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CALL TO ORDER 

ROLL CALL 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 Approval of Agenda   

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 be removed from the Consent Calendar for separate action. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 Planning Commission - Regular Meeting - Apr 28, 2016 7:00 PM   

 Approve as submitted   

 Planning Commission - Regular Meeting - May 12, 2016 7:00 PM   

 Approve as submitted   
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PUBLIC COMMENTS PROCEDURE 
Any person wishing to address the Commission on any matter, either under the Public Comments section 
of the Agenda or scheduled items or public hearings, 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, member of the public may be limited to three 
minutes per person, except for the applicant for entitlement.  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: PA16-0017 - Sign Ordinance Amendment for Political 

Signs 
  
Applicant: City of Moreno Valley 
  
Owner: N/A 
  
Representative: N/A 
  
Location: Citywide 
  
Case Planner: Mark Gross, AICP 
  
Council District: N/A 

  

 
  
Proposal: Sign Ordinance Amendment - Political Signs 

 

   
 
 

2. Case: PA15-0005 Conditional Use Permit and P15-092 

Variance 

  

Applicant: VZW/Cortel 

  

Owner: Southern California Edison 

  

Representative: Andrea Urbas 

  

Location: Southwest corner of Kitching Street and John F. 

Kennedy Drive 

**ITEM NO. 1 HAS BEEN REMOVED FROM THE AGENDA** 
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Case Planner: Gabriel Diaz 

  

Council District: 4 
  

 
  
Proposal: PA15-0005 Conditional Use Permit and P15-092 

Variance 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission APPROVE Resolution No. 2016-16, and 
thereby: 

    
 
1. RECOGNIZE that Variance P15-092 and Conditional Use Permit PA15-0005 

qualify as an exemption in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15303 
(New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures); and  

 
2. APPROVE Variance P15-092 and Conditional Use Permit PA15-0005 based 

on the findings contained in Planning Commission Resolution 2016-16. 

OTHER COMMISSION BUSINESS 

STAFF COMMENTS 

PLANNING COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 

ADJOURNMENT 
Next Meeting: Planning Commission Regular Meeting, June 23, 2016 at 7:00 P.M., 
City of Moreno Valley, City Hall Council Chambers, 14177 Frederick Street, Moreno 
Valley, CA 92552 
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CITY OF MORENO VALLEY PLANNING COMMISSION 1 

REGULAR MEETING 2 

CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBER – 14177 FREDERICK STREET 3 

 4 

Thursday, April 28th, 2016, 7:00 PM 5 

 6 

 7 

CALL TO ORDER 8 

 9 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Good evening ladies and gentleman.  I would like to call the 10 

Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission to order.  Today is Thursday, April 11 

28th, 2016.  The time is a little past 7:00 PM.  It’s 7:08 PM.  May we have roll call 12 

please? 13 

 14 

 15 

ROLL CALL 16 

 17 

Commissioners Present: 18 

Commissioner Ramirez 19 

Commissioner Korzec 20 

Commissioner Van Natta 21 

Commissioner Baker 22 

Commissioner Barnes 23 

Vice Chair Sims 24 

Chair Lowell 25 

Alternate Commissioner Nickel 26 

Alternate Commissioner Gonzalez 27 

 28 

Staff Present: 29 

Rick Sandzimier, Planning Official 30 

Paul Early, Assistant City Attorney 31 

Chris Ormsby, Senior Case Planner 32 

Claudia Manrique, Associate Planner 33 

Erica Tadeo, Administrative Assistant 34 

 35 

 36 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 37 

 38 

 39 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Wow.  We have a full crew today.  That’s awesome.  With 40 

that, I would like to invite Vice Chair Sims to lead us in the Pledge of Allegiance.   41 

 42 

VICE CHAIR SIMS –  Please stand and follow me in the Pledge of Allegiance.   43 

 44 
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APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 1 

 2 

 Approval of Agenda 3 

 4 

 5 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Thank you very much.  Now we are moving onto approval of 6 

tonight’s Agenda.  I don’t know if we have the voting option available.  Would 7 

anybody like to motion to approve tonight’s Agenda? 8 

 9 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  I move to approve tonight’s Agenda.   10 

 11 

COMMISSIONER BAKER –  I’ll second. 12 

 13 

CHAIR LOWELL –  We have a motion and a second.  Should we just say “I” or 14 

should we do the votes on here?  I don’t have the option just yet.  There we go. 15 

 16 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  There it goes.   17 

 18 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Okay, Commissioner Baker could you hit second?  Now let’s 19 

cast your votes.  Great.  We have approved tonight’s Agenda 7-0.   20 

 21 

 22 

Opposed – 0  23 

 24 

 25 

Motion carries 7 – 0 26 
 27 

 28 

CONSENT CALENDAR 29 

 30 

All matters listed under Consent Calendar are considered to be routine and all 31 

will be enacted by one rollcall vote.  There will be no discussion of these items 32 

unless Members of the Planning Commission request specific items be removed 33 

from the Consent Calendar for separate action.   34 

 35 

 36 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Moving onto the Consent Calendar.  Do we have any items 37 

on the Consent Calendar tonight? 38 

 39 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Just the approval of the Minutes.   40 

 41 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Yes, that is correct.  So I have a list of all the Commissioners 42 

that were seated on the various Minutes, so we will just take them one by one by 43 

one.   44 

 45 

 46 
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APPROVAL OF MINUTES 1 

 2 

 Planning Commission - Regular Meeting - Oct 8, 2015 7:00 PM 3 

 4 

 Approve as submitted. 5 

 6 

 Planning Commission - Regular Meeting - Oct 22, 2015 7:00 PM 7 

 8 

 Approve as submitted. 9 

 10 

Planning Commission - Regular Meeting - Nov 12, 2015 7:00 PM 11 

 12 

 Approve as submitted. 13 

 14 

 Planning Commission - Regular Meeting - Feb 25, 2016 7:00 PM 15 

 16 

 Approve as submitted. 17 

 18 

 Planning Commission - Regular Meeting - Mar 24, 2016 7:00 PM 19 

 20 

 Approve as submitted. 21 

 22 

 23 

 24 

CHAIR LOWELL –  So, for the October 8th, 2015, Regular Meeting of the 25 

Planning Commission we had Commissioner Gonzalez, Commissioner Korzec, 26 

Commissioner Nickel, Commissioner Baker, Commissioner Barnes, Vice Chair 27 

Sims and myself.  Of those seven people, who would like to motion to approve 28 

the…..can we just do a roll call vote on these since we don’t have the alternates 29 

seated?  Yeah, I was going to ask for that.  So, who would like to motion to 30 

approve the October 8th, 2015, Minutes? 31 

 32 

COMMISSIONER BAKER –  I’ll move to approve the October 8th, 2015, Minutes. 33 

 34 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  I second. 35 

 36 

CHAIR LOWELL –  We have a motion and a second.  Could we have a roll call 37 

vote?  What was it?  We have Commissioner Gonzalez, Commissioner Korzec, 38 

Commissioner Nickel, Commissioner Baker, Commissioner Barnes, Vice Chair 39 

Sims and myself. 40 

 41 

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ –  Yes 42 

 43 

COMMISSIONER NICKEL –  I 44 

 45 

COMMISSIONER KORZEC –  Yes 46 
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 1 

COMMISSIONER BAKER –  Yes 2 

 3 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Yes 4 

 5 

VICE CHAIR SIMS –  Yes 6 

 7 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Yes.  That passes 7-0.   8 

 9 

 10 

Opposed – 0  11 

 12 

 13 

Motion carries 7 – 0 14 

 15 

 16 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Moving onto the October 22nd, 2015, Regular Meeting of the 17 

Planning Commission.  Who would like to motion to approve the Minutes from 18 

that meeting?   19 

 20 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  I so move.   21 

 22 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  I second. 23 

 24 

CHAIR LOWELL –  We have a move and a second, perfect.  So we have 25 

Commissioner Nickel, Commissioner Korzec, Commissioner Van Natta, 26 

Commissioner Gonzalez, Commissioner Barnes, Vice Chair Sims and myself.   27 

 28 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  If I may just make a 29 

suggestion.  If you’d like to, because there are so many of these, instead of 30 

taking a rollcall vote you could just call for “I” and “neigh” and only record if there 31 

are any neighs since these are likely to go by unanimous consent. 32 

 33 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Should we just do them blanketing and have everybody 34 

vote? 35 

 36 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  It might make it more efficient 37 

for you.   38 

 39 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Okay, well let’s just do that.  Let’s just say then, since we 40 

have a motion and a second for the October 22nd, 2015, Meeting Minutes, all in 41 

favor of approval say “I.”   42 

 43 

COMMISSIONER NICKEL –  I 44 

 45 

COMMISSIONER KORZEC –  I 46 
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 1 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  I 2 

 3 

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ –  I 4 

 5 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  I 6 

 7 

VICE CHAIR SIMS –  I 8 

 9 

CHAIR LOWELL –  I 10 

 11 

 12 

 13 

CHAIR LOWELL –  All opposed say “neigh.”  No opposed.   14 

 15 

 16 

Opposed – 0  17 

 18 

 19 

Motion carries 7 – 0 20 

 21 

 22 

 23 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Moving onto the November 12th, 2015, Regular Meeting.  24 

We had Commissioner Ramirez, Commissioner Korzec, Commissioner Van 25 

Natta, Commissioner Baker, Commissioner Barnes, Vice Chair Sims and myself.  26 

All those in favor of approving these Minutes….. 27 

 28 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  You still have to have a motion. 29 

 30 

CHAIR LOWELL –  We still need a motion? 31 

 32 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  You would still need a motion, 33 

but you could do a motion for all the Minutes if you wanted to. 34 

 35 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Okay. 36 

 37 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  And then take the “I” and 38 

“neigh” then and simply record if there are any neighs on the Minutes.   39 

 40 

CHAIR LOWELL –  That’s a better way of doing it.  Would anybody like to 41 

motion to approve all the Minutes for tonight? 42 

 43 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  I move to approve all the remaining Minutes 44 

that have not yet been approved.   45 

 46 
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COMMISSIONER BAKER –  I’ll second. 1 

 2 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Perfect.  We have a motion by Commissioner Van Natta and 3 

a second by Commissioner Baker.  All in favor of the November 12th, 2015, 4 

Regular Meeting say “I.” 5 

 6 

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ –  I 7 

 8 

COMMISSIONER KORZEC –  I 9 

 10 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  I 11 

 12 

COMMISSIONER BAKER –  I 13 

 14 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  I 15 

 16 

VICE CHAIR SIMS –  I 17 

 18 

CHAIR LOWELL –  I 19 

 20 

 21 

 22 

CHAIR LOWELL –  All opposed say “neigh.”  Nobody?  That’s 7-0.   23 

 24 

 25 

Opposed – 0  26 

 27 

 28 

Motion carries 7 – 0 29 

 30 

 31 
 32 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Moving onto the February 25th, 2016, Regular Meeting of the 33 

Planning Commission.  All in favor of approving the Minutes say “I.” 34 

 35 

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ –  I 36 

 37 

COMMISSIONER KORZEC –  I 38 

 39 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  I 40 

 41 

COMMISSIONER BAKER –  I 42 

 43 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  I 44 

 45 

VICE CHAIR SIMS –  I 46 
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 1 

CHAIR LOWELL –  I 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

CHAIR LOWELL –  All opposed say no.  That passes 7-0 again.   6 

 7 

 8 

Opposed – 0  9 

 10 

 11 

Motion carries 7 – 0 12 

 13 

 14 

 15 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Moving onto the March 24th, 2016…… 16 

 17 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  Chair, I think the motion was to 18 

approve them all, so that last vote since there were no neighs the Minutes can 19 

just reflect that all of them are passed.   20 

 21 

CHAIR LOWELL –  One by one? 22 

 23 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  Yeah.  Your motion was to 24 

approve them all, so they are all already approved.   25 

 26 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Okay.  That was difficult.  They are all approved.   27 

 28 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  We’re done.  I like it.   29 

 30 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Now we should have one per meeting as we go on now that 31 

we’re caught up to date, I believe.  Okay and that moves us onto the Public 32 

Comments procedure.   33 
 34 

 35 

PUBLIC COMMENTS PROCEDURE 36 
 37 

Any person wishing to address the Commission on any matter, either under 38 

Public Comments section of the Agenda or scheduled items or public hearings, 39 

must fill out a “Request to Speak” form available at the door.  The completed 40 

form must be submitted to the Secretary prior to the Agenda item being called by 41 

the Chairperson.  In speaking to the Commission, member of the public may be 42 

limited to three minutes per person, except for the applicant for entitlement.  The 43 

Commission may establish an overall time limit for comments on a particular 44 

Agenda item.  Members of the public must direct their questions to the 45 

Chairperson of the Commission and not to other members of the Commission, 46 
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the applicant, the Staff, or the audience.  Additionally, there is an ADA note.  1 

Upon request, this Agenda will be made available in appropriate alternative 2 

formats to persons with disabilities in compliance with the Americans with 3 

Disabilities Act of 1990.  Any person with a disability who requires a modification 4 

or accommodation in order to participate in a meeting should direct their request 5 

to Guy Pagan, our ADA Coordinator, at (951) 413-3120 at least 48 hours prior to 6 

the meeting.  The 48-hour notification will enable the City to make reasonable 7 

arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting.   8 

 9 

 10 

CHAIR LOWELL –  So we have Non-Public Hearing Items.  Does anybody wish 11 

to speak on an item that’s not on the Agenda tonight?  We do have one person.  12 

Do we have a Speaker Slip for them?   13 

 14 

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT ERICA TADEO –  Rafael Brugueras.  15 

 16 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Perfect. 17 

 18 

SPEAKER RAFAEL BRUGUERAS –  Good evening Commissioners, Staff, 19 

guests, and residents.  I wanted to sit there and just listen today but it’s hard 20 

because I go to other meetings, and I go to the chambers meeting and I hear 21 

people say there’s nothing to do with Moreno Valley.  And that’s true because a 22 

lot of other stuff got voted out (speedways, Disneyland, Magic Mountain).  They 23 

all went somewhere else.  But I am proud of Moreno Valley because we have 24 

jobs.  We have big companies that are here supporting us.  We have a base, the 25 

World Logistics Center, Amazon, Harbor Freight, and all these big companies 26 

that are here that people don’t see while their driving towards the freeway 27 

because most of them are hidden behind barriers and that’s good because that’s 28 

what they wanted.  They didn’t want to see the big buildings that have jobs that 29 

employ Moreno Valley residents and other people from the region.  You know, 30 

we all can’t have everything that we want.  But I’d rather have a City that can 31 

help the State of California, our County, Riverside, and the region with jobs.  I’d 32 

rather have a lot of jobs, a lot of homes, a lot of small businesses doing well in 33 

Moreno Valley than nothing.  Okay?  Now if you want a speedway, baseball field, 34 

then come out to the meetings and complain.  Make your voice heard.  That’s the 35 

only way things will get done but don’t complain behind the Board or behind the 36 

Chairs and talk about there is nothing to do in Moreno Valley.  There’s a lot of 37 

things in Moreno Valley you can do.  I mean, we have sports, we’ve got parades.  38 

You know, we’ve got a lot of things.  So stop complaining, really, residents.  Be 39 

part of the committee.  Come out to the meetings and voice your opinions so we 40 

can sort it all out, but Moreno Valley is not going to give up creating jobs.  That is 41 

a fact, and I’m deeply grateful for the Planning Commissioners that are here 42 

today.  Their new, their bright, and they care about the City, and that’s what we 43 

want.  We want seven professional people that love their City and want to 44 

continue to provide jobs so they can go to Disneyland and Magic Mountain in 45 
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Buena Park but come home to Moreno Valley.  We have jobs.  You want jobs in 1 

the City.  Thank you. 2 

 3 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Thank you very much.  I don’t see anybody, so I will……do 4 

we have anymore Speaker Slips? 5 

 6 

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT ERICA TADEO–  We do not.   7 

 8 

 9 
 10 

NON-PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 11 

 12 

1. Weed Abatement and Weed Barriers on Private Property (Report of:  13 

Community Development) 14 

 15 

Case: Discussion item regarding weed abatement and weed 16 

barriers 17 

 18 

Applicant: City of Moreno Valley  19 

 20 

Owner: Not applicable 21 

 22 

Representative: Not applicable 23 

Location: City-wide 24 

 25 

Case Planner: Chris Ormsby 26 

 27 

Council District: Not applicable 28 

 29 

 30 

 31 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Okay, then the Public Comments portion is now closed.  32 

Moving onto Non-Public Hearing Items.  We do have one item tonight, which is a 33 

discussion item regarding weed abatement and weed barriers.  The Case 34 

Planner is Mr. Chris Ormsby.   35 

 36 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Yes before Chris speaks I just 37 

wanted to, for the record, so the public is also aware, clarify this item is a Non-38 

Public Hearing Item.  It was brought before you at the request of the 39 

Commission, particularly Chairman Lowell who had asked about some followup 40 

research on weed barriers and so this report is in response to that.  Thank you.   41 

 42 

SENIOR PLANNER CHRIS ORMSBY –  Chair Lowell and Members of the 43 

Planning Commission:  This item concerns the appearance of front yard 44 

landscaping within new single-family residential tracts.  There were some 45 

pictures provided with the Staff Report.  The homes identified are all owner-46 
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occupied homes.  The particular tract identified was the very first one affected by 1 

the Eastern Municipal Water Districts drought tolerant requirements, which 2 

requires a turfless front yard.  At present, there are only three tracts that have 3 

been designed with turfless front yards.  The graph has provided you with a 4 

considerable amount of background information.  My intent is not to go over all of 5 

that.  It was to basically frame the issue for you.  It is important, though, to 6 

mention that turfless drought-tolerant landscapes and front yards present new 7 

challenges for Staff to implement, as well as for homeowners as far as the 8 

maintenance aspect of these.  In preparing for the discussion tonight, Staff 9 

completed research into weed barriers as a possible solution for reducing the 10 

maintenance of turfless landscapes.  Weed barriers are essentially a fabric or 11 

plastic that is placed over the soil and then a layer of mulch or topsoil is placed 12 

over that and the intent is to reduce weed growth, which in the short-term it does 13 

reduce weed growth.  But, in reviewing the requirements of other cities in doing 14 

research, there are concerns with weed barriers.  First of all, none of the cities 15 

that we identified required or necessarily recommended weed barriers.  Again, 16 

this was only looking at maybe six or seven cities.  The downside of weed 17 

barriers….I can just summarize a few of the points.  There are more details in the 18 

Staff Report.  Weed barriers do reduce percolation into the soil even if they are 19 

made of a permeable-type fabric.  They also restrict organic materials from being 20 

able to get back into the soil, which is important for regeneration of the soil.  The 21 

barriers do breakdown in time, so it is definitely more of a short-term solution.  22 

And then weed barriers can be a concern in planter beds because, for example 23 

in a front yard if somebody wants to change out plants, they pretty much have to 24 

replace major sections of the fabric material.  As mentioned in the Staff Report, 25 

the proposed Code Amendment will be discussed later this evening, and it 26 

includes some clarifications to the Code that will help further the quality of 27 

drought-tolerant landscapes.  Some of those items may help a little bit with 28 

maintenance.  They are not geared towards the maintenance of it.  The Staff 29 

Report that I provided includes some suggestions for further improving the quality 30 

of these turfless drought-tolerant landscapes for new single-family homes.  31 

These include exploring further Code Amendments to establish specific minimum 32 

standards for turfless drought tolerant requirements, research ways to ensure 33 

that drought-tolerant landscapes are installed according to approved plan.  I 34 

mean, from a Staff standpoint, it’s much easier to look at a front yard landscape 35 

with grass and verify that that’s installed correctly versus it being a drought-36 

tolerant landscape with mulch, which there’s challenges in trying to figure out 37 

how you measure that (how you in fact evaluate it).  Thirdly, and this is 38 

something that there has already been some work done on that, is to develop a 39 

handout to address maintenance of drought-tolerant landscapes for residential 40 

homeowners.  And then finally, and this I think was something I discussed with 41 

Code Staff, is to encourage or require developers to provide information to 42 

homebuyers with regard to installing drought-tolerant landscape.  And so 43 

education would seem like an important way to try to facilitate better 44 

maintenance of these landscapes.  So Staff appreciates your bringing forward 45 

this very timely topic, and with that, I will open it up for the discussion.   46 
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 1 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Does anybody have any questions or comments for Staff?  2 

Commissioner Barnes.   3 

 4 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  I take it the problem we’re trying to solve here is 5 

maintenance after installation basically, right?  That’s the issue that we’re 6 

addressing?   7 

 8 

SENIOR PLANNER CHRIS ORMSBY –  Yes. 9 

 10 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Okay, alright. 11 

 12 

SENIOR PLANNER CHRIS ORMSBY –  Well maintenance and then some of 13 

that may be able to be addressed by the requirements that we apply from a Staff 14 

standpoint to new residential landscapes. 15 

 16 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  What does the current Code, not as it relates to 17 

drought tolerant, but just front yard maintenance in general?  What are the 18 

requirements currently to maintain their front yard?  Do you have to…..are you 19 

supposed to maintain it in some reasonable fashion?  Is there already a 20 

mechanism in place that, if somebody’s lawn is poorly maintained, Code 21 

Compliance can drive by and say you’ve got to clean this up?   22 

 23 

SENIOR PLANNER CHRIS ORMSBY –  Yeah, Title 6 addresses maintenance 24 

of properties and to keep them neat and orderly in a junk, trash, and debris free 25 

area.   26 

 27 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  So could this be just a maintenance issue that we 28 

have to pass onto Code Compliance and not overly complicate people’s front 29 

yards? 30 

 31 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  The simple answer to that would 32 

be, yes, we could do that.  There is a cost involved and there are resources 33 

involved.  And there are an enormous amount of properties throughout the City 34 

that are in a state of, what some people may describe as, disrepair.  So it is an 35 

enormous effort.  I think one of the things, the objective of our Standards, is to try 36 

and help minimize the amount of maintenance that is necessary and I think that 37 

was the issue with the weed barriers.  What we’ve come to find out in research 38 

though is that, even through the installation of the weed barriers, there is still the 39 

possibility that you’re going to get the weeds, and maintenance becomes the 40 

crux of everything.  So we’re looking for some direction from you to see if we 41 

need to follow up on some different standards.  Or, if it is just maintenance and it 42 

is an issue of getting more Code Officers engaged, then that is a different 43 

solution that does require some resources and budget and we do not have the 44 

answer for that here.   45 

 46 
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COMMISSIONER BARNES –  I guess I’d make the argument that no matter how 1 

it was initially landscaped, if the occupants choose not to maintain it whether it 2 

was drought tolerant or not, it’s going to be a labor issue for the City to find it and 3 

monitor it.  So, okay.  Thank you.   4 

 5 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  I think my comment is somewhere along the 6 

same line.  We’ve had a problem with people not maintaining their yards no 7 

matter what type of landscaping was provided by the builder.  So, whether they 8 

let the green grass die and weeds grow up or whether they allow weeds to grow 9 

up in the midst of the drought-tolerant landscaping, it’s still the same issue.  As 10 

you said, it’s the individual homeowners either maintaining or not maintaining 11 

their front yard in an acceptable condition.  We can’t say “if it’s not broke, don’t fix 12 

it.”  But we can certainly say there’s no reason to layer on another level of 13 

changes to the Code or other regulations.  If the regulations are already there 14 

that the front yard is to be maintained and free of debris and weeds and that’s 15 

already there, it’s just a matter of enforcing it as it always has been.  From my 16 

experience in having seen a lot of houses and a lot of front yards, the weed 17 

barriers are more trouble than they are worth.  They start out looking fine when 18 

you first put in the landscaping and, within a year, they are looking worse than if 19 

you hadn’t had the weed barrier there in the first place.  And then you add weeds 20 

to the exposed weed barrier and that just makes it look worse.  So I’m thinking 21 

we already have provisions in our Code to require the front yard landscaping to 22 

be maintained no matter what it is, and we don’t need to add more to it.   23 

 24 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Any other comments or questions? 25 

 26 

VICE CHAIR SIMS –  I do. 27 

 28 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Vice Chair Sims. 29 

 30 

VICE CHAIR SIMS –  This is the old story of competing public policy.  You have 31 

an arid region that struggles with water and, as I work for a Water District, 32 

probably the biggest waste of water is putting water on grass.  It’s 33 

absolutely…..so whether you have grass or whether you do not have grass, it 34 

comes down to an issue of maintenance.  So, from a water utilities standpoint, 35 

the public policy is you want to minimize so you’ve got to give people alternative 36 

ways to effectively landscape their property with natives, low-drip or xeriscaping 37 

with dirt, rocks, and stuff like that.  So I am a proponent of the weed barrier, and I 38 

think they are very effective if they are installed correctly and you maintain and 39 

use whatever maintenance to do to keep it right and keep the mulch or whatever 40 

on top and you maintain it.  They work very well.  From the other policy side, the 41 

City wants to keep a good-looking City with landscape, so I would tend to say 42 

there’s two ways to do this.  Every new development that goes in, I don’t know 43 

every new development because I’m not as familiar as I probably should with the 44 

Government Code or the Municipal Code, but I can tell you where I live my tract 45 

does not have an HOA.  The tract directly next to us, and I’m on a large lot (half 46 
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acre), the tract right next to us is one-third acre and they have an HOA and they 1 

are very well maintained.  All those lots are maintained, and they go through and 2 

they have a little once a month you drive through the neighborhood and 3 

somebody has a little sign that says I’m the yard of the month, you know, and 4 

they do it up.  But you don’t drive around and you see weeds and stuff like that in 5 

the neighborhood that has HOA’s.  I think if there was a policy decision made to 6 

look at Municipal Code you require all new development, especially ones that is 7 

just requiring to have HOA that has a requirement that they have to maintain and 8 

you let the private HOA (the community) police itself and find themselves and 9 

keep the owners in check.  That’s my two cents.   10 

 11 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Commissioner Korzec.   12 

 13 

COMMISSIONER KORZEC –  I was going to say there’s two issues that I have 14 

here.  This is new development, but there’s a lot of existing development that this 15 

is happening to.  I live in a really nice neighborhood.  I won’t say but on my street 16 

someone’s digging up their yard right now, and I have no idea what they are 17 

doing.  But it doesn’t look good.  So I don’t know where the answer lies whether 18 

we can say this looks good/this doesn’t look good.  Obviously, on this picture you 19 

gave us, all the scruff along the sidewalk to me is weeds.  But, looking at the rest 20 

of it, are native plants and at what point do you say this native plant doesn’t look 21 

good or this one doesn’t.  I do know from my own experience that the weed 22 

barriers do not work.  I tried it in several other homes and it was a pain.  It was an 23 

awful pain to keep it maintained. 24 

 25 

VICE CHAIR SIMS –  You go by the good stuff from the Home Depot store.   26 

 27 

COMMISSIONER KORZEC –  Well not everyone can afford the good stuff.  We 28 

have to keep in mind that there’s a lot of different people that live in our 29 

neighborhoods, but I find this a real conundrum because something that you 30 

think looks bad I might not think looks bad because I’m a naturalist and I like it to 31 

have very natural landscape.  So I don’t know.  I’m just sort of venting here 32 

saying, and I do also know Code Enforcement does work really well in some of 33 

the existing neighborhoods because I do know someone who has had three 34 

approaches by Code Enforcement in the last year.  But the whole street looks 35 

that way, and it’s a more rural section.  And, again, are they getting hit more than 36 

the people in my neighborhood whose places don’t quite look up to par?  I still 37 

have grass on my front lawn but the rest of my house is concrete and planters 38 

and stuff like that.  But I don’t know it’s a judgment call as to what looks good and 39 

what doesn’t, except for scruffy little things along the sidewalk.  That definitely 40 

doesn’t look good. 41 

 42 

VICE CHAIR SIMS –  A little Roundup fixes that. 43 

 44 
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COMMISSIONER KORZEC –  A little Roundup, yeah.  But not all our citizens 1 

can afford the topnotch stuff like Roundup.  You know, some of us have to hand 2 

pull our weeds. 3 

 4 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Top notch like Roundup? 5 

 6 

COMMISSIONER KORZEC –  But maybe it’s a matter of….. 7 

 8 

VICE CHAIR SIMS –  Or a top-notch screwdriver and get them out of the cracks. 9 

 10 

COMMISSIONER KORZEC –  I don’t know.  I just…I do want to see our 11 

neighborhoods continue to look good, and I know the issue with this drought 12 

tolerant is not a lot of people really understand what it’s all about and they just 13 

think they can throw rocks on their front yard and let things pop up that don’t look 14 

good.  Anyways, I’m done.   15 

 16 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Commissioner Ramirez, I saw your hand go up for a 17 

moment.   18 

 19 

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ –  Yeah I’m in agreement with Commissioner Sims.  20 

I think HOA can definitely help or encourage the issue, but the other issue is 21 

you’ve got rental properties.  We’re not keeping these tenants liable or 22 

responsible for the issue, so that’s another thing that we would have to take a 23 

look at as well.   24 

 25 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Any other questions or comments before I have a crack at 26 

it?  Commissioner Van Natta.   27 

 28 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  I want to respond to a couple of things that 29 

were said.  First of all, I don’t believe an HOA is the proper solution.  It adds 30 

another level of expense, and there’s a lot of people who do not want to be in an 31 

HOA for various different reasons and keeping up the landscaping is certainly not 32 

enough of a reason to establish an HOA just so that everybody will keep up their 33 

yards.  There’s got to be another way to deal with that.  The other thing is, it’s not 34 

really a matter of whether you like a green yard or a natural plant yard or 35 

whatever, everybody has their own likes and their own taste.  I think the Code 36 

and the existing Guidelines are very clear.  It doesn’t say you’ve got to have 37 

green grass.  It just says landscaping must be maintained in a healthy condition 38 

free of weeds and trimmed clear of sidewalk and parking spaces.  That can be 39 

any type of landscaping there.  So I don’t think….I mean there’s still HOA’s out 40 

there who, in their books and they haven’t changed it yet, says that you have to 41 

have grass on 80% of your front yard.  So, until that’s changed, you still have 42 

HOA’s that are enforcing an outdated type of landscaping based on what we 43 

have to look at now.    44 

 45 

VICE CHAIR SIMS –  I have…… 46 
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 1 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Vice Chair Sims, go for it. 2 

 3 

VICE CHAIR SIMS –  Just as a…..I don’t know if I’m a huge proponent of HOA’s 4 

either.  But, at the end of the day, I tend to believe that there’s folks who want to 5 

do what they want and live in the County unincorporated areas where there’s 6 

less rules and regulations.  They can have chain-link fence, and they can have 7 

aluminum butler buildings or whatever they want.  And, if you move into the City 8 

that is incorporated, by definition you’re agreeing to live within the Municipal 9 

Code that has certain rules and regulations.  And, you know, if you go…..I’m not 10 

saying if Moreno Valley is ever going to be Newport Coast or anything or Irvine.  11 

But, if you go into areas where they have more of a consistent streetscape that’s 12 

maintained well and you go from house to house from neighborhood to 13 

neighborhood and there’s a feel about it and there’s a high value of equity held 14 

within the neighborhoods, it is because there’s HOA’s.  And there is a stringency 15 

about it where neighbors start policing themselves.  If we were to divest 16 

ourselves of the responsibility by having Code and not, or if you’re going to stick 17 

with having Codes and you don’t enforce it, then we shouldn’t have the Code.  It 18 

would be better….it seems to be, if you have smaller HOA where people that live 19 

in it, they are committed to their neighborhood.  They live there.  They pay money 20 

towards that.  They’ll take care of it.  So that’s….it’s just kind of an inherence. 21 

 22 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Well the idea of….the reason why I brought this up in the 23 

first place in the last meeting was not to figure out what is good, what is bad, 24 

what’s a weed, what’s not a weed.  It was moreover trying to modify the Drought-25 

Tolerant Landscaping Standard that we are asking our new developments to 26 

adhere to.  And the picture that I provided tonight and in the Agenda that was 27 

mailed out (I have an excellent picture), this is a neighborhood fairly close to me 28 

and the weeds are just ramped.  And granted it’s the homeowners responsibility, 29 

but this a brand new home that’s been occupied for maybe two months; maybe 30 

three months at most.  So if you have pride in your new home ownership……if 31 

you lose your pride in new home ownership and let the front yard look like that 32 

within the first two months, what’s it going to look like in the next 10 years or 20 33 

years?  So the idea was that when the drought-tolerant landscaping is installed, 34 

when it’s just a bare dirt front yard, to put down a fairly high quality weed barrier 35 

which allows air and moisture to go through.  I have that at my house.  Then 36 

place the rocks on top of it to keep the weed barrier down.  I believe one of the 37 

modifications in here was adding a two inch to three inch thick layer of rock, 38 

which would definitely cover up the weed barrier, and then you plant through the 39 

weed barrier whatever plants you wanted.  So if you wanted a yucca plant or an 40 

aloe plant or a cactus, you would move the rocks away, cut a hole in the fabric, 41 

plant the plant, and it would be there.  And, in my experience at my home I did 42 

this about six/seven years ago, and I have yet to have to weed my front yard.  43 

And it looks great.  My planters right along the perimeter have a couple of weeds 44 

that sprout up every once in a while, and I go out an spend two seconds and pull 45 

it.  But the majority of my planter area has no weeds, and it looks fantastic.  I 46 
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don’t agree with the comments in here saying that the long-term maintenance is 1 

an issue.  And, like I said, I’ve had mine for seven years.  And I’m living by it, and 2 

it works great.  I would really like to look into it again instead of just modifying the 3 

Code to say we have two to three inches of gravel, which again in tonight’s 4 

Agenda it said (although we’re requesting the two to three inches of gravel, there 5 

is no checking.  There is no implementation.  There is no inspector saying, yes, it 6 

is built correctly).  So we say we do it and then we go out and put a quarter inch 7 

thick layer of pea gravel and we’re done with it.  But I think long-term keeping the 8 

City in a nice state, out of blight, I think this would be a good idea to ask for some 9 

weed barrier; maybe do some testing to see which brand names, which quality, 10 

what thickness, what materials are better than others.   11 

 12 

SENIOR PLANNER CHRIS ORMSBY –  Well in the proposed Code Amendment 13 

that we’re bringing forward, the next item we actually are adding language about 14 

weed barriers.  It’s not a requirement, but you’ll see that language then as part of 15 

what we’re looking at.   16 

 17 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Any other questions or comments?  Commissioner Barnes.  18 

 19 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Yeah I’d like to weigh in first on the HOA issue.  It 20 

seems like, if the goal is to clean up the City, first of all there’s a lot of 21 

development that’s already in place that what we’re talking about won’t affect.   22 

 23 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Yeah.  I wasn’t looking to do retrofitting. 24 

 25 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  So if the economy of scale works and the goal 26 

was to clean up the City (that’s existing residences too) then maybe we need to, 27 

if it’s a priority for the City, maybe we need to somehow upgrade or improve the 28 

Code Enforcement process so that we do something essentially city-wide.  To do 29 

it HOA on a new development is piece mail, and it leaves a lot of things behind.  30 

So, if it’s really important, let’s go big picture and do something that’s city-wide 31 

and applies to everybody (community outreach/community education)…. 32 

 33 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Well we don’t have the authority to tell people that you have 34 

to put this in once you have a home built, but we have the authority to ask the 35 

developers when they are installing landscaping for the first time to adhere to the 36 

new Codes.  Once you have it in, if they want to rip it out, there’s nothing you can 37 

do about it.   38 

 39 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Right. 40 

 41 

CHAIR LOWELL –  But…. 42 

 43 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Which is why I’m more concerned with……. 44 

 45 
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CHAIR LOWELL –  Developers to put in a higher-end front landscaping I think 1 

would do the City good.   2 

 3 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  It probably would, but I’m more concerned with 4 

the thousands of homes that are already out there that might have, you know, 5 

lousy landscape and it’s poorly maintained….. 6 

 7 

CHAIR LOWELL –  And that’s a Code Enforcement issue.  I would be offended if 8 

the City came to my house and I’ve lived there for almost 10 years now and they 9 

said we don’t like your yard and you have to fix it even though I think I have a 10 

pretty decent yard.  But, if I moved into a house that was brand new and the 11 

developer did all this work and put in the weed abatement stuff ahead of time, it’s 12 

already done and that’s when the City still has authority and still has control over 13 

it.  Before you get issued a Certificate of Occupancy you make sure the 14 

landscaping is done the way the City wants it.  That’s the time where we can flex 15 

a little bit and say this is what we need.   16 

 17 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  That only allows for five years and then it’s an 18 

existing house and then we’re back to Code Enforcement so. 19 

 20 

CHAIR LOWELL –  And that’s again kicking the can down the road a little bit but 21 

anyway. 22 

 23 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  I’m done. 24 

 25 

CHAIR LOWELL –  I was kind of, in my brain, analyzing this or an analogy to this 26 

would be we’ve had this ongoing debate for the last 20 years about putting 27 

seatbelts in school buses.  Well the idea is that it is too expensive to do it globally 28 

across every school bus in the entire district, so we’re just not going to put in 29 

seatbelts.  And we’re not going to buy new school buses with seatbelts in it 30 

because what if a kid that was in a bus without a seatbelt got in an accident and 31 

got hurt?  Then there’s a lawsuit, so the better idea is just don’t put seatbelts in 32 

school buses.  So something’s got to give, and I think this would be a good step 33 

towards getting the City where we want it to be reducing blight in the City.  And 34 

this is a pretty easy thing to do.  And it costs maybe $100.00 for the landscape 35 

weed barrier, and it’s under landscape, and it’s already approved and required so 36 

that’s my opinion and my feedback.   37 

 38 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  That’s a great analogy.  You know, when we 39 

decide that all the school buses need seatbelts so put them in all of them, so that 40 

has been city-wide. 41 

 42 

CHAIR LOWELL –  That’s why it’s been 20 years and we don’t have any yet.   43 

 44 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Yeah. 45 

 46 
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CHAIR LOWELL –  Anyway, with that said, do we have any other questions or 1 

comments? 2 

 3 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Yeah just one more.  I kind of agree with the 4 

idea that just doing it on the brand new houses is only going to affect a handful 5 

and there again you can put the best landscape and weed barrier in that you can 6 

force the developers to do and within just a few years it can look just as bad as if 7 

it never had it unless it’s properly maintained and taken care of and so forth.  I 8 

think the bigger issue is that we have a city-wide issue and that goes back down 9 

to Code Enforcement.  The Codes are already there.  The requirements are 10 

already there.  Right now, it seems as though Code Enforcement gets involved 11 

only when somebody complains and then they have a specific thing to go out and 12 

take a look at and that would just be an issue of having the money, having the 13 

time, and having the personnel to go out and do Code Enforcement as it’s 14 

needed.  And, right now, they don’t have the personnel to do more than just to 15 

respond to complaints.   16 

 17 

COMMISSIONER BAKER –  You know, one other thing we’ve got here in the 18 

City, we’ve got a lot of rental properties and a lot of the renters don’t feel like that 19 

landscape is totally their deal.  And I think some of these developers aren’t too 20 

apropos to putting in additional landscape, whether it be landscape barrier or 21 

whatever.  Now the only thing I can say on that landscape barrier, on my house 22 

in the back yard, I put that in 30 years ago.  And I’m not saying it’s as good now 23 

as it was then, but you’ve got to maintain it.  And it’s still there and I put down 24 

with the four inches of rock, and it has worked for me.  But you’ve got to work at 25 

it, whether you’ve got landscape with grass or with gravel, you’ve got to keep the 26 

weeds out of it one way or the other.  It’s not going to happen by itself, and it’s 27 

going to be a tough issue.  But on my block, and I’m not in an HOA and we’re not 28 

in a high-end neighborhood, but we kind of govern our own.  So you know 29 

discretely, since I’ve been there 32 years, I’m kind of the block captain.  So you 30 

just kind of say, hey can I help you clean this up?  I mean that, and I have helped 31 

some people do that.  Or maybe we can put a work party together and help you 32 

out because we have some older people.  We’ve got a lady up on the corner 33 

that’s probably older than I am, but she needs some help so we all pitched in and 34 

fixed her yard up for her.  And she appreciated that, and she is keeping it in 35 

check.  So I don’t know if that’s an answer or not, and I find that a lot of people in 36 

Moreno Valley they don’t even know who their neighbors are.  And the first thing I 37 

do, like I had two neighbors move in, and I go down and introduce myself and 38 

find out what their name is and tell them what’s going on.  And I don’t know 39 

whether that’s a bad thing or a good thing.  But you’ve got to keep people talking 40 

about these things, whether it’s weed abatement or protecting the mailboxes.  41 

The mailbox issue is a big deal in this town right now.  It’s unbelievable.  It’s 42 

probably worse than the weed abatement to be honest with you.  That’s off the 43 

subject, but I don’t know.  I think if we can kind of police our own, and I’m not a 44 

real big proponent of HOA’s.  They do have their place, but it’s just that other 45 

$200.00 or $300.00 per month that you’re going to have to pay for that little 46 
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privilege so.  How many Code Enforcement people do we have out here hired in 1 

the City?  Three or four? 2 

 3 

SENIOR PLANNER CHRIS ORMSBY –  No.  I have a few more than that 4 

thankfully.   5 

 6 

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ –  I didn’t know how many it was.   7 

 8 

SENIOR PLANNER CHRIS ORMSBY –  I have a City of 200,000.  I’ve got five 9 

career Staff. 10 

 11 

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ –  Okay. 12 

 13 

SENIOR PLANNER CHRIS ORMSBY –  And then I’ve got some grant-funded 14 

Staff and some part-time Staff.   15 

 16 

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ –  It’s a tough issue.  I know that.   17 

 18 

SENIOR PLANNER CHRIS ORMSBY –  It’s a lot of square miles, but we do our 19 

best.  We do have…I’d like to share with you real quick since this came up.  We 20 

do mostly complaint-driven work.  However, we do have a program out that’s 21 

called Keep Moreno Valley Beautiful, so we do what we can.  The Code Officers 22 

go by those properties that we think need a little help and volunteering is a great 23 

way to take care of it.  But we leave the door tag, and it gives them some good 24 

information on how to take care of their property, how to get to the resources to 25 

help them but the majority of it is complaint driven.   26 

 27 

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ –  You know, one other thing I’m thinking.  I know a 28 

lot of times the Scout Troops are looking for conservation projects and that type 29 

of thing and even some of the other service projects.  That might be a good way 30 

to approach it.  I don’t know exactly how to do it in a town of 200,000.  But, when 31 

I lived in a town of 3000, it was a little easier because you knew everybody and 32 

you could get it going.  But we’ve got a lot of Scout Troops, both on the Girl 33 

Scout side and the Boy Scout side in this town.  I was in the Scouting Program 34 

for a while.  I don’t know if that would work.  If any of the troops, you know, if they 35 

want to get out and do that type of work.  And we do have a Spring Cleanup 36 

Program in this town of some sort, right?       37 

 38 

SENIOR PLANNER CHRIS ORMSBY –  We do.  Well we have neighborhood 39 

cleanups that go through each Council District currently right now. 40 

 41 

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ –  Okay. 42 

 43 

SENIOR PLANNER CHRIS ORMSBY –  And then something I should add too, 44 

we do have a Volunteer Program that we’re looking for high school student age 45 

folk to come out and help those property owners like you were mentioning 46 

Packet Pg. 22

M
in

u
te

s 
A

cc
ep

ta
n

ce
: 

M
in

u
te

s 
o

f 
A

p
r 

28
, 2

01
6 

7:
00

 P
M

  (
A

P
P

R
O

V
A

L
 O

F
 M

IN
U

T
E

S
)



DRAFT PC MINUTES            April 28
th

, 2016 20 

Commissioner Baker about how maybe their elderly and don’t have the 1 

resources to take care of their property maybe like they should.  They have a 2 

program in place to garner volunteers to help out in those situations too.   3 

 4 

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ –  Could I see a copy of that doorknocker when 5 

we’re done?  6 

 7 

SENIOR PLANNER CHRIS ORMSBY –  Sure.  You bet. 8 

 9 

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ –  I think that’s a great idea. 10 

 11 

SENIOR PLANNER CHRIS ORMSBY –  Yeah. 12 

 13 

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ –  Okay.   14 

 15 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Commissioner Van Natta. 16 

 17 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Just in case anybody is under some 18 

misconception about these tenant-occupied properties, it’s still the homeowner 19 

whose responsible.  And their the ones who get the citation and their the ones 20 

who get the lien, and it’s up to them to ensure that their tenants do the 21 

maintenance or in some cases the landowners will pay for maintenance and just 22 

consider that part of the cost of renting property.   23 

 24 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Any other questions or comments?  No?  Okay, I think we 25 

have beaten this one up pretty good.   26 

 27 

VICE CHAIR SIMS –  Pulverized it.  It’s pulverized. 28 

 29 

CHAIR LOWELL –  And, since this is a Non-Public Hearing Item, there is no 30 

action to be taken.  So, if anybody has any questions or comments, now is the 31 

time.  If not, we’re going to move onto the Public Hearing Item, which is Item No. 32 

2 tonight.  Case No. P16-007 and P16-008.  The Applicant is Riverside Housing 33 

Development Corporation.  The location is 22889 Allies Place.   34 

 35 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Allies Place. 36 

 37 

CHAIR LOWELL –  What is it? 38 

 39 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Allies. 40 

 41 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Yes that’s true, Allies.  I should probably put my glasses on.  42 

The Case Planner is Claudia Manrique.  Do we have a Staff Report on this item? 43 

 44 

 45 

 46 
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 1 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 2 

 3 

2. Case:   P16-007 and P16-008 4 

     5 

Applicant:    Riverside Housing Development Corp (RHDC) 6 

 7 

Owner:   Riverside Housing Development Corp (RHDC) 8 

 9 

Representative:  Riverside Housing Development Corp (RHDC) 10 

 11 

Location:   22889 Allies Pl and 22899 Allies Pl 12 

 13 

Case Planner:  Claudia Manrique 14 

 15 

Council District:  5 16 

 17 

Proposal: P16-008 & P16-008 - Variance requests to reduce the 18 

rear setback of two existing four-unit apartment 19 

complexes. 20 

 21 

 22 

 23 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 24 

 25 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission APPROVE Resolutions No. 26 

2016-07 and 2016-08, and thereby: 27 

 28 

1. CERTIFY that the proposed Variances are exempt from the provisions of 29 

the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as a Class 5 Categorical 30 

Exemption, CEQA Guidelines, Section 15305 for the Minor Alterations in 31 

Land Use Limitation; and 32 

 33 

2. APPROVE Variance P16-007 based on the findings contained in Planning 34 

Commission Resolution 2016-07; and 35 

 36 

3. APPROVE Variance P16-008 based on the findings contained in Planning 37 

Commission Resolution 2016-08. 38 

 39 

 40 

ASSOCIATE PLANNER CLAUDIA MANRIQUE –  Good evening.  I’m Claudia 41 

Manrique, Case Planner.  The Variance requests are to reduce the required rear 42 

setback from 25 feet to 5 feet for two existing apartment complexes to allow for 43 

the construction of four one-car garages for each complex along with some 44 

laundry facilities and storage rooms.  The project sites are on Allies Place.  45 

Here’s the Land Use Map.  The Zoning is R20.  R20 requires a rear setback of 46 
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25 feet, and again we’re asking for a Variance to reduce the rear setback to 5 1 

feet.  With the caveat that….there’s an alleyway behind the apartments where 2 

the garages will be built.  So, though there is a reduction in the setback, there is 3 

still going to be 10 feet between the alley and the face of the garage in order to 4 

provide adequate site distance for the future residents to get in and out of the 5 

garages.  We’re going to look at the Aerial Map.  There’s currently 9 of the 13 6 

properties along Allied Place that have garages, a condition that’s very similar to 7 

the Variance request we have tonight.  In fact, one was approved back in June 8 

2014 with a neighboring property of 22877 Allies Place.  In the photo with the 9 

truck on the top, there’s some red paint on the ground.  That is how far the 10 

garage will come out.  The bottom picture is showing the current condition of the 11 

alleyway.  The picture on the left shows the current condition of the structures 12 

along with the third one that was the one approved back in 2014 that was under 13 

construction when that picture was done.  With allowing the Variance and 14 

therefore the reduction of the rear setback, it’s going to allow the apartments to 15 

not only have the garages and laundry facilities but it’s going to have the ability to 16 

go into all the units and correct any current Building Code issues, as well as 17 

improvements to the exterior.  The pictures with the blue background, this is the 18 

neighboring one that has been completed.  This is from the alleyway.  You can 19 

see the new garages.  Then we have two pictures from the sides showing the 20 

new landscaping and fencing and then from Allies Place out on the front 21 

elevation and you can see that with the new roof line and the enhancements for 22 

like a midcentury line, and it looks a lot better than the current condition.  The 23 

project is exempt under CEQA as a Class 5 Categorical Exemption in Section 24 

15305.  Public notice was sent to all property owners within 300 feet of the 25 

property on 04/15/2016, as well as posted on site and published in the Press 26 

Enterprise Newspaper on 04/16/2016.  As of tonight, I have received one phone 27 

call of a resident who is nearby, and she was hoping that her apartment complex 28 

was next in line for an enhancement and we’re not sure but possibly.  And I just 29 

wanted to note that, the Riverside Housing Development Corporation, they work 30 

a lot with the City to help rehabbing different multiple-family properties in fact in 31 

this area.  They have approximately nine, so it really helps the City and helps us 32 

provide some low-income housing that looks really nice.  So we recommend that 33 

the Planning Commission APPROVE Resolution Nos. 2016-07 and 2016-08 and 34 

CERTIFY that the Variances are exempt under CEQA and APPROVE both 35 

Variances.  Thank you.   36 

 37 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Thank you.  Any questions for Staff before I move onto the 38 

Applicant?  Nope.  No hands going up, perfect.  I would like to invite the 39 

Applicant up to speak.   40 

 41 

APPLICANT RIVERSIDE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION –  Good 42 

evening.  We would appreciate approval on this.  Something I wanted to point out 43 

too since you guys are talking about landscape and barriers.  Our landscape is 44 

water tolerant and our barrier is a geo fabric, so you were talking about nutrients 45 

from the water going back into the soil so this fabric allows the water to penetrate 46 
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but not muddy up or add silts to our barrier.  We use the bark barrier, and it’s fire 1 

resistant also.  So, as far as a maintenance issue, we’ve been on this property 2 

completed for a little over a year and virtually no weeds; occasional weed at the 3 

edge but no weeds.  On the next two units, we’re looking at a weed barrier with a 4 

rock landscape out front even reducing the grass even more and possibly an 5 

artificial turf.  There are some drawbacks on that.  This is all accessible, 11B 6 

adaptable accessible units, so all four units are adaptable and accessible.  And it 7 

enhances the back alley and secures the back alley, so the tenants actually can 8 

secure their possessions with the garages.  They are all locked up.  The laundry 9 

is within the gated area of the units, so it’s a safety issue also when they are 10 

doing their laundry and just social activities in the complex.  The units are to the 11 

east or the next two units to the east and so, as we develop those two, this would 12 

be opened up and the three would have a complex look to it where they could 13 

have access and walk among the three apartments.  And that’s all I’ve got to 14 

comment on.  We love partnering with Moreno Valley, and we have about maybe 15 

11 units in the neighborhood.  We’ve been in the neighborhood for 12 years, and 16 

our management staff do a great job with the community in providing community 17 

services.  So that’s who we are, and we’d love your approval on this.   18 

 19 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Thank you very much.  Do we have any questions for the 20 

Applicant?  No?  Okay.  Thank you very much.  I’d like to open up the Public 21 

Comments portion for tonight for this hearing item.  I see that we have one 22 

speaker.  We have Mr. Rafael Brugueras. 23 

 24 

SPEAKER RAFAEL BRUGUERAS –  Good evening again Commissioners, 25 

Staff, residents, and our guests.  He surprised me.  I mean, he just filled in the 26 

topic that we just talked about in the last five minutes ago.  Look at the picture, 27 

Commissioners.  If we got away from what Moreno Valley was in the old days 28 

because of the economy, the base closing, the water drought.  Today you saw 29 

another miracle.  Here it is right here.  He’s been here for 12 years working on 30 

these kinds of buildings making them beautiful.  That’s one of the things we 31 

talked about a few minutes ago making our City beautiful.  Here’s a great 32 

example.  I wish he had a way to communicate with a lot of other property 33 

owners that want to remodel their properties, and he was one of the 34 

organizations that went out and did the evaluations for them and came up with a 35 

plan like this.  How many people would love to stay in that place for a period of 36 

long time instead of moving around?  How many low-income families would be 37 

proud adults to live in a complex like that?  I mean, he mentioned it didn’t take 38 

probably…..I don’t know if it took a lot of money but you know he enjoyed doing 39 

something for us, for the City of Moreno Valley.  I mean, that’s great.  It helps all 40 

of us.  If even the big companies/big developers would use that example of fire 41 

resistant, whatever it is, that put that red clay/that red thing….. 42 

 43 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Bark. 44 

 45 

COMMISSIONER BAKER –  Bark. 46 
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 1 

SPEAKER RAFAEL BRUGUERAS  –  Okay, that red bark.  Thank you.  Now 2 

what’s wrong with the weeds that we don’t see here?  I don’t know what’s 3 

underneath.  But I know if we use fabric, you know, branches break through 4 

fabric.  But, if we use plastic, it takes a little longer for it to crack through.  And I 5 

don’t know if you use something heavy to hold down the plastic and then you put 6 

the bark on top because I know bark just doesn’t hold down plastic.  It’s got to be 7 

something else.  Sometimes a little bit of rock then the bark on top.  But that was 8 

a great example that Moreno Valley needs to follow in the future because that 9 

can clean up our old neighborhoods without having to tear them down.  If we just 10 

painted it grey, put new windows, gave them garages and their own washers and 11 

dryers that would be a better place to live you know for a lot of us.  That was a 12 

wonderful, wonderful example.  And I’m deeply grateful that he came and he 13 

spoke and he showed us, and I thank the Staff for giving us that illustration that 14 

we can do a greater job in our City.   15 

 16 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Thank you very much.  Any other Speaker Slips for tonight? 17 

 18 

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT ERICA TADEO – No.   19 

 20 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Perfect.  I’d like to close the Public Hearing Items.  Moving 21 

onto the Applicant.  Would you like to respond to anything you heard? 22 

 23 

APPLICANT RIVERSIDE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION –  No. 24 

 25 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Okay.  Moving onto Commissioner….. 26 

 27 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Mr. Chairman, may I ask a 28 

question? 29 

 30 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Yes, Sir.   31 

 32 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Just for clarification, since we’re 33 

talking about the landscaping, it might be interesting to find out how the 34 

maintenance of those properties takes place.  Like he said, that property was 35 

actually in place now for a year to a year-and-a-half.  I was just wondering if it 36 

would be helpful to you to understand if the homeowners are maintaining that 37 

property or if there is a management company that maintains that property.  38 

What are the other aspects that make sure that it stays the way that those 39 

images show? 40 

 41 

CHAIR LOWELL –  I think he’s here, so let’s just ask him. 42 

 43 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Okay.  I’m just…… 44 

 45 

Packet Pg. 27

M
in

u
te

s 
A

cc
ep

ta
n

ce
: 

M
in

u
te

s 
o

f 
A

p
r 

28
, 2

01
6 

7:
00

 P
M

  (
A

P
P

R
O

V
A

L
 O

F
 M

IN
U

T
E

S
)



DRAFT PC MINUTES            April 28
th

, 2016 25 

APPLICANT RIVERSIDE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION –  Well 1 

to address that, Riverside Housing Development, we have a Development Team 2 

and we have a Construction Team, which I’m over, and then we have a 3 

Management Team.  And so, our Staff, we have Staff onsite and we oversee 4 

these units along with the other 12 buildings.  And it’s on-staff management, and 5 

so we have subcontractors that come in and do our maintenance on a weekly 6 

basis and maintain all of our properties.  So, with that, we have somebody on 7 

staff in that neighborhood 24/7.  And then subcontractors, local-hired 8 

subcontractors, that actually work on the maintenance.  We have subcontractors 9 

that do our service work on plumbing and electrical, those issues as we need.  10 

So that’s how we maintain the properties.  We staffed for it.  Frankly, our 11 

projects, we have projects that are going on 20 years.   And I’ve come in and 12 

done construction right next to the project that’s been maintained for 20 years.  13 

And, when I walk away, it’s new.  And I can’t tell the difference between the 14 

maintained properties and the new construction, and that’s not lowering the level 15 

of new construction.  That’s how well our Staff does the job in maintaining the 16 

properties.  And you would see that on Adrienne and Allies as you drive and 17 

we’re the grey buildings.  That’s just us with the wrought iron, the security, the 18 

landscaping that’s actually maintained in that neighborhood.   19 

 20 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Thank you very much.  Any other questions or comments, 21 

discussions?  Nope?  Okay, would anybody like to make a motion?   22 

 23 

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ –  I’ll motion.   24 

 25 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Push the button.  There we go.   26 

 27 

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ –  I’ll move to APPROVE Variance P16-007 based 28 

on the findings contained in the Planning Commission Resolution 2016-07 and 29 

APPROVE Variance P16-008 based on the findings contained in the Planning 30 

Commission Resolution 2016-08.   31 

 32 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  Would you also want to certify 33 

the CEQA Exemption? 34 

 35 

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ –  And CERTIFY that the proposed Variances are 36 

exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as a Class 5 37 

Category Exemption, CEQA Guidelines Section 15305 for Minor Alternations and 38 

Land Use Limitation.   39 

 40 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Perfect.  We have a motion.  Would somebody like to 41 

second? 42 

 43 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  I already did. 44 

 45 
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CHAIR LOWELL –  Perfect.  We have a motion by Commissioner Ramirez and a 1 

second by Commissioner Barnes.  Let’s please cast your vote.  Perfect.  All votes 2 

are cast.  The item passes 7-0.   3 

 4 

 5 

Motion carries 7 – 0  6 

 7 

 8 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Do we have a Staff wrap-up on this item? 9 

 10 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Yes.  These are two separate 11 

Resolutions for two separate approvals.  Each of the approvals is appealable.  If 12 

any interested party is interested in appealing this action, they can file an appeal 13 

to the City Council through the Community Development Director.  If an appeal is 14 

filed, it will be scheduled for a hearing before the City Council within 30 days.   15 

 16 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Thank you very much.  Moving on to item No. 3.  Item No. 3 17 

is a Municipal Code Amendment.  The Case Planner is Ms. Claudia Manrique 18 

again.   19 

 20 

 21 

 22 

3.   Case:   PA14-0011 23 

 24 

      Applicant:  City of Moreno Valley  25 

  26 

      Owner:   City of Moreno Valley  27 

 28 

      Representative:  Community Development Department 29 

 30 

      Location:   City-wide 31 

 32 

      Case Planner:  Claudia Manrique 33 

 34 

      Council District:  City-wide 35 

 36 

      Proposal:   Municipal Code Amendment 37 

 38 

 39 

 40 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 41 

 42 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission APPROVE Resolution No. 43 

2016-05, and thereby:  44 

 45 

Packet Pg. 29

M
in

u
te

s 
A

cc
ep

ta
n

ce
: 

M
in

u
te

s 
o

f 
A

p
r 

28
, 2

01
6 

7:
00

 P
M

  (
A

P
P

R
O

V
A

L
 O

F
 M

IN
U

T
E

S
)



DRAFT PC MINUTES            April 28
th

, 2016 27 

1. RECOGNIZE that PA14-0011 (Municipal Code Amendment) qualify as 1 

exemptions in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15061. 2 

  3 

2. APPROVE Planning Commission Resolution No. 2016-05, 4 

recommending that the City Council approve the proposed 5 

amendments to Title 8, Title 9, and Title 12 of the City Municipal Code, 6 

PA14-0011. 7 

 8 

 9 

ASSOCIATE PLANNER CLAUDIA MANRIQUE –  Good evening again.  We 10 

have various amendments to the Municipal Code that have occurred over time in 11 

order to keep regulations current with State Law, the General Plan of the City, 12 

and by City Council direction.  I’m looking for my Power Point.  Since there’s so 13 

many different pieces, I put together a Power Point.  The proposed amendments 14 

include changes to further increase the amount of consistency in the Municipal 15 

Code, as well as we added some new definitions.  There are some changes to 16 

the Permitted Uses Table.  Most of the changes are to Title 9.  There’s a few to 17 

Title 12 and then also Title 8.  The first two items are modifications to monument 18 

signs.  The first one is just a simple cleanup.  Currently, it reads modified 19 

monument sign and we’re changing it just to monument sign.  The second one is 20 

revising the definition of monument sign to be a little more clear to developers 21 

who want to put in monument signs.  Item No. 3 is also dealing with monument 22 

signs but they are for multi-family complexes.  Currently, they are allowed to 23 

have one monument sign at the entry.  Now there’s going to be an option that 24 

they can have two, but the size limit will not increase.  So it’s either one 25 

traditional monument sign or two wall signs, but they will equal the same square 26 

footage.  Item No. 4 is a simple cleanup to Title 8.  There’s two sections of Title 8 27 

that have construction and grading hours.  This is just to  make them consistent.  28 

The hours will now be 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM Monday through Friday excluding 29 

holidays and 8:00 AM to 4:00 PM on Saturdays.  Item No. 5 clarifies the types of 30 

vehicles that can be parked at single-family homes with Home Occupation 31 

Permits.  This is just to clarify what type of vehicles can be parked at the homes.  32 

Right now, you cannot have any pickups really bigger than like an F150.  This is 33 

just so there is not like the really big super cab/long cab trucks like the Ford F250 34 

or F350.  And there is also the minor cleanup because we do not have 35 

Commercial Vehicle Parking Permits, so that part will be deleted.  Item No. 6, 36 

very simple text cleanup.  We’re just making sure that the numbers in this section 37 

regarding pools matches the part under single-family residences that also deals 38 

with swimming pools.  Item No. 7 is a clean up as well to have a consistency 39 

between two sections, one in Title 9 and one in Title 12 regarding vehicle idling 40 

times.  It currently reads 15 minutes.  The State requirement is 5 minutes, so 41 

both these will be changed to meet the State requirement.  Item No. 8 is a text 42 

cleanup.  The previously-approved Municipal Code Amendment advertently put 43 

in the word building in regards to the separation distance between residential 44 

districts and buildings and warehouse projects, so this is just to simply remove 45 

the word building.  Item No. 9, this is for Special Single-Family Residential 46 
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Development Standards.  Currently, only R5 tracts are required to have front 1 

yard landscaping.  This is to expand to include Residential 2, 2 

Residential/Agriculture 2, and Residential 3 Districts.  This will just help with 3 

enhancing individual neighborhoods and the overall image of the City and this 4 

again is just for new tracts coming in, which the tract would have five or more 5 

homes.  So this doesn’t impact custom homes or if a Parcel Map comes in with 6 

only two homes.  Item No. 10 is a text cleanup.  We’re deleting a section of 7 

Pacific Plan District as the General Plan no longer has this in it and also deleting 8 

the reference to the General Plan under the Map Designation Section.  Item No. 9 

11 is Single-Family Residential General Guidelines.  Currently, you’re allowed to 10 

store your RV and boat on your side yard or rear yard if you have the capability 11 

of getting to them.  Right now, it must be concrete.  We’re expanding it to add 12 

gravel or crushed rock if it meets the standards.  Below we have some pictures.  13 

The one on the left is showing gravel in DG, which is leading to the side gate 14 

where you can park your vehicle.  Then the two center ones have concrete pads.  15 

And then the last one is showing the pad with the gravel.  That’s all possibilities 16 

to store your vehicles.  Item No. 12 is related to TUP’s, which are Temporary Use 17 

Permits.  They are very popular with our commercial centers, and this is to allow 18 

merchandise sales in the parking lot.  Currently, there is a limit of 18 days per 19 

shopping center, and this proposed amendment is to increase the days from 18 20 

to 36 in the larger shopping centers and by larger we mean 20 acres or greater.  21 

In the larger centers, if you have one or two stores that do this a couple times a 22 

year, that takes all the days.  So this is to be fair to have multiple stores to have 23 

days available for opportunity for parking lot sales.  Item No. 13, this is to 24 

introduce some new definitions clarifying the differences between various 25 

restaurants and bar-type uses.  The new definitions include bar, bar with limited 26 

live entertainment, nightclub, and restaurant with limited live entertainment.  27 

These changes also impact the Permitted Uses Table and now with their 28 

breakdown of the different definitions, bars and bars with limited live 29 

entertainment will be allowed in various Commercial Zones with a Conditional 30 

Use Permit and nightclubs also need a Conditional Use Permit but are only 31 

allowed in the Community Commercial and the two Mixed Use Overlay Zones of 32 

Mixed Use Commercial and Mixed Use Institution.  And then the limited live 33 

entertainment tied to restaurant use will be allowed in the same zones as regular 34 

restaurants with a Plot Plan Application.  Item Nos. 14, 15 and 16 are additional 35 

new definitions to the Code, including a pool hall, mulch, permeable paving 36 

surfaces and hardscape.  This is really to help us help the citizens at the counter 37 

and developers when trying to figure out where their use is allowed and also the 38 

type of landscaping and what materials are allowed where.  Item No. 17, this is in 39 

regards to the single-family residential standards for landscaping and water 40 

efficiency.  The goal is just to help the homeowners and developer provide some 41 

better guidance for drought-tolerant landscaping.  And the key examples include 42 

removing the current requirement for any turf or grass and expanding how mulch 43 

can be used for groundcover.  We have three pictures that are showing drought-44 

tolerant landscaping.  The center one is actually a brand new home in the Pacific 45 

Communities Development; Pacific that is just south of the 60.  They were one of 46 
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the three tracts that Chris mentioned earlier that are the first ones in with the 1 

required front yard drought tolerance.  And the last one looks more like a really 2 

nice custom home with mostly gravel and with the change in expanding how 3 

much mulch/gravel can be used.  We are now allowing for more creativity in front 4 

yard designs.  Item Nos. 18 and 19 are dealing with the second dwelling unit 5 

modifications.  The first one is just a cleanup of previous amendment; removed 6 

the section requiring noticing for second units.  Somehow the change wasn’t 7 

made, so we’re redoing it with the change submitted.  And the second one is 8 

updating the Parking Standards Table in the Off-Parking Section.  Currently, the 9 

Second Dwelling Unit Section has the right parking standards, but the table will 10 

now be changed to match.  Item No. 20 is another cleanup.  We’re adding stuff 11 

back to the Parking Table that was accidentally removed, and there is quite a list 12 

of different items.  There are no changes to the text.  It’s just replacing the items 13 

that were mistakenly deleted.  The last one, Item No. 21, is the City Council had 14 

approved two Ordinances revising Title 11 regarding massage parlors and had 15 

requested that the Planning Commission adopt an Ordinance to amend Title 9.  16 

And the four changes include changing the terminology from massage 17 

establishment to spa facilities, changing the term as well to spa facilities in the 18 

Home Occupation Section, delete the definition of massage parlor, and we’re 19 

adding a definition for spa facilities since it’s a newer use that’s becoming more 20 

popular and this way we can capture it.  And the environmental, it’s exempt 21 

under CEQA Section 15061.  And, for public notice, there was a one-eighth page 22 

public notice that was published in the Press Enterprise back on 03/14/2016 for 23 

the 03/24/2016 public hearing, which the Planning Commission continued until 24 

tonight.  And, given that the prior action of the Planning Commission was to 25 

formally continue the hearing, we did not have to re-notice the project.  We’re 26 

recommending APPROVE Resolution 2016-05 and recognize that P14-0011 27 

qualifies as an exemption under CEQA 15061 and APPROVE Resolution 2016-28 

05 recommending that the City Council approve the amendments to Title 8, Title 29 

9, and Title 12 of the Municipal Code.  Thank you.   30 

 31 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Mr. Chairman, if I may. 32 

 33 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Go ahead. 34 

 35 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Just one bit of clarification on 36 

Items 18 and 19 in the recommendation.  You’ll find on your dais this evening two 37 

emails that we did receive under the Public Comments that is from two interested 38 

parties that believe that Items 18 and 19 should be dealt with separately.  So, for 39 

clarification, we also provided for you an August 2003 letter that was issued by 40 

the Department of Housing and Community Development.  As Ms. Manrique had 41 

indicated, the City had gone through an effort to actually change the 42 

requirements regarding secondary units.  If a secondary unit is applied for, the 43 

State Law changed back in 2003 to make those ministerial actions and the City 44 

had processed the corresponding Code Amendment back in 2010.  And, 45 

inadvertently, the information that was provided to the codifier (because the 46 
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codifier is a separate outside body) was given to them incomplete.  There was 1 

information that was shared with the City Council that did not get in the 2 

information that was shared with the codifier.  And so what we’re trying to do 3 

today is eliminate that section that was supposed to have been eliminated back 4 

in 2010, and what it does is it deals with the public noticing requirements.  The 5 

public noticing requirements are not necessary because as a ministerial action 6 

they are not supposed to be discretionary.  So they are not open for public 7 

discussion or public debate, and so that’s why it was being eliminated.  We did 8 

want to make sure that you’re aware that the comments that we received today 9 

were given to you for your consideration.  We also understand that those parties 10 

did share their concerns up to the City Council.  So, if you do hear from the City 11 

Council, this item ultimately goes to the City Council for their consideration and 12 

we’ll let them know as well.   13 

 14 

CHAIR LOWELL –  So to clarify your clarification, are we dealing Item Nos. 18 15 

and 19 separately tonight or are we….. 16 

 17 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  No.  Our recommendation is to 18 

deal with them as we’ve recommended as part of this entire, what we call, 19 

Omnibus Code Amendment.  It’s a simple action.  We believe that it should be 20 

handled by the Planning Commission this evening and then carried forward to 21 

the City Council, and we’ll be asking the City Council to make the corrections 22 

there too. 23 

 24 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Okay.  I have a question for you guys on Item No. 5, the 25 

review commercial vehicle restrictions for Home Occupation Permits.  Could you 26 

give us a little more clarification?  Claudia said that there was already a 27 

restriction saying that you can’t park anything larger than an F150 in your 28 

driveway.  What if you have an F250 because you like big trucks and you’re not 29 

operating a business?   30 

 31 

ASSOCIATE PLANNER CLAUDIA MANRIQUE –  Yes.  Most of this is some of 32 

the trucks that would be for the business would be your F250, but you would 33 

have some signage on the side advertising your business.  So it would be our 34 

hope that type of vehicle would fit in your garage or maybe on your side yard or 35 

you have signage that you could remove.  In the past, one of the biggest issues 36 

was operators of tow trucks would come in and want a home occupation for their 37 

office and then we would find that the tow truck was parked in front of their house 38 

or on the street.  Or you would have vehicles that would be a smaller pickup but 39 

then they would have a trailer and so then they would park the truck and the 40 

trailer in their driveway and then the trailer might actually over-cross and hang on 41 

the sidewalk.  So it’s just sort of to respect that these are single-family homes 42 

and so they don’t start looking too commercial.   43 

 44 
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CHAIR LOWELL –  So is this something that the City drives around with Code 1 

Enforcement looking for these kinds of violations?  Or is this something, if your 2 

neighbors start complaining, that’s when you become aware of it? 3 

 4 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  It would end up being a 5 

complaint-driven situation as well for Code Enforcement, and there are two 6 

requirements; not just the size but also the commercial nature of the vehicle.  So 7 

Code Enforcement would have to not only establish that it was a certain size but 8 

also that it was commercial.  So your average person with a large F250 that he 9 

uses to tow his boat to the river on the weekends is not going to fall under this.   10 

 11 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Well to be technical, the license plates on all trucks make it 12 

commercial.  It is a commercial registration, so technically my pickup truck is a 13 

commercial truck.   14 

 15 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  But the burden is going to fall 16 

on the Code Enforcement Officer to establish that it is being used for commercial 17 

purposes.   18 

 19 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Gotcha, okay.   20 

 21 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  And signage would be the 22 

most obvious way to identify that.   23 

 24 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Commissioner Van Natta.   25 

 26 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Okay my question was on the same item 27 

because, to me, it is not clear.  And that doesn’t mean it’s not clear to everybody 28 

else.  But I’m looking at this and I’m saying okay it says no commercial vehicles 29 

may be used for delivery of materials with the exception of occasional reasonable 30 

courier services to and from the premises.  So I’m thinking does that mean that, if 31 

I have a Home Occupation Permit and I’m running a business, I could have just 32 

occasional and reasonable courier services somebody delivering something to 33 

my home for my home occupation whatever it is.  Is that correct? 34 

 35 

ASSOCIATE PLANNER CLAUDIA MANRIQUE –  That is correct. 36 

 37 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Okay, then going onto the next one:  No more 38 

than one vehicle larger than a three-quarter ton truck may be used in connection 39 

with a home occupation.  That single vehicle shall have a weight less than blah, 40 

blah, blah, blah, blah.  Okay, so I’ve got a buddy who has a home occupation 41 

and he drives a truck that he uses.  He’s a handyman, okay?  And so he uses 42 

this truck to go out and do work on people’s houses and brings it home and he 43 

parks it in his driveway and it is not larger than a three-quarter ton truck.  So he 44 

would be allowed to have that? 45 

 46 
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ASSOCIATE PLANNER CLAUDIA MANRIQUE –  He would be….ideally, again, 1 

it would be….. 2 

 3 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  I’m not talking about ideally.  I’m talking about 4 

what this says.  So he has a truck and it’s got toolboxes on the side and stuff like 5 

that.  That’s what he uses for his handyman business.  I’m just saying that as an 6 

example.  Okay single vehicle less than, let’s say it meets all those things.  It’s 7 

more than 21 feet and so forth.  So he is allowed not more than one vehicle that 8 

meets that?  It says no more than one vehicle larger than a three-quarter ton.  9 

That single vehicle shall have a weight less than, so it could be larger than a 10 

three-quarter ton as long as it is less than, I mean what’s.…it’s not making sense 11 

to me.  I’m sorry.   12 

 13 

CHAIR LOWELL –  What I’m also looking at on the same side that she’s talking 14 

about is what if my wife and I have this thing where I want to have an F350 or a 15 

one ton pickup and she wants to have one that’s raised bigger than mine and we 16 

start having a battle and we have these huge monolithic trucks and their not 17 

commercial purposes.  We’re not allowed to have these trucks in our house?  18 

We’re not doing commercial purposes, but according to this, it says no more than 19 

one of these trucks.   20 

 21 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  In connection with a home 22 

occupation.   23 

 24 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Correct, so my wife and I would live in the same house…… 25 

 26 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  If it’s a business……. 27 

 28 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  A home occupation that means a business.   29 

 30 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  It’s in connection with a 31 

business.   32 

 33 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Home occupation? 34 

 35 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Let’s say she sells Tupperware. 36 

 37 

VICE CHAIR SIMS –  You don’t occupy the house…….. 38 

 39 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  A lot of Tupperware. 40 

 41 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  If she sells Tupperware and she 42 

has an F350. 43 

 44 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Uh-huh. 45 

 46 
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PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  And she wants to put a magnet on 1 

the side of the truck that says she sells Tupperware then that now is a 2 

commercial vehicle also being used for the business that is being conducted in 3 

the home, and she’d be limited to having one of those trucks.   4 

 5 

CHAIR LOWELL –  So you could….. 6 

 7 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Wait a minute. 8 

 9 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  If there was a second truck that 10 

also had the same sort of signage on it for a Tupperware business then that 11 

would mean you’ve exceeded the number of vehicles allowed for that particular 12 

business.  The other part of this is that the intention is for when the truck is not 13 

being used for the business purposes that any things that are attached to it would 14 

be removed so that it looks more consistent with what goes on in the residential 15 

area.  So, if it’s a removable magnet, what we would be encouraging is that the 16 

magnet be removed so it doesn’t look like it’s a commercial vehicle.  So some of 17 

the stuff that we’re trying to get across in here so it improves the….. 18 

 19 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Okay none of this says that though.  That’s, I 20 

mean, ideally and the intent is and everything like that.  That’s not what this 21 

paragraph says.  What this paragraph says is that you can’t have more than one 22 

vehicle larger than a three-quarter ton, and it has to meet these certain 23 

specifications.  So let’s go back to the example of my friend who is a handyman, 24 

and he has a work truck.  Okay?  And that work truck, he comes home and he 25 

parks it in his driveway.  Is he allowed to do that? 26 

 27 

COMMISSIONER BAKER –  Does he have a sign? 28 

 29 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  I’m not talking….no we’re not….signs are 30 

something different.  He has a work truck and he brings it home.  Can he park it 31 

in his driveway? 32 

 33 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Yes. 34 

 35 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Okay.  What difference does it make if there is 36 

a sign on the side or not?  37 

 38 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  He’s allowed to have one of those 39 

vehicles.  He can’t have multiple vehicles. 40 

 41 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Okay. 42 

 43 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  And to the extent that it’s a 44 

removable sign, it would be removed from the car, if possible, so that it….. 45 

 46 
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COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  It’s painted on. 1 

 2 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Then it won’t be able to be 3 

removed.   4 

 5 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Yeah, there’s some place….. 6 

 7 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  But he can still park it in the driveway? 8 

 9 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  He’ll be able to park it.  It’s tied to 10 

the home occupation……. 11 

 12 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Because we’re talking about attachments or 13 

equipment aren’t allowed to be left on the vehicle while it’s parked in the 14 

driveway. 15 

 16 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  So, as a handyman, he may have 17 

a rack on his truck that has the ladders and the rakes and the power equipment 18 

and all the other things.  The intent would be to not have those on the vehicle at 19 

all times.   20 

 21 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Okay all I can say is this is very…..it’s written 22 

very unclear.  It doesn’t really say what it is that you’re telling me it’s supposed to 23 

be saying.   24 

 25 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  We’ll be happy to take a look at 26 

that, and we can make the corrections. 27 

 28 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Now does this Ordinance also prevent you from parking the 29 

same number of vehicles in the street?  So I can park two or three of these trucks 30 

with commercial signage all over it?  I can park in the public right-of-way without 31 

too much of an issue?  I just can’t park it in my driveway? 32 

 33 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  I have a….oh, good ahead Chris. 34 

 35 

SENIOR PLANNER CHRIS ORMSBY –  Well the intent is not to allow those to 36 

be parked on the street as well because it’s, I believe, just one vehicle per home 37 

occupation.  So you couldn’t have multiple vehicles. 38 

 39 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Correct, but if my neighbors each have a home occupation 40 

permit and they each have one truck and they all park it in the driveway, or in the 41 

street, or……. 42 

 43 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  There’s two things at play here.  44 

One is the parking issue of where it’s parked and we would not be able to, as a 45 

Code Enforcement situation, enforce the ones parked on the street.  Those will 46 
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be handled differently pursuant to the California Vehicle Code.  However, this 1 

section that we’re talking about is part of the Home Occupation Permit Section.  2 

So somebody who is abusing that Home Occupation Permit could be subject to 3 

the review and potential revocation of their Home Occupation Permit.  Could you 4 

add that in here where it says in connection with home occupation?  Could you 5 

put the word permit after that?  That would clarify some of the things I think.   6 

 7 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  Could you fix that? 8 

 9 

SENIOR PLANNER CHRIS ORMSBY –  We could add that. 10 

 11 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Okay now we’ve just said that the intent is you 12 

can leave it parked in your driveway if you’ve removed the commercial wrappings 13 

but then here it says commercial vehicles used in the home occupation that are 14 

parked or stored on the premises shall not be visible from the public street or 15 

right-of-way.  So then that says I can’t park it in the driveway, correct? 16 

 17 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Doesn’t that only apply the one that doesn’t meet 18 

the size requirement for the driveway?  Is that what that’s saying? 19 

 20 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  It doesn’t say that. 21 

 22 

SENIOR PLANNER CHRIS ORMSBY –  But that means….. 23 

 24 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  It says commercial vehicles.  So is that the no 25 

more than one larger than?  So these would be the ones that are smaller than 26 

the three-quarter but their still a commercial vehicle so they can’t be in view? 27 

 28 

SENIOR PLANNER CHRIS ORMSBY –  The intent would be that they would not 29 

be in view in that particular scenario where they are the larger vehicles.   30 

 31 

CHAIR LOWELL –  What it’s saying is the first half says you can have one 32 

vehicle and the second half says you can’t have any vehicle visible.   33 

 34 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  And the first one says you can’t have more 35 

than one that’s larger than three-quarter ton but you could have commercial 36 

vehicles that are less than three-quarter ton and they’d still be commercial 37 

vehicles and then they can’t be visible.  I guess the reason I’m harping on this is 38 

because in the real estate business people come in and they say well this is what 39 

I do and I work from home and I just want to make sure I’m buying a property that 40 

I will be allowed to run my business from.  We have to be able to tell them what 41 

they can and can’t do, what the ideal is and not what the intent is, but what does 42 

it actually say so that they can say okay these are the rules and I know this is 43 

what I have to do.   44 

 45 
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SENIOR PLANNER CHRIS ORMSBY –  Well we can make some further 1 

refinements like Rick had indicated with regard to the language to make it 2 

clearer.   3 

 4 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  I appreciate that.  I’d be glad to consult with 5 

you on that when you’re redoing them before we get to this point.   6 

 7 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Is the intention…… 8 

 9 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Well here’s……. 10 

 11 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Go ahead. 12 

 13 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  If I may, just for clarification, the 14 

interest that the Staff has in making this recommendation is to provide a cleaner 15 

image in our residential neighborhoods.  We don’t want there to be a 16 

preponderance of commercial activity or businesses.  We get complaints from 17 

time-to-time.  A lot of the complaints are the larger vehicles that look out of place 18 

in a residential neighborhood.  If those commercial vehicles can be parked 19 

behind the gate or in a garage somewhere where it’s not visible, the intent is it 20 

provides for a cleaner image.  If that’s not what the interest or the consensus of 21 

the Commission is, let us know and we can clarify that.  I agree with you that the 22 

language in here is confusing in terms of in one place we’re saying you’re limited 23 

a certain amount and it can’t be visible from the public viewpoint.  That may be 24 

impossible to achieve because in certain circumstances the vehicle may not fit in 25 

the garage and so we don’t want to keep somebody from not being able to run 26 

the business, but our intent is to try and keep it clean.  So I guess what I’m 27 

looking for from the Commission this evening is do you agree with that concept?  28 

Is there a consensus up there?  And, if there is not, then we would know better 29 

how to refine this.   30 

 31 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  I would think if someone has a commercial 32 

vehicle like a large work pickup truck or something like that and it can fit in the 33 

driveway and it’s not jetting out onto the sidewalk or anything like that then that 34 

should be acceptable as long as it meets all the other requirements.  I mean not 35 

all properties have the ability to drive down the side and park it in the back or 36 

something like that.  But I think my concern is not exactly that so much but that 37 

this be clear enough to where, when it’s done, people will understand what they 38 

can and can’t do.  Okay, you can have one truck but you can’t have two.  You 39 

can have one truck and park it in the driveway, but it can’t be larger than a 40 

certain size.  But you have conflicting instructions in this.   41 

 42 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Can I take a run at this? 43 

 44 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Mr. Barnes, go for it.  45 

 46 
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COMMISSIONER BARNES –  I agree with Meli.  Is it saying then that you can 1 

have multiple vehicles under the three-quarter ton?  So, if you had a home 2 

computer business, you can park four Geek Squad vehicles in the driveway and 3 

be perfectly legal? 4 

 5 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Sure if you’ve got a big enough driveway. 6 

 7 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Yeah.  Is that what it’s saying?  It seems like 8 

maybe our intent here is to limit it to one commercial vehicle under a maximum 9 

size of 21 feet period.  If it exceeds that, then it should be parked behind the side 10 

yard fence similar to an RV.  That seems to cover it in a couple of very short 11 

sentences in my mind.   12 

 13 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  But, then again, if somebody has a fleet of 14 

Tupperware cars or Geek Squad cars and they have a four-car driveway……. 15 

 16 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  The way it’s currently worded you 17 

would be able to do that.  That would not be our intent.  We would want to clarify 18 

that.  Our intent is not to have a fleet of cars out there that have a commercial 19 

identity to them.  So you’re absolutely correct that it’s confusing because it 20 

appears that it’s limited only to the larger vehicles.  I would ask for clarification 21 

from the Commission though this evening if it’s okay with you to have multiple 22 

cars up there.  If it would be okay if there were four Geek Squad cars or four 23 

construction trucks or two or more; provide that clarification and we’ll be happy to 24 

rewrite that.  But our intent from the Staff is to limit it to one. 25 

 26 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Okay. 27 

 28 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  No matter how large the vehicle is 29 

so that it’s not identifying a fleet so to speak. 30 

 31 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  I don’t think limiting it to one is really 32 

something that I would want to do because someone might have more than one 33 

vehicle and they are doing a home occupation.  There’s a lot of people who are 34 

working from home now, independent contractors of all kinds, but I think there’s 35 

other ways to control it too like saying okay it’s got to be in the driveway the 36 

same as any personal car.  You can’t have, I mean I’ve seen houses where they 37 

have four personal cars because they’ve got two teenagers and their parking 38 

them in the driveway and it goes out over the sidewalk and everything like that.  39 

That would be, to me, just as much of an irritant as having four little Geek Squad 40 

cars or whatever.  As long as there’s room for it, and it’s within their own 41 

driveway and it’s on their own property, you are going to run into times and 42 

places where the HOA isn’t going to allow and that’s why they buy houses that 43 

are not in an HOA so that they have flexibility to do something like this.  I don’t 44 

see a problem with limiting it to not having a commercial vehicle over a certain 45 

size, so you’re not allowing a huge truck out there.  But, other than that as long 46 
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as the vehicles are contained within the premises and on the driveway or in the 1 

garage or other appropriate parking areas, I don’t see why we should have to say 2 

that they could only have one vehicle.  You know, mother and daughter might 3 

both be selling Tupperware or something like that.   4 

 5 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  And we’re open to whatever the 6 

interpretation of the Commission is this evening.  Whatever consensus you guys 7 

would like is how we’d like to take this forward.   8 

 9 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  I think I agree, as a compromise, that I could live 10 

with two vehicles.  But then I would be concerned about the contractor who just 11 

makes his driveway really, really wide and suddenly he can park four commercial 12 

vehicles.  So I think we’d have to draw the line somewhere, and two works for 13 

me.  The size, it’s somewhat arbitrary.  But you’ve got to draw a line somewhere, 14 

and I’m okay with the size.  So, in my mind, I would simplify this to say two 15 

commercial vehicles that don’t exceed X size.  End of story.  Now, the only other 16 

question I’d have is, would you want to allow additional vehicles in the side yard 17 

behind the fence? 18 

 19 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Well this only applies to the Home Occupation Permit. 20 

 21 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Correct. 22 

 23 

CHAIR LOWELL –  So people like me who don’t have a home business, we 24 

could park whatever we wanted as long as we were within Code.  So I think, if 25 

you’re going to the effort of having a home occupation and you’re pulling a permit 26 

for it, I think having one vehicle with the possibility of like a Conditional Use of 27 

like a second or third vehicle like have an option for it but make it that if two 28 

vehicles park in the driveway or some sort of a clarification where they have the 29 

option of having a second vehicle wouldn’t be a bad idea.   30 

 31 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Just allow the second vehicle.  If the company is 32 

big enough to support two vehicles, let them have two vehicles.  I don’t think they 33 

have to apply for the second vehicle.   34 

 35 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Sure and, if there’s more than two vehicles, 36 

they have to be out of public site.   37 

 38 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Yeah, then they’ve got to deal with it.  Then their 39 

big enough that they can afford a solution.   40 

 41 

CHAIR LOWELL –  I think two vehicles is a better solution to it.  That was a lot of 42 

debate for two vehicles.  I agree with everybody that I think the wording needs to 43 

be clarified a little bit, and I second the idea of having a second vehicle.  It could 44 

get way shorter.  That’s for sure.  Two vehicles not exceeding X size and we’re 45 

done.   46 
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 1 

CHAIR LOWELL –  So because this is a Municipal Code Amendment, it’s not a 2 

normal hearing item.  We don’t have an applicant.  We have a member of the 3 

public wanting to speak.  Can I invite them up now? 4 

 5 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  You would just open the Public 6 

Hearing portion of it.   7 

 8 

VICE CHAIR SIMS –  I have a comment before we get started on that.  I applaud 9 

the City Staff for going through the effort to clean this up, and personally I think 10 

you have parts of Moreno Valley that look like townships.  There was Edgemont, 11 

there was Sunnymead, there was Box Springs, there were areas that were 12 

unincorporated areas and they looked how they look.  You go into areas like 13 

Sunnymead Ranch, you go to Moreno Valley Ranch, you go to other areas 14 

where there’s been mastering planning since the incorporation of the City.  15 

There’s been standardization of how….man my voice is trashed out.  But, 16 

anyhow, I think there’s a clear nexus between the economic value of the City and 17 

the beautification of the City and to holding to some stringent and rigid standards.  18 

People have the opportunity to do what they want if they want to move into 19 

unincorporated areas.  So to have more definition, and I agree that there’s some 20 

cleaner language in this, but I think in concept it’s a very important thing for the 21 

City to move forward and beautify itself and bring standardization and greater 22 

economic prosperity to the residential parts is to have standards that are 23 

consistent and then we need to have the funding mechanism to have more Code 24 

Enforcement to apply the standard codes.  So that’s my two cents.  I’m a firm 25 

believer in that we should have the rules and they need to be enforced.   26 

 27 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Thank you.   28 

 29 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  I agree on that.  Are you opposed to two or? 30 

 31 

VICE CHAIR SIMS –  No.  I think we’re beating up….if a person goes in…..how 32 

many people are actually coming in?  I think the root of this thing is how many 33 

people are having a home business that don’t come in for a permit.  This is a 34 

nonsensical rule because probably 99% of the people don’t come in for a Home 35 

Occupation Permit. 36 

 37 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  That’s probably true. 38 

 39 

VICE CHAIR SIMS –  I think we’re spending a lot to do about nothing but….. 40 

 41 

CHAIR LOWELL –  So it’s a solution looking for a problem.   42 

 43 

VICE CHAIR SIMS –  Yeah, I just, I think…… 44 

 45 
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COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  I think just cleaning up the verbiage and 1 

allowing for two and, if there’s any other vehicles, they have to be out of site of 2 

the right-of-way and……. 3 

 4 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  I would agree with that. 5 

 6 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Okay well let me open up the Public Comments portion real 7 

quick.  I’d like to open up the Public Comments portion.  We have Mr. Tom 8 

Jerele, Sr.   9 

 10 

SPEAKER TOM JERELE, SR. –  Tom Jerele, Sr. speaking on behalf of myself 11 

and a little bit on behalf of the Sundance Center where I spent a little bit of time.  12 

Chairman Lowell, Vice Chair Sims, Commissioners, Staff, and the public:  First I 13 

want to thank Commissioner’s Van Natta, Barnes, and Lowell for peeling the 14 

grape on this.  I was looking for the Staff Report.  It’s not in the little books here.  15 

They just have the minutes from the past meetings and then the Agenda, so 16 

there was nothing for me to peruse there.  I’ll take the blame, though, Mayor Pro 17 

Tem Giba has been chatting me to get in the City Hall or go online and look at 18 

the stuff ahead of time because it’s pretty broad.  You know, a lot of house 19 

cleaning is going on here.  But, as far as the vehicle issue, number (1) two 20 

vehicles is fine with me.  And I’m taking the position, you know, I live in the 21 

Sunnymead Ranch area and in our area there is a fellow that lives up above us a 22 

little bit that I inadvertently worked for.  I see the Klure & Harris truck there and 23 

that’s a big truck.  I don’t think he’s the owner.  He’s probably maybe one of the 24 

store managers or something like that, and that was a question I had.  How about 25 

somebody who is an employee of a company?  I know a framer who works for 26 

CW Framing.  He’s got a pretty good sized truck, and it’s all set up, and that’s his 27 

work truck.  He goes to work in the morning.  So how about somebody who is an 28 

employee of a company?  He’s not running his business there, but he needs that 29 

truck because he goes back and forth to work every day.  So those are issues.  30 

Signs, I’m a pro sign guy, but what I was thinking maybe this could use a little 31 

tweaking on the condition of the vehicles.  Case and point, well going back to 32 

signs for a second, wraps are very popular right now and a good example is the 33 

Margarita’s Grill.  They do like catering out of a van that’s really nice and, when 34 

they put those wraps on, I like them.  You know, I think they are really cool.  It 35 

tells you, hey, somebody’s business is there.  You can contact them.  You’ve got 36 

a phone number.  You might do some business with them.  But, if they begin to 37 

deteriorate and begin to look like an industrial park there instead of a 38 

neighborhood, there’s an issue.  So maybe condition of the vehicles, you know, if 39 

they are leaking oil, if the paint is peeling.  You know, they get run down; a lot of 40 

rust so on and so forth.  It’s a little bit tough because it gets subjective, but I’m 41 

sure you can do a little tweaking on that.  So condition of the vehicle is very, very 42 

important.  And so that’s pretty much my comments, and again I thank you for 43 

taking the time.  I’ll have to delve into this a little bit more before it gets to 44 

Council, but I do appreciate the good insight that the Commission has provided.  45 

Thank you.   46 
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 1 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Thank you very much.  Any other people wishing to speak?   2 

 3 

SPEAKER RAFAEL BRUGUERAS –  Every team should give a great illustration 4 

on where the Code Enforcer’s, when they go out and when they put up those 5 

bulletins on the doorknob thing, they can direct them to a website and they can 6 

show them different kinds of landscaping.  I mean, we saw some rocks.  I mean 7 

some nice designs that developers could actually put down when their building 8 

their homes in the beginning instead of doing grass.  You could do rocks.  They 9 

have this in Nevada.  They got away from the grass.  They put down rocks as 10 

landscaping and cactuses and things like that, desert plants.  So maybe we could 11 

have developers do that instead.  People don’t want to cut grass.  They don’t 12 

want to hire a gardener and waste water because very time we try to save water 13 

somehow they find a way to raise the bills.  I mean, it’s getting crazy.  But kudos 14 

to the Commissioners.  Stick to the law.  Stick to the law, and if somebody wants 15 

a house and they want to bring in their two big trucks, find the properties that are 16 

going to allow you to do that.  Do not change the law.  I’ll tell you why.  We just 17 

approved 274 houses on Eucalyptus and they are going to build them little 18 

boxes, and let’s say 50 homeowners have the more than 21 feet of truck.  That’s 19 

going to go out way out past the driveway and into the walkway.  Now, I’ll tell you 20 

what’s wrong by a truck blocking my path.  I’ve got to go around into the street.  21 

That means your violating my piece of property that we all pay for.  So, if you 22 

stay with the law and you let them know in the beginning what the law is, they 23 

have to abide by it.  If not, they pick another City.  There’s plenty of them in 24 

California in the county, plenty of cities.  People want to buy homes and not see 25 

two 50 footers sitting in front of their property all the time blocking their view.  26 

People don’t want that, but I do like the 21 foot or not touch the curb or the 27 

sidewalk.  We have those laws here.  We should follow them.  And, if we stay 28 

consistent with the law, then the homeowner can only make one choice whether 29 

I’m going to buy or not buy.  That’s it really.  You guys answered your own 30 

questions.  You stick to the law.  When I was born, my mother taught me the law.  31 

I broke some of them.  I got scolded and paid the price but I learned.  You know, 32 

I have desert landscaping at my place.  I’ve got rocks.  It looks nice.  I live on 33 

Bay, and I could put 12 cars on my lot.  I’ve got a long driveway, you know, that 34 

could put a 50 foot RV.  That’s the property I live on.  That’s the choice I made.  35 

Again, we’re going to build 274 houses.  So let’s think about what we want to do 36 

before we set the law or change things because a lot of people are not going to 37 

buy houses and have all these trucks blocking their view in their little 38 

communities.   39 

 40 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Thank you very much.  I believe that was the last speaker for 41 

tonight.  With that, I will close the Public Comments.  And any other questions or 42 

comments for Commissioner Debate or Discussion?   43 

 44 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Yeah. 45 

 46 
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CHAIR LOWELL –  Commissioner Barnes.   1 

 2 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  With questions on a particular item, how do we 3 

move forward on this? 4 

 5 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  We have some alternate 6 

language here that we’ve been bouncing around right here.  We’re seeing if we 7 

can find a way to get it thrown up on the screen for you to consider so that you 8 

might still be able to approve something tonight.  If not, then you can approve 9 

everything else and they’ll have to come back and bring back that one item.   10 

 11 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  If we can come to an agreement with this. 12 

 13 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  If you want to take a five 14 

minute recess, we can see about getting that done for you.  Or, if you want to 15 

move forward with everything else but that, that’s your option as well.   16 

 17 

CHAIR LOWELL –  I guess we can take a five minute break.   18 

 19 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  I’m not sure that five minutes is going….well it 20 

might.  We can see what they have.   21 

 22 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Let’s see what Rick says when he gets back to his seat.   23 

 24 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  If not, then we can always move forward and 25 

leave this one out of it.   26 

 27 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Okay we’re trying some 28 

technology things and our guys are really good, but we just emailed it to him.  29 

He’s going to try and put it up on the screen to show you our handwritten 30 

corrections and then maybe we can just edit it right there on the screen.  We can 31 

write any additional changes.  Whenever your ready, Bob, if you want to try and 32 

put it up.   33 

 34 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Okay, we will take a five minute recess.  We’ll take a five 35 

minute recess.  We’ll be back at 8:55.  Thank you. 36 

 37 

 38 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING RECESS  39 

 40 

 41 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Well, yeah, we just came back on live.  Sorry.   42 

 43 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  No more than two commercial vehicles and 44 

those vehicles have to have dimensions no larger than….. 45 

 46 
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CHAIR LOWELL –  Let me welcome everybody back.  So we’re back from break 1 

and we’re just discussing the…. 2 

 3 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Okay, sorry. 4 

 5 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Revisions to the Municipal Code, and I don’t know if it’s 6 

going out live just yet.  There you go.  So this is what we’re trying to change Item 7 

No. 5 to, and I guess there’s still one more correction we’re trying to do it.   8 

 9 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Yes.  No more than two commercial vehicles. 10 

 11 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  Yeah.  The way this is drafted, 12 

you could have four commercial vehicles as long as they were small ones.  It just 13 

says you can’t have more than two large ones the way it’s written, but this is just 14 

the next step for you…… 15 

 16 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  No.  On a Home Occupation Permit, we do 17 

not want any vehicles longer than 21 feet for a home occupation.   18 

  19 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  Yeah, so all you would have to 20 

do there is add after the no more than two commercial vehicles….. 21 

 22 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Maximum dimensions or something like that.   23 

 24 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  With dimensions no larger 25 

than. 26 

 27 

CHAIR LOWELL –  There you go. 28 

 29 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  Just add the word no. 30 

 31 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Okay, here was my suggestion. 32 

 33 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Okay, wait a second.  It’s going to be easier.  34 

No more than two commercial vehicles may be used in connection with a home 35 

occupation.  Each vehicle shall not be larger than.  Did you get that? 36 

 37 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Did you get that, Chris?  Okay, so 38 

we’re saying no more than two commercial vehicles may be used in connection 39 

with a Home Occupation Permit.  And then the second is….. 40 

 41 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Each vehicle…. 42 

 43 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Each vehicle shall not be larger 44 

than and then the remainder of the sentence. 45 

 46 
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COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Yeah, each vehicle shall not have dimensions 1 

larger than. 2 

 3 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Did you get that, Chris?  Okay, 4 

we’ve got that.   5 

 6 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  That’s exactly right.  We don’t want a huge 7 

vehicle parked in front of a house in a residential area. 8 

 9 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  This would prohibit large 10 

vehicles all together. 11 

 12 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Correct. 13 

 14 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Yes. 15 

 16 

CHAIR LOWELL –  That’s….. 17 

 18 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Yeah, they can have them up to 21 feet in 19 

length and no more than two of them and that would also mean no more than two 20 

Geek Squad Bugs.   21 

 22 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  Staff has your revised 23 

language.  You can still vote to approve it.  Whoever makes a motion, you would 24 

just be moving to approve it as amended. 25 

 26 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Are you going to fix this first? 27 

 28 

CHAIR LOWELL –  It’s going to be as amended.   29 

 30 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  As amended. 31 

 32 

CHAIR LOWELL –  And the amendment….. 33 

 34 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  I think Bob was just helping us to 35 

get it up onto the screen. 36 

 37 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Okay. 38 

 39 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Right now, he’s trying to film and 40 

do the other stuff.  We’ve got it written down here I think is what our attorney is 41 

saying. 42 

 43 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Okay. 44 

 45 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  And so we have it. 46 
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 1 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  So it can say with Item No. 5 as amended? 2 

 3 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  Correct. 4 

 5 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Right.  And when we get to that 6 

point, we’d be happy to re-read what we have here just so it’s clear on the 7 

record.   8 

 9 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Okay, thank you. 10 

 11 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Okay, with that said, anymore questions, comments, or 12 

concerns?  Would anybody like to make a motion?  Don’t everybody jump up at 13 

once.   14 

 15 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Yeah, I can make a motion.  Let me just get to 16 

it here.  Where are we here.   17 

 18 

COMMISSIONER BAKER –  This one here. 19 

 20 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  I just have to get back to where I was.  No I’m 21 

just going to do this part here.   22 

 23 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Go for it.   24 

 25 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  I move that we APPROVE Resolution No. 26 

2016-05 and thereby recognize that PA14-0011 Municipal Code Amendment 27 

qualifies as exemptions in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15061 and 28 

APPROVE Planning Commission Resolution No. 2016-05 recommending that 29 

the City Council approve the proposed amendments to Title 8, Title 9, and Title 30 

12 with the revision of Item No. 5.  And could the Staff please read that revised 31 

wording to us please? 32 

 33 

SENIOR PLANNER CHRIS ORMSBY –  Right.  The wording will be as it 34 

appears on the screen with the modification of no more than two commercial 35 

vehicles may be used in connection with a Home Occupation Permit.  Each 36 

permit shall not have dimensions larger than 8 feet in total outside width, etc.   37 

 38 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Each permit or each vehicle? 39 

 40 

SENIOR PLANNER CHRIS ORMSBY –  I’m sorry, each vehicle.   41 

 42 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Right, and just for clarification on 43 

the record, the adjustments that Chris Ormsby just read were to sentence No. 2 44 

on the screen.  Everything else remains the same.   45 

 46 
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COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  Correct.  So that would be the amendments to 1 

Title 8, Title 9, and Title 12 with the modification as read of the City Municipal 2 

Code PA14-0011.   3 

 4 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Is that acceptable? 5 

 6 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  Absolutely. 7 

 8 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Perfect.  We have a motion by Commissioner Van Natta.   9 

 10 

COMMISSIONER BAKER –  I’ll second. 11 

 12 

CHAIR LOWELL –  And we have a second by Commissioner Baker.  He beat 13 

everybody to the punch.  Now let’s cast our vote.  Commissioner Baker, 14 

Commissioner Sims.  All votes have been cast, perfect.  With that said, the 15 

motion passes 7-0.  Do we have a Staff wrap-up on this item? 16 

 17 

 18 

Motion carries 7 – 0  19 

 20 

 21 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  There is no wrap-up, other than to 22 

say that the item will now be moved forward to the City Council.  Our expectation 23 

is that we would be putting it on the June Agenda.  It could be June 7th or June 24 

21st.  We still haven’t figured out that final date.           25 

                                26 

 27 

OTHER PLANNING COMMISSION BUSINESS 28 

 29 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Perfect and, with that said, moving onto Other Planning 30 

Commission Business.  I don’t think we have any tonight.   31 

 32 

 33 

STAFF COMMENTS 34 

 35 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Do we have any additional Staff comments? 36 

 37 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  None. 38 

 39 

 40 

PLANNING COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 41 

 42 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Any additional Planning Commissioner comments? 43 

 44 

COMMISSIONER VAN NATTA –  No.   45 

 46 
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VICE CHAIR SIMS –  When’s the next meeting? 1 

 2 

CHAIR LOWELL –  I’m going to do that right now.   3 

 4 

VICE CHAIR SIMS –  Oh, okay.   5 

 6 

 7 

ADJOURNMENT 8 

 9 

CHAIR LOWELL –  With that said, I’d like to adjourn tonight’s meeting to the 10 

next meeting of the Planning Commission, which is a regular meeting on May 11 

12th, 2016 at 7:00 PM right here in City Council Chambers.  Thank you very 12 

much everybody.  Have a good night.   13 

 14 

 15 

NEXT MEETING 16 

Next Meeting:  Planning Commission Regular Meeting, May 12th, 2016 at 7:00 17 

PM, City of Moreno Valley, City Hall Council Chambers, 14177 Frederick Street, 18 

Moreno Valley, CA 92553. 19 

 20 

 21 

 22 

 23 

 24 

 25 

 26 

 27 

 28 

 29 

___________________                     _____________________________ 30 

Richard J. Sandzimier                                                               Date 31 

Planning Official      32 

Approved 33 

 34 

 35 

 36 

 37 

 38 

 39 

 40 

 41 

 42 

 43 

   ___           ______ 44 

Brian R. Lowell        Date 45 

Chair 46 
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CITY OF MORENO VALLEY PLANNING COMMISSION 1 

REGULAR MEETING 2 

CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBER – 14177 FREDERICK STREET 3 

 4 

Thursday, May 12th, 2016, 7:00 PM 5 

 6 

 7 

CALL TO ORDER 8 

 9 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Good evening ladies and gentlemen.  I would like to call to 10 

order the Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission.  Today is May 12th, 11 

2016.  The time is 7:05 PM.  Could we have rollcall please? 12 

 13 

 14 

 15 

ROLL CALL 16 

 17 

Commissioners Present: 18 

Commissioner Ramirez 19 

Commissioner Korzec 20 

Commissioner Barnes 21 

Vice Chair Sims 22 

Chair Lowell 23 

Alternate Commissioner Nickel 24 

Alternate Commissioner Gonzalez 25 

 26 

Staff Present: 27 

Rick Sandzimier, Planning Official 28 

Paul Early, Assistant City Attorney 29 

Erica Tadeo, Administrative Assistant 30 

Jeff Bradshaw, Associate Planner 31 

Michael Lloyd, Traffic Engineer 32 

Ahmad Ansari, Public Works Director/City Engineer 33 

Josh Frohman, Associate Engineer 34 

Quang Nguyen, Senior Engineer 35 

 36 

 37 

 38 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 39 

 40 

 41 

CHAIR LOWELL –  I am also here.  Because we have two excused absences, 42 

Commissioner Van Natta and Commissioner Baker, we’re letting the alternates 43 

Commissioner Nickel and Commissioner Gonzalez sit in for them today.  So, with 44 

Packet Pg. 51

M
in

u
te

s 
A

cc
ep

ta
n

ce
: 

M
in

u
te

s 
o

f 
M

ay
 1

2,
 2

01
6 

7:
00

 P
M

  (
A

P
P

R
O

V
A

L
 O

F
 M

IN
U

T
E

S
)



DRAFT PC MINUTES           May 12
th

, 2016 2 

that said, I would like to ask Commissioner Gonzalez to lead us in the Pledge of 1 

Allegiance tonight.   2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 6 

 7 

 Approval of Agenda 8 

 9 

 10 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Thank you very much.  Would anybody like to make a 11 

motion to approve tonight’s Agenda?  Let’s see if we can do it.  The vote thing 12 

is….. 13 

 14 

VICE CHAIR SIMS –  I’ll make that motion to approve the Agenda.   15 

 16 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Perfect.  We have a motion by Vice Chair Sims.  Do we have 17 

a second? 18 

 19 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  I’ll second.   20 

 21 

CHAIR LOWELL –  We have a second by Commissioner Barnes.  All in favor, 22 

say “I.”   23 

 24 

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ –  I 25 

 26 

COMMISSIONER KORZEC –  I 27 

 28 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  I 29 

 30 

VICE CHAIR SIMS –  I 31 

 32 

CHAIR LOWELL –  I 33 

 34 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER NICKEL –  I 35 

 36 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ –  I 37 

 38 

CHAIR LOWELL –  All opposed say “neigh.”  The motion carries 7 – 0.  Moving 39 

on.   40 

 41 

 42 

Opposed – 0  43 

 44 

 45 
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Motion carries 7 – 0 1 
 2 

 3 

 4 

CONSENT CALENDAR 5 

 6 

All matters listed under Consent Calendar are considered to be routine and all 7 

will be enacted by one rollcall vote.  There will be no discussion of these items 8 

unless Members of the Planning Commission request specific items be removed 9 

from the Consent Calendar for separate action.   10 

 11 

 12 

CHAIR LOWELL –  The next item is the Consent Calendar, which I do not 13 

believe we have any items on the Consent Calendar.   14 

 15 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  None. 16 

 17 

 18 

 19 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 20 

 21 

 None 22 

 23 

 24 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Approval of Minutes.  We don’t have any Minutes to approve 25 

to night? 26 

 27 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  We do not.   28 

 29 
 30 

 31 

PUBLIC COMMENTS PROCEDURE 32 
 33 

Any person wishing to address the Commission on any matter, either under 34 

Public Comments section of the Agenda or scheduled items or public hearings, 35 

must fill out a “Request to Speak” form available at the door.  The completed 36 

form must be submitted to the Secretary prior to the Agenda item being called by 37 

the Chairperson.  In speaking to the Commission, member of the public may be 38 

limited to three minutes per person, except for the applicant for entitlement.  The 39 

Commission may establish an overall time limit for comments on a particular 40 

Agenda item.  Members of the public must direct their questions to the 41 

Chairperson of the Commission and not to other members of the Commission, 42 

the applicant, the Staff, or the audience.  Upon request, this Agenda will be made 43 

available in appropriate alternative formats to persons with disabilities in 44 

compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990.  Any person with a 45 

disability who requires a modification or accommodation in order to participate in 46 
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a meeting should direct their request to Guy Pagan, our ADA Coordinator, at 1 

(951) 413-3120 at least 48 hours prior to the meeting.  The 48-hour notification 2 

will enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to 3 

this meeting.   4 

 5 

 6 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Which keeps moving us down the line to the Public 7 

Comments.  With that said, we would be moving on unless we have any 8 

Comment/Speaker Slips. 9 

 10 

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT ERICA TADEO –  We do not.   11 

 12 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Perfect.  So I was hoping to ask the Commission up here if 13 

we want to reorganize tonight’s meeting.  We have a Non-Public Hearing Item, 14 

which is a fairly routine Fiscal Year Report by Staff.  But we also have a Public 15 

Hearing Item, which is a fairly lengthy item, which is Case No. 2 (Tentative Tract 16 

Map and Master Plot Plan).  But I would like to reorder them.  Does anybody 17 

have any opinions or thoughts about reordering the Public Hearing Item to be No. 18 

1 and hearing Staff’s report second, or should we just plow through the Staff’s 19 

report first? 20 

 21 

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ –  No opinion. 22 

 23 

COMMISSIONER KORZEC –  No opinion. 24 

 25 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  No opinion. 26 

 27 

VICE CHAIR SIMS –  No opinion. 28 

 29 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER NICKEL –  It’s your call. 30 

 31 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ –  No opinion. 32 

 33 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Wow.  Okay, with that said, I would like to move the Public 34 

Hearing Item given the last couple meetings we’ve had some members of the 35 

audience suggest that we move Public Hearing Items first to ease their wait.  So, 36 

with that said, I would like to move to Public Hearing Item, which is Item No. 2 37 

(Case No. PA15-0047 Tentative Parcel Map; PA15-0048 Master Plot Plan; 38 

PA15-0049 Conditional Use Permit; PA15-0050 Plot Plan; PA15-0051 39 

Conditional Use Permit; PA16-0012 also a Plot Plan).  The Applicant is Day and 40 

Eucalyptus, LLC.  The Case Planner is Mr. Jeff Bradshaw.   41 

 42 

 43 

 44 

 45 

 46 
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PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 1 

 2 

1. Case:   PA15-0047 - Tentative Parcel Map 37058 3 

PA15-0048 - Master Plot Plan 4 

PA15-0049 - Conditional Use Permit – 112 room hotel 5 

PA15-0050 - Plot Plan – 104 room hotel 6 

PA15-0051 - Conditional Use Permit – service station 7 

PA16-0012 Plot Plan – multiple tenant retail building 8 

     9 

Applicant:    Day and Eucalyptus, LLC 10 

 11 

Owner:   Jeff Troesh 12 

 13 

Representative:  MPA Architects, Inc. 14 

 15 

Location: Northeast corner of Day Street and Eucalyptus 16 

Avenue 17 

 18 

Case Planner:  Jeff Bradshaw 19 

 20 

Council District:  5 21 

 22 

Proposal: The Quarter Project proposes to subdivide 8.54 acres 23 

into six parcels for development of two hotels, a 24 

service station with convenience store, a multiple 25 

tenant retail building, and future development of a fast 26 

food restaurant with drive-through and a retail 27 

building. 28 

 29 

 30 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 31 

 32 

 33 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission ADOPT a Mitigated Negative 34 

Declaration pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 35 

Guidelines, for the project applications PA15-0047, PA15-0048, PA15-0050, 36 

PA15-0051, and PA16-0012 as described in the following resolutions and: 37 

 38 

1. APPROVE Resolution No. 2016-09 and thereby APPROVE Tentative 39 

Parcel Map 37058 (PA15-0047), subject to the attached conditions of 40 

approval included as Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-09. 41 

 42 

2. APPROVE Resolution No. 2016-10 and thereby APPROVE Master Plot 43 

Plan PA15-0048, subject to the attached conditions of approval included 44 

as Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-10. 45 

 46 
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3. APPROVE Resolution No. 2016-11 and thereby APPROVE Conditional 1 

Use Permit PA15-0049, subject to the attached conditions of approval 2 

included as Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-11. 3 

 4 

4. APPROVE Resolution No. 2016-12 and thereby APPROVE Plot Plan 5 

PA15-0050, subject to the attached conditions of approval included as 6 

Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-12. 7 

 8 

5. APPROVE Resolution No. 2016-13 and thereby APPROVE Conditional 9 

Use Permit PA15-0051, subject to the attached conditions of approval 10 

included as Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-13. 11 

 12 

6. APPROVE Resolution No. 2016-14 and thereby APPROVE Plot Plan 13 

PA16-0012, subject to the attached conditions of approval included as 14 

Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-14. 15 

 16 

 17 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Before Jeff gives his presentation, 18 

I would just like to introduce Jeff as the Case Planner who will be giving the 19 

presentation.  However, I want to point out that we also have our Economic 20 

Development Director here this evening, Mike Lee.  We also have our Public 21 

Works Director, Ahmad.  And so it is a very important project to the City, so we’re 22 

ready to answer any questions the Commission will have tonight.   23 

 24 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Perfect.   25 

 26 

ASSOCIATE PLANNER JEFF BRADSHAW –  Thank you.  Chair and Members 27 

of the Planning Commission:  There are quite a few applications connected here, 28 

but I will do my best to present this to you in concise a way as possible.  This 29 

project has been identified by the developer as the Quarter Project.  It includes 30 

the six applications that were described by the Chair, and it proposes 31 

development of a Master Plan Commercial Center to be located on eight-and-a-32 

half acres at the northeast corner of Day Street and Eucalyptus.  By way of 33 

background, the project site is zoned Community Commercial.  The site is 34 

currently vacant and was disturbed through past use as a concrete batch plant, 35 

which began operating there at the site at least as early as 1978.  The batch 36 

plant ceased operations in 2014, and the owner worked to clear the site and 37 

prepare it for some future use.  The project currently is mostly leveled to rolling to 38 

some slopes where there’s some grade differences between the existing streets, 39 

and the site is currently graded.  The other thing to note with the project site in its 40 

current state is the existing telecommunications facility that is located on the 41 

project.  That is a facility that includes two equipment shelters and a 77-foot-tall 42 

tower.  The facility continues to operate at this location even with the batch plant 43 

having moved on under a long-term lease agreement.  There is currently an 44 

application on file with the City to modify that tower for one of the co-location 45 

tenants.  One of the telecommunication operators is there.  Staff’s working with 46 
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both the property owner and the cell tower operator to address esthetics and 1 

possibly see an improvement in the design of that facility.  Surrounding uses are 2 

compatible with the project that is being proposed to you this evening.  This 3 

project site is bounded by the Towngate Specific Plan on the north, east, and 4 

south sides.  To the west, is Office Zoning within in the City of Riverside.  The 5 

Edgemont Elementary School is located within about 750 feet of the project site 6 

to the west of Eucalyptus Avenue, and the site has ready access to both State 7 

Highway 60 and Interstate 215.  The applications include a Tentative Parcel Map 8 

(Tentative Map 37058), which proposes to subdivide the eight-and-a-half acres of 9 

the site into six parcels for commercial development.  The map has been 10 

conditioned to record uses both for shared access and shared parking, and Staff 11 

has reviewed the map for consistency with the Community Commercial Zone 12 

with Subdivision Map Act in the City’s Land Development Section of the 13 

Municipal Code and is consistent in all respects with those requirements.  The 14 

second application presented to you this evening is a Master Plot Plan 15 

Application, and that would propose development of a commercial nature on 16 

each of the six parcels.  Parcel one is proposed to be developed with a 6049 17 

square foot restaurant building with drive through.  Parcel two is proposed as a 18 

multi-tenant building that could include both retail or restaurant uses of 6300 19 

square feet.  Parcel three on the corner will be developed with a service station 20 

and a related retail building for both convenient store and a restaurant.  Parcel 21 

four is proposed to be developed with another retail building.  Parcel five is a 22 

hotel site, and parcel six is a hotel site as well.  The intent of the Master Plot Plan 23 

was to allow for a comprehensive review of the design and layout of that center 24 

so that each of these six separate pieces can function together.  And so the 25 

Master Plot Plan was the vehicle to make sure that the parking would work for all 26 

those uses, that the access was appropriate, that the drive aisle is landscaped, 27 

and the designs of the buildings are all compatible with one another and so that 28 

would be the intent of the Master Plot Plan to establish standards for landscape 29 

and color materials for the buildings in the future development that would take 30 

place there.  The next application is a Conditional Use Permit proposed for 31 

development of the hotel on parcel six, and that proposes a four-story hotel of 32 

85,162 square feet with 112 rooms or suites.  In this case, each of the suites 33 

would include a kitchen.  And our Municipal Code requires the approval of the 34 

Conditional Use Permit in those instances where more than 20% of the rooms 35 

would include a kitchen.  And, in this case, all the suites would include a sink, a 36 

refrigerator, a stove, and a microwave and that was the only need for the 37 

Conditional Use Permit.  Without the number of kitchens proposed, this would 38 

have been a Plot Plan.  Amenities at this hotel include a swimming pool, outdoor 39 

patio, exercise room, guest room, and meeting room.  The adjacent parcel five is 40 

also a hotel, and this Plot Plan proposes a four-story hotel with 50,902 square 41 

feet with 104 guest rooms.  The amenities here are comparable.  They include a 42 

swimming pool, lounge, fitness center, guest laundry, business center, meeting 43 

room, and breakfast room.  And the intent of these individual applications was to 44 

allow Staff to review the architecture and the specific use proposed and how they 45 

relate that to the Master Plot Plan in terms of shared parking and access, both for 46 
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vehicles and for pedestrians.  The next application is Conditional Use Permit 1 

PA15-0051, and that proposed the development of a service station with the 2 

related convenient store with alcohol sales and a fast-food restaurant and that 3 

would be on parcel three.  Because of the location of this parcel across the street 4 

from residential, it’s within 300 feet of existing apartments and single-family 5 

homes, which required the Conditional Use Permit at this location for the service 6 

station use.  The CUP was also required for the sale of alcohol in the convenient 7 

store, and again that’s because of the proximity to the residential uses across the 8 

street.  The Resolutions that are attached to the Staff Report, I think, are an 9 

important reference.  They always are.  But I just wanted to point out, especially 10 

for both of the Conditional Use Permits, that the findings have been made in 11 

those Resolutions in support of the first CUP that I presented to you for the hotel.  12 

And, again, the findings for the service station in the appropriate Resolution in 13 

support of that use at that location.  Plot Plan PA16-0012 proposes development 14 

of a 6300 square foot multi-tenant building on parcel two.  And development of 15 

parcels one and four are referenced on the Master Plot Plan with regards to the 16 

building footprint.  But, at this time, the Applicant has chosen to wait to present 17 

architecture and so those would be…..development on parcels one and four 18 

would occur in the future and would require separate applications that would be 19 

submitted to Staff for review of the architecture for both sites, and those would be 20 

reviewed for consistency with the Master Plot Plan and the standards that would 21 

be established if that project is approved this evening.  Another aspect or 22 

importance of the Master Plot Planning was the opportunity to look again at the 23 

compatibility of those uses within the center and how they would be mutually 24 

beneficial, and so the Traffic Study that was prepared for the project also 25 

included a Shared Parking Analysis.  And so the Master Plot Plan includes 26 

analysis of that shared parking concept, and approval of the Master Plot Plan 27 

would rely on the Planning Commission’s recognition of that as an integral part of 28 

the approval of the project.  Again, the Traffic Study presented some analysis on 29 

that idea of shared parking with the conclusion that peak-hour traffic would be 30 

less than required parking under the City’s Municipal Code for that combination 31 

of uses.  And, based on the analysis and the findings from that report, Staff 32 

would recommend acceptance of that concept and approval of that shared 33 

parking for this facility and findings have been made in support of that as well 34 

within in the Resolution prepared for the Master Plot Plan.  An initial study was 35 

prepared for this project to examine potential impacts to the environment.  There 36 

were a number of technical studies prepared for this project.  Again, a Traffic 37 

Study was prepared for this project to be….the only areas that were identified as 38 

having potential impacts were through the cumulative analysis, and those were 39 

referenced in the Staff Report and mitigation has been proposed to reduce those 40 

impacts to less than significant.  So there is a Mitigation Monitoring Program 41 

proposed for this project with the specific mitigation to address what was 42 

identified as potential impacts at intersections at Day Street and Bay Avenue, 43 

Day Street and Alessandro, and Day Street and Canyon Springs Parkway.  44 

Additionally, as we prepared the initial study, we looked at the categories of air 45 

quality, biological resources, noise, cultural resources.  And, while the analysis 46 
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did not suggest that this project would result in any impacts under any of those 1 

categories, Staff still felt that it was important to include mitigation measures not 2 

for the purpose of reducing an impact but for purposes of being able to track 3 

significant milestones in the project and whether they were mitigation specific to 4 

the construction process or mitigation specific to the operation of the facility.  5 

Staff felt it was important to highlight those or document them even though those 6 

mitigation measures are a matter of routine in satisfying either City or State 7 

requirements.  Notification for this project was published in the newspaper 8 

beginning in April notifying the public of the availability of the Mitigated Negative 9 

Declaration.  That occurred 20 days before this evenings hearing.  A notice of the 10 

availability of that document was also provided to the City of Riverside as a 11 

trustee agency.  Notice was also sent to all property owners of record within 300 12 

feet of the project, and the site was posted.  And the City didn’t receive any 13 

phone calls in response to that notice from the City of Riverside.  I did receive 14 

one phone call from WinCo who wanted to better understand what was being 15 

proposed at the corner.  And, just by way of reference, we did hear from some of 16 

the other agencies and utilities that we coordinate with.  And the City has taken 17 

their comments into consideration and, where appropriate, we’ve applied 18 

Conditions of Approval to address any of the comments raised by the utilities or 19 

these other agencies.  An important part of this process also was making sure 20 

that the City was in compliance with State Assembly Bill 52, and the City met 21 

those requirements by providing notice to the Native American Tribal Groups that 22 

requested participation in that process and we’re able to document complete 23 

consultation with all those tribal groups.  With that, Staff would recommend 24 

adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration as presented to you this evening, 25 

as well as approval of the project.  That concludes my report, and if there are any 26 

questions, I’d be happy to answer those for you.   27 

 28 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Thank you, Jeff.  Any questions for Staff before I move onto 29 

the Applicant?  I don’t see any hands going up.   30 

 31 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER NICKEL –  I was going to wait until after.   32 

 33 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Okay. 34 

 35 

VICE CHAIR SIMS –  I have a question.  So, just for clarity on the parking 36 

requirement, does the Municipal Code look at the parking requirement when you 37 

have these multiple, this Master Plan approach?  It looks at each project 38 

individually and that’s how you got to the 353?  And then when you do the 39 

analysis for shared parking with this kind of facility, that’s how you come down 40 

that it supports a peak analysis at 271? 41 

 42 

ASSOCIATE PLANNER JEFF BRADSHAW –  That’s correct. 43 

 44 

VICE CHAIR SIMS –  Okay.  So it doesn’t really require a Variance or anything 45 

as long as….. 46 
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 1 

ASSOCIATE PLANNER JEFF BRADSHAW –  There’s not a requirement for a 2 

Variance.  Our Parking Section in the Municipal Code allows for this approach of 3 

shared parking.  But it does require the preparation of the Shared Parking 4 

Analysis by a registered traffic engineer, and there’s some real specific criteria 5 

that goes into the qualifications of who prepares the report, as well as specific 6 

items that need to be included in that analysis.  And so it is a matter of checking 7 

their report against those requirements in that section of the code.  And then that 8 

section goes onto State that findings need to be made in support of this idea of 9 

shared parking, and those findings are included in the Resolution for the Master 10 

Plot Plan.  And so there’s a set of findings there that’s a little bit different than 11 

what we presented to you for other projects maybe and that’s how we would 12 

satisfy that section without needing a Variance.   13 

 14 

CHAIR LOWELL –  I have two questions for Staff.  I know we were talking about 15 

a Conditional Use Permit for the sale of alcohol near residential buildings, those 16 

within 300 feet.  How does that go into effect with the Eucalyptus Elementary 17 

School or the elementary school off of Day?  No, off of Eucalyptus.  I was right.   18 

 19 

ASSOCIATE PLANNER JEFF BRADSHAW –  As the project moves forward, if 20 

approved from construction to occupancy, they will need to coordinate with the 21 

State Agency for Alcohol (ABC).  I apologize.  I don’t recall what the acronym is. 22 

 23 

CHAIR LOWELL –  It’s okay. 24 

 25 

ASSOCIATE PLANNER JEFF BRADSHAW –  They’ll meet according with the 26 

State on whether or not the license can be issued.  Part of that process will be 27 

coming to the City and working with our police department on concentration and 28 

the issuance of a letter of convenience if that’s appropriate at this location.   29 

 30 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Is there any question where the location of the gas station 31 

and the restaurant might be too close to the school where it might be an issue 32 

later on down the line, or is that setback far enough that it shouldn’t be an issue? 33 

 34 

ASSOCIATE PLANNER JEFF BRADSHAW –  They satisfy all the design 35 

requirements required for this type of use and with this zone.  The school district 36 

was also notified of the project and they were aware that from the beginning 37 

stage when the project was first submitted to us, as well as being notified again 38 

once the project was scheduled for tonight’s hearing.  And so there’s been an 39 

opportunity to coordinate with them and make sure they understood what was 40 

being presented to you this evening for approval.  Thank you. 41 

 42 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  I think with regard to your 43 

question regarding the alcohol beverage control licensing, the City does not 44 

regulate the Alcohol Beverage Control License itself.  That’s at the State level.  If 45 

the criteria for issuing that license requires consideration of the proximity to 46 
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schools, that would be done by that agency.  It’s not done by the City.  If there’s 1 

an overconcentration of alcohol vendors or alcohol licenses in the area then it’s 2 

deemed an Over-Concentrated Census Tract, and then that’s when our sheriff 3 

department would be asked to render a determination on if it’s public 4 

convenience and necessity for issuance of a license.  There’s no requirement 5 

that the Public Safety Department make that recommendation.  There’s 6 

provisions within the regulations at the State that, if the police department does 7 

not make that determination, they have to wait a 90-day period and then the 8 

Alcohol Beverage Licensing Board themselves makes the final decision.   9 

 10 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Okay.   11 

 12 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  So that’s a whole separate 13 

process, and it’s not regulated by Title 9 of our Municipal Code.   14 

 15 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Okay and then a followup question, or a different question.  I 16 

know we just recently approved a project just further west on Eucalyptus.  It was 17 

a condo and apartment complex, and that was part of Box Springs Water District.  18 

This project is fairly close, and it says it’s Eastern Municipal Water District.  Is 19 

that accurate?  It is Eastern? 20 

 21 

ASSOCIATE PLANNER JEFF BRADSHAW –  That’s correct. 22 

 23 

CHAIR LOWELL –  So there’s enough water?  I know Eastern has got a pretty 24 

big infrastructure. 25 

 26 

ASSOCIATE PLANNER JEFF BRADSHAW –  Yes. 27 

 28 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Okay, that was it.  Thank you.  Any other questions for Staff 29 

before we move onto the Applicant?  Nope?  Okay.  At this time, I’d like to invite 30 

the Applicant up.   31 

 32 

APPLICANT BARRY FOSTER–  Good evening. 33 

 34 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Good evening. 35 

 36 

APPLICANT BARRY FOSTER –  My name is Barry Foster, and I’m part of the 37 

Development Team with the Applicant Day and Eucalyptus, LLC.  I know a few of 38 

you from when I worked for the City of Moreno Valley.  I worked for eight years 39 

for the City.  I actually helped relocate Robertson’s to the new location on old 40 

215, and I always thought that this was a key corner that really is kind of that 41 

missing piece with the Towngate area and that would be a good opportunity.  I 42 

worked with the Troesh family who actually owns the property.  They are the 43 

previous owners of Robertson’s Ready Mix. 44 

 45 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Could you pull the microphone a little closer? 46 
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 1 

APPLICANT BARRY FOSTER –  Sure.  Sorry about that.  The Troesh family 2 

sold Robertson’s to Mitsubishi, so their not involved in that company anymore but 3 

they still own the property.  And the challenge that we really had was looking at 4 

this property, and the frontage along Day and Eucalyptus is pretty easy to use.  5 

It’s what do you do with the property in back?  There’s a lot of depth there.  If you 6 

look at that trade area, almost all the major anchor retail users are already there 7 

either on Frederick or on Day in Moreno Valley or they are across the street in 8 

Riverside.  So you’ve got just kind of a whole turmoil in the retail business now 9 

with bankruptcies and store closings and all that.  So a lot of the footprints are 10 

changing, and so we didn’t think it laid out to be kind of a typical shopping center.  11 

So we really went to work to try to figure out what was the highest and best use 12 

for that rear property, and what we came upon was two hotels back there.  And 13 

we think that really makes the most sense in a market perspective and from an 14 

economic consideration and really from a land use consideration.  Another 15 

challenge we had was finding the right development team, and we looked at a 16 

couple of folks and finally ended up going with Cody Small and Brent Ogden who 17 

are working along with me on the retail and kind of the overall Master Plan for the 18 

project.  And then Jordan Scott with Glacier House Hotels out of Arizona who has 19 

extensive hotel background in terms of developing hotels but, more importantly, 20 

operating hotels.  So he will be the franchisee of this company for both the 21 

hotels.  And then we also have the land owner.  The land owner didn’t want to 22 

sell the property, so they will be a joint venture partner in the project too.  So a 23 

little bit of different ploy was there in trying to work it all together in a Master Plan 24 

environment.  Together our Development Team brings over 130 years of 25 

development experience for this project, so this is not the first project that any of 26 

this group has done and so we’re very experienced at doing these kinds of 27 

projects.  Again, the development is really its market relevant for this location and 28 

this trade area.  The Development Plan that we came up with, and Jeff talked 29 

about, is two hotels with a total of 116 rooms.  And then we’ve got the four pads.  30 

On the hard corner, there is a convenience store with a fuel station.  It’s a new 31 

concept called Beyond.  The owner of that concept used to be the largest 32 

franchisee for ARCO in the State of California.  He has now started to do 33 

Beyond.  He has about 15 of them opened, and he’s got about another 15 that 34 

he’s working with.  This location will have Chevron as the fuel, and the Beyond 35 

will also include a Fat Burger restaurant location too.  They’ll be built into it as 36 

part of the convenience store.  And then there’s two more pads on Day Street.  37 

One would be a multi-tenant building with retail and restaurant uses and another 38 

one would have both retail and restaurant uses (multi-tenant) but would also 39 

include a drive-through.  And then we have another pad on the Eucalyptus side 40 

on the frontage that we’re really envisioning for healthcare related uses.  We 41 

think that fits.  Their looking at doing a lot of healthcare and medical uses across 42 

the street in Riverside, and we just think that that’s a nice coordination with the 43 

site.  Both hotels are recognizable flags, and we haven’t really announced them 44 

but we’re going to tonight.  One is a Residence Inn by Marriott.  That’s the 112 45 

room.  And then the other one, the 104 room, is a Holiday Inn Express.  You 46 
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know, if you look at hotels and Jordan and his team do a lot of them, really 1 

there’s three different hotel chains that are doing hotels.  It’s IHG, which does the 2 

Holiday Inn Express.  It’s Marriott and it’s Hilton, so we have two of those brands.  3 

And we think it fits really nicely with Ayres and Hampton, and there’s a lot of 4 

upside and opportunity there.  We also have….and then the ground lease with 5 

Beyond is executed and both the hotels are fully approved and executed too.  6 

We have marketing discussions going on with a lot of different users for the pads.  7 

Gaining approval tonight is important.  We’ve got a lot of meetings set up for in 8 

two weeks in Las Vegas for the big shopping center conference with potential 9 

users that we’re talking to already.  Timing is extremely important to get these 10 

two hotels.  We had to commit to some very aggressive timeframes.  They were 11 

looking at locations across Day Street in Riverside.  And so meeting those 12 

expectations in terms with timing is very, very important for this project.  We’ve 13 

worked very closely with City Staff to produce a workable Site Plan that would 14 

work with perspective users in the marketplace.  But we also wanted to have 15 

some nice architecture and design, and we want it to be a center.  So, if you look 16 

at color palates and materials and all of that, it really is integrated in terms of the 17 

whole center.  You know, this is not a small project.  It’s, you know, eight-and-a-18 

half acres.  Ground-up development is still a little bit challenging now in Southern 19 

California.  As we’ve gotten through the recession, things have gotten a little bit 20 

better.  Total investment for the project is $38 million.  Employment is projected 21 

to be 150 to 170 people in all the various projects and that doesn’t include 22 

construction.  The project will produce a lot of revenue for the City.  We’re 23 

estimating in year one $510,000 annually in TOT revenue/bed tax revenue.  By 24 

year three when the project is stabilized, it’s projected to increase to $170,000 25 

annually.  Sales tax in year one, we’re projecting $200,000 annually, and by year 26 

three we’re projecting it to rise to $125,000.  So, collectively, the entire project is 27 

about $750,000 annually in new revenue to the City.  That isn’t even taking into 28 

consideration property tax.  I think it’s a nice economic driver for that area and for 29 

the City.  Again, we think the project is market relevant, and it’s the right project 30 

for this location and for Moreno Valley.  We really want to thank all the Staff who 31 

have worked with us on this project.  They have been fantastic to work with.  I 32 

have had the opportunity to work with a lot of them before and some of them I 33 

didn’t have the opportunity to work with them, but they really have helped us 34 

meet our time expectations and make this a really nice project.  You know, from 35 

Mike Lee to Allen Brock to Rick Sandzimier to Michael Lloyd, Jeff Bradshaw, 36 

Ahmad Ansari, Eric Lewis, Guy Pagan, and Michelle Patterson, we used a lot of 37 

people to make this a really, really nice project.  And we appreciate the effort and 38 

cooperation that we’ve gotten from City Staff.  We’ve got a lot of our people here 39 

tonight to talk, and if you have any questions of them, they are more than willing 40 

to do that.  We’ve got Cody Small here and Jordan Scott here whose doing the 41 

hotel.  We have two architects.  We actually have one architect here, Mike 42 

Porter.  Plus, we have our civil engineer too.  And so they are happy, if you have 43 

any questions, to kind of drill down on some of the issues and questions you 44 

might have.  I just want to comment one more point too about the ABC.  Every 45 

restaurant that had beer and wine or alcohol in Towngate has had that same 46 
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issue with an overconcentration.  There’s never been a challenge.  You know, we 1 

think it’s far enough away from the school and from any residential and so we’ll 2 

work to make that work out.  And we don’t see any kind of issue what that in the 3 

future.  So, with that, I’m happy to answer any questions or any of the team is 4 

too. 5 

 6 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Thank you very much.  Does anybody have any questions 7 

for the Applicant? 8 

 9 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ –  I do. 10 

 11 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Commissioner Gonzalez. 12 

 13 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ –  Hi Barry.  Can you give us your 14 

take on the hotel industry as far as if there’s a need for more, for example, 15 

Holiday Inn’s?  I know there’s Ayres.  There’s Hampton Inn.  Is there a need in 16 

Moreno Valley or in the greater Moreno Valley/Riverside area for more hotels?  If 17 

you could elaborate on that.  What type of market analysis was conducted and 18 

why hotels are an important component of this project and this location? 19 

 20 

APPLICANT BARRY FOSTER –  Sure.  I do work in a lot of cities.  I currently do 21 

work in about 16 cities in Southern California or actually a couple up in the Bay 22 

Area too, and hotels are very much in an upswing right now.  And it’s not the 23 

upper scale hotels.  It’s the mid price limited service like these.  And really it’s the 24 

IHG, which is Holiday Inn.  It’s Marriott and a number of the products that they 25 

have and it’s Hilton.  Those are the aggressive players.  And so when they are 26 

looking at a potential site, and Marriott has been looking at this area for a long 27 

time, they were looking at it when I was here and very interested in looking for 28 

more locations here.  Their franchisee goes through a process where he’s doing 29 

the due diligence with Marriott or IHG.  He has to get their approval, and so 30 

there’s a lot of studies and analysis that goes into that.  But, ultimately, it’s his 31 

money.  It’s not Marriott’s money or IHG’s money.  It’s their investment.  So, 32 

again, the Residence Inn is about $17.5 million and the Holiday Inn is about 33 

$14.5 million.  And so they put a lot of equity into building those hotels, and so 34 

they really do their due diligence to figure out where they want to be.  And so, 35 

when we brought them out here and gave them a tour of the trade area, they 36 

were really impressed with looking at the access to UCR and looking at the 37 

access to all the new business logistics and everything else that’s gone into the 38 

East End of Moreno Valley and also the South End.  And so those folks, when 39 

they are coming out to visit Amazon, they are not staying in Perris.  They are 40 

staying in the Towngate area.  Why?  Because they’ve got all those amenities 41 

there with all the restaurants.  That’s why the location is the location.  It’s 42 

because of everything that’s been built up on that area.  So there’s a lot that goes 43 

into it but you know in California right now and especially in Southern California 44 

hotel development is very much on an upswing and very much in demand.   45 

 46 
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ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ –  Thank you.   1 

 2 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Thank you very much.  Commissioner Barnes.   3 

 4 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  You mentioned that the gas station at the corner 5 

is going to be a Beyond and that’s a fairly new enterprise? 6 

 7 

APPLICANT BARRY FOSTER –  Yes. 8 

 9 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Are all the others Chevron and Fat Burger 10 

combinations? 11 

 12 

APPLICANT BARRY FOSTER –  They have a couple of Fat Burgers.  The 13 

person that has the Beyond concept, the owner, he is a franchisee for Fat 14 

Burger.  I think he’s done two or three of them in California, so Fat Burger is kind 15 

of coming back into California.  They slowed down for a while.  He has the ability 16 

to do Chevron or ARGO or a number of different types of gas.  But, the Beyond 17 

concept, there’s one if you want to take a look at it.  Probably the closest one is 18 

in Riverside.  It’s by La Sierra University.  It’s more of a upper end convenience 19 

store.  It’s very automated.  They have a $45,000 machine that’s about this wide 20 

and about this tall, and it produces 10 different kinds of coffee drinks.  It costs 21 

$45,000 and everyone of those goes into one of their stores, and so it’s a very 22 

high tech kind of upper end convenience store.  And the operator has years and 23 

years and years of experience in that business.   24 

 25 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Okay.  Where I was really going, I noticed that it 26 

has a fast food restaurant in it but there’s no drive through.   27 

 28 

APPLICANT BARRY FOSTER –  There’s no drive through there.  Fat Burger 29 

doesn’t use a drive through concept.   30 

 31 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Okay. 32 

 33 

APPLICANT BARRY FOSTER –  Well, we’ll have one drive through, and it will 34 

be one of the other pads.   35 

 36 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Right. 37 

 38 

APPLICANT BARRY FOSTER –  And we’re talking to a couple of users.  We 39 

would have liked to probably had another drive through but logistically it didn’t 40 

work and so we’re just going with one. 41 

 42 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Because parcels three and four are kind of 43 

isolated from the main drive and they share a relatively small amount of parking 44 

and I was just curious as to…..I mean, obviously the developer is happy with the 45 
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arrangement.  But it seems like that corner might have some usage issues with 1 

traffic and…. 2 

 3 

APPLICANT BARRY FOSTER –  It’s a little tight and so we tried to make it the 4 

best it can, but there is a lot of parking that’s behind the hotel there too that it’s all 5 

shared parking.   6 

 7 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  That’s a long hike for a Fat Burger.  Okay.  8 

Thanks very much. 9 

 10 

APPLICANT BARRY FOSTER –  You’re welcome.   11 

 12 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Any other questions?  No?  Thank you very much.   13 

 14 

APPLICANT BARRY FOSTER –  Thank you.   15 

 16 

CHAIR LOWELL –  I know we reorganized things, so if anybody is looking to 17 

speak on this item, please make sure you fill out a slip.  I don’t see anybody 18 

moving, so I’d like to open the Public Comments portion.  It looks like we have 19 

two speakers waiting.  The first one up is Mr. Roy Bleckert.  The second in line is 20 

Mr. Rafael Brugueras. 21 

 22 

SPEAKER ROY BLECKERT –  I would just like to remind you that you should 23 

look at, Staff/Planning Commission, should look at any of the Owner Participation 24 

Agreements that may have been involved with these properties or any of the 25 

others starting back in 2006 and make sure that everything is in compliance with 26 

any city regulations, redevelopment oversight, boards have been in compliance 27 

with that stated for the record.  Looking at the development, I got alerted to this a 28 

couple days ago through social media.  People were alerting me to this.  It was 29 

on Moreno Valley Matters.  Public concerns on this project, so this precipitated 30 

some questions that I submitted to Rick Sandzimier across the board.  So one of 31 

the questions was what happens to the studio apartments?  What precludes 32 

somebody from signing a three-year lease to rent those buildings out?  How 33 

would that work?  How is our City Codes?  I found that there is, you know, maybe 34 

some wiggle room tentative.  I think in the future, even if you do pass this project, 35 

that needs to be looked at so we tighten this up.  Because, as Rick Sandzimier 36 

said, well maybe this case was in a rare instance.  I will remind you that, except 37 

in rare instances, is a synonym for Moreno Valley.  We’ve had a lot of these 38 

cases.  Our hotel row in the 90s, we built a lot of hotels and that you can see 39 

some of the direction that’s went there hasn’t been the best facilitated.  So we 40 

should look at what’s going on.  I recall driving by that project in Riverside that 41 

Barry mentioned.  I seemed to see a lot of vacant buildings in there.  So 42 

sometimes as we’re drawing these things up, they don’t work as their planned.  43 

Stated that, I do like the economic development bringing into the City.  That’s a 44 

plus; net plus if things work out.  It will be a great project moving forward if it 45 

pencils out like that.  But there are some challenges, some protections I think you 46 
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need to look at now and in the future so projects like studio apartments don’t get 1 

turned into low-income apartments in the future if these projects do not pan out 2 

like they do.  You know, things can change.  The economic circumstances, we’ve 3 

had base closings.  There was a race track closing in the 80s.  The base 4 

closures in the 90s precipitated changing all around this area for that, so there’s 5 

things we have to look at in the planning process before and after and put in 6 

regulations and protections for the public moving forward as we look at these 7 

projects.  It doesn’t, you know, it’s a tough decision sometimes for these to make.  8 

You have to weigh the cost benefit versus the analysis of that, but that’s my take 9 

on this project.   10 

 11 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Thank you very much Roy.  Mr. Rafael Brugueras. 12 

 13 

SPEAKER RAFAEL BRUGUERAS –  Good evening Commissioners, Staff, 14 

residents, and our guests.  I put down that I approve this project.  I’ll tell you why.  15 

For many of us that live in the City of Moreno Valley know that corner,  16 

Eucalyptus and Day Street, and we know when everybody is going to work they 17 

head towards the 215.  And we know there’s a school right there and across the 18 

street you have Edgemont, and this will be a great improvement for Edgemont.  19 

Truly it will be.  I mean, it would light up that corner real, real well.  People will be 20 

happy to cross the street to buy gas, eat a burger, shop.  It’d be a wonderful, 21 

wonderful additional improvement to the City of Moreno Valley.  We’ll finally see 22 

trees, birds, and get rid of some of the ants that are on the corner.  He mentioned 23 

a lot of great things this developer, what it will bring.  And you know that I’m a job 24 

activist.  I fight for jobs all the time, and he mentioned good numbers.  And I was 25 

sitting down thinking about my own numbers.  He mentioned 100 to 150 people 26 

working.  Think about all the new businesses that will be there that maybe one 27 

day there will be three or four employees contributing to the general fund.  You 28 

know our city is growing and every little bit that we put in our big egg basket does 29 

well.  We have a big project he mentioned on the east side coming after we get 30 

rid of all of the lawsuits.  Look at the South Side or the West Side now.  As long 31 

as we continue to add to the city, to the basket, we’re going to be okay.  Now, he 32 

mentioned things about the hotel but a lot of people don’t know that the GPA is 33 

building the airport.  It’s going to be a commercial airport.  We have Metrolink on 34 

Cactus that’s opening up this month.  People are going to come visit Moreno 35 

Valley finally and they do want a nice place to stay.  He mentioned two great 36 

names that I would stay if I needed to stay and be safe and have a clean room.  37 

Think about those jobs.  This project is going to enhance that corner.  But, most 38 

of all, it’s going to do something for Edgemont.  We are never going to forget 39 

Edgemont/Moreno because we incorporate it all into one big city to one 40 

wonderful city called Moreno Valley.  So we’re going to fight, and I’m going to 41 

continue to fight for jobs for men and women like them to come to our city, to 42 

invest in our city, and have their own money and we the people don’t have to 43 

bring any money out of our pockets because their willing to put all their money in 44 

our basket for the greater good of Moreno Valley.   45 

 46 
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CHAIR LOWELL –  Thank you, Sir.  Do we have anymore Speaker Slips? 1 

 2 

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT ERICA TADEO –  No we do not.   3 

 4 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Perfect.  With that, I’d like to close the Public Comments 5 

portion.  Would the Applicant like to respond to anything they’ve heard so far?   6 

 7 

APPLICANT BARRY FOSTER –  No. 8 

 9 

CHAIR LOWELL –  No?  Thank you very much.  Any questions or comments 10 

from the Planning Commissioners?  Anybody raising their hands?  Alright, 11 

Commissioner Ramirez.   12 

 13 

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ –  I think this is a great project.  It’s in a great 14 

location.  If we don’t do it, guess what, Riverside is going do it on the West End.  15 

This is an improvement to Edgemont.  The demand for hotels is obviously there.  16 

It’s going to create a lot of jobs.  It’s going to have a great economic impact on 17 

our community, and I’m ready to vote for this project.   18 

 19 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Any other questions or comments?  Awesome.  20 

Commissioner Nickels. 21 

 22 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER NICKEL –  I had a couple questions for Staff.  Is 23 

there any reason why the City Master Plan Bikeway wasn’t referenced 24 

throughout any of the information in the project?  It’s……just curious. 25 

 26 

TRAFFIC ENGINEER MICHAEL LLOYD –  I’m not following the question in 27 

terms of referenced how?   28 

 29 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER NICKEL –  In regards to circulation and 30 

alternate loads of transportation.  It’s…… 31 

 32 

TRAFFIC ENGINEER MICHAEL LLOYD –  The Traffic Study did provide some 33 

oversight or some analysis in terms of alternative modes of travel, which 34 

obviously includes the installation of sidewalk along Eucalyptus and Day.  So that 35 

would fill missing gaps, which would provide people the opportunity to walk both 36 

along Eucalyptus and Day where currently they don’t have that option.  In terms 37 

of bicycle facilities, I apologize, I don’t have the Bike Plan in front of me so I don’t 38 

recall off the top of my head what is planned for Day Street.   39 

 40 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER NICKEL –  Class 2. 41 

 42 

TRAFFIC ENGINEER MICHAEL LLOYD –  Class 2, okay.  So it wouldn’t make 43 

sense to have this project put in about 600 feet of Class 2 by itself.  So it’s part of 44 

the Master Plan to go ahead and install those Class 2’s, and once these 45 
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improvements are in place, then the City would be in a position to go ahead and 1 

stripe them throughout the entire corridor.   2 

 3 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER NICKEL –  Off the top of your head, can you 4 

give me a reference point about the location of this center to the Aqueduct 5 

Bikeway that the City is going for grant money for? 6 

 7 

TRAFFIC ENGINEER MICHAEL LLOYD –  Sure.  Well the grant monies that 8 

we’re pursuing are, to my knowledge, along the Southern portion of the trail so 9 

it’s closer to Lake Perris.  As you’re probably familiar, over at Arbor Park is 10 

approximately where the northern terminus of the trail is, which is approximately 11 

one-quarter of a mile away.  So the sidewalks along this project frontage would 12 

provide that connectivity from this project site to the trail, and there are a fair 13 

amount of improvements already in place along the northern portion of the trail.   14 

 15 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER NICKEL –  And I had one other question.  Is 16 

there any reason why charging stations weren’t considered for the hotel for 17 

electric cars? 18 

 19 

TRAFFIC ENGINEER MICHAEL LLOYD –  I would have to defer to other Staff 20 

to comment on that or possibly the Applicant.   21 

 22 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  The Applicant did not propose any 23 

sort of electric charging stations, and there is no requirement in our Code to 24 

obligate them to put one in.  As far as a consideration, if the Commission is 25 

inclined to want to talk about this topic, we’d be happy to talk to you about it.  But 26 

there is no requirement for them to put them in.  I mean, that’s why we didn’t 27 

require that.   28 

 29 

CHAIR LOWELL –  On the City side of things, there’s no requirement.  But 30 

doesn’t Cal Green require it? 31 

 32 

APPLICANT BARRY FOSTER –  Yes.   33 

 34 

CHAIR LOWELL –  California Green Building Code.   35 

 36 

APPLICANT BARRY FOSTER –  We have, just to help Rick out, we have…..I 37 

think we have 20 that are associated with the hotel (charging stations). 38 

 39 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Charging stations?  Because it just says fuel efficient vehicle 40 

parking and that’s just painted.  It’s not an actual charging station.  So what 41 

Commissioner Nickel’s was asking is have you guys considered installing actual 42 

charging stations?  And if I’m not mistaken, Cal Green if you have a certain 43 

number of parking stalls, you have to install.   44 

 45 
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APPLICANT BARRY FOSTER –  All I know is when we worked with Staff we 1 

met all the Cal Green requirements, so whatever we were required to do is built 2 

into the plan.   3 

 4 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Okay.   5 

 6 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER NICKEL –  I’m not against the project.  I just 7 

want us to get….. 8 

 9 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  I fully appreciate the question.  I’m 10 

going to try and do a little bit of research here while you guys continue your 11 

dialogue.   12 

 13 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER NICKEL –  Okay. 14 

 15 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  We are not aware of it, on the 16 

Staff, that was a requirement.  But, if there is one, we’ll look into it right now. 17 

 18 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Okay.  Now one of the questions I did have for Staff, one of 19 

the public speakers (Mr. Roy Bleckert) asked a very good question.  What is the 20 

City stance on long-term tenants.  What is the longest time that you can stay at a 21 

Residence Inn?  I know those are long-term rentals, more than one or two nights, 22 

more than a week.  If somebody lost their home or had a fire and wanted to stay 23 

there for three months or eight months, is that an issue?   24 

 25 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  The long-term stay at a hotel is an 26 

anomaly from the research that we’ve done here in Moreno Valley.  We have no 27 

requirements in our Municipal Code that would restrict them to 30 days or less, 28 

but there is a distinction by the California Department of Consumer Affairs in 29 

terms of transient.  The definition of transient is somebody who stays in a place 30 

less than 30 consecutive days.  Consecutive days in a hotel is defined by not 31 

only staying in the hotel but also making regular payments, so you have to pay 32 

for your stay without any sort of a gap.  In a hotel, if you miss a payment and 33 

then get up to speed two days later, that is considered a gap and so you’re 34 

considered as a guest at the hotel up until the 30th day.  After that, they do 35 

establish tenancy or residency and what that does is it removes the requirement 36 

for that resident or tenant to pay that Transient Occupancy Tax.  Again, it’s an 37 

anomaly.  So you’re question, is there reasons why somebody would stay or 38 

maybe an interest for someone to stay, you’re absolutely right.  Somebody who 39 

has a flood in their home, somebody whose house burns down, somebody 40 

who….. 41 

 42 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Is displaced for any number of reasons…… 43 

 44 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Is displaced for whatever reason, 45 

they may need a place to stay and they may try and make an arrangement with 46 
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the hotel in the same city that they live in or somewhere close and that might be 1 

a reason why they take up a longer term residency.  Another issue could be 2 

we’re close to the base, so somebody who might be on a military assignment 3 

who doesn’t have housing on the base might come here and want to take a 4 

longer occupancy within a hotel that’s nearby.  There’s different provisions within 5 

the federal government that they may not have to pay the Transient Occupancy 6 

Tax anyways because of their federal relationship.  Other things could be a 7 

construction crew that is coming out to build a new warehouse or a new hotel 8 

and they believe that phase of construction is going to be more efficient if their 9 

construction crew is here and they make a decision to try and occupy a hotel.  10 

Again, those are anomalies.  We don’t believe those to be regular and so we did 11 

explore the question that Mr. Bleckert raised to try and be prepared for this 12 

tonight.  So I think we have vetted it, and there’s no reason that we’ve come 13 

across to put a condition in place to kind of protect against this.  But we’re not 14 

precluded from addressing this issue at some later time should it turn out to 15 

become an issue at the site.  Say one of the hotels does, as Mr. Bleckert 16 

indicated, become challenged or wants to try and reinvent themselves.  We could 17 

address it at that time, but it’s a commercially zoned property.  It wouldn’t be 18 

residentially owned, so we’d have a lot of other issues we’d have to go through in 19 

an entitlement process to address that.   20 

 21 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Perfect.  Yeah, I wasn’t really concerned.  But I just wanted 22 

to hear an answer for Mr. Bleckert’s question, so thank you very much. Second 23 

thing is charging stations, and I would like an answer at some point in time on 24 

that tonight.  That would be kind of neat if we could come up with the idea of 25 

charging stations.  Third was Day Street.  I know Day Street, if you head a little 26 

bit further south past Eucalyptus, the speed limit goes from 45 down to 35 down 27 

to 25.  And, as you approach Frederick, it speeds back up again.  Is there any 28 

long-term solution?  I know that’s a neighborhood, and those houses front on 29 

Day Street.  But long-term down the line, what’s the ultimate goal should those 30 

tenants or residents decide to sell their home or some sort of long-term fix for 31 

both the resident side of things where there is going to be more traffic but also 32 

from the commuter standpoint where you have a speed trap sort of because I 33 

know there’s a lot of police motorcycles that sit there looking to give out speeding 34 

tickets? 35 

 36 

TRAFFIC ENGINEER MICHAEL LLOYD –  My understanding of the placement 37 

of the 25 mile per hour speed limit was a combination of two things.  You 38 

mentioned the first, the residences fronting the roadway.  The second is related 39 

to the designed speed for the roadway.  When it was done as a capital project to 40 

widen the roadway out to two lanes, we had some great challenges through that 41 

area to fit within the footprint of our right-of-way and not have to go through an 42 

imminent domain process and have relocations of residences.  We try to stay 43 

within that footprint, so given the design speed that we have on the roadway, it’s 44 

conducive for a 25 mile per hour posted speed limit.  So is that the long-term 45 

solution?  No.  The roadway, per our General Plan, is long-term planned for four 46 
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lanes.  So, at some point in time, the roadway would be widened and it would 1 

need to meet an arterial design speed.  So at that time whenever that occurs, 2 

that widening occurs, that’s most likely when the speed limits would be adjusted.   3 

 4 

CHAIR LOWELL –  So if and when this project comes to fruition and the 5 

residents are experiencing even more traffic and even more speeding vehicles, 6 

what would a temporary solution be?  Just more strict enforcement?  Is there 7 

some other speed bump issue or stop signs or something we could do to help? 8 

 9 

TRAFFIC ENGINEER MICHAEL LLOYD –  It would certainly….it’s an ongoing, 10 

our Traffic Engineering Division monitors it.  It’s an ongoing observation.  We 11 

observe what’s going on out there.  I think, if you recall, there is what we call the 12 

feedback.  You know, the radar feedback signs that indicate your speed so at 13 

least there is some warning provided.  If there is additional traffic control through 14 

signing, certainly that is an option.  And, as you mentioned, enforcement always 15 

helps. 16 

 17 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Okay.  Thank you very much.  Any other questions for Staff 18 

or the Applicant before I make a motion?  I don’t see anybody’s hands going up.  19 

Would anybody like to make a motion tonight? 20 

 21 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Before we make the motion…. 22 

 23 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Yes, Sir. 24 

 25 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  We’re almost close to getting you 26 

the answer on the Cal Green question.  From what we’ve been able to locate so 27 

far, it appears that this would be a consideration during the building plan check 28 

review process because that’s when we confirm our Building Code compliance 29 

and Cal Green requirements.  From what we can tell here, it looks like a project 30 

may be required to put in infrastructure for or leading up to, but I’m not sure that 31 

the actual electric vehicle charging station has to be in place with the project.  But 32 

we can’t confirm yet, but there may be some requirements to put it in for a future 33 

application.  So we’re not going to miss that opportunity because their still going 34 

to have to comply with the building plan check requirements. 35 

 36 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Correct.  I, for whatever reason, this was actually an issue 37 

on one of my projects that I was working on last week where Cal Green became 38 

an item.  Well I was working on a small parking lot that had 20 parking spaces, 39 

and they were trying to get us to do the same thing by installing the conduits and 40 

infrastructure without actually installing the charging station.  And, if I remember, 41 

it was something like the threshold was 200 parking stalls or more; something 42 

along that line where you would have to actually install the infrastructure.  So this 43 

would be a project that would have to qualify for that, so okay thank you very 44 

much.  Any other questions?   45 

 46 
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COMMISSIONER BARNES –  No. 1 

 2 

CHAIR LOWELL –  I’d like to entertain a motion on this project.  Let’s go to vote.  3 

If you’d like to make a motion, please click the button and then state your motion.   4 

 5 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ –  I second the motion.   6 

 7 

CHAIR LOWELL –  No.  You actually have to read the motion right there. 8 

 9 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ –  Okay.   10 

 11 

CHAIR LOWELL –  And I don’t believe we actually have to read all the items.  12 

We can just say…. 13 

 14 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  No.  If you just want to make a 15 

motion to approve, to adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration and approve the 16 

Resolutions that are set forth in the Staff Report that would be sufficient 17 

(assuming that’s your motion). 18 

 19 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ –  Okay wonderful.  I’d like to 20 

motion that the Planning Commission ADOPT the Mitigated Negative Declaration 21 

pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA Guidelines) for the 22 

project applications PA15-0047, PA-15-0048, PA15-0050, PA15-0051, and 23 

PA16-0012 as described in the Resolution.   24 

 25 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  And would you further want to 26 

approve Resolutions 2016-09 through 2016-14? 27 

 28 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ –  Yes.  And APPROVE Resolution 29 

No. 2016-09. 30 

 31 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  You don’t need to read them 32 

all.  You can just state Resolution Nos. 9 through 14 if you want to. 33 

 34 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ –  And APPROVE Resolution Nos. 35 

2016-09 through 2016-14.   36 

 37 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Perfect and we have a second by Commissioner Gonzalez.   38 

 39 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ –  I second that.   40 

 41 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Perfect.  Please cast your vote.  All votes have been cast.  42 

The motion passes 7-0.  Do we have a Staff wrap-up on this item? 43 

 44 

 45 

Opposed – 0 46 
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 1 

 2 

Motion carries 7 – 0  3 

 4 

 5 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  We do.  With regard to PA15-6 

0047, which is a Tentative Parcel Map, this is an action you’ve taken that is 7 

appealable.  If any interested party is interested in appealing that particular 8 

application, they have 10 days to file their application to the City Council through 9 

the Community Development Director.  If an appeal is filed, we would schedule it 10 

for a hearing within 30 days.  With regard to the other applications, which are the 11 

Master Plot Plan, the Conditional Use Permit, the Plot Plan for the 104 room 12 

hotel, the Conditional Use Permit for the service station, and the Plot Plan for the 13 

multi-tenant retail building, those are all also appealable.  But their appeal period 14 

is 15 days from the date of this action.  If any interested party is interested in 15 

filing that appeal, they would also file an appeal to the City Council through the 16 

Community Development Director.  And, if we receive an appeal, we will 17 

schedule it for a hearing before the City Council within 30 days.  That’s the wrap-18 

up on the applications.  But, while I have the microphone, I’d also like to just take 19 

a second.  Mr. Foster was very gracious in complimenting my Staff, but I want to 20 

compliment the entire City Staff on the work that was done on this particular 21 

project.  This is a very important project for the City.  As you can see, it brings in 22 

a lot of value.  Our Economic Development Director, Mike Lee is here this 23 

evening, as well as our Public Works Director as I mentioned earlier.  There’s a 24 

commitment to this project that has been shown throughout.  When the project 25 

was first submitted, it was submitted right around the holidays so between 26 

December 25th and January 1st and we jumped on it right away after the first of 27 

the year.  And we made a commitment to the developer that we would try and 28 

have this approved, a project with this many pieces, within nine months.  As of 29 

tonight, we are less than five months from that application date.  And that’s not 30 

an easy thing to do.  We had very good work from not only our Public Works 31 

Staff but our Fire Department Staff whose here this evening, our Land 32 

Development Team, our Special Districts Team, the Traffic, my Staff.  Jeff 33 

Bradshaw has done an outstanding job.  And just this evening, just to show you 34 

our responsiveness to try and get you an answer on the Cal Green, I want to 35 

compliment Chris Ormsby who was able to look that up for us this evening.  So 36 

that’s the kind of attention we’ve given to this project, and it’s the kind of attention 37 

we’ve been giving to multiple projects over the last year.  It’s a reputation we’d 38 

like to have out there in the community for those that are listening to us.  Some of 39 

the speakers that come up are acknowledging the effort that we’re putting, and 40 

really it does help the City shine and our business friendliness and our 41 

entitlement process.  And, while it’s not always easy, we think that we’re trying to 42 

get good results so thank you for that time.   43 

 44 

CHAIR LOWELL –  I really applaud the City’s efforts also.  Having worked 45 

firsthand with the City on the various projects and seeing this project come 46 
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before us tonight, this project looks very well organized, very well put together.  It 1 

doesn’t look like there’s any I’s that weren’t dotted or T’s that weren’t crossed.  2 

The project looks thorough from a design standpoint.  From an occupant 3 

standpoint, this project is going to be a very big shining star on the City, so I 4 

really commend you guys.  I was also trying to figure out what this land was 5 

going to be like.  When I was four years old, I remember standing on the 6 

aggregate pile at Robertson’s Ready Mix watching the race from the cheap 7 

seats.  And, when the racetrack went away, I was like man I can’t go watch 8 

anymore.  And then Robertson’s moved, and it was like part of my heart just kind 9 

of broke.  And now seeing Robertson’s move down the street with this nice new 10 

concrete batch plant and now this project coming to life, I mean I’m extremely 11 

happy.  This is a great addition to the City, so I applaud everybody.  Okay, now 12 

that we’re moving kind of out of order.  We’re going to backtrack a little bit to the 13 

Non-Public Hearing Items, which is a Staff Report on the Fiscal Year 2016-2017, 14 

and my thing just moved, proposed Capital Improvement Plan conformance with 15 

the General Plan.  The representative tonight is our Public Works Department.   16 

 17 
 18 

NON-PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 19 

 20 

2. Find that the Fiscal Year 16/17 Proposed Capital Improvement Plan is in 21 

Conformance with the City’s General Plan. 22 

 23 

Case: PAXX-XXXX – Fiscal Year 2016-2017 Proposed 24 

Capital Improvement Plan conformance with the 25 

General Plan 26 

 27 

Applicant:  City of Moreno Valley  28 

 29 

Representative:  Public Works Department (Jeff Bradshaw) 30 

 31 

Location: Various locations throughout the City of Moreno 32 

Valley  33 

 34 

 35 

 36 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 37 

 38 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission make a finding that the Fiscal 39 

Year 2016-2017 Proposed CIP is in conformance with the City of Moreno 40 

Valley’s General Plan. 41 

 42 

 43 

PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR/CITY ENGINEER AHMAD ANSARI –  Good 44 

evening Mr. Chair, Vice Chair and Members of the Commission.  As all of you 45 

are aware, a Capital Improvement Program is a budget document, is a funding 46 
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strategy, and a planning tool for those projects that happen in and around the 1 

City and our City projects and every year the City Staff Public Works Capital 2 

Projects Division provides an update to that document; any changes, any new 3 

funding, any new projects and then we bring it before this body (Planning 4 

Commission) at about this time.  And, usually in June, we take it to the City 5 

Council for adoption and final approval.  So the document before you, as the 6 

Staff Report indicates, is a thick document.  I’m sure you recall from the previous 7 

years, there are different types of projects that are included in there from streets 8 

and interchanges and utilities and buildings and bridges and whatnot to storm 9 

drainage, and each of those projects are divided into three groups.  Whether we 10 

have full funding for those projects, we call them fully funded.  Then there are 11 

some projects that we have partial funding.  You know, perhaps for design and 12 

then construction is awaiting for funding, so we call those partially funded.  And 13 

then we also have a list of unfunded projects.  You know, basically it’s our wish 14 

list.  We are planning for the future.  We are actively pursuing various funding 15 

mechanisms to make those projects whole as well.  So the Capital Improvement 16 

Program is a five-year plan.  However, as I indicated before, each year the 17 

update of the CIP with all the project details and the funding is brought forward 18 

for approval.  One thing that I do like to mention is that the CIP in itself is not a 19 

project, so it’s exempt from any environmental because each of those projects 20 

have to go through their own environmental process.  you know, whether it’s 21 

through Cal Trans or Federal.  In your Staff Report, you will see a chart at the 22 

end that gives you a very high level summary of different categories of work.  We 23 

report to the Commission the amount of funding that is carried over to the 24 

upcoming fiscal year and then it shows for the next five years, which goes all the 25 

way to planning for the fiscal year 2021 and beyond.  So, with that, before I 26 

conclude my Staff Report I would like to thank the Capital Improvement Division 27 

Staff.  Specifically, Linda Wilson, Josh Frohman, and Quang Nguyen.  All those 28 

three Staff are present here tonight.  Their happy to answer any questions that 29 

you guys will have and then, with that, I conclude my Staff Report.  I’d be happy 30 

to answer any questions.   31 

 32 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Thank you.  Any questions for Staff?  I had one question.  33 

I’m looking on the bridges schedule on that little graph, and it shows $350,000; 34 

$10,000; $360,000 as the years go on.  But when you get to year 2019 and 2020, 35 

it jumps up to $3,250,000.  What’s scheduled for 2019/2020? 36 

 37 

PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR/CITY ENGINEER AHMAD ANSARI –  As you 38 

know, Mr. Chair, there are a number of interchange projects that are unfunded on 39 

the 60 Corridor.  The only interchange that banks to the old RDA Fund, you 40 

know, and many other funding we were able to finish both phases was Mason 41 

Interchange.  And so what you’re seeing as far as the large figure is a planning 42 

and a cost estimate for future years to be able to hopefully fund the Theodore 43 

Interchange, also Redlands Interchange, Moreno Beach second phase project.  44 

As you know, most of those interchanges are already included in the TUMF 45 

network so they do receive some level of funding hopefully when the time comes 46 
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from the WRCOG.  But then, as you know, each of those interchanges had a 1 

price tag of $60,000,000 to $70,000,000.  So all those numbers add up to future 2 

years that we are planning for right now.   3 

 4 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Okay.  Thank you.  Commissioner Barnes.   5 

 6 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  I had a question along the same line.  It’s just a 7 

curiosity.  The grand total for fiscal 2019 and 2020 is almost six times the 8 

previous year.  What facilitates or what drives that huge jump in potential 9 

expenditure?  Do you know something the rest of us….. 10 

 11 

PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR/CITY ENGINEER AHMAD ANSARI –  Again, the 12 

big ticket items are those interchanges and even improvement to the 60 Corridor 13 

itself.  Those, those numbers…… 14 

 15 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  And the thought is that work will take place? 16 

 17 

PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR/CITY ENGINEER AHMAD ANSARI –  That’s 18 

what we’re hoping for.   19 

 20 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Okay. 21 

 22 

PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR/CITY ENGINEER AHMAD ANSARI –  Again, you 23 

know when you get towards the end of the five-year program, it’s nothing but an 24 

estimate and a plan at this point.  You know, those numbers change.  That’s why 25 

we do the annual update for the Commission and Council. 26 

 27 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  What….this reflects what you’re hoping to be able 28 

to do? 29 

 30 

PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR/CITY ENGINEER AHMAD ANSARI –  That’s 31 

correct.  32 

 33 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Your forecast of potential funding really isn’t a 34 

factor in this because you don’t know what’s going to happen? 35 

 36 

PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR/CITY ENGINEER AHMAD ANSARI –  That’s 37 

correct.  That is correct.   38 

 39 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  It’s, okay that explains it.   40 

 41 

CHAIR LOWELL –  I’m just seeing some big ticket items here on electricity for 42 

2016/2017 it’s $13,500,000, and it’s a lot less before and a lot less after.  What’s 43 

the plan for this year $13,500,000 for electricity? 44 

 45 
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PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR/CITY ENGINEER AHMAD ANSARI –  For the 1 

electric utility, what the MVU is envisioning is, you know as growth happens you 2 

know in different places, the City will need substations (new substations) and 3 

those substations are usually in multimillion dollar figures.  As you know, the City 4 

currently has two substations.  One larger, one is which more inner substation, 5 

which was built a few years ago.  And then this recent 33KV, which was done in 6 

the South Central, the southern part of the City that is serving Amazon and other 7 

businesses down there and then there is Kitching substation, which is under 8 

design right now.  So, as growth happens, we’re envisioning more and more 9 

substations.   10 

 11 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Perfect.  Any other questions for Staff?  Commissioner 12 

Ramirez. 13 

 14 

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ –  Any idea on the timelines for improvements 15 

along Ironwood Avenue east of Lasselle through Nason? 16 

 17 

CHAIR LOWELL –  The little two-land windy road that connects Perris to Nason. 18 

 19 

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ –  Yeah, there’s been several accidents along that 20 

highway that have resulted in fatalities.   21 

 22 

PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR/CITY ENGINEER AHMAD ANSARI –  I need to 23 

defer to Quang.  Quang, do you have any…… 24 

 25 

SENIOR ENGINEER QUANG NGUYEN –  Commission, my name is Quang 26 

Nguyen.  I’m a Senior Engineer with Capital Projects.  For Ironwood Avenue east 27 

of Lasselle, to the east we have that in the Unfunded Section right now because 28 

we haven’t gotten any funding or any plan for it.  But it is included in the CIP in 29 

the Unfunded Section of the CIP that you can go to and review that.   30 

 31 

PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR/CITY ENGINEER AHMAD ANSARI –  We were 32 

probably hoping in a couple years to be able to secure funding for that project 33 

when it’s unfunded.   34 

 35 

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ –  Thank you. 36 

 37 

CHAIR LOWELL –  I think the primary concern is possibly putting in some 38 

sidewalks or some better lighting because there’s no way for students to walk 39 

from that area of town, which serves Palm Middle School and Cloverdale all the 40 

way over to Valley View which is the theater high school.  There’s no safe way 41 

for kids to walk without walking into traffic lanes or right on the edge of the 42 

pavement, so I don’t know if there is something we could do to move that part of 43 

the safety…..that aspect of making that street more safe, bring that to the 44 

forefront.  I don’t know if we can appeal to the City Council to take some Rainy 45 

Day Funds or something to look into that a little more closely.   46 
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 1 

PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR/CITY ENGINEER AHMAD ANSARI –  We’ll 2 

definitely take a look at that.   3 

 4 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Any other questions or comments for Staff?  Okay.  Thank 5 

you very much for your report.  And that moves us onto the last item for tonight, 6 

Other Commissioner Business. 7 

 8 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –    Excuse me.  There is an 9 

action that should be requested on this item. 10 

 11 

CHAIR LOWELL –  I didn’t know that was an action item.  My  mistake.   12 

                        13 

PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR/CITY ENGINEER AHMAD ANSARI –  So Staff 14 

recommendation is that the Planning Commission makes a finding that the Fiscal 15 

Year 2016/2017 as presented proposed CIP is in conformance with the City of 16 

Moreno Valley’s General Plan before it is taken to City Council on June 7th.   17 

 18 

CHAIR LOWELL –  So we need to take a motion and a vote. 19 

 20 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ –  I’ll do it.  I’ll do the motion.  The 21 

Planning Commission recommends to make a finding that the Fiscal Year 22 

2016/2017 proposed Capital Improvement Plan is in conformance with the City of 23 

Moreno Valley’s General Plan.   24 

 25 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Perfect.  It was motioned by Commissioner Gonzalez and 26 

apparently seconded by Commissioner Nickel.  Please cast your vote.  Perfect.  27 

All votes have been cast.  The motion passes 7-0.  Do we have a Staff wrap-up 28 

on this item. 29 

 30 

 31 

Opposed – 0 32 

 33 

 34 

Motion carries 7 – 0  35 

 36 

 37 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  This item is a budget item, which 38 

will ultimately be before the City Council so there is no reason to have an appeal 39 

on this so it’s ultimately going to be at the City Council anyways.   40 

 41 

CHAIR LOWELL –  I apologize about the mixup on that, but I think we got this 42 

squared away.  That does move us onto Other Commissioner Business, which is 43 

the Planning Commission Rules of Procedure.  This was an item that I was 44 

asking to bring onto the table tonight.  Where did my paperwork go?  There it is.  45 

Anyway, go ahead Staff.   46 
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 1 

 2 

 3 

OTHER PLANNING COMMISSION BUSINESS 4 

 5 

3. Planning Commission Rules of Procedure  6 

 7 

 8 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 9 

 10 

Discuss procedures for filling of a permanent vacancy on the Commission, 11 

consider recommendations to be forwarded to the City Council.   12 

 13 

 14 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  I was just going to say, if Bob 15 

Lorch our technical guy in the back can put up the file that I gave him, we did 16 

prepare some information just to try and help facilitate the dialogue this evening.  17 

This is your item that you brought up.  So, if you want to give your presentation, 18 

we can show these slides as you might need.   19 

 20 

CHAIR LOWELL –  One of the questions that I have was it has been announced 21 

that one of our Planning Commissioners is retiring, I believe, come August.  And I 22 

was trying to figure out how to fill that permanent vacancy, and I know the intent 23 

of having the alternate Planning Commissioners was to have a Planning 24 

Commissioner floating in the wings to step up to fill a permanent vacancy should 25 

a permanent vacancy become present.  But we have two alternates, and I’m 26 

trying to figure out which alternate gets picked first.  I don’t know if it was the 27 

order that they were called from when they were appointed on City Council.  I 28 

don’t know if that was made alphabetically, so I was hoping to get a little more 29 

guidance and discussion and clarity as to what the order of operations should be 30 

in August when and if we have a Planning Commissioner step down.   31 

 32 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Sure.  So Mr. Chairman, the 33 

slides that we’re going to show you here right now are just some of the research 34 

we’ve been able to do since your request.  The slide up there right now is Section 35 

G1 out of your currently adopted Rules and Procedures for the Planning 36 

Commission, and it simply says that permanent or long-term Commission 37 

vacancies shall be filled by alternate Commissioners in accordance with 38 

Ordinance 890 of the City of Moreno Valley.  We went to Ordinance 890, and 39 

there is absolutely nothing in Ordinance 890 to talk about what to do with filling 40 

vacancies.  So, in that Ordinance, it basically does say that the rules and 41 

operation for use of the alternates shall be as defined by the Planning 42 

Commission themselves and adopting your Rules of Procedure, which we have 43 

already done.  So there is another operating policy that the City does have for all 44 

Boards and Commissions and what this says is that “Member shall serve until 45 

their respective successor or are appointed and qualified.  The City Council shall 46 
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have the power to fill any vacancies.  Unless otherwise specified, terms of 1 

Members of Boards and Commission shall be for three years.”  So, in here, it’s 2 

assigning the responsibility for the filling of the vacancy to the City Council.  And 3 

then working with our interim City Clerk, our interim City Clerk brought to our 4 

attention what’s called the Maddy Act.  In the Maddy Act, I apologize for the 5 

smaller print, but it’s also saying that whenever there’s an unscheduled vacancy 6 

that occurs on a Board it’s basically assigning that responsibility to fill the 7 

vacancy to the City Council.  But it goes into a little bit more detail in that before 8 

the City Council fills that position, the City Clerk has the responsibility to post the 9 

vacancy to collect input and interest.  There’s a window that extends from 20 10 

days before the vacancy is created to 20 days after the vacancy is created.  In 11 

this case, where Commissioner Van Natta has indicated that she believes that 12 

her last day will be….she’ll be leaving the area in August.  Her last day may be 13 

July, the last meeting in July, but we’re not certain yet.  So, what we would be 14 

recommending, is that we would work with the City Clerk on when Commissioner 15 

Van Natta’s actual last date is and then use the 20 day window after rather than 16 

trying to predetermine when she might leave.  Paragraph B is saying that, if there 17 

is some sort of an urgency, the City Council doesn’t have to wait for that period 18 

and they can fill it immediately.  We don’t believe that there’s any case here 19 

where there would be an urgency that would require the filling of the vacancy 20 

immediately because you do have the alternates that are already available, and 21 

you have the opportunity to rotate the alternates as your rules already prescribe.  22 

So, each meeting as we move forward after a vacancy is created, we should 23 

have one or both of the Commissioners available to fill the seat.  And, even if 24 

they are not available, your quorum is constituted when you have the majority of 25 

the membership.  And so you would have to have a lot more other vacancies to 26 

get to the point where you don’t have a quorum.  So we don’t think that there 27 

would be an urgency.  Basically, with those three things before you, our 28 

recommendation of Staff is to wait until the vacancy is created.  Again, work with 29 

the City Clerk to post a filing.  That filing is probably already going to happen 30 

because we’ll be filling vacancies on Commissions come March of 2017.  31 

Commissioner Van Natta’s appointment is through March of 2017, and so we 32 

would be working in kind of a window of maybe five to six months where we 33 

might have meetings.  Some of those are over the holidays, and so I don’t know 34 

if that’s enough information to suggest that we may not have to do anything.  But 35 

it’s the pleasure of the Commission.  We will take your recommendations.   36 

 37 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Well I agree with you that it might not be an urgent issue 38 

because we do have the two alternates, so we have bodies sitting around to fill 39 

up a vacancy.  But…..and since Meli’s term is up next year anyway, we’d be 40 

looking to fill alternate Commissioners anyway, or permanent Commissioners, 41 

and we’d be filling the position.  With that said, I don’t think it’s urgent for this go 42 

around.  But I do think it would be nice to have some more clarity and some 43 

definition should another vacancy or second or third down the line happen.  I 44 

know the original intent of having alternates was to have an alternate standing by 45 

to fill the vacancy permanently or temporarily, but it seems like our rules aren’t 46 
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100% organized to allow that or to facilitate that.  So maybe a little more analysis 1 

of this going down the line would be a good idea. 2 

 3 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  If I may, ultimately what will 4 

happen here when the vacancy becomes official, is we’ll need to let Council 5 

know.  And the Council will have a choice at that point to appoint one of the 6 

current alternates to fill the rest of the term, which would satisfy that intent that 7 

you just mentioned without having to do new interviews and the whole process 8 

again.  So that is already in place right now.  Council could alternatively, at that 9 

point, decide that they just want to do nothing until March.  And we would just 10 

continue with the alternating as we do.  And then the third possibility is the 11 

Council could decide to amend Ordinance 890 to delegate that to this 12 

Commission for future situations.  So I expect that when we bring that Staff 13 

Report to Council and the vacancy is officially created that those alternatives will 14 

be in play.   15 

 16 

CHAIR LOWELL –  So the short of it is we should basically do nothing and wait 17 

for City Council to say something come August? 18 

 19 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  Continue with the process 20 

we’ve been doing of alternating the seat. 21 

 22 

CHAIR LOWELL –  That seems to be working quite well.  Commissioner Barnes.   23 

 24 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Just so I’m clear, currently there’s a bit of a 25 

conflict between our Rules and Procedures, which say that the vacancy shall be 26 

filled by the alternate.  But the other item you read said that City Council shall 27 

act, which implies or states that they could go outside of that.   28 

 29 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  I don’t believe our Rules of 30 

Procedure say that.  They say that it shall be filled in accordance with Ordinance 31 

890, which is the City Council’s adopted Ordinance.  It does not say it shall be 32 

filled by an alternate, the permanent seat. 33 

 34 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  I thought our Rules and Procedures said that. 35 

 36 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  This is our Rules and 37 

Procedures right on your screen now.   38 

 39 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ –  Yeah but the….when you go to 40 

the Ordinance there’s nothing. 41 

 42 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Yeah, it’s a blank Ordinance. 43 

 44 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  Well it’s not a blank Ordinance, 45 

but it doesn’t address the specific scenario of appointing a permanent member.  46 
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That is addressed in another location, so that’s why I said we end up with a 1 

situation where the intent is still there.  The Council can….the Council still retains 2 

jurisdiction, but they can appoint one of the two alternates without going through 3 

the lengthy process. 4 

 5 

CHAIR LOWELL –  That was the intent that everybody was hoping for. 6 

 7 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  They still can do that, and we 8 

will be bringing that to Council.  Their choices are those three that I mentioned; 9 

appoint one of the two, kick the can down until March, and we’ll continue 10 

alternating or make an amendment to Ordinance 890, which would create some 11 

different third process.   12 

 13 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Just to….well what we put up was 14 

with regard to filling the permanent or long-term vacancies.  Your Rules and 15 

Procedures do address the periodic absences, which is another section here.  16 

But it doesn’t really apply to what we’re talking about this evening.   17 

 18 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Correct. 19 

 20 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  And so what we’re talking about in 21 

terms of rotation, it started in alphabetical order and then it just kind of proceeds 22 

since that time.  That’s the order that is defined in Section G2.   23 

 24 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Correct. 25 

 26 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  So…. 27 

 28 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Yeah.  We have rules in place for filling a temporary 29 

vacancy, but permanent or long-term, thankfully the position that would be open 30 

for long-term would be expiring i March, so it’s a short long-term.  I think this is an 31 

item that needs a little bit of polishing, but it’s not an urgent emergency.  32 

Commissioner Nickels. 33 

 34 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER NICKELS –  I just to wanted to reiterate that 35 

since we serve at the Council’s pleasure, that the ultimate decision on long-term 36 

replacement should reside with the Council because they know what their looking 37 

for and what they want.   38 

 39 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Yeah, agreed, and then it’s ultimately going to be their 40 

decision.   41 

 42 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  Unless we’re suggesting that we take away one 43 

of the three options.  Then, what we have right now, gives them the discretion 44 

to….. 45 

 46 
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CHAIR LOWELL –  The point of tonight was just to shed some light on the 1 

situation and make the Council aware that (A) there’s a potential for a permanent 2 

vacancy, and we need to get a little bit of direction before we have to deal with it 3 

retroactively.   4 

 5 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER NICKEL –  We’ve been put on notice. 6 

 7 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Exactly.  You guys are getting promoted.  Perfect.  Thank 8 

you very much.   9 

 10 

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT ERICA TADEO –  Chair.  We do have one 11 

speaker who wants to speak on this item.   12 

 13 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Okay.   14 

 15 

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT ERICA TADEO –  Rafael Brugueras.   16 

 17 

CHAIR LOWELL –  I have Mr. Jeff Barnes.   18 

 19 

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT ERICA TADEO –  Oh.   20 

 21 

COMMISSIONER BARNES –  I’m done.   22 

 23 

SPEAKER RAFAEL BRUGUERAS –  Good evening again Commissioners, 24 

Staff, and residents.  This is a very important issue.  I know we were laughing 25 

about it trying to figure it out, but selecting a Commission is very important.  No 26 

joke to the City.  No joke to the residents.  No joke to the developer.  It’s not a 27 

joking matter.  It will be nice to pick the seniority person next.  That’s the way I’ve 28 

run working in the warehouse business, seniority prevails.  And we have two 29 

Commissioners that have faithfully come here and filled the seat when someone 30 

is absent, and I’m deeply grateful for that because we always have seven.  And, 31 

once the votes are cast, their done.  It’s a beautiful thing to always see seven.  32 

It’s a nice thing.  So when this issue does come to the Council for permanent, 33 

then we’ll discuss that with the Council because I will be saying the same thing 34 

I’m saying to each one of you.  I prefer going by seniority.  And, if you have two 35 

candidates, maybe one will give it to the other based on seniority or maybe the 36 

other one can’t do it for whatever reason.  That’ll be something that they will 37 

discuss.  But it’s very important that whoever we put up on this bench has to 38 

represent the City of Moreno Valley really truly.  We just saw something 39 

wonderful happen today, and you guys are talking about things that we can’t 40 

even think about (2019 and 2020).  And, you know, the expansion of many 41 

things.  So, if we can keep it the way it is, wonderful.  The City will be safe for the 42 

next few years.  And I hope as a resident of the City of Moreno Valley that that’s 43 

important too that the I’s of Moreno Valley, like myself when I drive around, I look 44 

all over the City to make sure that the projects that we approve are being done 45 

and things that need to be done can be addressed like we did tonight.  So, again, 46 
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DRAFT PC MINUTES           May 12
th

, 2016 35 

whoever you decide to pick I welcome because I’ve gotten to know all seven of 1 

you by coming here and sharing the love of the City.  Thank you.   2 

 3 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Thank you very much.  One of the things I’d like to mention.  4 

When City Council goes through their selection process and appoints alternates, 5 

could we have a situation like we have in courtrooms where you have alternate 6 

juror one, alternate juror two where we could say this is alternate Planning 7 

Commissioner one, alternate Planning Commissioner two and then maybe have 8 

the City Council either look at or possibly approve the thought that in the event 9 

that a long-term vacancy alternate Planning Commissioner number one steps up 10 

and they would identify Planning Commissioner alternate one or alternate two 11 

when their appointed? 12 

 13 

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY –  Yes.  That was that alternate 14 

three suggestion that I think we should bring to the Council when we bring this so 15 

there is something definitive….. 16 

 17 

CHAIR LOWELL –  That way there’s some definitive direction without having to 18 

think about it and him and hah and say well I like Lori better than Erlan, or I like 19 

Erlan better than Lori so. 20 

 21 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER NICKEL –  I know I make better cookies.   22 

 23 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ –  Well I’ll challenge you to that, 24 

Lori. 25 

 26 

 27 

 28 

STAFF COMMENTS 29 

 30 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Perfect.  I appreciate it.  Any further Staff Comments moving 31 

on? 32 

 33 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  No.   34 

 35 

 36 

 37 

 38 

PLANNING COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 39 

 40 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Any Planning Commissioner Comments? 41 

 42 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER NICKEL –  Yes.  The three amigos here who 43 

attended the League of California Cities Planning Commissioner Conference, I 44 

think we all had a good time and learned a lot of things.  I did sign up to 45 

participate in a monthly conference call with the Statewide Planning 46 
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DRAFT PC MINUTES           May 12
th

, 2016 36 

Commissioners, and there was an action alert sent out yesterday.  And I don’t 1 

know if you know anything about it, Rick.  It’s in regards to Senate Bill 1069 2 

Wieckowski second units and removal of local land use authority.  Have you 3 

heard of this at all? 4 

 5 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  Read the Title again. 6 

 7 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER NICKEL –  Senate Bill 1069 by Senator 8 

Wieckowski.  It’s in regards to second units and removal of local land use 9 

authority.  In other words, the State wants to regulate and draft all the 10 

Ordinances pertaining to the second unit dwellings like granny flats, things like 11 

that, kind of taking it out of local jurisdiction.  I have the information if you’re 12 

interested. 13 

 14 

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER –  I’d be happy to look at that new 15 

legislation.  There was actually similar legislation that came through, I believe, it 16 

was in 2003 in which it did find second units as ministerial projects.  And so it 17 

already has removed, to some degree, some of the requirements associated with 18 

second units.  So it’s probably something related to that, and we’ll look into it. 19 

 20 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER NICKEL –  Yeah and, in fact, there is a draft 21 

letter if the City wants to go along with this.  But it was supposed to have been 22 

heard on the floor today, so that was why the alert because the California League 23 

of Cities Housing and Development lobbyist’s monitor all that up in Sacramento 24 

so she was on the line as well.  So that was kind of the big thing about it, and I 25 

know one of the Planning Staff from City of Lafayette.  We met her.  She was 26 

saying where they were having trouble, especially since the State declared a 27 

housing shortage of affordable housing.  It’s kind of making things difficult at the 28 

local level and that she had brought up an issue that they were faced with that, 29 

say it’s a typical granny flat out the back, well it still has to be hooked up to 30 

utilities.  And the utilities up there were charging $25,000, which totally wipes out 31 

any affordability of being able to do that.  So there is a lot of scrambling going on 32 

up in Sacramento right now and that’s the end of that.   33 

 34 

CHAIR LOWELL –  Thank you.  With that said, any other comments or 35 

questions?  Perfect.  I’d like to commend both Commissioner Nickel’s and 36 

Commissioner Gonzalez for being available tonight and sitting in. 37 

 38 

 39 

 40 

ADJOURNMENT 41 

 42 

CHAIR LOWELL –  I would like to adjourn to the next regular meeting of the 43 

Planning Commission May 26th, 2016, at 7:00 P.M. right here in the City Hall.  44 

Thank you very much and have a great night. 45 

 46 
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DRAFT PC MINUTES           May 12
th

, 2016 37 

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ –  Thank you.   1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

NEXT MEETING 7 

Next Meeting:  Planning Commission Regular Meeting, May 26th, 2016 at 7:00 8 

P.M., City of Moreno Valley, City Hall Council Chambers, 14177 Frederick Street, 9 

Moreno Valley, CA 92553. 10 

 11 

 12 

 13 

 14 

 15 

 16 

 17 

 18 

 19 

 20 

 21 

___________________                     _____________________________ 22 

Richard J. Sandzimier                                                               Date 23 

Planning Official      24 

Approved 25 

 26 

 27 

 28 

 29 

 30 

 31 

 32 

 33 

 34 

 35 

 36 

   ___           ______ 37 

Brian R. Lowell        Date 38 

Chair 39 

 40 
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ID#2103 Page 1 

 
 

   PLANNING COMMISSION                                              

   STAFF REPORT 

Meeting Date:  May 26, 2016 
 
SIGN ORDINANCE AMENDMENT - POLITICAL SIGNS 
 
Case: PA16-0017 - Sign Ordinance Amendment for Political 

Signs 
  
Applicant: City of Moreno Valley 
  
Owner: N/A 
  
Representative: N/A 
  
Location: Citywide 
  
Case Planner: Mark Gross, AICP 
  
Council District: N/A 

 

 
 

 
 
 
Prepared by: Approved by: 
Mark Gross Allen Brock 
Senior Planner Community Development Director 

 
ATTACHMENTS 

None 

**THIS ITEM HAS BEEN REMOVED FROM THE AGENDA** 
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   PLANNING COMMISSION                                              

   STAFF REPORT 

Meeting Date:  May 26, 2016 
 
PA15-0005 CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT AND P15-092 VARIANCE 
 
Case: PA15-0005 Conditional Use Permit and P15-092 

Variance 

  

Applicant: VZW/Cortel 

  

Owner: Southern California Edison 

  

Representative: Andrea Urbas 

  

Location: Southwest corner of Kitching Street and John F. 

Kennedy Drive 

  

Case Planner: Gabriel Diaz 

  

Council District: 4 
 

 
SUMMARY 
 
Verizon Wireless is requesting approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) PA15-0005 
and a Variance P15-092.  The Conditional Use Permit is for a proposed 58 foot tall 
telecommunications tower facility, and associated equipment on 24.23 acres at the 
southwest corner of Kitching Street and John F. Kennedy Drive.  The proposed design 
will replicate the appearance of a pine tree consistent with an already existing wireless 
tower on the project site.  The variance is required to allow a setback reduction from 58’ 
to 35’ 1” between the new facility and the property line on Kitching Street.  The project 
site is located within a Residential 5 (R5) zoning district.  
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

2
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Verizon Wireless is proposing a telecommunications facility consisting of a 58 foot tall 
faux monopine (pine tree) tower.  The proposed facility will be located at the southwest 
corner of Kitching Street and John F. Kennedy Drive (APN: 486-070-018) on the site of 
an existing Southern California Edison substation (Attachment 5). The project site 
includes two previously approved wireless tower facilities. A 58’ monopine and a 57’ 
monopole. 
 
The project site is located in a R5 zoning district. The project site has been improved as 
a non-residential electric utility substation and is expected to continue to operate as 
such into the future. Per Section 9.09.040(E)(3) of the City Municipal Code, 
communication facilities may be allowed on this type of project site subject to review 
and approval of a Conditional Use Permit by the Planning Commission.   
 
The variance is necessary to allow a reduced setback from the east property line to the 
telecommunications pole.  The proposed setback of thirty-five (35) feet, one inch, is 
consistent with the existing monopine on the project site.  The current project site is 
located within a single-family residential zone (Residential 5). The City Municipal Code 
Section 9.09.040.4.b.xi., states that, “Within any single-family residential district, all 
commercial communication facility antenna(s) and supporting tower systems shall be 
setback from any property line a distance that is not less than the height of the antenna 
and tower system and not less than any setback required by any applicable fire and 
building codes.”  For the proposed project, this would require a 58 foot setback.  An 
alternate location on the site that could achieve a 58 foot setback was explored by the 
applicant, however, Southern California Edison was not in favor. The applicant is 
pursuing this variance as afforded by State Planning law and local regulations.  
 
The proposed facility is located approximately one hundred forty-five (145) feet from the 
residential properties to the east and separated by a drainage channel and the right-of-
way of Kitching Street. The site is currently improved as a non-residential use - a 
Southern California Edison electrical substation - and contains a previously approved 
wireless communication tower with a reduced setback.  As prescribed in the City 
Municipal Code, Section 9.02.100, “the purpose of variances is to provide equity in the 
use of property.” Furthermore, this request has been considered against the four 
required findings set forth in Section 9.02.100 (D) of the Municipal Code, and each 
finding can be made, thereby conferring the variance to allow a setback reduction from 
58’ to approximately 35 feet for this project is reasonable and appropriate.  The variance 
provides for equity in the use of the property. Given the setback location of the prior 
approved wireless communication tower on the same site, strict enforcement of the 
setback regulation would deprive this applicant of privileges enjoyed by others in the 
vicinity and under the same zoning classification. The other design elements of the 
project have been carefully considered and found to meet or exceed the minimum 
criteria of a communications facility in a residential zone. 
 
The design of the tower as a monopine is intended to mask its appearance as an 
otherwise unsightly tower and will blend the facility in context with the existing monopine 
on the site (Attachment 6). The telecommunications facility will consist of three sectors, 
each with four antennas, for a total of twelve (12) antennas, twelve (12) Remote Radio 
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Units (RRU), two (2) raycaps, and one (1) Microwave Dish.  The antennas will be 
located towards the top of the monopine and will be concealed by the faux pine 
branches.  The branches will be spaced to have a natural appearance and will extend 
beyond the antennas to screen the antennas in a natural pattern with sufficient artificial 
branches and foliage.  The pole will have a high relief pattern with texture and color to 
resemble a natural pine tree.  The applicant has prepared photographic simulations of 
the proposed installation from multiple perspectives, which are included as Attachment 
7.   
 
Verizon’s equipment area consists of a thirty (30) foot by thirty (30) foot lease area and 
will house one (1) DC generator cabinet, two (2) equipment cabinets, and one (1) 
electrical meter mounted on H-frame.  The lease area will be screened with an eight (8) 
foot chain link fence with five (5) strands of barb wire to match existing.  The lease area 
is also screened from the east by existing mature oleander shrubs.  All necessary 
utilities required for the site will be placed underground.      
 
Site/Surrounding Area 
 
The project site is located at the southwest corner of Kitching Street and John F. 
Kennedy Drive.  The site is currently developed as a Southern California Edison 
substation on 24.23 acres.  There are two existing telecommunications facilities on the 
site.  One is an approximately 58 foot tall monopine, and the other is an approximately 
57 foot tall monopole. 
 
The parcel is within a Residential 5 (R5) zoning district (Attachment 4). The areas 
surrounding the project site to the north, east and south are developed as single family 
residential homes zoned Residential 5 (R5).  The nearest single family homes to the 
proposed facility are separated by a drainage channel and the right-of-way of Kitching 
Street.  These residences are no closer than 145 feet.  Armada Elementary School and 
the Oakwood Apartments are located more than 1,200 feet to the west of the proposed 
facility.  
 
The proposed wireless tower has been evaluated against General Plan Policy 7.7.6 and 
Section 9.09.040 (Communication facilities, antennas and satellite dishes) of the City 
Municipal Code.  The proposed project does not conflict with any of the goals, 
objectives, policies, and programs outlined in  the General Plan. 
 
Access 
 
The main access to the project site will be from the existing driveway entrance off of 
John F. Kennedy.  The facility will require periodic routine maintenance visits.  Aside 
from periodic maintenance visits, the wireless tower will be an unmanned facility and will 
not impact available on-site parking. 
 

Review Process 
 
The Conditional Use Permit application was initially submitted in February 2015.  The 
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project, as submitted, was found not to be consistent with the standard Municipal Code 
required setback regulations and the applicant was advised to evaluate other design 
options.  The applicant subsequently worked with Southern California Edison to 
evaluate alternative locations on the site that were setback further onto the site.  
Southern California Edison was not agreeable to allow use of other portions of the site 
as those alternate locations could limit or preclude future needs and operations of the 
electrical substation.  In light of not being able to secure an alternate location on the 
property, and in light of the reduced setback afforded to the existing wireless tower on 
the site, the applicant elected to submit a Variance application in October 2015 to 
request Planning Commission approval of a reduced setback for the tower and 
equipment.  City staff from various departments including Public Works and the Fire 
Prevention Bureau reviewed the conditional use and variance proposals. Over the 
course of the standard plan review process staff has successfully worked with the 
applicant to resolve all other design details.  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
 
Planning staff has reviewed the request in accordance with the latest edition of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and has determined that the 
project qualifies for an exemption under the provisions of the CEQA as a Class 3 
Categorical Exemption, CEQA Guidelines, Section 15303 for New Construction or 
Conversion of Small Structures. 
 
NOTIFICATION 
In accordance with Section 9.02.200 of the Municipal Code, public notification was sent 
to all property owners of record within 300’ of the proposed project site on May 11, 2016 
(Attachment 5).  In addition, the public hearing notice for this project was posted on the 
project site on May 13, 2016, and published in the Press Enterprise newspaper on May 
13, 2016. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission APPROVE Resolution No. 2016-16, 
and thereby: 

    
 
1. RECOGNIZE that Variance P15-092 and Conditional Use Permit PA15-

0005 qualify as an exemption in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15303 (New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures); and  

 
2. APPROVE Variance P15-092 and Conditional Use Permit PA15-0005 

based on the findings contained in Planning Commission Resolution 2016-
16. 

 
 
Prepared by: Approved by: 
Gabriel Diaz Allen Brock 
Associate Planner Community Development Director 
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ATTACHMENTS 

1. PC Resolution 2016-16 

2. PC_COAS_PA150015 

3. PC Public Hearing Notice 

4. PC Land Use Map 

5. PC Aerial Photograph 

6. PC Project Plans 

7. PC PhotoSims 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2016-16  1  

PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO.  2016-16 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF 
THE CITY OF MORENO VALLEY APPROVING PA15-
0005, A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR A 58 FOOT 
TALL TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITY AND 
ASSOCIATED EQUIPMENT, AND P15-092, A 
VARIANCE ALLOWING  A REDUCED EASTERLY 
SETBACK  OF 35 FEET 1 INCH FOR THE  
TELECOMUNICATIONS FACILITYLOCATED AT THE 
SOUTHWEST CORNER OF KITCHING STREET AND 
JOHN F. KENNEDY DRIVE (APN: 486-070-018)  

 
 
 

WHEREAS, VZW/Cortel has filed an application for the approval of PA15-0005, 
a Conditional Use Permit for a 58 foot tall monopine telecommunications facility located 
at the southwest corner of Kitching Street and John F. Kennedy Drive and as described 
in the title of this Resolution, and 

 
WHEREAS, VZW/Cortel has also filed application P15-092 fora Variance 

allowing  for the reduction of the standard required 58 foot setback   to 35 feet 1 inch 
from the east property line to the facility,; and 
 

WHEREAS, the applications have been evaluated in accordance with 
established City of Moreno Valley procedures, and with consideration of the General 
Plan and other applicable regulations; and 

 
WHEREAS, upon completion of a thorough development review process, the 

project was appropriately agendized and noticed for a public hearing before the 
Planning Commission of May 26, 2016; and 
 
 WHEREAS, on May 26, 2016, the Planning Commission of the City of Moreno 
Valley conducted a public hearing to consider the application; and 
 

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2016, the Planning Commission of the City of Moreno 
Valley considered the project and determined that the project is exempt from the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code section 21000 et. 
seq.) under CEQA Guideline Section 15303, New Construction or Conversion of Small 
structures; 
 
 WHEREAS, all legal prerequisites to the adoption of this Resolution have 
occurred; and 
 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to Government Code Section 66020(d)(1), NOTICE IS 
HEREBY GIVEN that this project is subject to certain fees, dedications, reservations 
and other exactions as provided herein. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2016-16  2  

 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT 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 May 26, 2016, including written 
and oral staff reports, and the record from the public hearing, this Planning 
Commission hereby specifically finds as follows: 

 
Section 1: Variance 
 

1. That strict or literal interpretation and enforcement of the specified 
regulation would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary 
hardship not otherwise shared by others within the surrounding 
area or vicinity; 

 
FACT:  The variance request is for the setback from the east 
property line to the telecommunications pole to be reduced from 58 
feet to 35 feet, one inch. The City Municipal Code (Section 
9.09.040.4.b.xi.) typically requires a setback from any property line 
to be a distance that is not less than the height of the antenna and 
tower system and not less than any setback required by any 
applicable fire and building codes.  For this project this would 
require a fifty eight (58) foot setback from the property line.  A fifty 
eight (58) foot setback from the east property line was explored by 
the applicant, but was determined to not be feasible based on the 
current and long-term operational interests of the site as a Southern 
California Edison electrical substation. 
 
Further considerations were given to the unique characteristics of 
the project, project site, and use of the property. The proposed 
facility is located approximately one hundred forty-five (145) feet 
from the residential properties to the east and separated by a 
drainage channel and the right-of-way of Kitching Street.  The 
telecommunications pole is setback the same distance as the 
adjacent existing monopine, which is also approximately 58 feet in 
height.  The proposed variance will provide for equity in the use of 
the project site property considering the placement of the existing 
telecommunications facility on the site, and will prevent 
unnecessary hardships that might result from a strict or literal 
interpretation and enforcement of certain regulations.  The balance 
of the project meets or exceeds the minimum criteria of a 
communications facility in a residential zone. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2016-16  3  

2. That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or 
conditions applicable to the property involved or to the intended use 
of the property which do not apply generally to other properties in 
the vicinity and under the same zoning classification; 

 
FACT: There are exceptional circumstances that apply to the 
property that do not apply to other properties in the vicinity and 
under the same zoning classification.  Specifically, the site is 
currently under use as an electrical substation within a single-family 
residential zone on one large parcel of approximately 24.23 acres. 
In addition, the proposed facility is separated from residential 
properties to the east by a drainage channel and the Kitching Street 
right-of-way; a distance of a total of 145 feet.   
 

3. That strict or literal interpretation and enforcement of the specified 
regulation would deprive the applicant of privileges enjoyed by the 
owners of other properties in the vicinity and under the same 
zoning classification; 
 
FACT: The project is within the Residential 5 (R5) zoning district.  
The property is under use as an electrical substation by Southern 
California Edison.  There are two existing telecommunications 
facilities on the site.  One is an approximately 58 foot tall monopine 
with a 35 foot 1 inch setback from the east property line.  The other 
is an approximately 57 foot tall unstealthed monopole and has an 
approximate 39 foot setback from the east property line.  The 
existing telecommunication facilities are not consistent with the 
current Municipal Code requirement for the setback for a 
telecommunications facility in a residential zone. 
 

4. That the granting of the variance will not constitute a grant of 
special privilege inconsistent with the limitations on the other 
properties in the vicinity and under the same zoning classification; 

 
FACT: The granting of the variance will not constitute a grant of 
special privilege.  The physical separation of 145 feet between the 
proposed telecommunications pole and the existing residential 
properties to the east far exceeds the 58 foot setback distance that 
would otherwise be required under the Municipal Code if the 
subject property was abutting a residential property to the east.  
The 58 foot setback is equal to one of the other existing 
telecommunication facilities on the same site.    
 

5.   That the granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the 
public health, safety or welfare, or materially injurious to properties 
or improvements in the vicinity; 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2016-16  4  

FACT: The proposed variance will not be detrimental to the public 
health, safety or welfare or materially injurious to properties or 
improvements in the vicinity.  Staff has evaluated the design and 
potential impacts of the proposed project.  The proposed facility is 
approximately one hundred forty-five (145) feet from the nearest 
residential property to the east, which exceeds the distance that 
would be required of the facility if was immediately abutting a 
residential zone.  The balance of the project meets or exceeds the 
minimum criteria of a communications facility in a residential zone.  
Staff also found that the project is exempt from the requirements of 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines as 
provided for in Section 15303 (New Construction or Conversion of 
Small Structures). 

  
6. That the granting of a variance is consistent with the objectives 

and policies of the General Plan and the intent of this title. 
 

FACT: The proposal will be consistent with the objectives and 
policies of the General Plan.  General Plan Objective 2.3 promotes 
a sense of community and pride within residential areas through 
increased neighborhood interaction and enhanced project design. 
The proposed installation will have an enhanced design providing 
the appearance of a pine tree (monopine).  The design of the 
monopine is intended to mask its appearance as a tower, and blend 
with the existing monopine on the site consistent with General Plan 
Policy 2.3 Community Design.   
 
The proposed wireless tower has been evaluated against General 
Plan Policy 7.8 Scenic Resources, and Municipal Code Section 
9.09.040 Communication Facilities, Antennas and Satellite Dishes, 
of the City Municipal Code.  The proposed project does not conflict 
with any of the goals, objectives, policies, and programs of the 
General Plan. 

 
 
Section 2: Conditional Use Permit 
 

1. Conformance with General Plan Policies – The proposed use is 
consistent with the General Plan, and its goals, objectives, policies 
and programs. 

 
FACT: The proposed telecommunications facility, as conditioned, 
incorporates enhanced design elements and stealth features 
consistent with General Plan Policy 7.8.  The proposed 
telecommunications facility is screened from view from the public 
right-of-way by existing oleander bushes and the design of the 
monopine is intended to mask its appearance as a tower and blend 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2016-16  5  

with an existing monopine on the site.  The proposed use complies 
with Section 9.09.040 Communication Facilities, Antennas and 
Satellite Dishes, of the Municipal Code.  The proposed use does 
not conflict with any of the goals, objectives, policies, and programs 
of the General Plan. 
 

2. Conformance with Zoning Regulations – The proposed use 
complies with all applicable zoning and other regulations. 

 
FACT: Wireless telecommunications facilities are a conditionally 
permitted use within the City.  As designed and conditioned, the 
proposed use will comply with all the applicable Municipal Code 
provisions, including regulations governing the establishment and 
operation of commercial communication facilities under Section 
9.09.040 (Communication Facilities, Antennas and Satellite Dishes) 
of the Municipal Code. 

 
3. Health, Safety and Welfare – The proposed use will not be 

detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare or materially 
injurious to properties or improvements in the vicinity. 

 
FACT: The proposed Conditional Use Permit will not be detrimental 
to the public health, safety or welfare or materially injurious to 
properties or improvements in the vicinity.  The project would be 
exempt from the requirements of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines as provided for in Section 15303 
(New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures). 
 
The telecommunications improvements as proposed are a common 
feature in urbanized areas.  No health, safety, or welfare problems 
unique to this location have been identified.  The use will improve 
and continue to provide a choice in wireless communication 
reliability in the use’s coverage area.  In the event of an emergency 
or natural disaster, the use will be able to continue to function, 
which can help to enhance the general health, safety, and welfare 
of the citizens of Moreno Valley. 

 
4. Location, Design and Operation – The location, design and 

operation of the proposed project will be compatible with existing 
and planned land uses in the vicinity. 

 
FACT:  The telecommunications improvements as proposed are a 
common feature in urbanized areas.  Staff worked very closely with 
the applicant to ensure that the design and the appearance of the 
monopine tower, equipment cabinets, and miscellaneous site 
improvements would be compatible with the adjacent existing 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2016-16  6  

monopine tower, the Southern California Edison substation, and 
neighboring single family residential homes. 

 
 
 
 
 

C. FEES, DEDICATIONS, RESERVATIONS, AND OTHER EXACTIONS  
 

1. DEDICATIONS, RESERVATIONS, AND OTHER EXACTIONS 
 

The adopted Conditions of Approval for P15-092 and PA15-0005, 
incorporated herein by reference, include dedications, reservations, and 
exactions pursuant to Government Code Section 66020 (d) (1). 

 
2. CITY RIGHT TO MODIFY/ADJUST; PROTEST LIMITATIONS 
 

The City expressly reserves the right to establish, modify or adjust 
any fee, dedication, reservation or other exaction to the extent permitted 
and as authorized by law. 

 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 66020(d)(1), NOTICE IS 

FURTHER GIVEN that the 90 day period to protest the imposition of any 
impact fee, dedication, reservation, or other exaction described in this 
resolution begins on the effective date of this resolution and any such 
protest must be in a manner that complies with Government Code Section 
66020(a) and failure to follow this procedure in a timely fashion will bar 
any subsequent legal action to attack, review, set aside, void or annul 
imposition. 

 
The right to protest the fees, dedications, reservations, or other 

exactions does not apply to planning, zoning, grading, or other similar 
application processing fees or service fees in connection with this project 
and it does not apply to any fees, dedication, reservations, or other 
exactions of which a notice has been given similar to this, nor does it 
revive challenges to any fees for which the Statute of Limitations has 
previously expired. 

 
 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission HEREBY 
APPROVES Resolution No. 2016-16 and thereby: 
 

1. CERTIFIES that this item is exempt from the provisions of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as a Class 3 Categorical Exemption, CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15303 for New Construction or Conversion of Small 
Structures; and 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2016-16  7  

2. APPROVES Variance P15-092 and Conditional Use Permit PA15-0005 based on 
the findings contained in the resolution.  

 
 
 APPROVED on this 26th day of May, 2016. 
 
 
 
 
 
       _________________________________ 

Brian R. Lowell 
Chair, Planning Commission 

 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Richard J. Sandzimier, Planning Official 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
________________________________ 
City Attorney 
 

Attached:  Conditions of Approval 
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Timing Mechanisms for Conditions (see abbreviation at beginning of affected condition): 
 

R - Map Recordation  GP - Grading Permits CO - Certificate of Occupancy or building final 
WP - Water Improvement Plans BP - Building Permits     P - Any permit 

 

Governing Document (see abbreviation at the end of the affected condition): 
 

GP - General Plan  MC - Municipal Code CEQA - California Environmental Quality Act 
Ord - Ordinance  DG - Design Guidelines Ldscp - Landscape Development Guidelines and Specs 
Res - Resolution  UFC - Uniform Fire Code UBC - Uniform Building Code 

SBM - Subdivision Map Act 
 

CITY OF MORENO VALLEY 

PLANNING DIVISION 

FINAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR PA15-0005 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR A WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS FACILITY 

ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER:  486-070-018  

 

APPROVAL DATE:          

EXPIRATION DATE:         

This set of conditions shall include conditions from: 

 

_X_ Planning (P), Building (B) 

_X_ Fire Prevention Bureau (F) 

_X_ Transportation Engineering (TE) 

_X_ Land Development (LD) 

 
 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

 

Planning Division 

 
P1. The Conditional Use Permit, PA14-0016, is for a new telecommunications facility to 

be located at the southwest corner property of Kitching Street and John F. Kennedy 
Drive.  The wireless cell site facility is a Verizon facility.  The monopine is fifty eight 
feet in height with (12) panel antennas, (12) Remote Radio Units (RRU’s) two (2) 
raycaps, and one (1) Microwave Dish.   Verizon’s equipment area consists of a thirty 
(30) by thirty (30) foot lease area, and will house one (1) DC generator cabinet, two 
(2) equipment cabinets, and one (1) electrical meter mounted on H-frame.  The 
lease area will be screened by an eight (8) foot chain link fence with five (5) strands 
of barb wire to match existing.  The antennas will be located towards the top of the 
monopine and will be concealed by the faux palm fronds.   

 
P2. The antennas and all ancillary equipment and hardware attached to the top portion 

of the monopine shall be painted and or covered by sleeves to match the pine tree, 
and be concealed within the dense foliage of the tree.  The branches shall be 
spaced to have a natural appearance and shall extend beyond the antennas to 
screen the antennas in a natural pattern with sufficient artificial branches and 
foliage.   
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PLANNING DIVISION 

FINAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR PA15-0005 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

PAGE 2 
 

P3. The pole shall be designed to have a high relief pattern with texture and color to 
resemble a natural pine tree as approved by staff.    

 
P4. The placement of the artificial branches shall not have a symmetrical appearance, 

but rather shall be mounted in a manner which gives a more natural, “conical” 
appearance to the monopine. 

 
P5. All utility and coaxial connections to the equipment shall be undergrounded.  All 

connections to the monopalm shall be underground, installed within the equipment 
area and located within the lease area.   

 
P6. There shall be no signage or graphics affixed to the equipment, equipment building 

or fence except for public safety warnings and FCC required signage. 
 
P7. All proposed ancillary equipment shall be placed within the confines of the 

equipment/lease area.  
 
P8. The equipment shall be located within the lease area as shown on the approved site 

plan.   
 
P9. At such time as the facility ceases to operate, the facility shall be removed.  The 

removal shall occur within 90-days of the cessation of the use.  The Conditional Use 
Permit may be revoked in accordance with provisions of the Municipal Code. (MC 
9.02.260) 

 
P10. The applicant shall replace or repair any existing landscape or irrigation that is 

disturbed through the installation or operation of this telecommunications facility. 
 
P11. This approval shall expire three (3) years after the approval date of Conditional Use 

Permit, PA15-0005 and Variance, P15-092, unless used or extended as provided 
for by the City of Moreno Valley Municipal Code; otherwise it shall become null and 
void and of no effect whatsoever.  Use means the beginning of substantial 
construction contemplated by this approval within the three-year period, which is 
thereafter pursued to completion, or the beginning of substantial utilization 
contemplated by this approval. (MC 9.02.230) 

 
P12. The site shall be developed in accordance with the approved plans on file in the 

Community Development Department - Planning Division, the Municipal Code 
regulations, the Landscape Requirements, the General Plan, and the conditions 
contained herein.  Prior to any use of the project site or business activity being 
commenced thereon, all Conditions of Approval shall be completed to the 
satisfaction of the City Planning Official or designee.  (MC 9.14.020, Ldscp) 
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PLANNING DIVISION 

FINAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR PA15-0005 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

PAGE 3 
 

P13. The emergency generator is approved to be located within the existing equipment 
lease area and shall be below the height of the existing chain-link fence. 

 
P14. All connections for the generator shall be within the equipment lease area. 
 
P15. The emergency generator shall only be used during power outages.  Periodic 

weekly testing shall be allowed during day hours only for 15 minutes. 
 
P16. (BP) Prior to issuance of building permits, the applicant shall obtain a Land Use 

Clearance stamp from the Community Development Department – Planning 
Division on the final plan check set. 

 
P17. (CO) Prior to issuance of a building final, the applicant shall contact the Planning 

Division for a final inspection. 
 

 

BUILDING and SAFETY DIVISION  

 
GENERAL COMMENTS 
 
The following comments have been generated based on the information provided with your 
application.  Please note that future revisions or changes in scope to the project may 
require additional items.  Fee estimates for plan review and permits can be obtained by 
contacting the Building Safety Division at 951.413.3350.   
 
1. All new structures shall be designed in conformance to the latest design standards 

adopted by the State of California in the California Building Code, (CBC) Part 2, Title 
24, California Code of Regulations including requirements for allowable area, 
occupancy separations, fire suppression systems, accessibility, etc.  The current code 
edition is the 2013 CBC. 
 

2. Prior to submittal, all new development, including residential second units, are required 
to obtain a valid property address prior to permit application.  Addresses can be 
obtained by contacting the Building Safety Division at 951.413.3350. 

 

3. The proposed project’s occupancy shall be classified by the Building Official and must 
comply with exiting, occupancy separation(s) and minimum plumbing fixture 
requirements of the 2013 California Plumbing Code Table 4-1. 

 
4. Building plans submitted shall be signed and sealed by a California licensed design 

professional as required by the State Business and Professions Code. 
 

5. The proposed non-residential project shall comply with the latest Federal Law, 
Americans with Disabilities Act, and State Law, California Code of Regulations, Title 24, 
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PLANNING DIVISION 

FINAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR PA15-0005 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

PAGE 4 
 

Chapter 11B for accessibility standards for the disabled including access to the site, 
exits, bathrooms, work spaces, etc. 

 

6. The proposed development shall be subject to the payment of required development fees 
as required by the City’s current Fee Ordinance at the time a building application is 
submitted or prior to the issuance of permits as determined by the City.  

 

7. Any construction within the city shall only be as follows: Monday through Friday (except 
for holidays which occur on weekdays), six a.m. to eight p.m.; weekends and holidays 
(as observed by the city and described in the Moreno Valley Municipal Code Chapter 
2.55), seven a.m. to eight p.m., unless written approval is first obtained from the 
Building Official or City Engineer.   

 

8. Contact the Building Safety Division for permit application submittal requirements. 
 

 

FIRE PREVENTION BUREAU 
 
No Conditions of Approval for this Case. 
 
 

Transportation Engineering Division 
  
Based on the information contained in our standard review process we recommend the 
following conditions of approval be placed on this project: 

 
GENERAL CONDITIONS 
 
TE1. Conditions of approval may be modified or added if a modified plan is submitted for 

this development. 
 
TE2. Driveway shall conform to City of Moreno Valley Standard No. MVSI-112C-0 for 

Commercial Driveway Approaches and Section 9.11.080, and Table 9.11.080-14 of 
the City's Development Code - Design Guidelines or as approved by the City 
Engineer. 

 
TE3. On-site traffic signing and striping shall be accordance with the 2014 California 

Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CAMUTCD). 
 
PRIOR TO IMPROVEMENT PLAN APPROVAL OR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT 
 
TE4. Prior to issuance of a construction permit, construction traffic control plans prepared 

by a qualified, registered Civil or Traffic engineer may be required for plan approval 
or as required by the City Traffic Engineer. 
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PLANNING DIVISION 

FINAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR PA15-0005 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

PAGE 5 
 

 

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
 

Land Development Division 
 
The following are the Public Works Department – Land Development Division Conditions of 
Approval for this project and shall be completed at no cost to any government agency.  All 
questions regarding the intent of the following conditions shall be referred to the Land 
Development Division. 
 
General Conditions 

LD1. (G) The developer shall comply with all applicable City ordinances and resolutions 
including the City’s Municipal Code (MC) and if subdividing land, the Government 
Code (GC) of the State of California, specifically Sections 66410 through 
66499.58, said sections also referred to as the Subdivision Map Act (SMA).  [MC 
9.14.010] 

LD2. (G) The site plan shall correctly show all existing easements, traveled ways, and 
drainage courses.  Any omission may require the map or plans associated with 
this application to be resubmitted for further consideration.  [MC 9.14.040(A)] 

LD3. (G) The developer shall monitor, supervise and control all construction and 
construction supportive activities, so as to prevent these activities from causing a 
public nuisance, including but not limited to, insuring strict adherence to the 
following: 

a. Removal of dirt, debris, or other construction material deposited on any public 
street no later than the end of each working day. 

b. Observance of working hours as stipulated on permits issued by the Land 
Development Division. 

c. The construction site shall accommodate the parking of all motor vehicles used 
by persons working at or providing deliveries to the site. 

d. All dust control measures per South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) requirements during the grading operations. 

Violation of any condition, restriction or prohibition set forth in these conditions 
shall subject the owner, applicant, developer or contractor(s) to remedy as noted 
in City Municipal Code 8.14.090.  In addition, the City Engineer or Building Official 
may suspend all construction related activities for violation of any condition, 
restriction or prohibition set forth in these conditions until such time as it has been 
determined that all operations and activities are in conformance with these 
conditions. 
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PLANNING DIVISION 

FINAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR PA15-0005 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

PAGE 6 
 

LD4. The developer shall comply with all applicable City ordinances and resolutions 
including the City’s Municipal Code (MC). 

LD5. Prior to any work within the public right of way, an encroachment permit will be 
required. 

 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

LD6. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the developer shall submit for review a 
grading plan exhibit to Land Development as a Document Review at the then-
current fee, per the City’s fee schedule.  The grading plan will be reviewed to 
ensure, among other things, that the lease area is well graded and well drained.  
The grading plan shall include, but not be limited to the following: 

a. The approximate cubic yards of grading cut/fill should be listed. 

b. The extents of the grading shall be clearly shown. 

c. The conveyance of drainage shall be clearly shown. 

LD7. Prior to building plan approval, the plans shall demonstrate that the cell site pad is 
well-drained.  Drainage shall be directed off of and away from the cell site pad and 
be directed towards an approved drainage course/pattern. 

After reviewing the grading plan as a Document Review, it may be determined that 
a Precise Grading Plan will also be required. 

LD8. Prior to grading, the developer shall pay all applicable inspection fees. 
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Upon request and 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 Guy Pegan, 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. 

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:  PA15-0005 Conditional Use Permit 

             P15-092 Variance   
 

APPLICANT:  VZW/Cortel 
OWNER:   Southern California Edison 
REPRESENTATIVE:   Andrea Urbas 
A.P.N.:    486-070-018 
LOCATION:  Southwest corner of Kitching Street 

and John F. Kennedy Drive  
 

PROPOSAL: Conditional Use Permit PA15-0005 and Variance 

P15-092 application for a 58 foot tall telecommunications facility 
and equipment on 24.23 acres.  The proposed installation will 
have the appearance of a pine tree.  The variance application is 
for a 35 foot setback from the east property line. The zoning is 
R5. 
         
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: Class 3 Categorical 

Exemption 
 

COUNCIL DISTRICT: 4 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:   
The project is exempt from the provisions of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as a Class 3 
Categorical Exemption, CEQA Guidelines, Section 15303 
for New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures. 
 

Any person interested in any listed proposal can contact 
the Community 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-Thursday and 7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. on Fridays), 
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.  

       
 

 

 

LOCATION     N  
 

PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING 
 

City Hall Council Chamber 
14177 Frederick Street 

Moreno Valley, Calif.  92553 
 
DATE AND TIME:   May 26, 2016 at 7 PM 

CONTACT PLANNER: Gabriel Diaz 

PHONE:  (951) 413-3226 
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Attachment: PC Project Plans [Revision 1]  (2079 : PA15-0005 Conditional Use Permit and P15-092 Variance)
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Attachment: PC Project Plans [Revision 1]  (2079 : PA15-0005 Conditional Use Permit and P15-092 Variance)
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Attachment: PC Project Plans [Revision 1]  (2079 : PA15-0005 Conditional Use Permit and P15-092 Variance)
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Attachment: PC Project Plans [Revision 1]  (2079 : PA15-0005 Conditional Use Permit and P15-092 Variance)
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Attachment: PC Project Plans [Revision 1]  (2079 : PA15-0005 Conditional Use Permit and P15-092 Variance)
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Attachment: PC Project Plans [Revision 1]  (2079 : PA15-0005 Conditional Use Permit and P15-092 Variance)
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Attachment: PC Project Plans [Revision 1]  (2079 : PA15-0005 Conditional Use Permit and P15-092 Variance)
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Attachment: PC Project Plans [Revision 1]  (2079 : PA15-0005 Conditional Use Permit and P15-092 Variance)
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Attachment: PC Project Plans [Revision 1]  (2079 : PA15-0005 Conditional Use Permit and P15-092 Variance)
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Attachment: PC Project Plans [Revision 1]  (2079 : PA15-0005 Conditional Use Permit and P15-092 Variance)
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Attachment: PC Project Plans [Revision 1]  (2079 : PA15-0005 Conditional Use Permit and P15-092 Variance)
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