back then or not, but it seemed like
that was the one major thing that we were looking at and now there is a whole
bunch of other issues that have come in. Now as | said, | don’t really see a
problem with the streets that have been dead ended for 50 or 60 years
continuing to be dead ended. | know all of the drainage problems and everything
like that will be taken care of with the plans on this. That has already been
worked out and | just don’t see an issue with it. | would like to go ahead with a
motion to approve this subject to conditions with some modifications and | would
just hope that the rest of the Planning Commission would see that it’s just been
sitting on the stove for too long and when you let something cook too long, things
start changing and morphing and more problems come up than what we’re being
solved. Okay | will make a motion.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — | recognize there are two separate
resolutions. One is for the CUP and one is for the Tentative Tract Map, so if you
make a motion we’re looking for separate motions on each application.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — Okay, now what I'm trying to figure out here is
which of these items were for the first resolution and which were for the second
because they kind of got blended together on here. Okay, so this CUP has to do
with the first one, so the others; the TE and TTM’s would go on the second one?

APPLICANT ROWBERRY - The P conditions with CUP are for the conditional
use. The P conditions for TTM are on the map and all other conditions are for
both.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — Are for what?

APPLICANT ROWBERRY - Both

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Both, okay I'm looking at the... before | word it
| want to make sure | have it right. So the CUP P18, that would be on that
Conditional Use Permit, that would be on the first one? The TE2 and the TTM;
the P9 that would be on the Tentative Tract Map?

VICE CHAIR LOWELL — Can | interject real quickly? Could the Planning Official
clarify the difference between the TTM and CUP just for everybody’s knowledge
so we know what we are voting on?
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PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — The CUP is what is required to allow for
the Planned Unit Development, which is basically setting up the development
standards that may deviate from the standard underlying zoning regulations, so
it's basically allowing for some modification to the use of the property. The
Tentative Tract Map is identifying that this is intended to be a single lot
condominium tract with x number of units on it and it identifies what the primary
access will be off of Cottonwood and then it identifies in the exhibits that go with
the Tentative Tract Map what the condominium plan would look like in terms of
an effective lot condition; while it's not lots, it will be units, but effectively there
are boundaries drawn on the supporting TT maps that show the size of individual
spaces and unit configuration, so the map is dividing up the property. The CUP
is identifying the zoning regulations.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL — And the tentative map that we have in front of us does
not 100 percent address the conditions of approval, so if we vote yes on the
tentative map, we would be saying okay that this map works even though it
doesn’t work?

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — You’re saying that the map works so
long as the conditions become satisfied and the timing of the conditions would
say that they have to submit things back to the City for our concurrence before it
is recorded that will satisfy those... so at some point we will have to see a
revised exhibit.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - Thank you.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Okay, so if I'm referring to the items that were
brought up on the applicant’s response to the conditions of approval; the one that
| would recommend on the Conditional Use Permit portion of the motion would be
the CUP P18 and the other ones that | spoke about would be on Tentative Tract
Map?

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY - If | could suggest if you do them one at a time if you
start with the CUP and read the motion as stated in the Staff Report or in the
Agenda and then condition it upon the changes as proposed by the applicant and
then you would read the ones that you want that led with CUP and/or that led
with nothing. You would ignore the ones that said TTM.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — May | ask for one clarification because
when the applicant was speaking we had handed out the packet of information to
you this evening that has a lot of red line corrections to the condition. | want to
make sure that the applicant’s modifications are saying we agree to all the red
line corrections in this document that was presented to the Commission this
evening with the exception of what we’ve proposed as modifications or the other
option that may be going forward here is the Staff Report that was actually
distributed to you, had an earlier resolution with a list of conditions and their
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modifications may only be to that resolution, so | just want to make sure we are
talking about the same thing.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — The amended resolution that we received...

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — The amended resolution with these
modifications that you are going to announce. That’s what we’re looking at.

APPLICANT ROWBERRY — Except for the comments on our list, we were okay
with the red line changes.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — Okay, perfect, thank you.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — Okay I’'m going to try this. If we have to correct
it, we have to correct it. Okay | move that we APPROVE Resolution No. 2015-01
and thereby:

1. ADOPT a Negative Declaration for PA14-0033 Conditional Use Permit for
a Planned Unit Development in that this project will not result in significant
environmental impacts; and,

2. APPROVE PA14-0033 Conditional Use Permit PUD based on the
findings contained in this Resolution and subject to the revised conditions
of approval modified on CUP P18 as requested by the applicant that the
emergency ingress and egress to Watson Way not necessarily be through
a cul-de-sac but could be through a gated entry, and;

Also recommend that we APPROVE; also move that we APPROVE Resolution
No. 2015-02 and thereby;

1. ADOPT a Negative Declaration for PA14-0032, Tentative Tract Map
34544 in that this project will not result in significant environmental
impacts and;

2. APPROVE PA14-0032 Tentative Tract Map 34544 based on the findings
contained in this resolution and subject to the revised conditions of
approval that were presented with the modification to TE7 as proposed by
the applicant with the exclusion of the width of the sidewalks and TE11 as
proposed by the applicant.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY - I'm sorry we have... those two appear on both the
CUP and the Tentative Tract Map. Did you want to make the same modification
to the CUP resolution as well?

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — Yes | would like to make that modification also
to the recommended approval to the CUP. That’s my motion.
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CITY ATTORNEY EARLY - Might I also suggest to be consistent, you have
CUP P18 in the CUP, but TTM P9 is the same language for the Tentative Tract
Map. Did you want to include that as well?

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Yes I'd like to also include TTM P9 in the
recommendation for the approval of the Conditional Use Permit and also under
the second recommendation on TTM P28, the last sentence will read, “for
purposes of calculating TUMF and DIF fees, the rates shall be in accordance
with all applicable laws and regulations”.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER - Just to be clear, there is also condition
P35 in the Conditional Use Permit that has the exact same language.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — And we include that. What was the number?

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER - P35 in the Conditional Use Permit would
be modified consistently with P28 in the Tentative Tract Map.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Yes can we add that please then to the
Conditional Use Permit modification. Did we cover it all? That ends my motion.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER - It would just die for the lack of a second.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — We haven’t announced it yet

CHAIR SIMS — So do we have a second?

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ — Nay

COMMISSIONER BAKER - No

CHAIR SIMS — No second, so the motion fails. Can we have an alternative
motion?

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - I'd like to make a motion after a comment. In the
obscurity of what we just did and nobody in this room knows anything of what
was just said, there are too many revisions to the conditions. There are crossed
over conditions. There are conditions specific to the CUP and to the Tentative. |
do not feel comfortable voting yes or no on this project today because | have no
idea on what we are voting on. | would make a motion to postpone this action to
the next Planning Commission or date certain, which | believe is the 22" of
January. | do hope that will be enough time, based on the Planning Department
to get this stuff together in the right order so we can make a knowledgeable vote
and a knowledgeable decision on this project. | really want to see this project go
through, but | don’t think today is the day, so | motion to postpone this action to
the next meeting.
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CHAIR SIMS - | guess this is all kind of new grounds for me, so | would just ask
is that a legit motion that we can proceed with?

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER - He’s making a recommendation to
continue to a date certain. That is a legitimate motion. There could be some
difficulty in being here by the 22" because | don’t know if the applicant is going
to produce the evidence which | thought was part of the discussion before,
otherwise we could be back here again just sifting through conditions to the
development without the exhibit, so I'm not sure if your motion is intended for us
to have any other exhibits.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL — Then let’s discuss real quick; | don’t think this is going
to pass yes or no tonight. What would be a good time for us to revisit this with a
finished map and revised conditions so we know what we are talking about;
either Staff or the applicant?

APPLICANT ROWBERRY - Yes | mean we kind of feel like we’re back where
we were a week... we don’t feel that there is a single condition with regards to
health and safety, transportation, fire and any of the other items and | understand
the conditions are confusing because the conditions do not match the map that
we submitted and we can’t impact that as the applicant. We submit the map.
We say please respond to our map and they put conditions on our map that don’t
match the map and we don’t have any control over that. This is the best we can
do. This is an excellent plan for this land. We’ve been through seven months of
options on it. This is as good as it gets. When we talked to them on Monday,
one of the things that we asked for is hey if Watson Way doesn’t work as the
emergency ingress/egress, can we put it on Patricia. They said we’re not willing
to make that change to the conditions.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL — Well based on what you just said, you said you’ve been
working on this for seven months. The conditions that are in front of us that have
been here since probably day one, at least since the last time we spoke, said you
have to have two points of fire egress and | don'’t see it on here.

APPLICANT ROWBERRY - Yes they are included, but until they were... Staff
approved them on the north side of the project to the private roads, which doesn’t
work. There are two fire accesses on the north side of the property which is why
we changed the condition to read the way it does or the way we propose that it
will, so that we can go ahead and adjust it to Watson Way. We were open to any
public road. That’s why we tried to make that change to the condition. Where
they were requested to be located on the north side of the project won’t work
because the roads are private. That’s where they are currently located on the
map.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — The motion you have on the floor is a
legitimate motion. If the applicant wants to have that map come back with a
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recommendation in our Staff Report earlier without the benefit of two fire
accesses, we'd have to be recommending denial. With regard to the two fire
access roads on the top, it is my understanding having been involved in the
project and talking with the Staff that the intent for those two access points was
always to benefit the adjacent neighborhood, not necessarily to satisfy the
requirement for the secondary ingress/egress for fire for this project. It was
identified as the fire access road but it was for the benefit of the adjacent
development and not this one, so they never had two points of access.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - | do believe we are fine with the conditions as they are
proposed. I’'m more concerned about the revisions to the conditions that were
presented tonight which makes a mud of everything because we don’t really
know what's going on. The map doesn’t quite address the conditions, so we kind
of have half a thing, so | want to approve this project, but | don’t in good faith feel
like | could do that tonight. If we deny it tonight, it is going to get petitioned to the
City Council. If we postpone it tonight it is going to go to the next meeting, which
| think most of us will have a better feeling of what would we be approved and it
will be the same timeframe, so it can either cost you guys money by petitioning it
to City Council or we can postpone it to the next meeting and it will be the result,
so | think we need to get our act together. This is not a complete picture. Either
the applicant side or the City side, something fell through here; these revisions;
the two different conditions of approval, plus the map. It's a mess, so | would feel
more comfortable voting on something that is a complete picture.

CHAIR SIMS - So | guess a comment | have is Brian if we just... there was a
motion that just adopted the conditions as presented, assuming that Staff has
written them in a sense that best matches the needs that the City has proposed
needed except for the condition that we would make a change on P28 about the
calculations as applicable, then if everybody was comfortable making a vote
based on the conditions as presented by Staff, maybe we could get a vote one
way or the other and if the applicant doesn’t like it then they still have the
opportunity to appeal.

CHAIR VAN NATTA — Well | think...

VICE CHAIR LOWELL — There is still a motion on the floor so we need to deal
with that first.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Well | think there was also the thing about the
interior private streets that Staff said they were okay with that change except for
the sidewalks.

CHAIR SIMS — Well we have a motion on the floor here to postpone this Brian if |
may restate that.
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VICE CHAIR LOWELL - | will postpone to a date certain which | believe is
January 22, which is the next Planning Commission meeting.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — Then we will do everything in our power
to be here on the 22"™. If we're simply working with the conditions that the
applicant has asked to be modified, | believe we can do that in that timeframe.

CHAIR SIMS - Okay do we have a second for that?

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ - I'll second.

CHAIR SIMS - Okay we have a first and a second.

COMMISSIONER BAKER - | abstain

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - No

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ — Yes

CHAIR SIMS - No

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - Yes

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY - There is a provision in the rules regarding
abstention, so | need a minute to... it goes with the majority and there is no
majority.

CHAIR SIMS — Where is Barnes?

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — So the motion does not pass

CHAIR SIMS - Okay | would propose a motion that we approve... Okay | make a
motion that we APPROVE Resolution No. 2015-01 and thereby:

1. ADOPT a Negative Declaration for PA14-0033 Conditional Use Permit for
a Planned Unit Development in that this project will not result in significant
environmental impacts; and,

2. APPROVE PA14-0033 Conditional Use Permit PUD based on the
findings contained in this resolution and subject to the attached conditions
of approval, with no modifications included in and | may be overstating
myself there... the attached conditions of approval with no modifications
included as Exhibit A.

And then going forward, do we vote on that separately?
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CITY ATTORNEY EARLY - Yes we need to address the two resolutions
separately with two seconds and two votes.

CHAIR SIMS — Then that would be my motion.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ - I'll second

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ — Yes

COMMISSIONER BAKER - Yes

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - No

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - No

CHAIR SIMS - Yes

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — Now you have to have a second second
and then vote again. That one took place... that vote took consideration of the
first resolution you read. So the second second will allow you to vote on the
second resolution which is the map.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY - | would make that motion one more time for the map
and then second.

CHAIR SIMS - Okay, so...

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - You only read the first recommendation

CHAIR SIMS - | only read the first recommendation, so I'll read the second one
now. | make a recommendation or a motion to APPROVE Resolution 2015-02
and thereby:

1. ADOPT Negative Declaration for PA14-0032 Tentative Tract Map No.
34544 in that this project will not result in significant environmental
impacts, and,

2. APPROVE PA14-0032 Tentative Tract Map No. 34544 based on the
findings contained in this resolution and subject to the attached
conditions of approval with the modification to condition P28 and to
modify that the last sentence be changed to read ‘for purposes of
calculation of TUMF and DIF fees that the rate shall be in accordance
with applicable laws and regulations.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ - I'll second
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COMMISSIONER BAKER - Yes

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ - Yes

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - No

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - No

CHAIR SIMS - Yes

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — Do you have that vote Grace?

GRACE ESPINO-SALCEDO - Just need a moment.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY - The question pending and I'm afraid | wasn’t able to
hear it because of the logistical conversation here, was with respect to those
motions, whether they were adopting the originally submitted Staff conditions of
approval or as modified in the packet that was presented to you this evening.

CHAIR SIMS - | was making mine based on the salmon colored conditions that
were presented today at the dais.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — So we may want to get that clarification from the
vote as well in case there was any misunderstanding there from others as well,
just to clarify the record.

CHAIR SIMS — So what do we need to do... redo it?

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY - I'm afraid | didn’t hear, so if you did state that then
when you read the recommendation, if you stated as modified then that’s what
was voted on. If that is not what was stated then | would recommend...

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - It was not... it was not stated that way.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - He read it exactly as written on here with the two
modifications that were presented tonight, however the motion here reads is how
we voted.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER - It's how you voted, however it was a
reference to the attached conditions and the only modification you made was to
the language that was only presented in the salmon colored attachment.

CHAIR SIMS - Plus the one modification that we were going back and forth on
the TUMF that we added...
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PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER - Right, which is what I'm saying was only
identified in the salmon colored. It was never identified in the original packet, so
by reference it applies to the salmon colored one is what we believe, but | think
for clarification purposes just for the record, if the folks that voted would say that
you understood it to be as presented on the salmon colored, that’s all | think we
need to know or if you thought it was what was ...

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY - This is actually addressed in the rules and
procedures that exists and has come up as a question on how this works and this
is a perfect example. This is a motion for reconsideration and may be made by a
member of the majority voting block, so any member of the majority voting block
can ask for a move for reconsideration, sub-pursuant to this change and you'd
have one more quick vote, which would correct that procedural error.

CHAIR SIMS - Okay

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — | move to reconsider both motions.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY - | believe you were in the negative on those votes ad
reconsideration can only be made by a member of the affirmative voting block.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - | can’t do it, okay.

CHAIR SIMS — Well since | tried; since | apparently botched up the original
motion, I'll try re-doing it. | make a motion that our vote was based on the
salmon; the conditions that were presented on the salmon colored paper except
for the minor modification to the Tentative Parcel Map condition P28.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — And | believe a vote... you can call for a second and
a vote on that and that should clarify the issue with respect to both resolutions.

CHAIR SIMS — Can we have a second?

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — That would only apply to the map and
then you would have to do it again with regard to P35 which is the one in the
CUP.

CHAIR SIMS — Of course

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — Just to make sure, because the numbers
are a little...

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY - But you don’t have to read the whole thing again.
What you just did. Just a simple motion. Just get a second and a new vote and
we should be able to do that again real quick.
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CHAIR SIMS - Okay so do we have a second for the Tentative Tract Map?

COMMISIONER RAMIREZ - I'll second

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - And when we’re voting on this, we’re voting on
just the clarification and not on the original vote that we made; just on the
clarification? So when | say yes to this it means yes | voted no on the salmon.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — No you would still presumably vote the same way,
unless you’ve changed your mind based on the new change.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Okay

GRACE ESPINO-SALCEDO — Okay so we have a motion by Chair Sims and a
second by Commissioner Ramirez. Can | get a vote?

COMMISSIONER BAKER - Yes

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - No

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - No

CHAIR SIMS - Yes

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ - Yes

CHAIR SIMS - Okay, so the next motion is that to clarify that our vote was for
the Conditional Use Permit was based on the conditions...

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — May | do one thing first just with respect
to the action that was just taken for a wrap up, since you did take an action on a
Tentative Tract Map. Any affected person may appeal the decision of the
Planning Commission on a Tentative Tract Map. An appellant must state the
specific reasons for their appeal. That appeal should be submitted to the
Community Development Director within 10 days following this hearing.
Otherwise if no appeal is filed, the Planning Commission’s decision is considered
final. If it is appealed it will go to the City Council on the Tract Map.

CHAIR SIMS - Okay, moving on to the motion on the CUP. | make the motion
that we clarify that the motion was based on the conditions of approval on the
salmon colored paper that was presented to Staff today.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ — | second

COMMISSIONER BAKER - Yes
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COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - No

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - No

CHAIR SIMS - Yes

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ - Yes

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — Okay so the wrap up on this is also an
action taken by the Planning Commission which is appealable, so any affected
person may appeal the decision of the Planning Commission to the City Council.
Such an appeal shall be directed to the Director of Community & Economic
Development. The appellant shall state the specific reasons for the appeal and
the appeal shall be filed within 15 days following the action of the Planning
Commission. If no appeal is filed the action of the Planning Commission is
considered final. If an appeal is filed it will be heard by the City Council.

OTHER COMMISSION BUSINESS

Discussion of PC Rules and Procedures (continued from 9/26/14)

CHAIR SIMS - Okay, moving on to the Agenda here is Other Commission
Business. We have discussion Planning Commission Rules and Planning
Commission Rules and Procedures. Do we want to go through that tonight or is
there... Okay let's move forward on that then.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — The item before you is a discussion item
that does give you an opportunity to comment on the Rules and Procedures and
organization of the Planning Commission. We worked at the direction of the
Planning Commission with our City Attorney to make some revisions which are
before you this evening. I'd like to turn it over to our City Attorney to walk you
through some of the changes and we can discuss the process of incorporating
those changes if it is the desire of the Planning Commission.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — Thank you. So this has been on the Agenda for
quite some time and was actually started by the City Attorney Suzanne Bryant
back before | actually went back and watched the Planning Commission meeting
back in September or October where this was discussed and there were a
number of suggestions from the Commission and from Ms. Bryant, so | took
those suggestions and incorporated them into a draft, worked with the Planning
Official on some other changes and found a few minor typo type things and
incorporated them into this draft for discussion with the Commission. Most of the
changes here are clarification more than they are major substantive changes.
On the first change from Roberts Rules to the Standard Code is just to be
consistent with the City Council and the other Boards and Commissions of the
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City. The second one in the Officer Section, was to clear up some confusion with
respect to how many terms a Commissioner may serve especially if they have a
staggered term as a Chair or a Vice Chair, so we tried to make that clearer.
There are a number of typographical changes; grammatical changes, but | don’t
think there is anything significantly substantive that changes in here, so we
wanted to get your comments or questions and address those. So if you do have
any now is a good time to discuss those. We actually did address and worked on
them mostly for reconsideration which | remember being a question of what that
was for and why it was there and you just saw it in action. Its purpose is just that
a technical or clerical type of error to be corrected which is why it is limited to
only a member of the voting majority is allowed to bring that. It is not meant to
continuously circle and cycle an issue. So if the Commission has any questions
or concerns, we'd like to address them now.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - | have one. On the first page its Rules and Orders then
Section C, Officers, then Section 1, Selection, then Section C... 1, C, 1, C. In the
absence of the Chairperson or Vice Chairperson any other member may call the
Commission to order. It used to be shall and then was changed to may, or is it
an option that both of them are missing and we just have the option of not having
a meeting. | think it was more definitive the other way.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — I'm trying to remember where this came from. One
thing | can think of is the quorum possibility. If you don’t have a quorum you
can’t force the...

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — | may have made that and just thought it
sounded better. It may have been me.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY - | can think of a technical case where you don’t have
a quorum so you can’t; you wouldn’t force somebody to call to order. Yes it’s just
meant to say you don’t have to call the meeting to order. It doesn'’t force it to
happen if you don’t have them there, but again | don’t see any other. | don’t think
shall is harmful there.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - | don’t know. It was just a thought and then on that
same paragraph where it says 1A; it's talking about the Chairperson and Vice
Chair shall be elected annually from among the Commissioners. Then is says
however, no person shall serve more than two consecutive terms as either Chair
or Vice Chair, however a Commissioner may serve for two consecutive terms as
Vice Chair followed by two consecutive terms as Chairperson or vice versa. So
in the situation that we just had where Meli was our Chair for two years and then
say she was appointed to Vice Chair, Giba was appointed to City Council so he
left the Planning Commission. If Meli were a Vice Chair while Giba was Chair,
she then would become Chair, wouldn’t that be a conflict of interest.
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CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — Well it wouldn’t be a conflict of interest but it
would...

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - break the rules

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY - It would violate the rules. That is correct.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - | don’t know how that would work?

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — Well actually it wouldn’t because it wouldn’t be
consecutive. She would have served as Vice Chair in-between.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - But the term itself would have been a year long term
and it’s just a portion of that

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — He served a term as Chair and another consecutive
term as Chair and then as a term as Vice Chair.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL — No, I'm using it as a hypothetical

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — Hypothetical your next term is as Vice Chair, so
there is no violation. It doesn’t say she can’t act as the Chair in the Chair’s
absence, it just says you can’t serve a term as the Chairperson. He’s still the
Vice Chair.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - He just remains the Vice Chair and we just appoint a
new Chair.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — Right. When the Chair is absent the Vice Chair
doesn’t become the Chair, they still are the Vice Chair with the responsibilities of
the Chair.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - But serving a portion of a year as Chair would
not make up the consecutive. Like say for example, Jeff is serving out the
remainder of the year as Chair since Giba left, but he could still serve two years
as Chair.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY - As it’s written, that would be true because it defines
a term as a year. We're just seeking your input of any changes. For instance
we’ll address that shall may issue and assuming there any other questions or
concerns or additions or deletions, we would bring it back to you at the next
meeting just for a vote for your approval.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - You’re going to run it through spellcheck and
stuff like that?
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PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER - Right

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — Assuming it's not, if you found something, let me
know.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — On page 4, one change that was not
made but it has been a question that has been asked of me a couple of times
with regard to regular meetings and the start time is 7 pm. If and | don’t know the
history of why we start at 7 pm, but | would just ask does that work for the
Commissioners or is that something you'd like us to investigate changing. Is
there some history of why it was set up at 7? | know our City Council starts at
5:30 for the special session and then 6 o’clock for the regular meeting.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - | think Planning Commissioners are more likely
to have real jobs during the day.

PLANNING OFFICIA SANDZIMIER — Okay so we can leave it at 7, but | just
wanted to find out if there was any...

CHAIR SIMS — Well the one thing to argue is ... (Inaudible — no sound)

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - 7 o'clock is good, yes. Page 3, paragraph b,
where it says Vice Chairperson, on the third line performal. Performal the
duties?

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — Page 3, subsection b...

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — Actually its part of Section C... page 3,

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — There are two page 3’s

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — Oh there is... well okay. Page 2 then, that is
numbered page 3; it says a Chairperson be Vice Chairperson and the third line
it's talking about performal... performal the duties, where it should be perform all
the duties.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — Mine says perform all the duties

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — Mine says performal

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — Oh are you looking at the clean version. I'm looking
at the red line.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - I'm looking at the one that was included.
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CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — They were both there; the clean and the red line
were. So I'll check that. I'm looking at the red line.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — Oh okay. I’'m on the clean version.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — You’re right, the clean version does say
performal.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY - Yes it's probably when it accepted the tract changes
because the red line shows it's perform all, but we’ll make that correction.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — Okay, I'm looking at... yes

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — We make up words as we go.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - | make up words too, all the time. And I've
already re-read this several times for every time we were going to look at it
before, so there isn’t really anything else to say.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — We’'ll bring back a clean copy for you with those
changes and it should be simple motion and vote for that one.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER - Is the preference to change the may to
shall though? Is that what he said?

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — No. May is fine because it means you can but
you don’t have to if there is a reason not to. On page 4; I'm assuming there is
only one page 47?

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — One marked as page 4

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Yes, under the clean one and | asked about
this before on the regular meetings. It says regular meetings shall... there is that
word again... shall be held on the second and fourth Thursdays of each month at
7 pm. We talked about the 7 pm, but this says it shall be held on the second and
fourth.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — Okay that one | will have to get back to
you on it because | think | mentioned it at an earlier meeting that there was some
budget considerations in terms of why the number of meetings was actually
reduced. The current budget that we're operating under does generally assume
only one Planning Commission meeting per month throughout the rest of the
year, so | just wanted to make sure ...

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Well it says otherwise determined by the
Commission, but | can’t ever recall it any time as a Commissioner being asked if
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we wanted to meet on the second and fourth or only on the 4™. So maybe the
word should be something other than shall or...

VICE CHAIR LOWELL — And/or

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — On that one I'd like to work with City
Attorney and the City Manager and make sure from a budget standpoint I'm
not...

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - | think from a budget standpoint it's really
good... second and/or fourth Thursdays of each month. That would solve that
problem.

COMMISSIONER BAKER — \We don’t meet on the fourth.

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER - | like that. | think we can do the and/or; it
will be fine and then | don’t have to go ask.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY - This is exactly why we wanted to bring it to you this
way first.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — Which brings the next paragraph... it’s talking
about if the meeting falls on a public holiday, you know like on Thanksgiving.
This says that the meeting will occur the next business day, but it isn’t. Maybe it
should be on the next scheduled meeting day.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY - Well it wouldn’t be recently because you’re not doing
it ... well you are doing it on the fourth, which is the one that was cancelled.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — Such regular meeting shall occur on the next
scheduled meeting or ...

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — Maybe we should have had it on the day
after Christmas | think. That’s what would have happened, right?

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — That's what would have happened according to
these. According to the old rules; yes.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - The day after Thanksgiving and the day after
Christmas.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — So what would you like it to be... the following
Thursday?

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — On the next scheduled...

DRAFT PC MINUTES 66 January 8", 2015
-70-



03N N kW

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY - Or just have it be cancelled if it falls on a holiday?

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - Yes. A regular meeting shall be held on that
day... You know you could just leave out the second sentence on that. Whenever
a regular meeting falls on a public holiday, no regular meeting shall be held on
that day.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — Alright, that would work.

CHAIR SIMS - Okay, comments? Thank you very much for getting us through
that.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY — No problem.

CHAIR SIMS - We'll look forward to a clean version; receive and file.

CITY ATTORNEY EARLY - You'll need to adopt it and actually vote on it.

CHAIR SIMS - Very exciting.

STAFF COMMENTS

CHAIR SIMS - Okay, do we have any Staff comments?

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — The only thing | wanted to do is just wish
you guys a very Happy New Year and good success this coming year. It's been
a pleasure for me to be here for the first four months and | look forward to
working with you for the rest of this year.

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA - It's been a pleasure working with us?

PLANNING OFFICIAL SANDZIMIER — Absolutely

PLANNING COMMISSIONER COMMENTS

CHAIR SIMS — Okay would any of the Commissioners like to make a comment?

ADJOURNMENT
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CHAIR SIMS - Okay, I'm looking for a motion to...

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA — | motion we adjourn

COMMISSIONER BAKER - I'll second.

VICE CHAIR LOWELL - | second

CHAIR SIMS — All those in favor?

NEXT MEETING

Planning Commission Regular Meeting, January 22", 2015 at 7:00 pm, City of
Moreno Valley, City Hall Council Chamber, 14177 Frederick Street, Moreno
Valley, CA, 92533.

Richard Sandzimier Date
Planning Official
Approved

Jeffrey Sims Date
Chair
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PLANNING COMMISSION

STAFF REPORT
Cases: PA13-0063 (Plot Plan)
P13-130 (Environmental Impact Report (EIR))
Date: March 12, 2015
Applicant: Kearny Real Estate Company
Representative: Jason Rosin, Kearny Real Estate Company
Location: 17300 Perris Blvd (NEC of Perris Boulevard

and Modular Way)

Proposal: A Plot Plan for the construction of a 1,109,378
square foot warehouse building on 50.68 net
acres with the demolition of the existing
warehouse facility. The project site is in the
Moreno Valley Industrial Area Specific Plan
208. Approval of this project includes the
review and certification of an EIR.

Parcel Numbers: 312-250-030, 031, 032, 036, 037, & 038
Council District: 4

Recommendation: Approval

SUMMARY

The project consists of a Plot Plan for a 1,109,378 square foot warehouse building on
50.68 net acres. Prior to construction of the project, the existing warehouse facility will
be demolished. An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for the project. The site
is located within the Moreno Valley Industrial Area Specific Plan 208. There are no
outstanding issues.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project
PA13-0063 Plot Plan

The applicant, Kearny Real Estate Company, is requesting the review and approval of
a Plot Plan (PA13-0063) to construct a 1,109,378 square foot warehouse distribution
facility. The proposed project site includes 50.68 net acres located at 17300 Perris
Boulevard, which is at the northeast corner of Perris Boulevard and Modular Way.

The proposed 1,109,378 square foot building includes approximately 20,000 square
feet of office space and 1,089,378 square feet of warehouse space. The office spaces
are proposed in all four corners of the building. Shipping and receiving areas will be
on both the north and south sides of the building. A total of 256 loading bays are
planned for loading, unloading, and short term parking for truck trailers; the split
includes 128 dock doors on the north side and 128 on the south side of the building.
The loading and truck areas will be screened from view by 14-foot tall walls that
screen loading and docking bays from public views along Perris Boulevard, Modular
Way, and Kitching Street.

The proposed warehouse facility is a permitted use within the Industrial (1) zone of the
Moreno Valley Industrial Area Specific Plan 208. The Specific Plan is intended to
provide locations for medium to heavy industrial and warehouse land uses. The
proposed warehouse building is being built as a shell building for single or multiple
tenant occupancy with no tenant identified.

Site

The project is located in the southern portion of the City between Perris Boulevard and
Kitching Street on the north side of Modular Way. The site is rectangular in shape and
relatively flat. The site is predominantly vacant with several older structures and a
paved parking area that will all be removed prior to construction of the project. The
proposed grading would not create any manufactured slopes except around the
proposed water quality detention basins.

Surrounding Area

All surrounding land uses to the north, south, and east are industrial and within the
Moreno Valley Industrial Area Specific Plan 208. Properties to the north include a
recently constructed 555,670 square foot industrial distribution facility (PAOG6-
0017/P12-146) and several other constructed warehouse facilities further west. To the
south is the Walgreens distribution facility and to the east is the Moreno Valley
Regional Water Reclamation Facility, a wastewater treatment facility operated by the
Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD).
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Access/Parking

The project will take access from eight (8) driveways: two (2) driveways would take
access from Perris Boulevard, three (3) driveways from Modular Way, one (1)
driveway from Kitching Street, and two (2) driveways from Edwin Road. All Project
driveways would be stop sign controlled. At Perris Boulevard, the southernmost
driveway would have the option to be restricted to use by passenger vehicles only
(Option A) or be fully accessible for use by passenger vehicles and trucks (Option B).
All other driveways may be used by both passenger cars and trucks. Access to the
loading bays and truck parking areas are proposed to be gated. Proposed truck check-
in points and driveways are positioned interior to the Project site to create interior
queuing to minimize the potential for trucks to stack onto public streets when entering
the Project site.

The Plot Plan depicts the number and location of proposed passenger car and trailer
parking spaces. The Plot Plan identifies 373 passenger car parking spaces distributed
along the western and eastern sides of the building. A total of 306 trailer parking
spaces would be distributed along the northern and southern sides of the building. The
Project also includes an alternate site plan that would accommodate less trailer
parking spaces and more passenger vehicle parking spaces, if required by the tenants
that would eventually occupy the structure. The alternative site plan would not involve
any changes to the size, location, configuration, or design of the proposed building.
The proposed Project also would provide bicycle parking in compliance with the City of
Moreno Valley Municipal Code Section 9.11.060, which requires bicycle parking to be
provided in an amount equal to 5% of required vehicle parking. Per this Code
requirement 19 bicycle parking spaces are required for the project.

Design/Landscaping

The proposed building would be constructed to a height of approximately 42 feet
above finished grade, with architectural projections reaching up to 47 feet above
finished grade. The building would be constructed with concrete tilt-up panels and
blue-glazed, low-reflective glass. Articulated building elements, including white
anodized mullions and white metal canopies, are proposed as decorative elements.
The proposed exterior architectural color palette is comprised of various shades of
gray, white, and blue. The interior of the proposed warehouse building is designed to
provide a main floor and office spaces. The building has the potential to be partitioned
for multiple tenant use.

Solid concrete walls would be installed on the southern and northern portions of the
proposed warehouse building to screen loading docks and trailer parking areas from
public view. The screen walls on the north side of the building would be located at the
northwestern and northeastern corners of the building and would face Perris
Boulevard and Kitching Street, respectively. On the south side of the building, screen
walls would be constructed at the southwestern and southeastern corners of the
building (facing Perris Boulevard and Kitching Street, respectively) and along the site’s
frontage with Modular Way. The concrete screen walls would be 14-feet tall and
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constructed with a finish and color that complements the color palette for the proposed
warehouse building. A chain-link metal fence is proposed along a portion of the
northern property boundary (in the trailer parking area) and would not be visible from
public viewing areas. Where access points into the loading dock and truck parking
areas would be gated, eight (8)-foot tall, manually operated tubular steel gates,
equipped with Knox® padlocks to allow emergency vehicle access, would be provided.

Landscaping will be designed per the Municipal Code Landscape Requirements in
Section 9.17 with enhanced planting schemes at each of the driveways. The
landscaping design requires a drought tolerant palette to reduce water usage
satisfying the City’s requirements and Eastern Municipal Water District's water
usage/budget requirements.

REVIEW PROCESS

The applicant submitted the project on November 5, 2013. The project was reviewed
by the Project Review Staff Committee on January 14, 2014. Based on comments
from staff, minor revisions were requested on the site plan, grading plan, drainage
study and Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan. The comments have been
addressed. The Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan has been accepted by
the City.

ENVIRONMENTAL

Initial Study/Notice of Preparation

An Initial Study was prepared for the project by an outside environmental consultant,
T&B Planning, Inc., and submitted to the City for review. Based on the Initial Study, an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was determined to be required. A Notice of
Preparation for the EIR was prepared with the public comment period beginning on
March 25, 2014 and ending on April 24, 2014. A Scoping Meeting held on April 21,
2014 with four members of the public in attendance.

Draft Environmental Impact Report

The draft environmental documents were prepared by an outside environmental
consultant, T&B Planning, Inc., and submitted to the City for review.

A peer consultant, PMC, was hired under contract to the City to review the
Environmental Impact Report and related environmental documents for compliance
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. PMC suggested
several revisions to further clarify the content. In addition, staff completed an
independent review of all environmental documents to ensure that the documents
reflect the independent judgment and analysis of the City as the CEQA Lead Agency.
Upon completion of the Draft EIR, the document was circulated for a 45-day public
review period, starting on October 24, 2014 and ending on December 8, 2014. The
Draft EIR was sent to all required State and local agencies and interested parties. Six
comment letters were received during the 45-day review period.
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Final Environmental Impact Report

Responses to the six comment letters received during the 45 day review period are
included in the Response to Comments document and Final EIR. The Response to
Comments and related documents were mailed to all interested parties and
responsible agencies on February 26, 2015, to allow for review prior to the Planning
Commission hearing. As was the case with the Draft EIR, the Final EIR was provided
for public review at City Hall, the City Library and posted on the City’s website.

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

The analysis presented in the EIR indicates that the proposed project will have
potentially significant impacts, either as direct result of the proposed project or
cumulatively with other proposed projects in the areas of aesthetics, air quality,
biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions,
noise, and transportation/traffic. The EIR includes proposed mitigation measures to
reduce or eliminate potentially significant impacts. Even with proposed mitigation, a
number of potential impacts cannot be reduced to a less than significant level. As
specifically identified in section 4.0 of the EIR document, impacts that are concluded to
be significant and unavoidable include air quality (long-term), greenhouse gas
emissions (near-term and long-term), noise (near-term) and transportation/traffic
(near-term and long-term).

Although all impacts cannot be reduced to less than significant levels, CEQA allows a
decision making body to consider a statement of overriding considerations and
findings. CEQA requires the decision making agency to balance the economic, legal,
social, technological or other benefits of a proposed project against its unavoidable
environmental impacts when determining whether to approve the proposed project.
This would include project benefits such as the creation of jobs or other desired
beneficial project features versus the project impacts that cannot be feasibly mitigated
to less than significant levels. Therefore, if the Planning Commission determines that
the benefits of the proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental
effects, the Commission may approve a statement of overriding considerations and
approve the project.

Mitigation Measures and Monitoring

The Final EIR recommends 58 mitigation measures to reduce project specific and
cumulative impacts related to aesthetics (lighting), air quality, biological resources,
cultural resources, construction noise, and transportation/traffic. CEQA requires that
public agencies "adopt a reporting and monitoring program for the changes to the
project which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to
mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment." (Public Resources Code
Section 21081.6) A Mitigation Monitoring Program has been developed to ensure
compliance with all proposed mitigation measures. The Program provides for
reporting procedures with verification and certification by City staff.
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Approval and Certification

The Planning Commission will take public testimony on the proposed project and Final
EIR. Before action on the proposed project, the Planning Commission must review the
final environmental document and either certify or reject the Final EIR and Mitigation
Monitoring Program.

NOTIFICATION

Public notice was sent to all property owners of record within 300’ of the project on
March 2, 2015. The public hearing notice for this project was also posted on the
project site on March 2, 2015 and published in the Press Enterprise newspaper on
March 1, 2015. As of the date of report preparation, staff had received no public
inquiries in response to the noticing for this project.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission APPROVE Resolution No. 2015-03
and Resolution No. 2015-04, and thereby:

1. CERTIFY that Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR), P13-130, for the
Modular Logistics Center on file with the Community & Economic
Development Department, has been completed in compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act, the Planning Commission reviewed
and considered the information contained in the Final EIR, and the Final
EIR reflects the City’s independent judgment and analysis as provided
for in Planning Commission Resolution No. 2015-03 (Attachment 2); and

2. ADOPT the Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations
regarding the Final EIR for the Modular Logistics Center, attached hereto
as Exhibit A to Attachment 2; and

3. APPROVE the Mitigation Monitoring Program for the Final EIR for the
proposed Modular Logistics Center, attached hereto as Exhibit B to
Attachment 2; and

4, APPROVE PA13-0063 Plot Plan, subject to the attached Conditions of
Approval included as Exhibit A to Attachment 3.

Prepared by: Approved by:
Claudia Manrique Richard J. Sandzimier
Associate Planner Planning Official
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Notice of

PUBLIC HEARING

This may affect your property. Please read.

Notice is hereby given that a Public Hearing will be held by the Planning
Commission of the City of Moreno Valley on the following item(s):

CASE: PA13-0063 (Plot Plan)

P13-130 (Environmental Impact Report)
APPLICANT: Kearny Modular Way LLC
OWNER: Kearny Modular Way LLC

REPRESENTATIVE: Albert A Webb Associates

LOCATION: 17300 Perris Blvd (NEC of Perris
Boulevard and Modular Way)
PROPOSAL: The proposed Modular Logistics Center

involves the construction and operation of one logistics
warehouse building having 1,109,378 square feet of
building space, with 256 loading bays. The site is partially
developed with industrial land uses under existing
conditions. Existing site improvements would be
demolished. The project is located within the Moreno
Valley Industrial Area Plan (Specific Plan 208). Approval
of this project will require the certification of an EIR.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: An
Environmental Impact Report (P13-130), Statement of
Overriding Considerations and Mitigation Monitoring
Program have been prepared for this project
(SCH#2014031068). A draft document was circulated to
the public (including interested parties/responsible
agencies) for review from October 24, 2014 to December
8, 2014.

COUNCIL DISTRICT: 4

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval

Any person interested in any listed proposal can contact
the Community & Economic Development Department,
Planning Division, at 14177 Frederick St., Moreno Valley,
California, during normal business hours (7:30 a.m. to
5:30 p.m., Monday through Thursday and 7:30 a.m. to
4:30 p.m., Friday), or may telephone (951) 413-3206 for
further information. The associated documents will be
available for public inspection at the above address.

In the case of Public Hearing items, any person may also
appear and be heard in support of or opposition to the
project or recommendation of adoption of the
Environmental Determination at the time of the Hearing.

The Planning Commission, at the Hearing or during
deliberations, could approve changes or alternatives to the
proposal.

If you challenge any of these items in court, you may be
limited to raising only those items you or someone else
raised at the Public Hearing described in this notice, or in
written correspondence delivered to the Planning
Commission at, or prior to, the Public Hearing.
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LOCATION N

PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING

City Council Chamber, City Hall
14177 Frederick Street
Moreno Valley, Calif. 92553

DATE AND TIME: March 12, 2015 at 7 PM
CONTACT PLANNER: Claudia Manrique
PHONE: (951)413-3225

Attack~~nt 1
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PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 2015-03

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF
THE CITY OF MORENO VALLEY CERTIFYING FINAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (P13-130) AND
ADOPTING THE FINDINGS AND STATEMENT OF
OVERRIDING CONSIDERATION AND APPROVING THE
MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM FOR THE
MODULAR LOGISTICS CENTER PROJECT

WHEREAS, the applicant, Kearny Modular Way LLC, submitted applications for
the Modular Logistics Center, which include an Environmental Impact Report (P13-130)
and Plot Plan (PA13-0063). The development includes one logistics warehouse building
containing a total of 1,109,378 square feet on approximately 50.68 net acres. The
above applications shall not be approved unless the Final Environmental Impact Report
(Final EIR) is certified and approved; and

WHEREAS, the applicant, Kearny Modular Way LLC, and the environmental
consultant, T & B Planning, Inc., worked with the City in the preparation of an Initial
Study checklist and a Notice of Preparation (NOP). A Notice of Completion and
Environmental Document Transmittal was filed with the State Clearinghouse on March
25, 2014 for the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft EIR for the project. The public
review period of the NOP was March 25, 2014 through April 24, 2014. A public scoping
meeting was held in connection with the NOP on April 21, 2014 in the Council Chamber
at City Hall; and

WHEREAS, the applicant, Kearny Modular Way LLC, and the environmental
consultant, T & B Planning, Inc., worked with the City in the review and consideration of
NOP response comments in the preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
(Draft EIR) for this project. The Draft EIR was circulated to the public and to responsible
agencies for comments for a 45 day period beginning on October 24, 2014 and ending
on December 8, 2014; and

WHEREAS, the City has prepared responses to comments on the Draft EIR
received during the 45 day comment period, which have been included in the Final EIR;
and

WHEREAS, on February 26, 2015, the City distributed copies of the draft Final
EIR to the State Clearinghouse, local agencies and other interested parties; and

WHEREAS, on March 1, 2015, the City published a notice in the local newspaper
(Press Enterprise); and

WHEREAS, the Draft and Final EIR for the proposed Modular Logistics Center
Project were prepared in sufficient detail and duly circulated in compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State of California Guidelines for

ATTACHMENT 2
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Implementation of CEQA, and the City of Moreno Valley’'s Rules and Procedures to
Implement CEQA; and

WHEREAS, since February 26, 2015, copies of the draft EIR have been made
available to the public at the City’s offices, on the City’s website and at the City’s public
library; and

WHEREAS, the Final EIR includes a review of potential impacts associated with
the implementation of the Modular Logistics Center, including, but not limited to
Aesthetics, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Noise, and Transportation/Traffic; and

WHEREAS, a Mitigation Monitoring Program has been completed to ensure that
all of the mitigation measures outlined in the Final EIR are implemented; and

WHEREAS, a Final EIR, (including the Draft EIR, and responses to comments),
has been completed and is being recommended for certification, prior to the approval of
discretionary permits related to the project; and

WHEREAS, on March 12, 2015, the Planning Commission conducted a public
hearing to consider the Final EIR for the proposed project; and

WHEREAS, all legal prerequisites to the adoption of this Resolution have
occurred.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, it is hereby found, determined and
resolved by the Planning Commission of the City of Moreno Valley as follows:

A. This Planning Commission hereby specifically finds that all of the facts set
forth above in this Resolution are true and correct.

B. Based upon substantial evidence presented to this Planning Commission
during the above-referenced meeting on March 12, 2015, including written and oral staff
reports, and the record from the public hearing, this Planning Commission hereby
specifically finds as follows:

1. Independent Judgment and Analysis — The Final Environmental Impact
Report represents the City’s independent judgment and analysis.

FACT: The City reviewed all environmental documentation included in
the Final EIR, and the environmental consultant incorporated staff’s
review and analysis into the Final EIR. Further, a public hearing was
conducted by the Planning Commission on March 12, 2015, during which
opportunity was given to address the adequacy of the Final EIR. All
comments on the Final EIR raised during the public and agency comment
period and at the Public Hearing(s) on the project were considered by the
Planning Commission.

2 RESOLUTION NO. 2015-03
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission HEREBY
APPROVES Resolution No. 2015-03, and thereby:

1. CERTIFY that the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Modular
Logistics Center Project on file with the Community & Economic Development
Department, incorporated herein by this reference, has been completed in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act, that the Planning
Commission reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final
EIR and that the Final EIR reflects the City’s independent judgment and
analysis; and

2. ADOPT the Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations regarding
the Final EIR for the Modular Logistics Center Project, attached hereto as
Exhibit A; and

3. APPROVE the Mitigation Monitoring Program for the Final EIR for the
proposed Modular Logistics Center Project, attached hereto as Exhibit B.

APPROVED this 12" day of March, 2015.

Jeffrey D. Sims
Chair, Planning Commission

ATTEST:

Richard J. Sandzimier, Planning Official
Secretary to the Planning Commission

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Attorney

Attachments

3 RESOLUTION NO. 2015-03
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Facts, Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations
Regarding the Environmental Effects of the Approval of the
Modular Logistics Center Project
State Clearinghouse No. 2014031068

Plot Plan (PA13-0063)
EIR Case P13-130

. INTRODUCTION

The Planning Commission of the City of Moreno Valley (the “Commission”) in
approving the Modular Logistics Center project (the “Project”), makes the Findings
described below and adopts the Statement of Overriding Considerations presented at the
end of the Findings. The Findings are based upon the entire record before the
Commission, as described in Section Ill below, including the Environmental Impact
Report (“EIR”) prepared for the Project by the City, acting as lead agency under the
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”).

1. PROJECT SUMMARY
A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

One discretionary action (Plot Plan (PA13-0063)) is requested of the City of Moreno
Valley to implement the Project. The Project site is 50.84 gross acres in size and is
located in the southern portion of the City of Moreno Valley, within the boundary of the
Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan (MVIAP). The subject property is generally
rectangular-shaped and located north of Modular Way, south of Edwin Road, west of
Kitching Street, and east of Perris Boulevard.

The Plot Plan (PA13-0063) proposes to redevelop the property with one logistics
warehouse building containing 1,109,378 square feet (s.f.) of building space with 256
loading bays. Associated improvements to the property would include, but are not
limited to, surface parking areas, drive aisles, utility infrastructure, landscaping, exterior
lighting, signage, and water quality/detention basins. Construction of the proposed
Project involves the demolition of existing buildings on-site, grading and preparation of
the property for redevelopment, and construction and operation of one logistics
warehouse.

The proposed building is designed to contain 1,089,378 s.f. of warehouse space and
20,000 s.f. of office space. The office spaces would be located at the northwest,
northeast, southwest, and southeast corners of the building. Right-of-way dedications for
roadway purposes to the City of Moreno Valley included as part of the Project total
approximately 0.16 acres; therefore, the Project site measures approximately 50.68 net
acres in size. The proposed building would calculate to a floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.50.

Exhibit A
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B. PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The primary objective of the proposed Project is to redevelop an underutilized property in
the City of Moreno Valley’s Industrial Area Plan (MVIAP, Specific Plan 208) with a
large logistics warehouse building in conformance with the land use designations applied
to the property by City of Moreno Valley General Plan and the MVIAP. The Project
would achieve this primary objective through the following basic objectives.

A. To redevelop a vacant or underutilized industrially-zoned property that has
access to available infrastructure.

B. To attract new employment-generating businesses to the Moreno Valley
Industrial Area Plan area, thereby providing a more equal jobs-housing balance
both in the City of Moreno Valley and in Riverside County/Inland Empire Area
and reducing the need for members of the local workforce to commute outside
the area for employment.

C. To redevelop a vacant or underutilized property with a structure that has
architectural design and operational characteristics that complement existing and
planned development in the immediate vicinity.

D. To make efficient use of a property by maximizing its buildout potential based
on City of Moreno Valley Municipal Code standards.

E. To construct and operate a logistics warehouse building in conformance with the
land use designations applied to the property by the City of Moreno Valley
General Plan and the Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan (Specific Plan 208).

F. To develop a logistics warehouse building with loading bays that can
accommodate light industrial and warehouse distribution tenants within close
proximity to Moreno Valley’s designated truck route and regional transportation
routes.

G. To develop a logistics warehouse building that appeals to light industrial and
warehouse distribution tenants seeking to locate in the Moreno Valley area.

H. To develop a logistics center warehouse building that is feasible to construct and
operate and is economically competitive with other similar buildings in the local
area and region.

I11.  ENIRONMENTAL REVIEW AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The City has conducted an extensive environmental review of the Project to ensure that
both the City’s decision makers and the public are fully informed about potential
significant environmental effects of the Project; to identify ways that environmental
damage can be avoided or significantly reduced; to prevent significant, avoidable damage
to the environment by requiring changes in the Project through the use of mitigation

-87-



measures which have been found to be feasible; and to disclose to the public the reasons
why the City has approved the Project in the manner chosen in light of the significant
environmental effects which have been identified in the EIR. In order to do this, the City,
as the lead agency under CEQA, has done all of the following:

1.

10.

11.

12.

Prepared and distributed an Initial Study/Notice of Preparation dated March
25, 2014, a copy of which was circulated on March 25, 2014, through the
State Clearinghouse to various state agencies for their comments;

Sent the Initial Study/Notice of Preparation dated March 25, 2014, to each of
the governmental agencies, organizations and individuals shown on the
distribution list for the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (see Appendix A to
the Draft EIR), on March 25, 2014;

Sent a Notice of Completion and a copy of the Draft EIR to the State
Clearinghouse on October 24, 2014;

Mailed the Notice of Availability to all organizations and individuals who had
previously requested the Notice on October 24, 2014;

Mailed the Notice of Availability to all residents and property owners within
300 feet of the Project Site on October 24, 2014;

Provided copies of the Draft EIR to 44 public agencies, organizations and
individuals on October 24, 2014;

Placed copies of the Draft EIR on the City’s website, at the City’s Planning
Division’s public counter and at the public library located at 14177 Frederick
Street on October 24, 2014;

Proposed responses to comments on the Draft EIR received during and after
the 45-day comment period on the Draft EIR, which have been included in the
Final EIR;

Sent copies of the Final EIR on February 26, 2015, to all public agencies,
organizations, and individuals who had submitted comments;

Published a Notice on March 1, 2015, in the Press Enterprise, a newspaper of
general circulation which has the largest circulation in the areas affected by
the Project, that the City’s Planning Commission would hold a public hearing
on March 12, 2015, to consider certification of the Final EIR as having been
prepared in compliance with CEQA and the approval of the Project;

Mailed notice of the Planning Commission’s hearing to all residents and
property owners within 300 feet of the Project Site on March 2, 2015;

Sent notice of the Planning Commission’s hearing to all organizations and
individuals who had submitted a written comment on the Draft EIR and/or
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previously requested notification of public meetings/hearings related to the
Project on February 26, 2015; and

13. Held a public hearing of the City’s Planning Commission to consider
adequacy of the Final EIR on March 12, 2015, and, after full consideration of
all comments, written and oral, certified that the Final EIR had been
completed in compliance with CEQA and approved the Project.

All of the documents identified above and all of the documents which are required to be
part of the record pursuant to Public Resources Code § 21167.6(e) are on file with the
City’s Community & Economic Development Department, Planning Division, located at
14177 Frederick Street, Moreno Valley, CA 92552-0805. Questions should be directed
to Claudia Manrique, Associate Planner, in the Division.

A. INDEPENDENT JUDGMENT FINDING

Finding: The Final EIR for the Project reflects the City’s and the Planning
Commission’s independent judgment and analysis.

Factual Basis for the Finding: The Final EIR was prepared by T&B Planning, Inc., a
professional consulting firm hired and funded by the
Project Applicant, but working under the supervision
and direction of the City’s Community & Economic
Development Department, Planning Division staff. The
EIR was also thoroughly reviewed by the consulting
firm Pacific Municipal Consultants (PMC), an expert
consultant firm hired and paid by the City with funding
provided by the Project Applicant to provide
independent peer review and assure the exercise of
thorough and independent review and judgment by the
City. The Planning Commission, as the City’s final
decision making body for the Project, received and
reviewed the Final EIR and the comments, both written
and oral, provided by public agencies and members of
the public prior to certifying that the Final EIR
complied with CEQA. The participation of City Staff
in selection and approval both of T&B Planning, Inc.
and PMC included review of the professional
qualifications and reputation of the EIR Consultants,
the supervision and direction of the EIR Consultants by
the City Staff, the thorough and independent review of
the Draft and Final EIRs, including comments and
responses to comments, and their supporting technical
studies by City Staff and PMC and the review and
careful consideration by the Planning Commission of
the Final EIR, comments and responses to comments,
which all conclusively show that the Final EIR is the
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product of and reflects the independent judgment and
analysis of the City as the Lead Agency, and of the
Planning Commission as its governing body.

B. FINDING OF THE ABSENCE OF ANY NEED TO RECIRCULATE THE
FINAL EIR

Finding: The Planning Commission finds that the Final EIR does not add significant
new information to the Draft EIR that would require recirculation of the EIR.

Factual Basis for the Finding: The Planning Commission recognizes that the Final
EIR incorporates information obtained and produced
after the Draft EIR was completed and that the Final
EIR contains additions, clarifications, and minor
modifications to the Draft EIR.  The Planning
Commission has reviewed and considered the Final
EIR, and all of the information contained in it, and has
determined that the new information added to the Final
EIR does not involve a new significant environmental
impact or a substantial increase in the severity of an
environmental impact, nor does the information added
to the Final EIR include a feasible mitigation measure
or an alternative considerably different from others
previously analyzed and that would clearly lessen the
significant environmental impacts of the Project that the
Project Applicant declined to adopt. No information
provided to the Planning Commission indicates that the
Draft EIR was inadequate or conclusory or that the
public was deprived of a meaningful opportunity to
review and comment on the Draft EIR.

C. GENERAL TREATMENT OF MITIGATION MEASURES

It is the Planning Commission’s intention to adopt all mitigation measures recommended
by the Final EIR. If a measure has been omitted from the Conditions of Approval, from
the Findings or from the Mitigation Monitoring Program (the “MMP”), a copy of which
is attached as Exhibit A and which is hereby adopted, that mitigation measure shall be
deemed to be adopted pursuant to this paragraph.

In addition, all Conditions of Approval and the MMP repeating or rewording mitigation
measures recommended in the Final EIR are intended to be substantially similar to the
mitigation measures as stated in the Final EIR and are found to be equally effective in
avoiding or lessening the identified environmental impact.
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IV.  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND FINDINGS

Based on the Initial Study, Appendix A to the Final EIR, and the responses to the Notice
of Preparation, the EIR analyzed eight potential areas where significant environmental
impacts could result from the development of the Project. The eight potential areas
where significant environmental impacts could result from the development of the Project
are aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils,
greenhouse gas emissions, noise, and transportation/traffic. Four (4) of those, air quality
(long-term), greenhouse gas emissions (near-term and long-term), noise (near-term) and
transportation/traffic (near-term and long-term), were found to have significant and
unavoidable environmental impacts after the imposition of all feasible mitigation
measures.  Project-related effects to aesthetics, air quality (near-term), biological
resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, and noise (long-term) were found to have
either no significant and unavoidable environmental impacts or environmental impacts
that could be mitigated to a level of insignificance. The description of each
environmental area, the potential impacts, and the feasible mitigation measures are set
forth in Section 4.0 of the Final EIR together with the changes and additions set forth in
Section F.2.3 of the Final EIR.

A. IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR AS POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT
THAT HAVE BEEN MITIGATED TO LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

1. AIR QUALITY

a. Potential Direct and Cumulative Significant Impact (Near-term):
Violation of an air quality standard, contribution to an air quality violation, or
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant for
which the Project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (Thresholds 2 and 3).

Finding: Emissions during Project construction (near-term) would violate the South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) regional thresholds for
nitrogen oxides (NOy). Near-term emissions of NOy also would contribute to
an existing air quality violation in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) (i.e.,
non-attainment status for NOy and ozone (O3)) because NOy are precursors for
Os. As such, near-term construction activities would violate the air quality
standard for NOy and would contribute to an existing regional air quality
violation and would cumulatively contribute to the net increase of two criteria
pollutants (O3 and NOy) for which the region is non-attainment. Accordingly,
near term, construction-related emissions of NOy are a significant direct and
cumulative impact of the Project.

The Project will be required to implement Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-5 to
address the Project’s significant near-term impact associated with NO
emissions and NOy contributions to the SCAB’s non-attainment status for
NOy and O3z Accordingly, Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-5, as set forth in the
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MMP attached as Exhibit A, has been imposed as a condition of approval for

this Project.

Factual Basis for the Finding:

Construction activities will result in the maximum
daily emissions (before mitigation) of 247.40
pounds per day of NOy which exceeds SCAQMD’s
regional threshold of 100 pounds per day. As
discussed on Final EIR Page 4.2-19 through Page
4.2-20 and in the Project’s Air Quality Impact
Analysis (Final EIR Technical Appendix B1), the
sources of NOx are primarily associated with
exhaust from construction vehicles. As stated on
Final EIR Page 3-16, the Project would be
constructed over the course of approximately 11
months.

To address NOy emissions, Mitigation Measure
MM 4.2-5 requires that the Project comply with
California Code of Regulations Title 13, Division 3,
Chapter 1, Article 4.5, Section 2025, “Regulation to
Reduce Emissions of Diesel Particulate Matter,
Oxides of Nitrogen and Other Criteria Pollutants,
from In-Use Heavy-Duty Diesel-Fueled Vehicles”
and California Code of Regulations Title 13,
Division 3, Chapter 10, Article 1, Section 2485,
“Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Limit Diesel-
Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling.” Ten
items are listed under Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-
5, including requirements that 1) the contractor use
California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 3
certified equipment for all off-road diesel-powered
equipment; 2) that temporary signs be placed on the
construction site specifying that heavy duty trucks
and diesel powered construction equipment are
prohibited from idling for more than five (5)
minutes; 3) that the construction contractor limit the
use of diesel-powered construction equipment to no
more than 26,992 horsepower-hours per day during
days when soil import activities are occurring and
32,768 horsepower-hours per day on days when
there is no soil import; 4) that high pressure
injectors be used on all diesel powered construction
equipment over 100 horsepower; 5) that all
construction-related on-road diesel-powered haul
trucks have 2007 or newer model year or be 2010
engine compliant vehicles; 6) that all particulate
traps on construction-related equipment be Level 3
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2.

a.

Finding:

CARB  certified; 7) that electric-powered
construction equipment and tools be used when
technically feasible; 8) that biodiesel fuel or other
alternatives to diesel fuel be used to power
construction equipment when technically feasible;
9) that all construction vehicles use the City’s
designated truck route; and 10) that construction
parking areas be located and configured to
minimize traffic interference on public streets. As
shown on Final EIR Table 4.2-12, with the
application of these measures, NOx emissions
would be reduced to 96.54 pounds per day, which is
below the SCAQMD threshold of 100 pounds per
day.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Potential Direct and Cumulative Significant Impact: Substantial adverse
effect on special-status species (Threshold 1) and conflict with the provisions
of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan (Threshold 6).

The 50.84-gross acre Project site is classified as Disturbed/Developed and
does not contain any sensitive vegetation communities; nonetheless, there is
suitable habitat for the western burrowing owl and migratory birds on the
undeveloped (eastern) portion of the site. The burrowing owl was not
observed on the site during biological field surveys conducted on the property
as documented in EIR Appendices C1 and C2, but because the burrowing owl
is migratory and because suitable habitat is present on the property, owls
could migrate onto the undeveloped portion of the property prior to ground-
disturbing construction activities and be subject to impact. If present when
construction activities commence, the Project could have a substantial adverse
effect on the species. The Project will be required to implement Mitigation
Measure MM 4.3-2, including compliance with Western Riverside County
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) Species-Specific
Conservation Objective 5 to address the Project’s potential impact to the
burrowing owl and reduce the potential impact to below a level of
significance. The California horned lark was observed on the property as
documented in EIR Appendix C1. Although impacts to this species are less
than significant because the species is covered by the Western Riverside
County MSHCP, the Project will be required to implement Mitigation
Measure MM 4.3-1 to ensure that the Project pays the City’s required Western
Riverside County MSHCP development impact and mitigation fees to assist
the City in the implementation of the Western Riverside County MSHCP.
Furthermore, the Project would not conflict with the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat
Habitat Conservation Plan. Regardless, Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-4 has
been applied to the Project to ensure that the Project pays the appropriate
Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat development impact and mitigation fee. Potentially
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significant cumulative impacts would be addressed and mitigated through
compliance with the Western Riverside County MSHCP and associated
ongoing establishment of the MSHCP Reserve System and mandatory
compliance with the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

Factual Basis for the Finding:

As discussed on Pages 4.3-3, 4.3-4, 4.3-6, 4.3-9,
and 4.3-13 through 4.3-17 of the Final EIR, in the
Project’s Biological Technical Report (Final EIR
Technical Appendix C1) and in the Project’s
Focused Burrowing Owl Survey (Final EIR
Technical Appendix C2), the Project site contains
suitable habitat for the burrowing owl. Although
the western burrowing owl was not observed as
being present on the Project site during the
pedestrian-based field surveys conducted during
2013, if present on the Project site just prior to the
start of construction, the species has the potential to
be impacted by Project construction activities. Pre-
construction species surveys of the Project Site,
avoidance of clearing and grading activities during
the nesting season (if the site is occupied), and
requirements to follow Western Riverside County
MSCHP requirements and California Department of
Fish and Wildlife protocol for occupied habitat will
ensure that the potential direct and cumulative
impacts will be mitigated to less-than-significant
levels. Accordingly, Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-2
as set forth in the MMP attached as Exhibit A, has
been imposed as a condition of approval.

As discussed on Pages 4.3-3, 4.3-8- 4.8-9, 4.3-15,
and 4.3-17 of the Final EIR, and in the Project’s
Biological Technical Report (Final EIR Technical
Appendix C1), the California horned lark was
observed on the property but impacts to this species
are not significant because it is a Covered Species
under the Western Riverside County MSHCP.
Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-1, as set
forth in the MMP attached as Exhibit A, has been
imposed as a condition of approval to mitigate
potential direct and cumulative impacts to special-
status species.

b. Potential Direct and Cumulative Significant Impact: Potential for the
Project to interfere substantially with the movement of any resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident migratory
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Finding:

wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites
(Threshold 4).

The Project is not located within an area that has the potential to interfere with
the movement of fish or impede the use of a native wildlife nursery site.
However, the Project has the potential to impact nesting migratory birds
protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (“MBTA”) and California Fish
and Game Code, if construction activities were to occur during the nesting
season. The Project would be required to implement Mitigation Measure MM
4.3-3, which prohibits vegetation clearing and ground disturbance during the
migratory bird nesting season (February 1 through September 15), unless a
migratory bird nesting survey is completed in accordance with City
requirements. Potentially significant cumulative impacts would be addressed
and mitigated through compliance with Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-3 and
reduced to below a level of significance.

Facts in Support of the Finding:  As discussed on Page 4.3-10 of the Final EIR and in

3.

a.

Finding:

the Project’s Biological Technical report (Final EIR
Technical Appendix C1), the 50.84-gross acre
Project site is classified as Disturbed/Developed.
There are no water bodies on or adjacent to the site
that could support fish; therefore, there is no
potential for the Project to interfere with the
movement of fish. There are also no native wildlife
nurseries on or adjacent to the site; therefore, there
is no potential for the Project to impede the use of a
native wildlife nursery site. The proposed Project
would, however, result in the removal of vegetation
(i.e., trees and shrubs) from the Project site that has
the potential to support nesting migratory birds.
Impacts to such species are prohibited under the
MBTA and California Fish and Game Code.
Accordingly Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-3 as set
forth in the MMP attached as Exhibit A, has been
imposed as a condition of approval to reduce the
potential impact to a level of insignificance.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Potential Direct and Cumulative Significant Impact: Substantial adverse
change in the significance of an archaeological resource (Threshold 2).

The Project site does not contain any known archaeological resources.
However, the ground disturbing activities involved with the construction
phase of the Project would have the potential, however unlikely, to unearth
and adversely impact archaeological resources that may be buried underneath
the ground surface. Mitigations Measures MM 4.4-1 through MM 4.4-3
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require the Project to implement monitoring procedures by qualified
archaeologists and provide notification to Native American representatives.
Mitigation Measure MM 4.4-4 outlines the procedure to address the
inadvertent unearthing of archaeological resources in order to ensure proper
preservation and treatment of such resources. Potentially significant direct
and cumulative impacts would be addressed and mitigated through
compliance with Mitigations Measures MM 4.4-1 through MM 4.4-4 and
reduced to below a level of significance.

Facts in Support of the Finding: As discussed on Pages 4.4-9 and 4.4-11 of the Final

b.

Finding:

EIR, and in the Project’s Cultural Resources Report
(Final EIR Technical Appendix D1), the Project site
does not contain any documented archaeological
resources.  Furthermore, according to the archival
records search, no prehistoric archaeological resources
were previously recorded on the Project site and no
prehistoric archaeological resources were observed on
the Project site during the pedestrian survey of the site.
Although no resources are expected to be observed on
the Project site, the construction activities proposed by
the Project have the potential to uncover previously
unknown resources.  For this reason, Mitigation
Measures MM 4.4-1 through MM 4.4-4 as set forth in
the MMP attached as Exhibit A, have been imposed as
conditions of approval.

Potential Direct and Cumulative Significant Impact: Potential impact to a
unique paleontological resource or site or unique geological feature
(Threshold 3).

The Project site does not contain any unique geological features. However,
the older Pleistocene alluvial fan deposits on-site have a high potential to
contain significant nonrenewable paleontological resources. Mitigations
Measures MM 4.4-5 through MM 4.4-8 require the Project to implement
monitoring procedures overseen by a qualified paleontologist and provide
curation of specimens into a professional, accredited public museum
repository. Potentially significant direct and cumulative impacts would be
addressed and mitigated through compliance with Mitigations Measures MM
4.4-5 through MM 4.4-8 and reduced to below a level of significance.

Facts in Support of the Finding: As discussed on pages 4.4-7 — 4.4-8 and 4.4-9 — 4.4-10

of the Final EIR, and in the Project’s Paleontological
Resources Report (Final EIR Technical Appendix D2),
the Project site does not contain any unique geological
features or known paleontological resources.
However, the older Pleistocene alluvial fan deposits
on-site have a high potential to contain significant
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nonrenewable paleontological resources and are
assigned a “high paleontological resource sensitivity.”
Furthermore, the Riverside County Multipurpose Open
Space Element, categorizes the Project area as having a
High  Potential/Sensitivity =~ for  paleontological
resources. Although no resources are expected to be
observed on the Project site, the construction activities
proposed by the Project have the potential to uncover
previously unknown resources. For this reason,
Mitigation Measures MM 4.4-5 through MM 4.4-8 as
set forth in the MMP attached as Exhibit A, have been
imposed as conditions of approval.

B. IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR AS BEING SIGNIFICANT AND
UNAVOIDABLE EVEN AFTER THE IMPOSITION OF ALL FEASIBLE
MITIGATION MEASURES

1.

a.

Finding:

AIR QUALITY

Significant and Unavoidable Direct and Cumulative Impact (Long-term):
Violation of air quality standard, contribution to air quality violation, or
cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant for which the
Project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard (Thresholds 2 and 3).

The Project’s long-term operational emissions would exceed the SCAQMD
threshold of significance for NOy, primarily associated with mobile source
emissions. The SCAB does not attain state criteria for NOx concentrations.
Furthermore, NOx is a precursor for Oz, and the SCAB is identified as a
federal and state non-attainment area for O3. As such, the Project’s long-term
operational activities, primarily associated with mobile source emissions,
would violate the air quality standard for NOx, which would contribute to
existing regional air quality violations and would cumulatively contribute to
the net increase of criteria pollutants for which the region is non-attainment
(NOx and Og). The Project’s impact is thus significant on a direct and
cumulative basis.

The Project will be required to implement Mitigation Measures MM 4.2-6
through MM 4.2-17 to reduce the Project’s significant long-term operational-
related impact associated with the emission of NOx contributions to the
SCAB’s non-attainment status for NOx and Oz. Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-
6 requires that legible, weather-proof signs be placed at truck access gates,
loading docks, and truck parking areas that identify applicable California Air
Resources Board (CARB) anti-idling regulations. Mitigation Measure MM
4.2-7 requires, prior to the issuance of building permits, that the City verify
that the parking lot striping and security plan allows for adequate truck
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stacking at gates to prevent queuing of trucks outside the property. MM 4.2-8
requires, prior to the issuance of a building permit, that documentation shall
be provided to the City of Moreno Valley demonstrating that the building
design meets the California Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards (2013).
Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-9 requires, prior to the issuance of occupancy
permits, documentation shall be provided to the City of Moreno Valley
demonstrating that Energy Star rated appliances and fixtures are installed in
restrooms and employee break areas. Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-10
requires, prior to the issuance of permits that would allow the installation of
landscaping, that the City of Moreno Valley review and approve landscaping
plans for the site which show a plant palette emphasizing drought-tolerant
plants and use of water-efficient irrigation techniques. Mitigation Measure
MM 4.2-11 requires, prior to the issuance of occupancy permits, that the
Project’s property owner provide documentation to the Planning Division
verifying that provisions are included in the building’s lease agreement that
inform tenants about the availability of: 1) alternatively fueled cargo handling
equipment; 2) grant programs for diesel fueled vehicle engine retrofit and/or
replacement; 3) designated truck parking locations in the City of Moreno
Valley; 4) access to alternative fueling stations in the City of Moreno Valley
that supply compressed natural gas (closest station is located on Indian Street,
south of Nanina Avenue); and 5) the United States Environmental Protection
Agency’s SmartWay program. Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-12 requires that,
prior to the issuance of occupancy permits, the Project’s property owner shall
provide documentation to the Planning Division verifying that provisions are
included in the building’s lease agreement that 1) encourages tenants to
display information about alternative transportation options in a common area
of the building and 2) informs tenants about locations of the nearest existing
and planned Metrolink stations and the benefits of implementing a voluntary
carpool or rideshare program for employees. Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-13
requires that, in the event that the building attracts trucks that need continual
power, all loading docks shall be equipped with electrical power hookups
from the building’s electrical system to allow the truck to comply with the
CARB 5-minute idling restriction and reduce air emissions associated with the
burning of fuel. Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-14 requires that building design
shall include conduit and plug-in locations for electric yard tractors, fork lifts,
reach stackers, and sweepers. Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-15 requires that
prior to the issuance of occupancy permits, the City of Moreno Valley shall
verify that a sign has been installed at each exit driveway, providing
directional information to the City’s truck route. Text on the sign shall read
“To Truck Route” with a directional arrow. Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-16
requires that prior to the issuance of a building permit, documentation shall be
provided to the City of Moreno Valley demonstrating that truck drive isles and
truck courts shall be composed of concrete. Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-17
requires that the Project’s building shall be capable of accommodating the
future installation of electrical infrastructure to service truck plug-ins at
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loading bays, as determined by the City of Moreno Valley at building permit
issuance.

In addition to Mitigation Measures MM 4.2-6 through MM 4.2-17, on-road
vehicles accessing the Project are required to comply with many state and
federal regulatory requirements that address fuel usage and mobile emissions
control, including but not limited to the California Code of Regulations Title
13, Title 17, and the CARB “Pavley” fuel standards. Furthermore, all new
developments in the State of California are required to comply with the
California Building Standards Code (also known as CalGreen), which
addresses operational energy use efficiency. For example, CalGreen Section
5.106, Site Development, requires that a certain number of parking spaces be
designated for any combination of low-emitting, fuel-efficient and
carpool/vanpool vehicles. CalGreen standards became more stringent in 2014
to require a higher level of energy efficiency than all previous versions of the
California Building Code. Cycle updates to CalGreen Title 24 have
undergone substantial changes in the last 10 years to require energy-efficient
development. The California Energy Commission (CEC) has increased the
overall stringency of the Title 24 standards by 45 to 50 percent since 2000.

The Project’s long-term emissions of NOx would directly and cumulatively
contribute to an existing air quality violation in the SCAB (NOx), as well as
cumulatively contribute to the net increase of a criteria pollutant for which the
SCARB is non-attainment (i.e., NOx and O3). The City of Moreno Valley finds
this impact to be a significant unavoidable direct and cumulative impact
(long-term). There are no additional feasible mitigation measures that would
avoid or substantially lessen emissions of NOx during long-term operation to
a level below significant while still attaining most of the basic objectives of
the Project. Mitigation Measures MM 4.2-6 through MM 4.2-17 have been
adopted and will reduce this impact, but not to a less-than-significant level.
This impact is overridden by Project benefits as set forth in the statement of
overriding considerations.

Factual Basis for the Finding: As discussed on Page 4.2-20 through Page 4.2-26 and
Page 4.2-33 through Page 4.2-34 of the Final EIR and
in the Project’s Air Quality Impact Analysis (Final EIR
Technical Appendix B1), air pollutant emissions during
Project operation (long term) are projected to exceed
the SCAQMD regional threshold for NOx. Long-term
emissions of NOx also would contribute to an existing
air quality violation in the SCAB (i.e., non-attainment
status for NOx and Os3) because NOx is precursors for
Os;.  As such, Project-related air emissions would
violate SCAQMD air quality standards and contribute
to the non-attainment status of criteria pollutants (NOx
and O3z). These Project-related air pollutant emissions
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are concluded to be a significant impact on a direct and
cumulatively considerable basis.

Project-related  operational ~ emissions  (before
mitigation) in the summer months will result in
maximum daily emissions of 326.86 pounds per day of
NOyx, which exceeds the SCAQMD’s regional
threshold of 55 pounds per day. Project-related
operational emissions (before mitigation) in the winter
months will result in maximum daily emissions of
339.97 pounds per day of NOyx, which exceeds the
SCAQMD’s regional threshold of 55 pounds per day.
Operational emissions for all other criteria pollutants
(VOC, CO, SOx, PMyy, PMys) will not exceed the
SCAQMD thresholds.

The Project will be required to implement Mitigation
Measures MM 4.2-6 through MM 4.2-17 to reduce the
Project’s significant long-term operational-related
impact associated with the emission of NOx and its
contributions to the SCAB’s non-attainment status for
NOx and Os. In addition, on-road vehicles accessing
the Project are required to comply with many state and
federal regulatory requirements that address fuel usage
and emissions control, including but not limited to the
California Code of Regulations Title 13, Title 17, Title
24, and the California Air Resources Board (CARB)
“Pavley” fuel standards. A listing of these regulatory
requirements is contained in Final EIR Appendices Bl
and F. Complying with all applicable regulatory
requirements and Mitigation Measures MM 4.2-6
through MM 4.2-17 by requiring that legible, weather-
proof signs be placed at truck access gates, loading
docks, and truck parking areas that identify applicable
California Air Resources Board (CARB) anti-idling
regulations (Mitigation Measure 4.2-6), by requiring
that the City verify that the parking lot striping and
security plan allows for adequate truck stacking at gates
to prevent queuing of trucks outside the property
(Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-7), by requiring that
documentation be provided to the City of Moreno
Valley demonstrating that the building design meets the
California Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards (2013)
requires, (Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-8), by requiring
that documentation is provided to the City of Moreno
Valley demonstrating the appliances and fixtures
installed in restrooms and employee break areas are
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Energy Star rated (Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-9), by
requiring that the City of Moreno Valley review and
approve landscaping plans for the site which show a
plant palette emphasizing drought-tolerant plants and
use of water-efficient irrigation techniques (Mitigation
Measure MM 4.2-10), by requiring that the Project’s
property owner include provisions in the building’s
lease agreement that inform tenants about the
availability of: 1) alternatively fueled cargo handling
equipment; 2) grant programs for diesel fueled vehicle
engine retrofit and/or replacement; 3) designated truck
parking locations in the City of Moreno Valley; 4)
access to alternative fueling stations in the City of
Moreno Valley that supply compressed natural gas
(closest station is located on Indian Street, south of
Nanina Avenue); and 5) the United States
Environmental  Protection  Agency’s  SmartWay
program (Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-11), by requiring
that the Project’s property owner to include provisions
in the building’s lease agreement that 1) encourages
tenants to display information about alternative
transportation options in a common area of the building
and 2) informs tenants about locations of the nearest
existing and planned Metrolink stations and the benefits
of implementing a voluntary carpool or rideshare
program for employees (Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-
12), by requiring that, in the event that the building
attracts trucks that need continual power, all loading
docks be equipped with an electrical power hookups
from the building’s electrical system to allow the truck
to comply with the CARB 5-minute idling restriction
and reduce air emissions associated with the burning of
fuel (Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-13), by requiring that
the building design include conduit and plug-in
locations for operating equipment such as electric yard
tractors, fork lifts, reach stackers, and sweepers
(Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-14), by requiring that a
sign is installed at each exit driveway, providing
directional information to the City’s truck route
(Mitigation measure MM 4.2-15), by requiring that.
documentation be provided to the City of Moreno
Valley demonstrating that truck drive isles and truck
courts shall be composed of concrete (Mitigation
Measure MM 4.2-16), and by requiring that the
Project’s building shall be capable of accommodating
the future installation of electrical infrastructure to
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service truck plug-ins at loading bays, as determined by
the City of Moreno Valley at building permit issuance
(Mitigation Measure MM4.2-17). These requirements,
included in the Final EIR as mitigation measures,
would reduce NOx emissions, but not to a level below
the SCAQMD thresholds of significance, which the
EIR relies upon to form a significance conclusion.

The majority of the Project’s NOx emissions would be
from tailpipe emissions of vehicles traveling to and
from the Project site. There are no other feasible ways
to reduce the Project’s impact and meet the Project’s
objectives. It is not feasible to impose nor would there
be any environmental benefit to the SCAB from
requiring trucks accessing this Project to meet stricter
engine requirements than state and federal laws require.
Imposing engine restrictions on this one Project or even
on all new warehouse projects in the City of Moreno
Valley is not feasible given the realities of the southern
California economy and the nature of local control.
High cube logistics and warehousing is one of the
largest sectors of the California economy and is subject
to fierce competition. As explained on Page 2-5 of the
Final EIR, the Project is consistent with the Southern
California Association of Governments’ Regional
Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities
Strategy (RTP/SCS), and particularly its Goods
Movement Chapter. As stated on Final EIR Page 2-5
and quoting from the RTP/SCS Goods Movement
Chapter, “Goods movement and freight transportation
are essential to supporting the SCAG regional economy
and quality of life. The goods movement system in the
SCAG region is a multimodal, coordinated network that
includes deep water marine ports, international border
crossings, Class I rail lines, interstate highways, state
routes and local roads, air cargo facilities, intermodal
facilities, and regional distribution and warehousing
clusters. In 2010, over 1.15 billion tons of cargo valued
at almost $2 trillion moved across the region’s
transportation system.  Whether carrying imported
goods from the San Pedro Bay Ports to regional
distribution centers, supplying materials for local
manufacturers, or delivering consumer goods to SCAG
residents, the movement of freight provides the goods
and services needed to sustain regional industries and
consumers on a daily basis.” The imposition of
additional mitigation measures on the Project as
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suggested in comment letters received by the City on
the Draft EIR, such as imposing engine requirements on
the vehicle fleet accessing the Project site, would have
no realized environmental benefit because companies
seeking to rent or buy such warehousing space have a
wide range of location options throughout Southern
California (particularly in the Inland Empire) and if the
City of Moreno Valley were to unilaterally impose fleet
restrictions on warehouse buildings within its borders,
its share of the developable market for warehouse uses
would evaporate as users and tenants not meeting the
restriction would simply relocate to other cities within
the SCAB (such as Ontario, Perris, Riverside, Corona,
Beaumont, etc.) where fleet controls are not in place.
Thus, the NOx emissions would simply be shifted to
another portion of the Air Basin and the Air Basin’s
overall air quality would not be benefited.
Additionally, the overall air quality in the Air Basin
could arguably be worsened if the alternative locations
resulted in increased vehicle miles traveled and hence
more emissions. The Project location is in geographic
area of the Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan, which
is an area of the City that has been planned for
industrial development for over 25 years and that is
consistent with the SCAG’s Goods Movement Strategy.
The same rationale holds true for emissions from on-
site operating equipment such as yard trucks. As state
and federal emission regulations and restrictions at the
San Pedro Bay Ports become more stringent, it is
expected that older trucks and operating equipment will
diminish from warehousing truck fleets and operational
equipment fleets without additional restrictions
imposed by local governments. CARB reports indicate
that NOx and other air pollutant emissions are trending
downward, showing an overall improvement in air
quality over the past several decades even as population
and new development is increasing (refer to Final EIR
Pages 4.2-5 through 4.2-11, including Tables 4.2-3 and
4.2-4). As shown Dby this data and in Technical
Appendices B1, B2, and B3, overall air quality within
the Air Basin is dramatically improving as the result of
regulatory programs and is expected to continue to
improve in the future as regulations become more
stringent.

In conclusion, although implementation of mandatory
and applicable state and federal regulatory requirements
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a.

Finding:

and Mitigation Measures MM 4.2-6 through MM 4.2-
17, as set forth in the MMP attached as Exhibit A, will
reduce long-term operational emissions of NOx and
contributions to the SCAB’s nonattainment status for
NOx and Os, Project-related operational emissions of
NOXx, primarily from mobile source emissions, would
remain above the SCAQMD significance threshold and
there are no other ways to measurably reduce this
impact with mitigation measures that are fully
enforceable, have an essential nexus to a legitimate
governmental interest, and are roughly proportional to
the impacts of the Project.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Significant and Unavoidable Cumulative Impact: The generation of
greenhouse gas emissions that have significant effect on the environment
(Threshold 1) and conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation
(Threshold 2).

Greenhouse gasses (GHGs) would be emitted by the Project, approximately
90% of which would come from mobile sources (vehicles traveling to and
from the Project site). Given the methodologies applied in the GHG analysis
and the number of traffic trips and vehicle miles traveled that are assumed in
the technical analysis contained in Technical Appendix F, the Project is not
able to reduce its GHG emissions by 28.5% or greater as compared to the
business as usual (BAU) scenario, pursuant to the mandates of AB 32. In
addition, the Project is calculated to emit a total of 18,322.72 metric tons of
CO2 equivalent (MTCO.e) per year without mitigation and 14,453 MTCOe
with mitigation, which exceeds the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of
10,000 MTCOye per year for stationary source emissions from industrial
projects. Although the Project’s emissions would primarily come from mobile
sources and not stationary sources, the SCAQMD criterion was nonetheless
taken into consideration in the evaluation of the Project’s GHG impacts.
Because compliance with AB 32 is the significance criterion applied by the
City of Moreno Valley for the analysis of GHG impacts, and further because
the Project would emit more than 10,000 MTCO-e on an annual basis, the
Project is determined to result in GHG emissions (including long-term
operational emissions and short-term construction-related emissions amortized
over the life of the Project) that would have a cumulatively considerable effect
on the environment. In addition, the Project would result in a cumulatively
considerable conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for
the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs (AB 32). The application of
Mitigation Measures MM 4.2-6 through MM 4.2-17 in Final EIR Section 4.2,
Air Quality, and Mitigation Measures MM 4.6-1 through MM 4.6-6 in Final
EIR Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, would reduce Project-related
GHG emissions; however, these measures would not substantially reduce
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Project-related mobile source GHG emissions (which comprise approximately
90% of the Project’s total GHG emissions). Mobile source emissions are
regulated by state and federal emissions and fuel use standards, and are
outside of the control of the Project Applicant, future Project tenants, and the
City of Moreno Valley. No additional mitigation measures are available to
substantially reduce the Project’s mobile source GHG emissions that are 1)
feasible for the Project Applicant to implement, 2) enforceable by the City of
Moreno Valley, and 3) that have a proportional nexus to the Project’s impact.
This impact is overridden by Project benefits as set forth in the statement of
overriding considerations.

Factual Basis for Finding: As discussed in Subsection 4.6 of the Final EIR and the
Project’s Greenhouse Gas Analysis (Final EIR Technical
Appendix F), the Project would result in the emission of
greenhouse gasses, 90% of which would come from
mobile sources (vehicles traveling to and from the site).
Because the environmental impact affected by
greenhouse gas emissions (GHGS) is the issue of Global
Climate Change (GCC), the Project does not have the
potential to result in direct and significant GCC-related
effects in the absence of cumulative sources of GHGs.
The CEQA Guidelines also emphasize that the effects of
GHG emissions are cumulative, and should be analyzed
in the context of CEQA’s requirements for cumulative
impacts analysis (See CEQA Guidelines 815130[f]).
Therefore all impacts resulting from the Project’s
greenhouse gas emissions were evaluated as cumulative.

Given the methodologies applied in the GHG analysis
and the number of traffic trips and vehicle miles traveled
that are assumed in Technical Appendix F, the Project
would not be feasibly able to reduce GHG emissions by
28.5% or greater as compared to the business as usual
(BAU) scenario, pursuant to the mandates of AB 32.
Also, although approximately 90% of the Project’s
emissions would be from mobile sources and not
stationary sources, the Project would exceed the
SCAQMD’s annual threshold of 10,000 metric tons per
year of carbon monoxide equivalent (MTCO.e) related
to stationary source emissions from industrial projects.
As shown in Final EIR Table 4.6-6, the Project would
emit 18,322.72 MTCOe under the BAU scenario and
14,453.47 MTCO.e with the application of mitigation
measures presented in the Final EIR and regulatory
requirements enforced since AB 32 was adopted. The
Project improvement over BAU is 21.12%, whereas the
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3.

NOISE

goal of AB 32 is 28.5%. Because the Project’s energy
source air emissions account for only 6% of the Project’s
total GHG emissions (830.59 MTCO.e) and on-site
operating equipment account for only 1.0% of the
Project’s GHG emissions (153.70 MTCO.e), many of
the measures suggested by comments to the Draft EIR
(which address small components of the overall energy-
sources) would result in very low overall GHG emission
reduction percentages compared to the Project as a
whole. Many of the suggested measures would in a
reduction of less than three-tenths of one percent.
Further, many of the measures suggested in comments to
the Draft EIR are associated with tenant operations that
are beyond the City’s authority and capacity to impose
and enforce.

In conclusion, because compliance with AB 32 is the
significance criterion applied by the City of Moreno
Valley for GHG impacts, the Project is determined to
result in GHG emissions that would have a cumulatively
considerable effect on the environment. In addition, the
Project would result in a cumulatively considerable
conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
GHGs (AB 32). Mitigation Measures MM 4.6-1
through MM 4.6-6 have been applied as conditions of
approval for the project to reduce energy use emissions
and emissions from on-site equipment. However, these
Mitigation Measures do not reduce the Project’s mobile
source. GHG emissions, which account for
approximately 90% of the Project’s total GHG
emissions. There are no other ways to measurably
reduce the Project’s mobile source emissions of
greenhouse gasses that are feasible and practical to
monitor and enforce.

a. Significant and Unavoidable Direct and Cumulative Impact (Near-term):
Short-term generation of construction-related noise levels in excess of the City
Noise Ordinance standard for non-transportation and stationary noise sources
and short-term substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project
(Thresholds 1, 3, and 4).

Finding:

The City of Moreno Valley Noise Ordinance (Municipal Code Section
11.80.030.D.7) states that construction noise cannot occur between the hours
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of 8PM and 7AM. The Project’s construction activities are required to
comply with the Ordinance. Because the Noise Ordinance does not specify a
maximum decibel limit on noise levels during permitted construction hours
(and as such, any noise level is permitted to occur), the City conservatively
applied the Noise Ordinance’s decibel limit for non-transportation and
stationary noise sources as the significance threshold for construction
activities (65 dBA at 200 feet from the property line of industrial properties
during daytime hours). During Project construction, in the event that Project
construction activities occur simultaneously with other construction activities
that affect the same sensitive receptors, cumulatively considerable
construction-related noise impacts could potentially occur.

The Project will be required to implement Mitigation Measure MM 4.7-1
which requires construction practices that would minimize noise impacts.
Mitigation Measure MM 4.7-1 requires the Project to provide written records
of notes (as well as comply with the requirements of the notes) on future
grading plans that 1) limit the hours of construction activities to hours
permitted by the Noise Ordinance, 2) require construction equipment, fixed or
mobile, to be equipped with properly operating and maintained mufflers, 3)
require that all construction activity and equipment staging areas be placed on
the site so that all emitted noise is directed towards the center of the property
and away from the property boundaries and noise sensitive receptors nearest
the Project site, and 4) require that all haul truck deliveries use City-approved
haul routes and limit haul hours. Additional feasible mitigation measures are
not available to further reduce Project-related construction noise levels,
resulting in a significant and unavoidable near-term direct and cumulative
impact. Mitigation Measure MM 4.7-1 has been adopted and will reduce this
impact, but not to a less-than-significant level. This impact is overridden by
Project benefits as set forth in the statement of overriding considerations.

Factual Basis for the Finding: As discussed on Pages 4.7-17 and 4.7-19, and in the
Project’s Noise Impact Analysis (Final EIR Technical
Appendix G), in the event that Project construction
activities occur simultaneously with other construction
activities that affect the same sensitive receptors,
cumulative construction-related noise impacts would
also be significant. As disclosed on EIR Page 4.7-10,
the nearest noise sensitive receptor is a non-conforming
residential home located approximately 240 feet
northwest of the Project site, within the Moreno Valley
Industrial Area Plan. To reduce the Project’s
construction-related noise impact on sensitive noise
receptors, the Project will be required to implement
Mitigation Measure MM 4.7-1, as set forth in the MMP
attached as Exhibit A, which requires construction
practices that would minimize noise levels to sensitive
receptors, but not to below a level of significance on a
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cumulative basis. Additional feasible noise-reduction
measures are not available to further reduce the off-site
noise level during construction, with the loudest noise
occurring during the mass grading phase of the
construction process. Construction is required to occur
in compliance with the City’s Noise Ordinance, which
does not specify a maximum decibel level for
construction activities.

4. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

a. Significant and Unavoidable Cumulative Impact (Near-term): Conflict
with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system (Threshold 1).

Finding: The Project’s contribution of traffic to the Indian Street/Grove View Road
intersection and roadway segment Nos. 17, 18, and 19 (Indian Street, North of
Grove View Road; Indian Street, South of Grove View Road; and Indian
Street, North of Harley Knox Boulevard) is determined to be cumulatively
considerable and unavoidable in the near-term. However, such impacts would
be eliminated once Heacock Street is extended to Harley Knox Boulevard.
Also, the Project’s cumulative impacts at four (4) intersections (Indian
Street/Harley Knox Boulevard, Western Way/Harley Knox Boulevard,
Patterson Avenue/Harley Knox Boulevard, and Webster Avenue/Harley Knox
Boulevard) and seven (7) roadway segments (Harley Knox Boulevard, 1-215
Northbound Ramps to Western Way; Harley Knox Boulevard, East of
Western Way; Harley Knox Boulevard, West of Patterson Avenue; Harley
Knox Boulevard, East of Patterson Avenue; Harley Knox Boulevard, West of
Webster Avenue; Harley Knox Boulevard, East of Webster Avenue; and
Harley Knox Boulevard, West of Indian Street) in the City of Perris would be
significant and unavoidable because these intersections fall outside of the City
of Moreno Valley’s jurisdiction and there is no fee program in place to which
the Project can contribute mitigation funds. Also, the City of Moreno Valley
has no authority to assure that the needed improvements will be in place prior
to the Project’s Opening Year Cumulative (2018) condition. Although needed
improvements to Harley Knox Boulevard are programmed as part of the North
Perris Road and Bridge Benefit District (NPRBBD), the proposed Project is
not in the NPRBBD fee area. As such, there is no feasible and legal means for
the Project to monetarily contribute to the improvements. Because such a
funding program is not currently in place, the City of Moreno Valley finds this
impact to be a significant and unavoidable near-term cumulative impact. This
impact is overridden by Project benefits as set forth in the statement of
overriding considerations.

Factual Basis for the Finding: As discussed on Pages 4.8-22 through 4.8-24 of the
Final EIR, and in the Project’s Traffic Impact Analysis
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(Final EIR Technical Appendix H1), the addition of
Project traffic to the circulation network would impact
four (4) intersections and seven (7) roadway segments
in the City of Perris that are programmed for
improvement, but for which there is no mechanism for
the Project to contribute fees to mitigate its impact.
These intersections are Western Way/Harley Knox
Boulevard, Patterson Avenue/ Harley Knox Boulevard,
Webster Avenue/ Harley Knox Boulevard, and Indian
Street/Harley Knox Boulevard. These roadway
segments are Harley Knox Boulevard, 1-215
Northbound Ramps to Western Way; Harley Knox
Boulevard, East of Western Way; Harley Knox
Boulevard, West of Patterson Avenue; Harley Knox
Boulevard, East of Patterson Avenue; Harley Knox
Boulevard, West of Webster Avenue; Harley Knox
Boulevard, East of Webster Avenue; and Harley Knox
Boulevard, West of Indian Street. At Opening Year
Cumulative (2018) Conditions the intersections of
Western Way/Harley Knox Boulevard, Patterson
Avenue/Harley Knox Boulevard, Webster
Avenue/Harley  Knox Boulevard, and Indian
Street/Harley Knox Boulevard are projected to operate
at a LOS F under AM and PM peak hour conditions.
At Opening Year Cumulative (2018) Conditions the
roadway segments of Harley Knox Boulevard, between
I-215 Northbound Ramps and Western Way, East of
Western Way, and West of Patterson Avenue are
projected to operate at a LOS E. Harley Knox
Boulevard, East of Patterson Avenue, West of Webster
Avenue, East of Webster Avenue, and West of Indian
Street are projected to operate at a LOS F. Although
programmed improvements (funded by the NPRBBD)
are anticipated to relieve these deficiencies in the long-
term along Harley Knox Boulevard, there is no
assurance that the improvements will be in place at the
time of the proposed Project’s Opening Year
Cumulative (2018) Conditions, and the Project cannot
pay NPRBBD fees because the property is not located
in the NPRBBD fee area. Mitigation measures beyond
contribution to a fee program, such as full improvement
of the intersections by the Project, are not feasible
because there lacks proportionality to the Project’s
impacts. Additionally, City of Moreno Valley is not
authorized to require physical improvements to
intersections in the City of Perris. There are no feasible
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b.

Finding:

mitigation measures that will reduce the Project’s
cumulative near term impacts to these four (4)
intersections and seven (7) roadway segments below a
level of significance. Additionally, two (2) of the
cumulatively impacted intersections are at 1-215 ramps
in Caltrans’ jurisdiction. Caltrans does not have a fee
or other mitigation program in place for the mitigation
of direct or cumulative impacts caused by private
development projects on the State Highway System.

Significant Unavoidable Cumulatively Considerable Impact: Conflict with
an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to
level of service standards (Threshold 2)

The Project would contribute more than 50 peak hour trips to four (4)
mainline segments of 1-215 and one (1) mainline segment of SR-91 within the
Project study area that operate at an unacceptable LOS. In addition, the
Project would have a cumulatively considerable impact to unacceptable LOS
at the Harley Knox Boulevard/I-215 interchange and merge/diverge pattern.
In addition, the Project’s cumulative impact to the 1-215 Northbound ramp at
Harley Knox Boulevard is determined to be significant and unavoidable near-
term impact.

Factual Basis for Finding: As discussed on Pages 4.8-28 through 4.8-30, 4.8-33

through 4.8-34, 4.8-38 and 4.8-39 of the Final EIR, and
in the Project’s Traffic Impact Analysis (Final EIR
Technical Appendix H1), the addition of Project traffic
to the existing highway network would result in
multiple significant cumulatively considerable impacts
including four (4) 1-215 freeway mainline segments: I-
215 Southbound, between Van Buren Boulevard and
Harley Knox Boulevard (LOS “F” during the AM and
PM peak hours); 1-215 Northbound, between Box
Springs Road and SR-60/1-215 Freeway (LOS “E”
during the AM and PM peak hours); 1-215 Northbound,
between SR-60 Freeway and Eucalyptus Avenue (LOS
“F” during the PM peak hour); and 1-215 Northbound,
between Van Buren Boulevard and Harley Knox
Boulevard (LOS “F” during the PM peak hour), one (1)
freeway ramp: 1-215 Northbound Ramp at Harley Knox
Boulevard, which is projected to experience long
queues during the AM peak hour, and three (3) freeway
ramp junction merge/diverge areas: 1-215 Southbound
Off-Ramp at Harley Knox Boulevard in the AM and
PM peak hours; 1-215 Southbound On-Ramp at Harley
Knox Boulevard in the AM and PM peak hours; and I-
215 Northbound On-Ramp at Harley Knox Boulevard
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in the PM peak hour. In addition, the SR-91 eastbound
segment between Central Avenue and 14th Street
operates at unacceptable LOS under Existing (2013)
conditions without Project-related traffic. As such, the
Project’s contribution of traffic to the SR-91 eastbound
segment between Central Avenue and 14th Street
would be cumulatively considerable because the Project
would add 50 or more peak hour trips to a deficient
operating condition.

Improvements are planned for each of the affected
freeways impacted by the Project’s significant
cumulative impacts; however they are not completed
under existing conditions. Freeway expansion projects
are planned or are in-progress for 1-215 and SR-91
mainline segments within the Project study area. A
schedule for constructing planned improvements to I-
215 has not yet been identified due to funding shortfalls
while several construction projects are underway to
improve traffic mobility along SR-91 and are assumed
to be in place for the Opening Year (2018) analysis
scenario. Until the improvements are in place to relieve
congested conditions, the Project’s impact would be
cumulatively considerable. All freeway ramps at the I-
215/Harley Knox Boulevard interchange are projected
to operate with acceptable stacking distances in the
Opening Year (2018) with planned improvements.
However, there is no timeline for the beginning or
completion of the construction of planned
improvements to 1-215. Because 1-215 is under the
jurisdiction of Caltrans, the City of Moreno Valley
cannot assure improvements to 1-215 and there is no
assurance planned improvements will be in place prior
to occupancy of the Project (Year 2015). As such, the
Project’s cumulative impact to the 1-215 Northbound
ramp at Harley Knox Boulevard and the merge/diverge
areas at the southbound on/off-ramps and northbound
off-ramp at the [-215/Harley Knox Boulevard is
determined to be significant and unavoidable near-term
impact.
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V. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES
A. ALTERNATIVE SITES

Finding: There exists no feasible and available alternative site for the Project which
would avoid or substantially lessen the significant impacts of the Project while
allowing for the feasible attainment of most of the Project’s basic objectives.

Factual Basis for the Finding: As discussed on Pages 6-4 through 6-5 of the Final
EIR, the Project is consistent with the Light Industrial
land use designation applied to the property by the City
of Moreno Valley General Plan and as further detailed
by the Industrial designation applied to the property by
the Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan (MVIAP)
(Specific Plan 208). Thus, it can be reasonably
assumed that development would ultimately occur in
conformance with the property’s applicable land use
designation, whether by the Project Applicant or by
others in the future. An examination of alternative sites
is typically not necessary when a proposed
development project is consistent with the applicable
land use plan, because it can reasonably be assumed
that development would ultimately occur in
conformance with the applicable land use designation,
whether by the Project Applicant or by others in the
future. In cases where a proposed project is consistent
with the applicable General Plan, the alternatives
analysis should typically focus on options for
developing the site consistent with adopted plan
policies and the discussion of alternatives should search
for an environmentally superior version of the project
on the site instead of an alternative site.

The Project site is flat and is mostly developed with
existing uses with the exception of approximately 13
acres in the eastern portion of the subject property
which  contain  heavily  disturbed  vegetation
communities that are routinely maintained (i.e., disced)
for fire management. Locating the proposed Project on
an alternative site, therefore, would not avoid physical
disturbance of the property. The only potential
advantage, then, to selecting an alternative site for the
proposed Project would be to displace the Project’s
operational effects to a different location.

The Project site is surrounded to the north, south, and
east by properties developed with or planned for the
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future construction of industrial land uses. Non-
conforming residential land uses and March ARB are
located to the west. Few other properties in the City of
Moreno Valley and western Riverside County would
offer less developmental and environmental constraints,
or fewer physical environmental impacts than the
proposed Project site. Development of the Project in an
alternate location would have similar impacts as would
occur with implementation of the Project at its proposed
location. For these reasons, an alternative sites analysis
is not required for the proposed Project.

B. NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

Finding:

The No Project Alternative would fail to meet all of the Project’s specific
objectives as listed in Subsection I1.B above. This Alternative would not
allow for the construction and operation of a logistics center warehouse. This
Alternative also would not attract new businesses or jobs to the City of
Moreno Valley because the property would remain as a partially developed
site with 13 acres of vacant land on the eastern portion of the site. Moreover,
selection of the No Project Alternative, while preventing redevelopment of the
property with a logistics center warehouse building, would not result in a
reduction in demand for high-cube warehouse logistics development in
western Riverside County; thus, it is likely for the Project’s environmental
impacts to occur elsewhere in the City or Inland Empire region rather than be
avoided. The No Project Alternative would avoid physical impacts to the
property.  Operational impacts associated with transportation/traffic, air
quality, and greenhouse gas emissions, and noise impacts during the Project’s
construction phase would be avoided but likely displaced to another property.

Factual Basis for the Finding: The No Project Alternative was selected by the Lead

Agency to compare the environmental effects of the
proposed Project to the environmental effects of the No
Project Alternative which would leave the property in
its existing condition. Under existing conditions a
portion of the property is vacant and a portion is
developed with light industrial uses, outdoor storage
areas, paved parking areas, and a water
quality/detention  basin. The proposed Project
implements the City of Moreno Valley General Plan
and the MVIAP. If the Project were not approved, it is
reasonable to expect that the property would remain
mostly developed with the exception of approximately
13 acres located on the eastern portion of the subject

property.
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As discussed on Pages 6-3, 6-8 through 6-10, and in
Table 6-1 on Page 6-24 of the Final EIR, aesthetic
impacts would be increased under this Alternative
while other environmental effects would be avoided by
the selection of this Alternative.  However, this
Alternative would not absorb demand for logistics
center space in western Riverside County; thus, it is
likely that any reduced level of environmental impact
achieved through this Alternative would be displaced to
another property rather than avoided. This conclusion
is supported by the discussion in the Southern
California Association of Governments’ Regional
Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities
Strategy (RTP/SCS) and particularly it’s Goods
Movement Chapter, on Page 2-5 of the Final EIR. As
stated on Final EIR Page 2-5, according to SCAG’s
Comprehensive Regional Goods Movement Plan and
Implementation  Strategy, the SCAG region is
forecasted to have a demand for over one billion square
feet of warehousing space by the year 2035. However,
SCAG projects that the region will run out of suitably
zoned vacant land designated for warehouse facilities in
about the year 2028. Unless other land not currently
zoned for warehousing becomes available, SCAG
forecasts that by year 2035, a projected shortfall of
approximately 227 million square feet of industrial
warehouse space will occur between the years 2028 and
2035. The Project site is located in the Moreno Valley
Industrial Area Plan area and has been planned for
industrial use for the past 25 years. Leaving the
property as it stands under existing conditions would
reduce the tax revenue and employment generation
potential of the property and shift the demand for
warehouse space to a different property, resulting in no
environmental benefits.  Additionally, the existing
development that occurs on the property today does not
meet the Project’s basic objectives and would not fully
implement the Light Industrial land use designation
applied to the property by the City’s General Plan.
Existing development on the site fails to make efficient
use of the property as compared to the objective to
make efficient use of a property by maximizing its
buildout potential based on City of Moreno Valley
Municipal Code standards. The existing development
represents an inefficient use of land that is not justified
by the environmental benefit of avoiding, but more
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likely displacing, the significant and unavoidable
impacts associated with constructing and operating a
logistics center warehouse on the property.

C. VACANT LOT DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE

Finding This Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. The Vacant Lot
Development Alternative would fail to meet most of the project’s objectives.
While the Project that would be met by the Vacant Lot Development
Alternative would meet two objectives — to attract new business/job
opportunities to the City of Moreno Valley and to develop a
vacant/underutilized property in a manner that complements surrounding
development — these objectives would be achieved less effectively by this
Alternative than by the proposed Project. Implementation of the Vacant Lot
Alternative would retain the existing light industrial land uses on the western
portion of the property and developing the eastern, undeveloped portion of the
property (approximately 13 acres) with one (1) 200,000 s.f. light industrial
building.  This Alternative would avoid the Project’s cumulatively
considerable and unavoidable impact related to GHG emissions and would
lessen the Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality, noise,
and transportation/traffic, although such impacts would not be fully avoided
under this Alternative. In addition, this Alternative would reduce the Project’s
less-than-significant effects to biological resources and geology/soils.

Factual Basis For Finding This Alternative was selected by the Lead Agency to
evaluate the comparative environmental benefits of
retaining the existing light industrial land uses on the
western portion of the property and developing the
eastern, undeveloped portion of the property
(approximately 13 acres) with one (1) 200,000 s.f. light
industrial building.

As discussed on Pages 6-3, and 6-10 through 6-15 and
in Table 6-1 on Page 6-24 of the Final EIR,
implementation of the Vacant Lot Development
Alternative would avoid the Project’s cumulatively
considerable and unavoidable impact related to GHG
emissions and reduce, but not avoid, the Project’s
significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality,
noise, and transportation/traffic.  In addition, this
Alternative would reduce the Project’s less-than-
significant effects to biological resources and
geology/soils.  Impacts to aesthetics and cultural
resources would remain similar under the Vacant Lot
Development Alternative as they would under the
proposed Project. This Alternative would generate
approximately 1,394 actual daily vehicle trips (utilizing
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the ITE trip rate for general light industrial) which is
approximately 25 percent less than traffic that would be
generated by the Project. As such, air quality, noise
and traffic/transportation impacts associated with long-
term operation of the Vacant Lot Development
Alternative would be reduced as compared to the
Project; however, this alternative would not avoid the
Project’s  significant air quality, noise, and
transportation/traffic impacts. However, due to the
reduction in the amount of average daily vehicle trips
associated with this Alternative, mobile-source related
GHG emissions would be substantially decreased as
compared to the proposed Project (mobile source
emissions account for approximately 90 percent of the
Project’s GHG emissions). Although this Alternative
would avoid the Project’s cumulatively considerable
and unavoidable impact related to GHG emissions and
reduce but not avoid the Project’s significant and
unavoidable impacts to air quality, noise, and
transportation/traffic, this Alternative would not absorb
demand for large warehouse spaces in western
Riverside County. As stated on Final EIR Page 2-5,
according to SCAG’s Comprehensive Regional Goods
Movement Plan and Implementation Strategy, the
SCAG region is forecasted to have a demand for over
one billion square feet of warehousing space by the
year 2035. However, SCAG projects that the region
will run out of suitably zoned vacant land designated
for warehouse facilities in about the year 2028. Unless
other land not currently zoned for warehousing
becomes available, SCAG forecasts that by year 2035, a
projected shortfall of approximately 227 million square
feet of industrial warehouse space will occur between
the years 2028 and 2035. As the availability of vacant
locations for industrial/warehousing facilities near the
ports reach capacity, the demand will shift inland to
regions that have the vacant land and infrastructure to
accommodate such land uses, primarily the Inland
Empire. In addition, developing only the vacant lot on
the Project site fails to make efficient use of the
property as compared to the objective to maximize the
site’s buildout potential based on City of Moreno
Valley Municipal Code standards. The Vacant Lot
Development Alternative represents an inefficient use
of land that is not justified by the environmental benefit
of reducing or avoiding, but more likely displacing, the
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significant and unavoidable impacts associated with
constructing and operating a logistics center warehouse
on the property.

D. SMALL BUILDINGS ALTERNATIVE

Finding: The Small Buildings Alternative would meet seven of the eight of the
Project’s objectives, but to a lesser degree, and would fail to meet the Project’s objective
to achieve maximum buildout potential of the site based on City of Moreno Valley
Municipal Code standards. This Alternative also would not reach the property’s full
potential to reduce demand for high-cube logistics warehouse development in western
Riverside County; thus, it is likely that some of the environmental effects associated with
logistics center operations would occur elsewhere in the City or Inland Empire region
rather than be avoided. Implementation of the Small Buildings Alternative would result
in the construction of two (2) 400,000 s.f. high cube industrial warehouse buildings on-
site in lieu of the single, large building proposed by the Project. There would be a 28%
reduction in building area. Implementation of this Alternative would reduce, but not
avoid, the Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality, greenhouse gases,
noise, and transportation/traffic. Potential impacts to aesthetics, biological resources,
cultural resources, and geology/soils would be similar under the Small Buildings
Alternative and the proposed Project.

Factual Basis for the Finding: This Alternative was selected by the Lead Agency to
compare the environmental effects of the proposed
Project (one larger building that is likely to attract one
tenant) against the environmental effects of
constructing two smaller buildings that would generate
fewer daily truck trips. Under this Alternative, two
buildings would be constructed, and combined would
include 800,000 s.f. of building area, 309,378 s.f. less
than the proposed Project. There would be a 28%
reduction in building area.

As discussed on Pages 6-3, and 6-15 through 6-29 and
in Table 6-1 on Page 6-24 of the Final EIR,
implementation of the Small Buildings Alternative
would reduce, but not avoid, the Project’s significant
and unavoidable impacts to air quality, greenhouse
gases, noise, and transportation/traffic. Although this
Alternative would result in a reduction in building area,
this Alternative would require the construction of more
walls for the individual buildings and would require
more area requiring paint, thereby increasing the
emission of VOCs under near-term conditions. In
addition, construction of this Alternative would reduce,
but not avoid, the Project’s near term significant and
unavoidable construction noise impact. The buildings
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would generate approximately 1,885 PCE vehicle trips
on a daily basis (utilizing the same ITE trip generation
rate and vehicle fleet mix applied to the proposed
Project), in comparison to the proposed Project which
would generate approximately 2,619 PCE vehicle trips
on a daily basis. This reduction in daily vehicle trips
would reduce the operational impacts associated with
traffic and air quality as compared to the proposed
Project; however, these impacts would not be avoided
entirely.  Additionally, because the Small Buildings
Alternative would involve less building area and fewer
daily vehicle trips, non-mobile and mobile source
operational GHG emissions would be reduced.
However, GHG impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable. In addition, the reduced building square
footage and the impacts associated with building
operations would likely be displaced to another
property achieving no real environmental benefit. This
conclusion is supported by the discussion in the
Southern California Association of Governments’
Regional  Transportation Plan /  Sustainable
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and particularly its
Goods Movement Chapter, on Page 2-5 of the Final
EIR. As stated on Final EIR, according to SCAG’s
Comprehensive Regional Goods Movement Plan and
Implementation  Strategy, the SCAG region is
forecasted to have a demand for over one billion square
feet of warehousing space by the year 2035. However,
SCAG projects that the region will run out of suitably
zoned vacant land designated for warehouse facilities in
about the year 2028. Unless other land not currently
zoned for warehousing becomes available, SCAG
forecasts that by year 2035, a projected shortfall of
approximately 227 million square feet of industrial
warehouse space will occur between the years 2028 and
2035. As the availability of vacant locations for
industrial/warehousing facilities near the ports reach
capacity, the demand will shift inland to regions that
have the vacant land and infrastructure to accommodate
such land uses, primarily the Inland Empire. Therefore,
there would be no environmental benefit to the
selection of this Alternative.

E. REDUCED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

Finding: The Reduced Project Alternative would construct one (1) 800,000 s.f. high-
cube warehouse building while keeping the remaining approximately 13 acres
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of the property as vacant, undeveloped land. The Reduced Project Alternative
would meet seven of the eight of the Project’s objectives, but to a lesser
degree, and would fail to meet the Project’s objective to achieve maximum
buildout potential of the site based on City of Moreno Valley Municipal Code
standards. This Alternative also would not reach the property’s full potential
to reduce demand for high-cube logistics warehouse development in western
Riverside County; thus, it is likely that some of the environmental effects of
logistics center operations would occur elsewhere in the City or Inland Empire
region rather than be avoided. Selection of this Alternative would reduce the
amount of industrial warehouse building square footage on-site by 309,378
s.f., which is a 28% reduction in building area but would not necessarily
prevent the additional square footage from being located in another location in
the City or Inland Empire region in response to the demand for industrial
building space in western Riverside County. The Reduced Project Alternative
would not avoid physical impacts to the property. Impacts associated with
transportation/traffic, air  quality, greenhouse gas, noise, and
transportation/traffic would be reduced, but not avoided under this
Alternative.

Factual Basis for the Finding: The Reduced Project Alternative was chosen by the
Lead Agency to determine if a smaller building size
would reduce the Project significant unavoidable
impacts. As discussed on Pages 6-3 and 6-19 though
Page 6-23 and in Table 6-1 on Page 6-24 of the Final
EIR, selection of this Alternative would generate
approximately 28% less daily vehicle traffic than the
proposed Project, which would decrease — but not fully
avoid — the Project’s significant and unavoidable
cumulatively considerable effects to
Transportation/Traffic. In addition, construction of this
Alternative would reduce, but not avoid, the Project’s
near term significant and unavoidable construction
noise impact. Furthermore, because the Reduced
Project Alternative would involve less building area
and fewer daily vehicle trips, non-mobile and mobile
source operational GHG emissions would be reduced.
However, GHG impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable. In addition, the reduced building square
footage and the impacts associated with building
operations would likely be displaced to another
property achieving no real environmental benefit. This
alternative would generally reduce many of the other
Project-related impacts that are related to building
intensity. The Reduced Project Alternative would
reduce the impacts to biological resources, potentially
avoid impacts to cultural resources, and would have
similar impacts to the proposed Project on aesthetics
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and geology and soils. However, the reduced building
square footage and the impacts associated with building
operations would likely be displaced to another
property achieving no real environmental benefit. This
conclusion is supported by the discussion in the
Southern California Association of Governments’
Regional  Transportation  Plan /  Sustainable
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and particularly its
Goods Movement Chapter, on Page 2-5 of the Final
EIR. As stated, according to SCAG’s Comprehensive
Regional Goods Movement Plan and Implementation
Strategy, In addition, construction of this Alternative
would reduce, but not avoid, the Project’s near term
significant and unavoidable construction noise impact.
The buildings would generate approximately 1,885
PCE vehicle trips on a daily basis (utilizing the same
ITE trip generation rate and vehicle fleet mix applied to
the proposed Project), in comparison to the proposed
Project which would generate approximately 2,619
PCE vehicle trips on a daily basis. This reduction in
daily vehicle trips would reduce the operational impacts
associated with traffic and air quality as compared to
the proposed Project; however, these impacts would not
be avoided entirely. Additionally, because the Reduced
Project Alternative would involve less building area
and fewer daily vehicle trips, non-mobile and mobile
source operational GHG emissions would be reduced.
However, GHG impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable. In addition, the reduced building square
footage and the impacts associated with building
operations would likely be displaced to another
property achieving no real environmental benefit. As
the  availability = of vacant locations  for
industrial/warehousing facilities near the ports reaches
capacity, the demand will shift inland to regions that
have the vacant land and infrastructure to accommodate
such land uses, primarily the Inland Empire. Although
this Alternative would meet most of the Project’s basic
objectives, it would meet some of them to a lesser
degree than the proposed Project due to the reduction in
building area. Specifically, this Alternative would
attract a fewer number of jobs to the City of Moreno
Valley, would not fully implement the Light Industrial
land use designation applied to the property by the
City’s General Plan, and would fail to make efficient
use of the property by maximizing the site’s buildout
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potential. Furthermore, the reduction in building space
that would result from implementation of this
Alternative represents an inefficient use of land that is
not justified by the environmental benefit of reducing,
but more likely displacing, operational impacts.

VI. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

This Section specifically addresses §15093 of the CEQA Guidelines, which requires the
City, acting as the Lead Agency, to balance the benefits of the Project against its
significant and unavoidable adverse environmental impacts and determine whether the
benefits which will accrue from the development of the Project outweigh its significant
and unavoidable impacts. If the City finds that the major benefits of the Project outweigh
its significant and unavoidable adverse environmental impacts, the City may approve the
Project. Each of the separate benefits listed below are hereby determined to be, in itself,
and independent of the Project’s other benefits, the basis for overriding all significant and
unavoidable environmental impacts identified in the EIR.

As set forth in Section IV above, most of the Project’s impacts on the environment will
either be less than significant or, through the imposition of mitigation measures as
conditions of approval of the Project, can be reduced to less than significant. However,
as set forth in subsection 1V.B, above, impacts to air quality, greenhouse gas emissions,
noise, and transportation/traffic will remain significant and unavoidable even after the
imposition of all feasible mitigation measures. Further, as set forth in Section V, above,
there are no feasible alternatives to the Project which would mitigate or avoid those
environmental impacts while still attaining all of the Project’s basic objectives.
Nevertheless, as set forth below, the Planning Commission has determined that the
benefits which will accrue from the development of the Project outweigh the significant
and unavoidable impacts which the Project will produce.

A. AIR QUALITY

Finding: Notwithstanding the significant unavoidable impacts to air quality discussed
in subsection 1V.B.1, above, implementation of the City of Moreno Valley’s
General Plan and Specific Plan No. 208, the redevelopment of otherwise
underutilized land, the creation of jobs and a multiplier effect that will create
secondary jobs to support the Project and those who work in it, the
demonstration that the City is eager to attract new business opportunities, and
the fact that the Project will include energy efficiency features, constitutes
benefits which outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental impacts to air
quality. Each of the benefits, individually, constitutes a sufficient basis for
approving the Project notwithstanding the significant and unavoidable impact
on air quality that will result.

Factual Basis for the Finding: As set forth in the Project Objectives on Page 3-3 of the
Final EIR and in the description of the Project provided
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on Pages 3-1 through 3-22 of the Final EIR, approval of
the Project will allow the conversion of an underutilized
site into a job and revenue producing facility. Applying
average employment density factors reported by the
Southern California Association of Governments in
their publication “Employment Density Study Report,”
(SCAG 2001), implementation of the Project is
anticipated to result in the creation of up to 594 new,
recurring jobs, which also will improve the regional
jobs-housing balance, thereby reducing the need for
Western Riverside County residents to commute longer
distances to work. The existing use that operates on the
property only employs approximately 15 persons. The
Project will allow for the implementation of Light
Industrial land uses in conformance with the City of
Moreno Valley General Plan and Moreno Valley
Industrial Area Plan, and will assist the City in
achieving numerous General Plan Goals, including, but
not limited to, Ultimate Goal No. IV. (to achieve a
community which “Enjoys a healthy economic climate
that benefits both residents and businesses”), and
Community Development Objective 2.5 (“Promote a
mix of industrial uses which provide a sound and
diversified economic base and ample employment
opportunities for the citizens of Moreno Valley with the
establishment of industrial activities that have good
access to the regional transportation system,
accommodate the personal needs of workers and
business visitors, and which meets the service needs of
local businesses”). The Project would implement
energy conservation measures, including the installation
of solar panels to provide power to the office portion(s)
of the structure (or purchase electricity from a utility
provider that utilizes renewable energy sources), the
installation of two level 2 electric vehicle charging
stations, in addition to the mandatory energy
conservation measures required by the Title 24 Energy
Efficiency Standards. Approving the Project also will
result in the Project’s monetary contributions to
established fee programs such as the City’s
Development Impact Fee and the western Riverside
County Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee that will
be directed to needed local and regional road
improvements. A monetary contribution also will be
provided in accordance with the western Riverside
County MSHCP to assist in establishing a regional
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conservation and open space system, whereas the
Project site itself has very little biological value.

B. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Finding: Notwithstanding the significant unavoidable impacts to greenhouse gas
emissions discussed in subsection 1V.B.1, above, implementation of the City
of Moreno Valley’s General Plan and Specific Plan No. 208, the
redevelopment of otherwise underutilized land, the creation of jobs and a
multiplier effect that will create secondary jobs to support the Project and
those who work in it, the demonstration that the City is eager to attract new
business opportunities, and the fact that the Project will include energy
efficiency features, constitutes benefits which outweigh the unavoidable
adverse environmental impacts to greenhouse gas emissions. Each of the
benefits, individually, constitutes a sufficient basis for approving the Project
notwithstanding the significant and unavoidable impact on air quality that will
result.

Factual Basis for the Finding:  As set forth in the Project Objectives on Page 3-3 of
the Final EIR and in the description of the Project
provided on Pages 3-1 through 3-22 of the Final EIR,
approval of the Project will allow the conversion of an
underutilized site into a job and revenue producing
facility. Applying average employment density factors
reported by the Southern California Association of
Governments in their publication *“Employment
Density Study Report,” (SCAG 2001), implementation
of the Project is anticipated to result in the creation of
up to 594 new, recurring jobs, which also will improve
the regional jobs-housing balance, thereby reducing
the need for Western Riverside County residents to
commute longer distances to work. The existing use
that operates on the property only employs
approximately 15 persons. The Project will allow for
the implementation of Light Industrial land uses in
conformance with the City of Moreno Valley General
Plan and Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan, and will
assist the City in achieving numerous General Plan
Goals, including, but not limited to, Ultimate Goal No.
IV. (to achieve a community which “Enjoys a healthy
economic climate that benefits both residents and
businesses”), and Community Development Objective
2.5 (“Promote a mix of industrial uses which provide a
sound and diversified economic base and ample
employment opportunities for the citizens of Moreno
Valley with the establishment of industrial activities
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C.

NOISE

that have good access to the regional transportation
system, accommodate the personal needs of workers
and business visitors, and which meets the service
needs of local businesses”). The Project would
implement energy conservation measures, including
the installation of solar panels to provide power to the
office portion(s) of the structure (or purchase
electricity from a utility provider that utilizes
renewable energy sources), the installation of two level
2 electric vehicle charging stations, in addition to the
mandatory energy conservation measures required by
the Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards. Approving
the Project also will result in the Project’s monetary
contributions to established fee programs such as the
City’s Development Impact Fee and the western
Riverside County Transportation Uniform Mitigation
Fee that will be directed to needed local and regional
road improvements. A monetary contribution also will
be provided in accordance with the western Riverside
County MSHCP to assist in establishing a regional
conservation and open space system, whereas the
Project site itself has very little biological value.

Finding: Notwithstanding the significant unavoidable impacts to noise discussed in
subsection 1V.B.1, above, implementation of the City of Moreno Valley’s
General Plan and Specific Plan No. 208, the redevelopment of otherwise
underutilized land, the creation of jobs and a multiplier effect that will create
secondary jobs to support the Project and those who work in it, the
demonstration that the City is eager to attract new business opportunities, and
the fact that the Project will include energy efficiency features, constitutes
benefits which outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental impacts to air
quality. Each of the benefits, individually, constitutes a sufficient basis for
approving the Project notwithstanding the significant and unavoidable impact
on air quality that will result.

Factual Basis for the Finding: As set forth in the Project Objectives on Page 3-3 of the

Final EIR and in the description of the Project provided
on Pages 3-1 through 3-22 of the Final EIR, approval of
the Project will allow the conversion of an underutilized
site into a job and revenue producing facility. Applying
average employment density factors reported by the
Southern California Association of Governments in
their publication “Employment Density Study Report,”
(SCAG 2001), implementation of the Project is
anticipated to result in the creation of up to 594 new,
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recurring jobs, which also will improve the regional
jobs-housing balance, thereby reducing the need for
Western Riverside County residents to commute longer
distances to work. The existing use that operates on the
property only employs approximately 15 persons. The
Project will allow for the implementation of Light
Industrial land uses in conformance with the City of
Moreno Valley General Plan and Moreno Valley
Industrial Area Plan, and will assist the City in
achieving numerous General Plan Goals, including, but
not limited to, Ultimate Goal No. IV. (to achieve a
community which “Enjoys a healthy economic climate
that benefits both residents and businesses”), and
Community Development Objective 2.5 (“Promote a
mix of industrial uses which provide a sound and
diversified economic base and ample employment
opportunities for the citizens of Moreno Valley with the
establishment of industrial activities that have good
access to the regional transportation system,
accommodate the personal needs of workers and
business visitors, and which meets the service needs of
local businesses”). Approving the Project also will
result in the Project’s monetary contributions to
established fee programs such as the City’s
Development Impact Fee and the western Riverside
County Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee that will
be directed to needed local and regional road
improvements. A monetary contribution also will be
provided in accordance with the western Riverside
County MSHCP to assist in establishing a regional
conservation and open space system, whereas the
Project site itself has very little biological value.

D. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Finding: Notwithstanding the significant unavoidable impacts to transportation/ traffic
discussed in subsection IV.B.1, above, implementation of the City of Moreno
Valley’s General Plan and Specific Plan No. 208, the redevelopment of
otherwise underutilized land, the creation of jobs and a multiplier effect that
will create secondary jobs to support the Project and those who work in it, the
demonstration that the City is eager to attract new business opportunities, and
the fact that the Project will include energy efficiency features, constitutes
benefits which outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental impacts to air
quality. Each of the benefits, individually, constitutes a sufficient basis for
approving the Project notwithstanding the significant and unavoidable impact
on air quality that will result.
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Factual Basis for the Finding: As set forth in the Project Objectives on Page 3-3 of the
Final EIR and in the description of the Project provided
on Pages 3-1 through 3-22 of the Final EIR, approval of
the Project will allow the conversion of an underutilized
site into a job and revenue producing facility. Applying
average employment density factors reported by the
Southern California Association of Governments in
their publication “Employment Density Study Report,”
(SCAG 2001), implementation of the Project is
anticipated to result in the creation of up to 594 new,
recurring jobs, which also will improve the regional
jobs-housing balance, thereby reducing the need for
Western Riverside County residents to commute longer
distances to work. The existing use that operates on the
property only employs approximately 15 persons. The
Project will allow for the implementation of Light
Industrial land uses in conformance with the City of
Moreno Valley General Plan and Moreno Valley
Industrial Area Plan, and will assist the City in
achieving numerous General Plan Goals, including, but
not limited to, Ultimate Goal No. IV. (to achieve a
community which “Enjoys a healthy economic climate
that benefits both residents and businesses”), and
Community Development Objective 2.5 (“Promote a
mix of industrial uses which provide a sound and
diversified economic base and ample employment
opportunities for the citizens of Moreno Valley with the
establishment of industrial activities that have good
access to the regional transportation system,
accommodate the personal needs of workers and
business visitors, and which meets the service needs of
local businesses”). Approving the Project also will
result in the Project’s monetary contributions to
established fee programs such as the City’s
Development Impact Fee and the western Riverside
County Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee that will
be directed to needed local and regional road
improvements. A monetary contribution also will be
provided in accordance with the western Riverside
County MSHCP to assist in establishing a regional
conservation and open space system, whereas the
Project site itself has very little biological value.
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VIl. CERTIFICATION OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT

The Moreno Valley Planning Commission finds that it has reviewed and considered the
Final EIR in evaluating the Project, that the Final EIR is an accurate and objective
statement that fully complies with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, and that the Final
EIR reflects the independent judgment of the Planning Commission.

The Planning Commission declares that no new significant information as defined by
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 has been received by the Commission after the
circulation of the Draft EIR that would require recirculation. All of the information added
to the Final EIR merely clarifies, amplifies or makes insignificant modifications to an
already