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Thursday, November 10, 2016 at 7:00 PM
City Hall Council Chamber — 14177 Frederick Street

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 - Aug 25, 2016 7:00 PM

Approved as submitted.
Planning Commission - Regular Meeting - Sep 8, 2016 7:00 PM

Approved as submitted.

PUBLIC COMMENTS PROCEDURE

Any person wishing to address the Commission on any matter, either under the Public Comments section

Upon request, this agenda will be made available in appropriate alternative formats to persons with disabilities, in
compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. Any person with a disability who requires a modification or
accommodation in order to participate in a meeting should direct such request to Guy Pegan, ADA Coordinator, at
951.413.3120 at least 72 hours before the meeting. The 72-hour notification will enable the City to make reasonable
arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting.
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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 entittement. The Commission may establish an overall
time limit for comments on a particular Agenda item. Members of the public must direct their questions to
the Chairperson of the Commission and not to other members of the Commission, the applicant, the Staff,
or the audience.

NON-PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
None

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

1. Case: PA16-0039 Plot Plan

Applicant: LATCO SC, Inc.

Owner: Professors Fund I, LLC and Professors Fund IV, LLC
Representative: Pacific Development Solutions Groups

Location: Southeasterly of Alessandro Boulevard and Perris

Boulevard

Case Planner: Gabriel Diaz

Council District: 1
Proposal: PA16-0039 Plot Plan

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission:

1. ADOPT a Mitigated Negative Declaration for Plot Plan PA16-0039, pursuant to
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines; and

2. APPROVE the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program prepared for Plot
Plan PA16-0039 pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines, and included as Exhibit A; and

3. APPROVE Resolution No. 2016-23 and thereby APPROVE Plot Plan PA16-
0039, subject to the attached conditions of approval included as Exhibit B.

OTHER COMMISSION BUSINESS

STAFF COMMENTS



PLANNING COMMISSIONER COMMENTS

ADJOURNMENT
Next Meeting: Planning Commission Regular Meeting, December 8, 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

REGULAR MEETING

CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBER - 14177 FREDERICK STREET

Thursday, August 25™, 2016 at 7:00 PM

CALL TO ORDER

CHAIR LOWELL — Good evening ladies and gentlemen. | would like to call to
order the August 25", 2016, Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission. The

time is 7:05 PM. Could we have rollcall please?

ROLL CALL

Commissioners Present:
Commissioner Ramirez
Commissioner Korzec
Commissioner Gonzalez
Commissioner Nickel
Commissioner Baker

Commissioner Sims

Chair Lowell

Vice Chair Barnes - Excused absent

Staff Present:

Rick Sandzimier, Planning Official

Paul Early, Assistant City Attorney

Erica Tadeo, Administrative Assistant

Claudia Manrigue, Associate Planner

Gabriel Diaz, Associate Planner

Michael Lloyd, Land Development Division Manager

Vince Giron, Associate Engineer

Paul Villalobos, Fire Safety Supervisor/Assistant Fire Marshall

Speakers:
Estella Hernandez Patel

Rafael Brugueras
Liz Berry

CHAIR LOWELL — | am also here.
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ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT ERICA TADEO- And we have Vice Chair
Barnes who is excused absent today.

CHAIR LOWELL - With that said, | would like to move on and could
Commissioner Gonzalez lead us in the Pledge of Allegiance please?

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

CHAIR LOWELL - Thank you very much. | would like to move onto the
approval of tonight's Agenda. Would anybody like to motion to approve tonight’s
Agenda?

COMMISSIONER BAKER — I'll move to approve the Agenda.

CHAIR LOWELL — We have a motion by Commissioner Baker. Do we have a
second?

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — | second.

CHAIR LOWELL — We have a second by Commissioner Gonzalez and, just by
a show of hands, we will vote. All in favor, say aye.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ — Aye.

COMMISSIONER KORZEC — Aye.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ- Aye.

COMMISSIONER NICKEL — Aye.

COMMISSIONER BAKER — Aye.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Aye.

CHAIR LOWELL - Aye.

CHAIR LOWELL — All opposed, say nay. The motion passes 7-0. Tonight’s
Agenda is approved.
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Opposed - 0

Motion carries 7 -0

CONSENT CALENDAR

All matters listed under Consent Calendar are considered to be routine and all
will be enacted by one rollcall 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.

CHAIR LOWELL — Moving onto the Consent Calendar, and the Consent
Calendar items tonight are the approval of the Minutes. Does anybody have any
comments on the Regular Planning Commission Meeting from July 28", 20162

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Planning Commission - Regular Meeting - July 28", 2016, at 7:00 PM

Approve as submitted.

COMMISSIONER NICKEL - |wantto go on the record as abstaining from
approval of the Minutes as | was not seated.

CHAIR LOWELL - Perfect and Commissioner Van Natta also was there, but
she is not here anymore so we have....everybody else can vote.

COMMISSIONER SIMS - TI'll be abstaining.

CHAIR LOWELL — Commissioner Sims was also not there, so we have
Commissioner Ramirez, Commissioner Korzec, Commissioner Baker,
Commissioner Gonzalez, Vice Chair Barnes who is absent and myself, so we
have five people that can vote. | think that’s right. One, two, three, four, five,
yes.

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY — If I may, Chair, just to make
sure everybody understands and is clear on it. There is no legal requirement that
you abstain. You're just choosing to abstain because you want to, but you can
always still vote on it, especially if you've listened to the meeting and can
approve that the Minutes were accurate. | just want to make sure that nobody
thought they had to.
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CHAIR LOWELL — Okay. Any other comments or questions? Everybody
agrees that the Minutes are accurate? Okay, with that said, | would like to
motion to approve...... | would like to motion to approve the Minutes for the
Regular Planning Commission Meeting of July 28™, 2016. Do we have a
second?

COMMISSIONER BAKER — I'll second.

CHAIR LOWELL — Seconded by Commissioner Baker. All in favor, say aye.

CHAIR LOWELL - Aye.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ — Aye.

COMMISSIONER KORZEC — Aye.

COMMISSIONER BAKER — Aye.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — Aye.

CHAIR LOWELL — All opposed, say nay. Any abstaining?

COMMISSIONER NICKEL — Yes.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Abstaining.

CHAIR LOWELL — Two abstains. Perfect. That's 5-0. The motion is approved.
Moving onto the Public Comments portion.

Opposed — 0

Motion carries 5 -0 — 2 with 2 abstentions

PUBLIC COMMENTS PROCEDURE

Any person wishing to address the Commission on any matter, either under
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
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Chairperson of the Commission and not to other members of the Commission,
the applicant, the Staff, or the audience. Additionally, there is an ADA note.
Upon request, this Agenda will be made available in appropriate alternative
formats to persons with disabilities in compliance with the Americans with
Disabilities Act of 1990. Any person with a disability who requires a modification
or accommodation in order to participate in a meeting should direct their request
to Guy Pagan, our ADA Coordinator, at (951) 413-3120 at least 48 hours prior to
the meeting. The 48-hour notification will enable the City to make reasonable
arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting.

NON-PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

None

CHAIR LOWELL — Do we have any Non-Public Hearing Item Speaker Slips
tonight?

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT ERICA TADEO — We do not.

CHAIR LOWELL — Perfect. Let’'s move onto Public Hearing Item No. 1, which is
Case PA14-0027, which is a Plot Plan, and the Case Planner is Claudia
Manrique.

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

1. Case: PA14-0027 (Plot Plan)
Applicant: Design Concepts
Owner: Titak Chopra
Representative: Design Concepts (Architect Shiv Talwar)
Location: 23778 and 23798 Hemlock Avenue
Case Planner: Claudia Manrique
Council District: 5
Proposal: Plot Plan (PA14-0027) for a new 39 unit

apartment complex
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission APPROVE Resolution No.
2016-19, and thereby:

1. CERTIFY that this item is exempt from the provisions of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as a Class 32 Categorical Exemption,
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15332 for In-Fill Development; and

2. APPROVE Plot Plan PA14-0027 based on the findings contained in the
Resolution and subject to the Conditions of Approval included as Exhibit A
of the Resolution.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Yes, Claudia Manrique will be
presenting this project. It's a District 5 project. It is a multi-family residential
project.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER CLAUDIA MANRIQUE — Good evening. | am Claudia
Manrique, the Case Planner, for PA14-0027, which is a proposed 39 unit
apartment complex located on a 2.6 acre site along Hemlock Avenue west of
Peacock Street and east of Swegles Lane. We have an aerial showing the site.
It includes three parcels. The project is located within the Residential 15 Zoning
District, which allows up to 15 dwelling units per acre, and this project meets the
maximum density of 15. This is the Zoning Map. As you'll see, the project is
directly south. East and west are also zoned R15, and to the north is R5, which
is single-family residential.

CHAIR LOWELL - Claudia, can you pull the microphone a little closer. Thanks.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER CLAUDIA MANRIQUE - Sorry. Adjacent
developments to the project site include single-family homes, as well as multiple
family units and other apartment complexes. Access to the proposed site will be
from a single driveway off of Hemlock Avenue. Here is the Site Plan. This
driveway will direct traffic north through the project with an internal loop, and this
loop meets the emergency vehicle turnaround requirements from the Fire
Department. The project includes a total of 109 parking spaces including 70
carports and 8 single-car garages for a total of 78 covered spaces. Then, there
are 20 non-covered spaces for residents, as well as 10 guest parking spaces. All
this meets the Code requirement for the multi-family parking. The proposed
project includes a main recreation and office building with an onsite manager
apartment, as well as six two-story multi-unit buildings. There a total of 18 two-
bedroom units and 21 three-bedroom units for a total of 39 dwelling units. The
amenities proposed include a small gym facility and reception space, which are
within the recreation/office building, as well as private open space for each
residential unit, which is provided by a mix of fenced yards, patios, and
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balconies. The proposed architecture is contemporary in design with stucco and
stone veneer. Then there is various architectural relief provided through stone,
foam trim, window shutters, concrete, tile, and decorative metal railings, which
will be along the balconies, staircases, and second level walkways. Here we
have the elevation for building 1A and 1B, and then you can see that the colors
are a neutral brown earth tone palette. This is the office/recreation building with
the same color palette. The site includes the 25-foot front yard landscape
setback, which will also include street trees. There are two landscaped public
open spaces for the residents within the project. There is also a 10-foot
landscaped area to the rear of the site, which will help buffer from the
neighboring single-family residents to the north. | have color conceptual of the
Site Plan, and then this one will show a 3D rendering of the site to get a better
idea of all the architectural relief of the project. The project was submitted in May
of 2014 as a 22-unit apartment complex with two parcels and, due to the odd
shape, it was a challenge to meet the City Code requirements including
setbacks, emergency exits, and the parking requirements. Staff suggested to the
Applicant, if it was possible, to get one of the adjacent parcels. The one to the
east was available, and the Applicant was able to inquire and resubmit the
redesigned project in late March of 2015. Since then, we have been working
closely with the Applicant on the site design, the elevations, and we have
resolved any outstanding issues to date. The project is exempt under CEQA as
In-Fill as it is less than five acres. Public notice was sent to all property owners
within 300 feet and posted on the site on August 12" and, on August 13", it was
published in the Press Enterprise Newspaper. Staff recommends approval of
Resolution No. 2016-19 certifying that the project is exempt under CEQA 15332
as an In-Fill development and approve Plot Plan PA14-0027. Thank you.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you very much. Do we have any questions or
comments for Staff? No? Okay, perfect. | would like to invite the Applicant up.

APPLICANT SHIV TALWAR - Good evening Chair, Commissioners, and the
Staff. My name is Shiv Talwar. I'm the architect for the project, and we really
want to thank you, the Staff, for coordinating the project with us. We complied
with all the requirements, and we really appreciate all the efforts and
recommendations. So we would like to request you to approve the project, and |
will be glad to answer any questions you have.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you. Do we have any questions for the Applicant?
Okay, do you have any questions for them though?

COMMISSIONER NICKEL — | have three questions.

CHAIR LOWELL — Okay.

COMMISSIONER NICKEL — | don’t know if you want me to ask them now.
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CHAIR LOWELL - If we don’t have any questions for the Applicant, then thank
you and we’ll move on.

APPLICANT SHIV TALWAR — Thank you again.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you very much. Commissioner Ramirez.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ — | do have a question. Thank you for coming
tonight. Are any of these going to be Section 8 apartments?

APPLICANT SHIV TALWAR — It is not planned for that. But, again, Section 8
is welcome.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ — Okay, that was my only question. Thank you.

APPLICANT SHIV TALWAR — Thank you very much.

CHAIR LOWELL — If you say it's planned for it, but Section 8 is welcome, what’s
your anticipated rent then?

APPLICANT SHIV TALWAR — | mean the project is like definitely not planned
for that, but Section 8 is, you know, they are welcome.

CHAIR LOWELL — Well what’s your anticipated rent?

APPLICANT SHIV TALWAR — They can apply for rentals.

CHAIR LOWELL — What’s your anticipated rent?

APPLICANT SHIV. TALWAR — We don’t know the rent, the anticipated rent, for
this one, but | will have......

CHAIR LOWELL — Alright, we can address that later. Thank you very much.
Okay, then | would like to open up the Public Comments portion. I’'m assuming
we have a few speakers waiting. We have Estella Hernandez-Patel followed by
Rafael Brugueras.

SPEAKER ESTELLA HERNANDEZ-PATEL - Good evening, Chairman,
Planning Commission, Body, and Staff, again my name is Estella Hernandez-
Patel, and | reside on Hemlock Avenue. I've been there for 20 some years, and
I’'m here tonight to oppose the development of the apartments. There are plenty
of apartments on Hemlock Avenue if you don’t know the area already, and it
brings a lot of stress with a lot of transits. We have people walking the streets.
It's....I want to say it's high crime. Statistically, | don’t know what it is, but it
concerns me and my family. It's a working class community. On the side where
the apartments are going to be built, there are a lot of single-story family homes
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and a few duplexes, but they are one story. That’s on the east side of Hemlock
and, on the west side of Hemlock, there are two-story and three-story
apartments, and it's a little disturbing for me and my family and some of my
neighbors to have more apartments coming into my community, our community.
And so I'm here today to speak of my opposition, and | hope that you seriously
consider some redevelopment. And it appears that the Staff is recommending
approval, but they don’t, | don’t think they live in the area because | don’t see
them. And | know, according to the report, it's within guidelines, but | do
sincerely hope that something else could be developed. | know it’s the R15, but
that concerns me too, and I’'m thankful to the Chair for asking the questions on
Section 8 because there’s too many. Like | said, I've lived there. We bought
from the original owner a number of years ago and, my family, we’re happy there.
But it is, it is too much. Too many apartments. It's embedded within single-story
homes, and it doesn’t fit in my opinion and some of the people that | spoke to.
So | hope that you consider, reconsider again, the opposition of this plan. Thank
you very much.

CHAIR LOWELL — You said you wish something else would be built there.
What would you recommend being built there in its placed?

SPEAKER ESTELLA HERNANDEZ-PATEL - Single-story townhomes,
something esthetically pleasing but also that brings value of property but worth to
the community. In other words, you know, when something happens in the
neighborhood, the police officers are there and we report it. It's almost like it's
expected something is going to happen, and | don’t want that to continue. | don'’t
know. | mean, perhaps maybe | should’'ve gotten more involved in my
community in this sense. | wasn’t aware there was, this was being planned in
2014, especially with the apartments down the road on Hemlock. Those were
three stories, and | know that's common with the space that's available but
l....family residences are good and welcome but more apartments, there’s just
way too many.

CHAIR LOWELL — I'm assuming you’ve lived in the neighborhood since before
the other apartment complexes built?

SPEAKER ESTELLA HERNANDEZ-PATEL — The one directly across from us
is La Pacifica, and that was already preexisting. And, next door to me, they are
single story. They are more like duplex homes or apartments, but they look more
like homes not apartments. And | live on, it's about an acre maybe almost two
acres, because my dad lives next door so we just kind of fenced everything in
together. And, you know, people come and go. People come and go all the time
and that’'s my concern, my fear for the kids and my nieces and nephews that also
live next door.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — | just have a question. If this type of product
was, let’s say for sale maybe in the same fashion, is that something that you
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know you would be for even though they might look like apartments but they are
more condos? Is it the “for rent” that is the concern?

SPEAKER ESTELLA HERNANDEZ-PATEL — | think that would bring balance
in my opinion to the community because people will take pride in their homes, in
their house, of their property versus apartments possibly not.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — Thank you.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you very much.

SPEAKER ESTELLA HERNANDEZ-PATEL — Thank you for your time.

CHAIR LOWELL — Mr. Rafael Brugueras.

SPEAKER RAFAEL BRUGUERAS — Good evening, Chair, Commissioner,
Staff, guests, and residents. | drove by there yesterday, and | looked at that lot
very well. | got out of my car and all that’s there is dirt, old trees, branches,
garbage bags, stray cats. Now, | understand what she means because | know
Hemlock from Heacock to Frederick, and | know that they are all apartments that
have been there for a long time, and we have residents that don’t care. But, by
looking at this display, this model, the new building going up in that particular
area will brighten it up because, when you go from Heacock to Frederick at night,
it's dark. There is nothing there, nothing but the houses that she mentioned with
one light. If you build something what we just saw right here, it will lighten up the
whole neighborhood. It won’t be dark anymore going into the street. Second of
all, there are a lot of three-bedroom apartments. | know there are a lot of people
who probably would like to move out of those old neighborhoods or those old
apartments into something new. Now, it would be nice if it was not Section 8 and
everybody would work. | hope the owner will work on that first before he
converts it into Section 8 if he has to, and the only way that happens is if nobody
rents because it's too high. Then, that's when Section 8 comes in. But, if you
can keep it like the one we have right here around Walmart in Moreno Beach, E
Trail, | used to live there in those apartments. If you keep them like that,
because that’'s a nice building, those are nice apartments. They make that
corner look good. This project can make this corner look good, and | understand
what she is saying. Okay? But | believe that this project can help that
neighborhood a lot more than not. Okay, so look at it. They are doing everything
they can. They are providing a lot of parking so people can park inside instead of
outside. They are going to have a manager on site, so they will be able to control
what goes on onsite. Okay? They are going to have recreation, pool, gym; more
than probably the other ones have. So we need to consider this project for that
neighborhood so it can enhance that part of the street, especially heading
towards more Heacock. If you go there at night, it's dark. It gets nicer when you
head towards not Jack-In-The-Box but In-N-Out. That’s where everybody is at.
That’'s where all the lights are at. On this side of town, there are no lights. By
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adding this project and looking at it, look at it well, it's well built, well designed.
And, if it can be well managed, it can help their community, and hopefully it will
bring up their value of their neighborhood. So consider what we want to do, and |
do have respect for her for coming up here and mentioning everything that goes
on in that neighborhood because | know that neighborhood. Now, can it get
better? Yes. If we do our part, then the rest of the neighborhood can probably
get better. So | do want that neighborhood, | would love to see that
neighborhood enhanced as so, especially in District 5. Okay, District 5 also
needs help. It's an old part of town that needs a new face.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you Rafael. | have Shiv Talwar, but I’'m assuming you
already spoke. So, unless you want to come up again, I’'m going to skip you up
to Liz Berry.

SPEAKER LIZ BERRY — Good evening everyone. My name is Liz.

CHAIR LOWELL — The microphone you can pull down if you want. There you
go.

SPEAKER LIZ BERRY — I'm not used to this.

CHAIR LOWELL — No worries.

SPEAKER LIZ BERRY — Thank you. Good evening everyone. My name is
Elizabeth Berry, and | have lived in Moreno Valley (Sunnymead) since 1947.
And, yes, I've seen a lot of changes. You have brought a lot of good changes
and not so good changes to the area. | agree with this young lady on a lot of
things that she said. | understand where she wants things more family than
apartments and everything, but I'm in favor of these apartments. The only thing
I’'m not in favor of is the one way in, one way out. That is a disaster waiting to
happen. But | may be able to help him with that dilemma. We own property. We
own quite a bit of property. Absolutely no Section 8. Absolutely. I’'m not against
the poor, but no Section 8. And, once you start it, you'll never be out of it. You
are locked into it. | agree with the parking on the inside because we have so
many problems with parking up and down the street, and that’s just ridiculous.
And | agree with the gentleman saying that this is just a vacant lot. Itis. It's just
a plain old dirt lot, and this would be a nice thing to bring to the neighborhood.
Like | say, I'm in favor of it. There isn’t, oh, | agree with the condos. | think that
would be a plus rather than apartments because people are more apt to take
better care of something that belongs to them rather than renting something that
belongs to someone else. So that is something interesting to think about.
Anyway, | met the gentleman tonight and, like | told him, I'm in favor of the
apartments. | think it will be nice. And thank you very much for your time.

CHAIR LOWELL — | have a question for you before you step down. One of the
first things you said was you didn’t like the idea of having a single point of
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access, and that there was something that you could do to help them because
you own a lot of property. What did you mean by that?

SPEAKER LIZ BERRY — Oh, we own property at the back of where he wants to
build. We own half that at the back. My nephew does, and he lives in
Washington, and | am representing him tonight. And | came to talk to the man
that was doing this.

CHAIR LOWELL — Are you talking about you own property facing the knuckle
on what is it, Poutous?

COMMISSIONER NICKEL — On that map?

CHAIR LOWELL — I’'m just curious.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — That map up front.

CHAIR LOWELL - It's up on the big TV, yeah, correct. So you're proposing that
you’re going to talk to them about having an additional entrance off to the east?

SPEAKER LIZ BERRY — Yes.

CHAIR LOWELL — Okay. Thank you very much. | appreciate it. Okay.

SPEAKER LIZ BERRY — Swegles Street.

CHAIR LOWELL — Swegles Street.

SPEAKER LIZ BERRY — and Ironwood.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you very much. With that, | don’t see anymore
speakers. Does anybody else want to speak on this before we close the Public
Comments? Nope. Okay, Public Comments are now closed. Moving on, let’s
get out of this. Okay.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Mr. Chairman.

CHAIR LOWELL - Yes.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Typically, it's customary to invite
the Applicant back up if they want to rebut any of the Public Comments.

CHAIR LOWELL - | was moving to that. With that said, would you like to come
up and rebut anything you heard or?

APPLICANT SHIV TALWAR - No.
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CHAIR LOWELL — Okay. Thank you very much. Okay, so we're moving on
now to Commissioner Discussion. Does anybody have any questions or
comments?

COMMISSIONER SIMS — | think it's a....l think the concept of the project is nice,
but | do have concerns about single in, single out. You have 108, it's going to be
provided with 109 spaces, and there’s going to be que times in the mornings and
evenings and whatnot where it's just going to be a cluster and anybody that’s
trying to get in and out of building C will be stymied to get in and out of their....
you know, it's going to be a parking lot in front of probably all of building C. |
also, | couldn’t find this section. I'd like to understand what's going on on the
east side or the west side of building A and building B in relationship to the
access to the three lots that are on adjoining contiguous to the back part of the
property. So, anyhow, for my first question | guess I'd like to understand from a
transportation standpoint, you know, there is no traffic signal or anything in and
out of this. With this single access, it just seems like there would be a significant
amount of time with queuing in and out of this, and there is no stacking coming
off of Hemlock into the property. So | just was wondering from a transportation
standpoint, did they do a Traffic Analysis to understand kind of the morning and
afternoon peak traffic?

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MANAGER MICHAEL LLOYD — Michael
Lloyd with Public Works. This project was not required to do a Traffic Study.
The number of units did not justify a Traffic Study given the traffic projections.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Okay so is there other, | mean, is there other like type
density with single access? It seems like if any blockage happens in that single
access, emergency vehicles, whether cops or ambulatory or whatnot, would be
stymied to be able to have access to any of this.

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MANAGER MICHAEL LLOYD — Generally
speaking, the number of access points is driven by emergency response as
you’re indicating. So we typically rely upon fire department input and so | would
defer to Paul, if you would, to indicate the number of units per access point.

FIRE SAFETY SUPERVISOR/ASSISTANT FIRE MARSHALL PAUL
VILLALOBOS - Yes this particular project, Paul Villalobos from the Fire
Department. This project meets the threshold for a single access point. We
have enhanced fire protection features such as fire sprinklers. We have two
private hydrants on site. We have good circulation. Our Fire Department
operations could also be conducted across the street there. There is a fire
hydrant directly across the street from this project on Hemlock. So, unless there
was a larger density or a larger number of units, we would not require the
developer or the contractor to add another access point for us. So, and then with

DRAFT PC MINUTES 13 August 25", 2016

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Aug 25, 2016 7:00 PM (APPROVAL OF MINUTES)

Packet Pg. 16




O©CoOoO~NO O WDN PP

the fire lanes being clearly marked and enforced by the property management
there, that would be something we would rely on to maintain that access.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Can I, Chairman.

CHAIR LOWELL — Yes Sir.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — While I'm on a roll?

CHAIR LOWELL — Keep going you got the light.

COMMISSIONER _SIMS — Alright. Then can somebody explain what is the
property boundary treatment on the east side of the property or west side of the
property adjacent buildings A and B? Is that masonry wall? Is that solid or is
that access where....it looks like there is an attempt to have an access easement
going back to the three houses that are on the west side of this property.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER CLAUDIA MANRIQUE - Yes, all three sides are going
to have decorative block walls. There is that access easement right there on the
west to the three single-family homes that exist in the back. It was decided that it
was not in the best interest of this project to have entrance or exit off the
easement. Originally, when this project came in as an 18-unit condo project, the
entrance and exit were off the easement. But, when the project came in in 2014
with the request for more units, it was found that it would be more....it was better
for the site to have the single entry in the center of the site.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — So just to make sure | understand it, there is going to
be a block wall all along the west property line?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER CLAUDIA MANRIQUE — Yes.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — And the easement that’s back there, is that, what kind
of improvement is that going to be? Is that just a dirt road or what would
it....what is that?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER CLAUDIA MANRIQUE — It remains the dirt road in the
same existing condition as it is now.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Is there any.....I didn’t see any conditions for any
improvements along Hemlock. There’s no stacking. There’s no right turn in or
anything. Yeah, | personally have real problems with it. There’s a small throat
and entrance into this, but anyhow I'm not a transportation engineer. | just, | just
get a sense that there is going to be real clusters and angst among the residents
that are in there. | could, you know, | think the project is great absent building C.
If building C wasn’t there or half of building C wasn’t there where you could have
a stack, a turn lane, or a wider throat to get in and out of this thing. You know, it
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might be more convenient long-term, but anyhow let’s listen to the rest of the
Commissioner’s concerns.

CHAIR LOWELL — Any other questions? Commissioner Nickels.

COMMISSIONER NICKELS — Yes. One of the things | noticed was your
carport, which is wonderful for apartments, but the first thing that stood out was
we could have solar panels. Then, when | read through your specs, it says that’s
for the future. My concern is, if you're relying on it that way, it will never get
done. So | don’t know why that approach was taken. | also didn’t see.....I know
there was one parking space over, if I'm correct, and no parking space
designated for a charging station for anybody’s car. Is that going to be rotated
throughout whoever has electric cars their time to charge their car? And then my
other concern was, how many of the units are designated for disabled? | didn'’t
see that. So those are my same concerns. | do share the same concern
Commissioner Sims has in regards to traffic as well.

CHAIR LOWELL — | have a question. There is a lot of talk here tonight and
some other projects going around the city as to whether they’ve got Section 8
Housing. Could you guys give me a brief description or a better understanding of
what exactly Section 8 is and is a project designated Section 8 or can people
apply for Section 8 funding for a specific residence?

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY — Alright, so the basic overview,
Section 8 Housing is a HUD subsidized voucher that people apply for. There are
very, very long in the order of years or decades waiting lists to obtain those
vouchers. There’s a very limited number of them. Once a family obtains such a
voucher, they then use that take any housing that they want to that will accept it,
and they pay part of the rent and the voucher will pick up a fixed amount as well.
In California, currently, landlords have the ability to reject Section 8 Housing.
They are allowed to discriminate basically and say we don’t take Section 8
Housing. However, there is a bill that is currently in committee in Sacramento
that would prohibit that. A number of states do prohibit that and would force
landlords to accept it. In many cases, especially with nicer units such as this,
jurisdictions will see Section 8 Housing as a benefit because it has a number of
other stern requirements with it. Can’t have any criminal activity, people with
felonies in the house, so it does add a certain element of enforcement also to
protect against difficult tenants. But, it is strictly at this point, at the discretion of
the property owner whether or not to accept those vouchers or not.

CHAIR LOWELL - In clarifying, the apartment complex itself would not be
designated Section 8 Housing.

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY — I'm not aware of any such
designation. There are designations where properties will come in to get certain
tax incentives by setting aside a certain number of their units for certain low-
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income qualified tenants who may or may not also be Section 8 recipients. So
that may be the confusion. That may be what people are thinking of when you're
saying Section 8 Housing. From my understanding, this is not a low-income
housing project that has certain quotas for low-income qualified tenants.

CHAIR LOWELL — The development company and the management agency
don’t have to apply for some special approval or license to become Section 8
accepting?

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY — No.

CHAIR LOWELL — So anybody can come into any apartment complex,
residential rental unit, whatever, and say hey | have a Section 8 Funding Voucher
and | want to rent this building? It doesn’t matter?

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY — Correct. HUD does have
to...... HUD has their own inspection process and approval to make sure that the
property is not substandard.

CHAIR LOWELL — Correct.

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY — So a property could be
disqualified from accepting Section 8 by HUD or the local Housing Authority, but
it's not a prequalifying circumstance as far as I’'m aware.

CHAIR LOWELL — Okay, that explains a lot. | was at a community gathering a
couple of weeks ago and a lot of people were concerned about Section 8
Housing, and | was uneducated on it and now | know a lot more. | appreciate it.
Thank you. One of the other questions | have is LD7, their talking about BMP’s
and water quality management, that’s, | read a lot of the WQMP’s, and | don’t
see any water quality management feature on this property. | see a little open
area that is not paved, and I'm assuming that’s where some BMP is going to be
installed, but how is this project going to address water quality concerns?

ASSOCIATE ENGINEER VINCE GIRON — Good evening, Vince Giron with the
Land Development Division. To answer your question Chair Lowell, there are
two....there are several BMP’s throughout the site. The two major ones are
going to be infiltration trenches and the larger, they are both similar in size, but
one will be in between building B and D in the landscaped area. The other one
will be just north of building C in the landscaped area. And they also have a few
other types of fossil filters throughout the site, and | believe a couple more gravel
infiltration pits as approved with the PWQMP.

CHAIR LOWELL — Okay and then my final question is, is the driveway
easement to the west, | believe that is an easement that’s on the neighboring
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property allowing the neighboring properties access to their property and it's not
on this specific property?

ASSOCIATE ENGINEER VINCE GIRON — You know, it looks from the Site Plan
that it's actually part of this property that grants it to those homes. I'd have to
look at the file in more detail.

CHAIR LOWELL — Well the question | had is, that | was leading towards is, I'm
also slightly concerned with only having a single point of access. If the southern
portion of the project was mirrored and building C was on the west and building
A, B, and D were on the east, it would gain the ability to have secondary access
to that driveway easement. And it's not a make or break situation. The Fire
Department seems to be okay with it but, in the past, we've turned down projects
because they didn’t have more than one point of access. It does pose a traffic
issue in the morning and, in the evening, people are coming in and out in an
unmetered intersection with a lot of cars coming in and out in the morning. Plus,
if somebody crashes or breaks down, you're blocking half the road. It's not good.

ASSOCIATE ENGINEER VINCE GIRON — You know, one of the challenges
with the site early on, the constraints, was the width and the circulation on site.
And, you know, we went round and round internally trying to come up with a
good circulation, which is why it was suggested if the additional properties could
be purchased. And one of the challenges with access through that easement on
the west side is there’s that, if you will, that right degree, two rights by building B
where it's a 90 degree angle, two of them. So it was posing a challenge to get
emergency vehicles through that and negotiate those turns with a viable Site
Plan. So it posed a challenge.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — If | may add just a little bit. With
regard to the site design, you talked about the BMP’s already and where the
water quality treatment areas would be located. If you flip flop the design,
because of the drainage on the site and the topography on the site, they may not
be able to achieve the same sort of BMP. So there are a lot of moving parts
when it gets to that. We could ask the architect to come up, but that would be
one of the obvious challenges that I'm seeing.

CHAIR LOWELL — Alright, and | know | said last question, but this is my last
guestion. We have handicapped parking, and we have a lot of other parking
stalls. Do we have electric vehicle charging stations here? Do we have any
other designated parking for low emissions/natural gas. | know CALGreen
requires a certain amount of those parking stalls be designated as such.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER CLAUDIA MANRIQUE — Currently, the standards are
for commercial projects, so as a residential this project wasn’t required to have
either a charging station or the low emission spots designated.
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CHAIR LOWELL — Okay that answers my question. | didn’t realize that
CALGreen didn’t apply to residential. I'm learning a lot tonight. Thank you very
much, and we have a couple more speakers. Commissioner Gonzalez.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — Hi. | just want to add to Paul's comment on
Section 8. My day job is, | work for the Housing Authority, so I'm fully aware of
there’s family seniors that are voucher holders right now and right now it's a
landlords market. They are being turned away because the economy has
improved and people can pay high rent, so it's not easy, and again it's a choice
that landlords have. And they do their screening. Our inspectors do housing
qguality standards inspections, and it's a partnership between the Housing
Authority, the family, the tenant, and the landlord. So | would be more than
willing to have, you know, maybe a presentation if the Planning Commission
would like or even the City Council to do a little bit more education on Section 8
Housing.

COMMISSIONER NICKEL — Yes because the governor has declared an
affordable housing shortage, and that we may not have much choice or say at
the local level in dealing with the issue. A lot of bills are pushing through the
legislature right now, which is separate from Section 8 Housing.

CHAIR LOWELL — Any other comments?

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — 1 just want to add a few things. As far as, you
know the single point of access or two points of access, I'm concerned if these
type of smaller projects that don’t quite meet the threshold don’t require two
points of access. We just got to make sure that we’re not, you know, that we're
meeting the standard requirements and not customizing every single project. If
not, maybe we need to revisit what is required for two points of access to make it
safe or make it make more sense. | just want to make sure that we don't....that
our experts, our Fire Department and transportation experts, don’t require it. If
not, maybe that is something we need to revisit and see if these type of multi-
family projects require additional points of access so it makes more sense. So
just want to put that out there.

CHAIR LOWELL — Commissioner Sims.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — | mean the analogy for me on this is, and | appreciate
the comments from the Fire Department that this meets the threshold, and | don’t
know the minimum threshold for that. So | don’t know if it got just squeaked over,
but | would have likened this to having a big truck trying to go up Chiriaco
Summit. And, yeah, you can get up the hill. But you went five miles an hour, and
you caused aggravation and angst for every other driver on the road. So, you
know, yeah it got up to the top of the hill. So, long story short for me is, | like the
project. | don’t like building C. I think it could be modified for 31 units rather than
39 units, and you could improve the ingress and egress. | still think it would be
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marginal at that, but | think a person should be able to develop their property and
it's the right zoning for this. | just think but not every project should be optimized
or maximized for number of units at the expense of safety and convenience and
usability, so | personally will be voting no on this as is so.

CHAIR LOWELL — Any other questions or comments? | don’t see any hands
going up. Would anybody like to make a motion? Everybody jump up at once.
Wow, stalemate over here. Let me get my paperwork out. | would like to motion
to approve Resolution No. 2016-19 and thereby certify that this item is exempt
from the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as a
Class 32 Categorical Exemption CEQA Guidelines Section 15332 for In-Fill
Development and (#2) approve Plot Plan PA14-0027 based on the findings
contained in the Resolution and subject to the Conditions of Approval included as
Exhibit A of the Resolution. Do we have a second?

COMMISSIONER BAKER — [I'll second.

CHAIR LOWELL — | have a motion. Commissioner Baker, could you hit the
second button? We have a motion and a second. Please cast your vote.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Wait is there still an opportunity to talk before we
vote?

CHAIR LOWELL — We have a motion and a second. The vote is on the table. |
guess, if you really wanted to talk, | could let you. But is it earth shattering?

COMMISSIONER SIMS — | just as is, like | said, my vote will be no, so that’s for
that. But | do.....I don’t know where everybody else is at, but we just heard that
there was not a Traffic Study done for this for whatever reason. It didn’t meet the
minimum threshold for that. Instead of a vote, and | don’t know where the vote
is. We could certainly proceed on and go with that, but a potential could be is to
continue this and allow a transportation study to be done to see what the actual
real deal is on this instead of speculating and come back with a little bit more
information and see what we have.

CHAIR LOWELL - We have a motion and a second on the table, so if
you....let's see how the vote comes out and, if it doesn’t pass, then we’ll make
some other motions. Waiting on Commissioner Nickels. All votes have been
cast. The motion passes 5-2. Do we have a Staff wrap-up on this item please?

Opposed — 2

Motion carries 5-=2
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PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Yes this is an item that is
appealable. If there is anybody that is interested in appealing the project, they
can file an appeal through the Community Development Director to the City
Council within 15 days of this action, and that item would be scheduled for a City
Council Hearing within 30 days of the appeal.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you very much. That moves us onto the second item
tonight, which is PA16-0013 Tentative Parcel Map. The owner is Catherine
Kormos, and the Case Planner is Mr. Gabriel Diaz.

2. Case: PA16-0013 Tentative Parcel Map
Applicant: LGS Engineering, Inc.
Owner: Catherine Kormos
Representative: Loren Sandberg
Location: Northeast corner of Jeranella Court and

Alessandro Boulevard

Case Planner: Gabriel Diaz
Council District: 3
Proposal: PA16-0013 Tentative Parcel Map 37104

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission APPROVE Resolution No.
2016-20, and thereby:

1. CERTIFY that PA16-0013 Tentative Parcel Map 37104 qualifies as an
exemption in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act
Guidelines, Section 15315 (Minor Land Divisions); and

2. APPROVE PA16-0013 Tentative Parcel Map 37104 subject to the

Conditions of Approval included as Exhibit A to Resolution No. 2016-
20.
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PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — We’'re trying to get our IT folks to
put the image up for Item No. 2.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER GABRIEL DIAZ — Thank you Commissioner and
Chairman. Gabriel Diaz here, Associate Planner with the City. We're here to
review case PA16-0013 (Tentative Parcel Map 37104). The project is located at
the northeast corner of Jeranella Court and Alessandro Boulevard. It's within
Council District 3. The zone is Residential 3, R3. The Applicant representative is
Loren Sandberg, and | believe Loren is here today. He is the project engineer.
The owner is Catherine Kormos. LGS Engineering, Inc is providing Tentative
Parcel Map 37104, which we see up there. Here is an aerial photo. Back to the
map. It's going to subdivide one legal parcel into two parcels on 1.1 gross acres
of land. The property does have two separate assessor parcels currently. Parcel
one and parcel two were established prior to 1972 prior to the Subdivision Map
Act. Sometime thereafter this occurred, the two parcels were transferred by
grant deed to the current owner. This essentially established the two parcels into
one legal parcel. So you can see that at the northeast corner of Jeranella Court,
there are two parcels on our Land Use Map here, and there are two separate
assessor parcel numbers, but legally it is one parcel. So the proposed map is
intended to formalize the subdivision. The project site has been improved and
includes four existing family homes on the aerial there. The areas surrounding
the project to the north, east, south, and west are zoned single-family residential
(R3). There are existing single-family homes to the west and east. To the north
and south are empty lots. Alessandro Boulevard and Jeranella Court are the two
main access roads to the Parcel Map. All four of the existing homes have
existing onsite parking. No new development is being proposed with this
proposal. The lots proposed are consistent with the City Development Standards
for lot size, lot depth, lot width within the R3 zone. Public notice was sent to all
property owners within 300 feet. The notice was published in the paper, Press
Enterprise, on August 13". The project site was posted onsite on August 12™.
Environmentally, this project has been reviewed, and it has been determined that
it will not have a significant effect on the environment and qualifies for an
exemption under the provisions of CEQA as a Class 15 Categorical Exemption
Section 15315 for Minor Land Divisions. It's one parcel becoming two parcels.
Staff recommendation is that the Planning Commission certify that PA16-0013
(Tentative Parcel Map 37104) qualifies as an exemption in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15315 Minor Land
Divisions and approve Case No. PA16-0013 Tentative Parcel Map 37104 subject
to the Conditions of Approval and attached Resolution. This concludes Staff
presentation. Do you have any questions?

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you very much. Do we have any questions for Staff?
Commissioner Gonzalez.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — Mr. Diaz, | just want to make sure that parcel
one, based on the existing structures, will still be nonconforming correct?
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ASSOCIATE PLANNER GABRIEL DIAZ — Correct.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — 1 just wanted to put that out there.

CHAIR LOWELL — Any other questions for Staff? Perfect. Let's move onto the
Applicant. Would the Applicant like to say anything?

APPLICANT LOREN SANDBERG — Good evening. Loren Sandberg with LGS
Engineering. | really don’'t have anything to say. I'm just here to answer any of
your questions that you may have.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you. Any questions for the Applicant? Moving right
along. Any Public Comment Speaker Slips on this one?

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT ERICA TADEO - No.

CHAIR LOWELL — Then keeping moving right along. Would the Applicant like
to reply to anything they heard from the Public Speakers? Okay, Public
Comments is now closed. Let's move onto the Commissioner Discussion. Do
we have any questions or concerns? | don’t see anybodies hands going up. Is
Jeranella Court going to have any improvements included with this subdivision?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER GABRIEL DIAZ — No.

CHAIR LOWELL — I'm looking on the tentative, and it shows corner cutback
dedication, future curb and gutter and sidewalk and median on Alessandro.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER GABRIEL DIAZ — Correct.

CHAIR LOWELL — That’s not part of this subdivision?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER GABRIEL DIAZ — No. I think it is part of the dedication
at a future point.

CHAIR LOWELL - As far as the actual improvements go?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER GABRIEL DIAZ — Yeah, but no actual improvements
are being done at this time.

CHAIR LOWELL - Okay and, on parcel one, there are three single-family
residences. Are they all the same owner and occupier like mom, kid, grandma
that kind of thing or is it separate families, and is that legally allowed on this
project?
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ASSOCIATE PLANNER GABRIEL DIAZ — I'm not sure what the, whose in each
building, but I believe they are just grandfathered in. They were built sometime
long ago. They each seem to have their own yard. | went out there and took a
look as closely as | could to some of these properties, but | didn’t walk onsite,
and | didn’t speak to any of the resident’s onsite.

CHAIR LOWELL — Alright.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER GABRIEL DIAZ — But | believe the owner that owns all
of them, I’'m not too sure if they live onsite but is trying sell off one of the parcels
So.

CHAIR LOWELL — That was leading into my next question is who is pursuing
this land split, and you said it was the owner so....

ASSOCIATE PLANNER GABRIEL DIAZ — Yes. It was, I'm obviously the
planner on here. But, when | took this project in, | was like well what’s going on.
When you look at the aerial GIS, there’s two parcels and why is this in, and it's
just | think throughout the years the grant deeds made it one legal parcel with
one owner. But the two parcels are on the GIS and assessed by the county as
two separate.

CHAIR LOWELL — Well if you look at that and try to hold that for fact, if you look
at Mountain View, there is a cul-de-sac in a neighborhood on top of Mountain
View.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER GABRIEL DIAZ — Yeah.

CHAIR LOWELL — Which I think is kind of hilarious. Okay, thank you. We
have another Commissioner waving, Commissioner Sims.

COMMISSIONER _SIMS - Yeah, thank you. What was the zoning, the
underlying zoning?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER GABRIEL DIAZ — R3.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — So that would mean three units to the acre?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER GABRIEL DIAZ — Correct, net acre.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Net acre. And what will the Parcel Map create for
each lot, a half acre?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER GABRIEL DIAZ — No. Theyll meet the zoning
requirements for the R3 zone.
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PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — The minimum lot size for an R3 is
10,000 square feet, so we will have two sites that are meeting the acreage
requirement or the square footage requirement. The number of units on parcel
one would have three units, which would be outside of the requirements, so it
would be legal nonconforming. And then the setback on parcel one for the home
in the rear will be substandard, which it already is.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Okay my second question is, are all the units on the
property in the before and then in the two parcel condition, are they all on sewer
or are they all on septic?

CHAIR LOWELL — | don’t believe there is any sewer out there. | think it's all
septic. That’s just my assumption.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — We don’t have that information.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Yeah I'm not even sure that this is even legal that you
can create a lot and have, | know you can’t have more than one home on a half
acre on septic. That is just not allowed. So | don’t know what this puts from a
State Water Resource Control Board. If you went to the regional board, this
would be strictly disallowed. So | think we’re creating.....| personally don’t have a
problem with the split if this is, you know, if it's preexisting but this is perpetuating
something that.....

CHAIR LOWELL — Making the problem worse.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — It’s just making the problem worse, exactly.

CHAIR LOWELL — The one thing | would like to know is, if they are on septic,
do the three buildings on parcel two share the same leach fields or do they all
have their own leach fields and septic tanks?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — | apologize. | don’t have the
answer for that tonight. If this is an important issue, my recommendation would
be to continue the item until we can get those answers for you, but there is
nobody here who can answer that question.

CHAIR LOWELL — My advice....

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Unless the Applicant’'s engineer
could.

CHAIR LOWELL — My assumption is that the single-family residence that is to
the north end of parcel one, my assumption from an engineering standpoint is
that the leach field is off to the east. And, by putting this line in, my assumption
would be that the leach field would be disconnected from the property. | think
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that is something we need to answer before we can make any kind of educated
decision.

APPLICANT LOREN SANDBERG — The only reason | know about the leach
field is my original intent was to subdivide on the parcel lines without knowing
anything else. In talking with the owner, the fence was actually moved five feet
easterly, which is where the lot line is now proposed to facilitate the leach field for
that back house. So the leach field is within the fence and will be within the
property. | just don’t know if it's one leach field for those three houses or three.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER GABRIEL DIAZ — Could | add to that? The way the
north/south new parcel lines subdivide this, that line does meet the setback
requirements for the two homes to the east and west. Maybe it just came out like
that by luck, but that is something we did review.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Well from a septic system and leach fields, the tank,
there are certain minimum requirements for the septic tank proper plus the leach
field from property lines and from because, you know, you don’t want the leach
field to fail and it goes into your neighbors yard. And so | would suggest that we
at least understand what that situation is because that could be a big deal.

CHAIR LOWELL — Commissioner Gonzalez

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — Yeah | just want to add, | did some single-
family development in Jurupa Valley with a similar situation. It was new
development, though, and my understanding was that for new development a
septic system it’s half acre minimum so parcel two would be okay. Parcel one,
that's where we need more information. If it's just grandfathered in, you know,
they might be okay. But | know for new development, if you want to put in a
septic system, you need a minimum of a half acre.

CHAIR LOWELL — Any other questions? | have a feeling Commissioner Sims
would like to make a different type of motion tonight. I’'m okay with continuing the
item to get a little bit more information just to be on the safe side out of caution. |
know that’s not what the Applicant wants to hear tonight, but I'm okay with
continuing it just to get that extra little bit of information.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — If | may, just for the Applicant’s
benefit, we do have another Special Meeting that is going to take place on
September 8". We will do everything we can to try and get back by September
8™ to answer this question if that's okay with the Commission, but | did want to let
you know that so you don’t have to wait a whole month.

APPLICANT LOREN SANDBERG — Okay.

DRAFT PC MINUTES 25 August 25", 2016

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Aug 25, 2016 7:00 PM (APPROVAL OF MINUTES)

Packet Pg. 28




O©CoOoO~NO O WDN PP

CHAIR LOWELL — On its face, | don’t think anybody here has a problem with
subdividing land. There are just some technical things we want to make sure we
dot every | and cross every T.

APPLICANT LOREN SANDBERG — Good. | don’t know if we'll be able to find
out where the systems are but.....

CHAIR LOWELL - You can’t just snap your fingers and make it happen?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — And, if that's the case if we
don'’t....if we do need more time, we’ll let you know but we’ll need to get the
answer.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Well | think for clarity for my sake, is just | think the
answer is it's on septic and maybe you could verify if there....I think it would be a
simple call to Eastern Municipal Water District to see if there is sewer. And, if
there is, if any of the homes are connected, if the units are connected on there.
Then, | think Staff should call Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board
and/or Riverside County Health Department and find out what the minimum
requirements are on this.

CHAIR LOWELL — I'm going to lean on the guy from Eastern Municipal Water
District, his opinion.

COMMISSIONER NICKEL — Yeah.

CHAIR LOWELL — Okay, with that said, do you recommend continuing to
September 8M?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER - That would be my
recommendation, yes.

CHAIR LOWELL — Then | would like to make a motion to continue this item until
the next regular meeting on September 8", 2016. Do we have a second?

COMMISSIONER BAKER — I'll second that.

COMMISSIONER NICKEL — Second.

CHAIR LOWELL — Go to this item, vote. | made the motion. Who seconded it?

COMMISSIONER BAKER — 1 did, well.....

COMMISSIONER NICKEL — You can, either one.

COMMISSIONER BAKER — T'll jump in on it.
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CHAIR LOWELL — Somebody jump in on it. Perfect, now let’s cast your votes.

CHAIR LOWELL — Commissioner Sims, Commissioner Baker, perfect. The
motion passes 7-0. This item is continued to the next regular meeting on
September 8", 2016. Do we have a Staff wrap-up on that item for continuation?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — It’s just continued.

Opposed — 0

Motion carries 7 -0

OTHER COMMISSION BUSINESS

CHAIR LOWELL — Perfect. One of the things that | forgot to do before the
meeting even started, | was going to do this right at the front, but today was the
State of the City Address. And | wanted to give tremendous thanks, even though
| wasn’t part of the State of the City events, | had nothing to do with it. | was just
an onlooker. | wanted to give thanks to the media staff. They did a bang-up job.
| know moving everything all the equipment from Council Chambers over to the
ballroom and then back for tonight’s meeting that they had everything set up was
unreal. So I'd like to thank Tim Carroll, Rob Roseen, Bob Lorch, Larry Jaime,
Steven Morrell, and Chris Devoe. They did a bang-up job, and they are doing a
great job every night, and | really appreciate everything they do for us. Thank
you guys. Any Commissioner Wrap-ups or Comments?

PLANNING COMMISSIONER COMMENTS

COMMISSIONER NICKEL — Yes. As | told you in the past, I've been
participating with the League of California Cities Planning Committee Members. |
attended a meeting up in Sacramento to plan the Planning Commissioners
Academy for 2017, so it was a really good event. I'll share it with Erlan to see
what he likes that we’re putting forward in classes. One thing was determined
from our academy that we went to that it was geared more too much towards
Planning Staff and not Planning Commissioners, so we're rectifying that.

CHAIR LOWELL — One of the things I'd like to see in that meeting, if you do
have more time to give input on it, is giving the Planning Commissions
themselves a rundown of how the meetings run and how things work.
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COMMISSIONER NICKEL — Yep.

CHAIR LOWELL — Because when we went up there, he was telling us about
CEQA and the finer points of deciding what is CEQA exempt, what isn't CEQA
exempt but really didn’t give you any education on how to.........

COMMISSIONER NICKEL — Yeah.

CHAIR LOWELL — Academy.

COMMISSIONER NICKEL — We got that covered.

CHAIR LOWELL — The mechanics behind it.

COMMISSIONER NICKEL — We got that covered.

CHAIR LOWELL - Alright. | would like to just give a little mention to
Commissioner Jeff Barnes. He is going through some serious family issues
lately. 1 just want him to know that my thoughts and prayers are with him, and |
think everybody up here shares those sentiments. | wish him and his family all
the best and a speedy recovery.

CHAIR LOWELL — Do we have any other Staff Comments or Commissioner
Comments before we adjourn tonight? No | don’t see anything.

ADJOURNMENT

CHAIR LOWELL - 1 would like to adjourn tonight’s meeting to the next Regular
Meeting of the Planning Commission on September 8", 2016, at 7:00 PM right
here in City Council Chambers. Thank you very much, and have a great night.

NEXT MEETING

Next Meeting: Planning Commission Regular Meeting, September 8", 2016 at
7:00 PM, City of Moreno Valley, City Hall Council Chamber, 14177 Frederick
Street, Moreno Valley, CA 92553.
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CITY OF MORENO VALLEY PLANNING COMMISSION

REGULAR MEETING
CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBER - 14177 FREDERICK STREET

Thursday, September 8", 2016 at 7:00 PM

CALL TO ORDER

CHAIR LOWELL — Good evening ladies and gentlemen. | would like to call to

order the Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission.
September 8", 2016. The time is 7:02 PM. Could we have rollcall please?

ROLL CALL

Commissioners Present:
Commissioner Nickel
Commissioner Korzec
Commissioner Gonzalez
Commissioner Baker
Commissioner Sims
Vice Chair Barnes

Chair Lowell

Commissioner Ramirez - Excused Absent

Staff Present:

Rick Sandzimier, Planning Official
Summer Looy, Permit Technician
Chris Ormsby, Senior Planner

Jeff Bradshaw, Case Planner
Jennifer Mizrahi, Deputy City Attorney
Erica Tadeo, Administrative Assistant

Speakers:
Rafael Brugueras

Representatives:
Stacy Williamson
Dusty Barbee
Mike McPhee
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PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

CHAIR LOWELL — At this time, | would like to invite everybody to stand up and
follow me in the Pledge of Allegiance. Place your hand over your heart, ready,
begin. Thank you and please be seated.

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

Approval of Agenda

CHAIR LOWELL — I would like to ask someone to motion to approve tonight’s
Agenda.

VICE CHAIR BARNES - | so move.

CHAIR LOWELL — Motioned by Commissioner Barnes. Do we have a second?

COMMISSIONER BAKER — Second.

COMMISSIONER NICKEL — Second.

CHAIR LOWELL — We have dual seconds seconded by Commissioner Baker.
All in favor say aye.

COMMISSIONER NICKEL — Aye.

COMMISSIONER KORZEC — Aye.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — Aye.

COMMISSIONER BAKER — Aye.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Aye.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — Aye.

CHAIR LOWELL - Aye.

CHAIR LOWELL — All opposed, say nay.

Opposed - 0
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Motion carries 7 -0

CHAIR LOWELL — The motion passes 7-0. Tonight’'s Agenda is approved.
That moves us onto the Consent Calendar. | don’t believe we have any Consent
Calender Items tonight.

CONSENT CALENDAR

All matters listed under Consent Calendar are considered to be routine and all
will be enacted by one rollcall 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.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — There are no items.

CHAIR LOWELL - Perfect. That moves us onto approval of Minutes, which
again we don’t have any Minutes tonight to approve.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

None

PUBLIC COMMENTS PROCEDURE

Any person wishing to address the Commission on any matter, either under
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. Additionally, there is an ADA note.
Upon request, this Agenda will be made available in appropriate alternative
formats to persons with disabilities in compliance with the Americans with
Disabilities Act of 1990. Any person with a disability who requires a modification
or accommodation in order to participate in a meeting should direct their request
to Guy Pagan, our ADA Coordinator, at (951) 413-3120 at least 48 hours prior to
the meeting. The 48-hour notification will enable the City to make reasonable
arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting.
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NON-PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

None

CHAIR LOWELL - | don’t believe we have any Non-Public Hearing Items
tonight. That moves us onto Public Hearing Iltems. Do we have any Speaker
Slips on anything that’s not on the Agenda items?

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT ERICA TADEO — Yes we do, one.

CHAIR LOWELL — Okay who?

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT ERICA TADEO — Rafael Brugueras.

CHAIR LOWELL - Okay, Mr. Rafael Brugueras if you would like to come up.

SPEAKER RAFAEL BRUGUERAS — Good evening Chair, Commissioners,
Staff, residents, and guests: | wasn’t going to say anything on the Non-Agenda,
but when | looked up and | saw Ms. Nichols on the far end, | needed to say
something and Gonzalez because that was the issue that we had on Tuesday; a
big issue. And, at the same time, I'm also glad to see the five Commissioners
that always come. This is one of the nicest meetings that | enjoy coming to
because | know that | will always see seven people here. Seven Moreno Valley
Residents that are faithful to the community and that's what makes it enjoyable to
come here to see what they are going to do, what you're going to do, for the City
of Moreno Valley. And | know the Staff has a few things that they are going to
propose to you, and | recommend.....l looked at some of them, but | just want to
say I'm really deeply grateful for you seven. | don't...... however it turns out, I'm
real happy here, and | thank you very much for serving our city. Thank you.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you very much, Rafael. Any other Comment Slips,
Speaker Slips? Perfect, that moves us onto the Public Hearing Items. The first
item tonight is Case No. PA16-003, the Tentative Parcel Map that was continued
from the last meeting.

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

1. Case: PA16-0013 Tentative Parcel Map
Applicant: LGS Engineering, Inc.
Owner: Catherine Kormos
Representative: Loren Sandberg
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Location: Northeast corner of Jeranella Court and
Alessandro Boulevard

Case Planner: Gabriel Diaz
Council District: 3
Proposal: PA16-0013 Tentative Parcel Map 37104

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission take the following action:

1. APPROVE a continuance of the Public Hearing to the Planning
Commission meeting of October 27", 2016.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Yes, this is an item that was
before you on August 25™. If you recall, this is a small Parcel Map, but there was
some discussion, some questions, regarding the septic system and the leach
fields. And we thought that, if we could resolve that issue in a short order, we
would be back here tonight with that continued item. Unfortunately, we were not
able to resolve those issues within two weeks. The Applicant is working with our
Staff, and our Staff has been working with our City Attorney’s office and
everybody else to get the answers. We believe we will be prepared for this on
October 27", so we’re asking this evening that you continue it to that date certain
October 27". What that does is it eliminates the need for us to Public Notice
again if you just continue it to the date certain. Thank you.

CHAIR LOWELL — Perfect and, with that said, | would like to motion to approve
a continuance of the Public Hearing to the Planning Commission Meeting of
October 27", 2016.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — I'll second that.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Hold on one second.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — Oh.

DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY JENNIFER MIZRAHI — Mr. Chair and Members of
the Commission, just for the record, can you please open up the Public Hearing
just incase there is anybody here to speak on that item and then go ahead and
continue just so that we have it on record. Thank you.
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CHAIR LOWELL — Sure. With that, | will abstain on the vote, and | would like to
open up Public Comments. Do we have any Comment Slips tonight on this
agenda item? Okay, going once, going twice, sold. Public Comments are now
closed. Now, | would like to make the motion to approve the continuance of the
Public Hearing to the Planning Commission Meeting of October 27™ 2016.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — I'll second.

CHAIR LOWELL — We have a motion and a second. Erica, can you get
the....can you put the vote up on here, or should we just do a rollcall vote?
There we go. We have a motion and a second. Please cast your votes. You
have to abstain because you weren'’t here.

VICE CHAIR BARNES - Okay.

CHAIR LOWELL — Awesome. Perfect. The results are 6 yes, 0 no, 1 abstain.
The motion passes. The item is continued to October 27™.

Opposed — 0

Motion carries 6 — 0 — 1 with one abstention

2. Case: PA16-0010 Conditional Use Permit
Applicant: Options For Youth - San Bernardino, Inc.
Owner: 23080 Alessandro Boulevard Partners, LLC
Representative: Dusty Barbee
Location: Northeast corner of Frederick Street and

Alessandro Boulevard at 23080 Alessandro
Boulevard, Suites 214-218

Case Planner: Summer Looy
Council District: 5
Proposal: CUP Options For Youth

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
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Staff recommends that the Planning Commission APPROVE Resolution No.
2016-17, and thereby:

1. CERTIFY that this item is exempt from the provisions of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as a Class | Categorical Exemption
CEQA Guidelines Section 15301 for Existing Facilities; and

2. APPROVE Conditional Use Permit PA16-0010 based on the findings
contained in the Resolution and with the Conditions of Approval include as
Exhibit A.

CHAIR LOWELL — Moving us onto Item No. 2, which is case PA16-0010,
Conditional Use Permit. The Applicant is Options For Youth - San Bernardino,
Inc. The representative is Dusty Barbee. The Case Planner is Ms. Summer
Looy. Do we have a Staff Report?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Yes, | just want to take a quick
moment. Summer is our Permit Technician with the City. She has been with the
City a long time. She is a very valuable Staff member, but she is not normally
here, so | would just like to introduce Summer who is going to be making this
presentation this evening. With that, | will turn it over to Summer.

PERMIT TECHNICIAN SUMMER LOOY - Thank you, Rick. Thank you
Chairman and Commissioners. Today we have a Conditional Use Permit applied
for by Options For Youth. Options For Youth is an independent study public
charter school proposed to be located at 23080 Alessandro Boulevard, Suites
214-218 within an existing commercial center. The center is located at the
northeast corner of Alessandro and Frederick. The school will occupy
approximately 6200 square feet of the existing multi-tenant building. The school
will serve students from surrounding areas not just the City of Moreno Valley.
San Bernardino as well as Riverside County are allowed to enroll in their
program. Students are required to attend sessions twice a week for one-and-a-
half hours a day at those sessions. They will receive their assignments, take
tests, and occasionally attend some group sessions. The students also are
responsible as an independent study program to do four to six hours of
independent study on their own at home to stay in track with the program. The
students are also required to enter into contracts complying with and committing
to the program, maintaining their attendance, production of their schoolwork, test
performance, as well as all the site rules and regulations. The intent of the
school is to either bring these students to a graduation, to a diploma, or to catch
them up on their studies to be able to return to their traditional home school. The
school will enroll approximately 50 students and, as | mentioned, the students
are only there twice a week for one-and-a-half hours a day so the site will not
typically have all 50 students there at any one time. The school will be.....it's
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standard. It's more office hours Monday through Friday 8:00-5:00, and then they
will also be open four Saturday’s a year to assist the students in SAT tests and
other college preparation tests that they need to prepare for. And, if you have
any questions on the operations of the school or whatnot, there are
representatives from the school here tonight. The surrounding area to the north,
east, and west of the commercial center is existing multi-family residential
developments. To the south is undeveloped community commercial property. At
this time, there are no proposed changes and no need for changes or circulation
to the existing commercial center parking lot. The parking analysis prepared
does not indicate any impacts to available parking to this tenant or existing or
future tenants of the center. The majority of the students, according to my
applicant’s, are dropped off and picked up for their sessions. They don'’t drive
their own vehicles there, therefore, also not creating any impacts for available
parking to the center and/or taking public transportation to the site. The project,
as Rick had mentioned, was previously approved through a Director's Hearing.
And, through review of the Municipal Code, it was determined that because of its
relation to the residential development a decision needed to be made by the
Planning Commission so that is why we are here tonight. As stated, the school is
within an existing commercial shopping center. Therefore, Staff has determined
the project to be exempt from CEQA under Guidelines Section 15301C (Existing
Facilities). The Public Hearing Notice was mailed to the property owners within a
300 foot radius of the property on August 26™, as well as also posted at the
westerly driveway entrance of the commercial center on the 26" of August. |
have received no calls, no written comments on behalf of this project. At this
time, Staff recommends approval of the Conditional Use Permit PA16-0010
based on the findings in the resolution unless you have questions of myself or
the Applicant.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Mr. Chairman. | do want to add a
little bit on the Public Comments. While we didn’t receive any comments from
any of the residents within 300 feet of the site, we did actually receive a letter
from the Airport Land Use Commission, which is a body of the County of
Riverside. We received that letter. It is dated September 7™, which was
yesterday, and it was very short notice. They are raising a question about
wanting to see these sorts of applications brought to them because our General
Plan has not yet been found to be consistent or in compliance with the recently
adopted Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan in March. The letter is specific to
requiring their review whenever there is a General Plan Amendment, a zone
change, a change in building regulations. In this case, we have a Conditional
Use Permit, which is kind of a grey area | will call it. And we tried to work with
their Staff. Chris Ormsby may be able to provide some additional insight and our
City Attorney here this evening has also reached out to the Airport Land Use
Staff to try and work through this because one of the issues is, if we hold this up
and go to the Airport Land Use Staff, they won'’t be able to hear it for two months.
And we don’t believe that is a reasonable request for something that we believe
is in compliance with all of the interests that are identified in the Airport Land Use
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Compatibility Plan itself anyways. So we are here tonight still recommending that
the project move forward through the Planning Commission. We wanted to make
sure that the record reflected that we are aware of the Airport Land Use
Commission Staff’s letter. | would like to ask Chris Ormsby to just go into a little
bit of detail of the discussion we had with their Staff because we believe that their
Staff does understand our position but, one of the other complications is, this
week a couple of the Management Staff that would be necessary to help them
make the decision to overturn the Staff decision was not available. So I just want
Chris to highlight a little bit of that.

SENIOR PLANNER CHRIS ORMSBY - 1 did speak with Paul Rull of the ALUC
office. His position was that they generally would review this type of project.
However, it would be an administrative review. He thought that they would just
have standard conditions of approval. That was his expectation. It’s in Zone D
of the Airport Land Use Compatibility Use Plan, which is a zone that doesn’t have
any restrictions really in terms of density in terms of the number of people you
could have in a given building. The only use that’s discouraged is spectator-
oriented sports stadiums, and those are only discouraged. So here we have a
tenant’s space, which would basically be very similar in terms of the intensity of
use to a retail building so there shouldn’t be any issues there. The only item in
this particular zone that could be a concern would be hazards to flight. This
concerns outdoor uses such as you have some use outside that would attract
birds. You have something that, you know, is somewhat reflective material being
placed outside. In this case, everything is done indoors. There are no issues
there. So, in that regard clearly under that particular zone, there shouldn’t be any
concerns on the part of the Airport Land Use Commission.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — With that, we’ll conclude our Staff
presentation, and we’re prepared to answer any questions the Commission may
have.

CHAIR LOWELL — So, in light of what was just said, what is the anticipated plan
of action as far as the Airport Land Use Commission is concerned? Are they
going to weigh in on the project and vote on it or?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — We believe that our discussions
with their Staff today, our disclosure on the record this evening to make you
aware that we have had that discussion in receipt of their letter, is sufficient for
you to take your action and move forward. | will as a courtesy, a professional
courtesy to Ed Cooper who is the manager and John Guerin who is their
Principal Planner, | will extend a call to them next week and let them know what
your deliberations were this evening. And if they have any concerns with the
project, this is a project as I'll tell you in the wrap-up, is appealable withinl5 days.
If they feel strongly about it, there is that option to them, so we think that they still
reserve some rights. And so we don’t expect them to do that, but that’'s what |
will be doing next week.
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CHAIR LOWELL — Okay. Do we have any questions for Staff before we move
onto the Applicant?

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Yeah just one. Typically, | mean | appreciate Chris
your explanation on the type of Class C, whatever the levels are for ALUC. But
so typically, if there was going to be a concern and there was going to be an
administrative review and there was going to be conditions out, it would’ve been
because there would've been conditions consistent with don’t put shiny stuff out
that’s going to be reflective. Don’t do whatever. Don’t have 38,000 people inside
this 6000 square foot place. It could get wiped out. But we would have an
expectation that the conditions would be correspondent to whatever their
concerns were. And, through your conversation, those would’ve been....should
be expected to be, would’ve been negligible, correct?

SENIOR PLANNER CHRIS ORMSBY — That's correct, right. Their Staff’s
understanding would be that it would only be reviewed at their Staff level. It
wouldn’t be something that would require Commission review.

CHAIR LOWELL — Generally when we look at schools or when we look at liquor
stores and smoke shops, we look at them in proximity to sensitive areas, which is
one thing we’re going to be talking about tonight. And this same shopping center
on this exact parcel, there is a liquor store, a food mart that | believe sells liquor.
And then caddy-corner on the adjacent parcel, which is next to the carwash,
there is a smoke shop. How does this new use of a school correlate with the
smoke shop and the liquor license and the Caliente restaurant that also sells
liquor?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — We do not have any restrictions in
our Code that preclude a school from being located next to those sorts of uses.
So that’s really the short answer.

CHAIR LOWELL — When Caliente came in front of us, they had to go to the
Alcohol Board and get a permit to sell alcohol. Would this school jeopardize their
permit?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — | don’t believe so. Hold on. I'm
hearing concurrence here that we don’t, neither one of us believe that that would
be an issue.

CHAIR LOWELL — Alright. | have no problem with the project. | just want to
make sure that the existing businesses don’'t have a negative effect when
somebody new comes in that’'s a sensitive use. Okay, any other questions for
Staff before we move onto the Applicant? Vice Chair Barnes.

DRAFT PC MINUTES 10 September 8th, 2016

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Sep 8, 2016 7:00 PM (APPROVAL OF MINUTES)

Packet Pg. 42




O©CoOoO~NO O WDN PP

VICE CHAIR BARNES — | have a question on the Conditions of Approval. It's
kind of just a technical matter but my understanding of CUP’s is that the
conditions are what they operate under and, if they violate those conditions,
theoretically their Conditional Use Permit can be revoked. Is that correct?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Yes.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — So if you read Condition P3 where it says they have a
maximum of 50 students with six teachers and three support staff. If they enroll a
51% student, are they in violation?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Yes, they would be.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — Or if they hire a 7" teacher or a 4™ support staff?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Technically yes. Somebody could
raise an objection to that, yes.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — And then that’s the level of detail that we manage the
operation of somebody’s business?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — 1 believe that is reflecting what the
application was that they as the Applicant described as their use. We can ask
them when they come up if they want to clarify if there are any plans for them to
expand the use. Within your discretion, if you feel that that condition is a little too
tight and doesn’t meet their future interest, we can work with them. As far as
triggering any environmental issues, that's the only thing I'd be sensitive to. We
don’t want to say that they can have 38,000 people there because then all of a
sudden we’d have to maybe go to the Airport Land Use Commission. But, on a
serious note, we also want to make sure that it won’t trigger any traffic impacts by
having too large of a staff, and we don’t want it to be too many people within the
6000 square foot space or | can’t remember the exact.....

VICE CHAIR BARNES - Well, over and above this, there’s occupancy
requirements that would kick in | would assume over and above or separate from
these conditions, right?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Our Building Code Regulations

VICE CHAIR BARNES - Yeah

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Dictate that.
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VICE CHAIR BARNES — Yeah. Okay, it just seems extremely detailed for
something as simple as this. And then, on P6, students will not be allowed to
loiter before or after school. Loitering is already illegal, right? And how do we
enforce that?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Loitering would be a response
type of a complaint. Somebody would have to identify that loitering is taking
place. We'd either send out somebody from our Code Staff possibly, if it's
happening during normal working hours. Or, if it's something of a criminal nature
or something that would be causing some concerns, obviously we could send out
the police department if we got that sort of a complaint.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — Okay. Alright | was just curious about the source of
those conditions. Thank you.

CHAIR LOWELL — Any other questions for Staff before we move on? Okay, I'd
like to invite the Applicant up.

APPLICANT DUSTY BARBEE — Good evening, my name is Dusty Barbee. I'm
the Assistant Project Manager.

CHAIR LOWELL — Do you have anything to say or were you......

APPLICANT DUSTY BARBEE — Ah nothing. We just wanted to say thank you
for taking the time tonight. We’re here to answer any questions you might have
about the project.

CHAIR LOWELL - That is my favorite type of response from an Applicant. We
like the project, we accept the conditions, we're good to go. Do we have any
guestions for the Applicant before we move on? Commissioner Gonzalez.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — | was just curious. What made you decide this
location here in the City of Moreno Valley?

APPLICANT DUSTY BARBEE - From our, we have a marketing and
demographic.....

CHAIR LOWELL — Could you speak into the microphone?

APPLICANT DUSTY BARBEE — Department that finds locations based on kids
that are at risk. We are a nonprofit so the kids don’t have to pay any money to
go to the charter schools, so a lot of time it has to do with the needs of the
children in the specific area. So we have parameters by which we look for
locations.

CHAIR LOWELL — Commissioner Barnes.
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VICE CHAIR BARNES — Go ahead.

CHAIR LOWELL — One of the questions | had was it says that you can use or
hire a maximum of six teachers and they plan to have classes of seven to eight
students per teacher, which if you multiply those together, you get 48 total. But it
says you’re planning on enlisting or enrolling 50 students max.

APPLICANT DUSTY BARBEE — Well no I do think we have a little bit of
difference, maybe we misread it, but it wasn’t for us enrollment. We thought that
it was maximum occupancy, that 50 was the maximum that we would ever have
based on the square footage in an E occupancy that the 50 would be the most
that would ever be in the school at one time. So, in an hour-and-a-half period,
there would never be more than those 50 students.

CHAIR LOWELL — Okay, that makes sense. So does that add or help or hurt
with the conditional use where it says the maximum enrollment of 50 students,
but they are saying that there just wouldn’t be more than 50 students at any one
time. Do you have the anticipation of enrolling 70, 80 students but only 50 could
be in the building at one time when technically it would be 48 because you have
six teachers with eight students max?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER -  You’re saying maximum
enrollment, and we’re not reading that in the conditions so.....

CHAIR LOWELL — Well no, under the first paragraph on page 8, it says....it's
not a condition. It says, the school proposes to enroll a maximum of 50 students
with six teachers and three support staff. That was in the project summary.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER -  Okay, in terms of the
enforcement, the Staff Report isn't the enforceable item. It would be the
Resolution or the Conditions of Approval so.

CHAIR LOWELL - But then Item P3, it says the school provides an independent
study program for a maximum of 50 students.

DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY JENNIFER MIZRAHI — Mr. Chair and Members of
the Commission, what we can do if you’d like, we could clarify it. But how | read
P3 is that is kind of how the Applicant thought about it, which is the school will
provide an independent study program for a maximum of 50 students. They can
have up to 50 students. That’s how | read it, but should the Commission like to
clarify that condition a little bit that would be fine as well.

CHAIR LOWELL — Well that's what I’'m hearing from the Applicant is that they
are saying that they are going to have 50 students at a time maximum, but they
have envisioned having more than 50 students per quarter or enrolled in their
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facility. So, the way | read the report on the conditions tonight, it says the can
only have 50 kids. That's it. But they envision having more.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — We understand. We’'ll take a shot
at giving you revised language.

CHAIR LOWELL — Okay. And one other, just for clarity, was | kind of caught
wind of it what you were saying is that this is an assistance program for
underperforming children not an advanced placement for high-achieving children.

APPLICANT DUSTY BARBEE — There are some students who come to us to
go faster than traditional school or if their parents are opting for a school where
they can kind of keep them at home. We have a lot of very religious parents.
We have a lot of at-risk students. | would say the majority of the students are
students who need that extra assistance, but we also do service students who
want to go faster than traditional school.

CHAIR LOWELL - So it’s open to all aspects of the spectrum?

APPLICANT DUSTY BARBEE — Yes.

CHAIR LOWELL - Perfect. And is there an age limit? Can you go, is it
kindergarten and up? Is it specifically high school?

APPLICANT DUSTY BARBEE — They are seventh through twelfth grade.

CHAIR LOWELL — Perfect. We have Commissioner Sims ready to go to.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Thank you. | just, out of curiosity, do you operate as
options, what is it called, Options For Youth. Do you operate other facilities or
schools in the area or nationwide?

APPLICANT DUSTY BARBEE — All of them are located in Southern California,
and | would say the count is approximately 30.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — And how long are they, how long has this been going
on?

APPLICANT DUSTY BARBEE — Oh my goodness, | can’t give you the exact
year, but | would say it's more than 25 years. And they are located, the
headquarters is in Pasadena.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — And the sustainability of the school is, how long is the
tenure of a school stay in a location typically?
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APPLICANT DUSTY BARBEE — It depends. | mean, if there is big growth, then
they sometimes have to relocate due to size. But | would say the leases that I've
seen so far are approximately five years, but | think they’'ve been in some
locations considerably longer than that. | think 15.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — That’s great. And then the other question | had is you
said the students don’'t necessarily have to pay. So where’s the funding
generated from for this program?

APPLICANT STACY WILLIAMSON — We’re a Public Charter School. We’re
charted through San Bernardino City Unified.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Okay, thank you.

APPLICANT STACY WILLIAMSON — We don’t have to pay, and we’re
nonprofit.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Thank you.

CHAIR LOWELL — So you’re chartered through San Bernardino City Unified,
but you’d be servicing children in Moreno Valley and Val Verde Unified? So San
Bernardino City Unified pays or do you get?

APPLICANT STACY WILLIAMSON — Well how charter schools work, to my
understanding, is that a district will sponsor a chart school and have oversight
over that charter school. The funding will come through the State and a portion
of it will go to the chartering district that oversight over the charter school and the
other portion will go to running the charter school.

CHAIR LOWELL — And at the completion of the senior year, where does the
diploma come from? From the underlying school district, from San Bernardino
City School District?

APPLICANT STACY WILLIAMSON — They earn their diploma from us. We’re
fully WASC accredited, so their credits and their diploma from us is valid in any
other place in the country.

CHAIR LOWELL — Okay, awesome. Thank you. Commissioner Gonzalez.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — One final question. What'’s the closest similar
school in the region?

APPLICANT STACY WILLIAMSON — Similar school as in Options For Youth?

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — Yes.

DRAFT PC MINUTES 15 September 8th, 2016

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Sep 8, 2016 7:00 PM (APPROVAL OF MINUTES)

Packet Pg. 47




O©CoOoO~NO O WDN PP

APPLICANT STACY WILLIAMSON — Or charter school?

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — Options For Youth.

APPLICANT STACY WILLIAMSON — Probably the closest one to us is the one
that's in San Bernardino. We have two in San Bernardino City. Possibly
Fontana might be close as well just in another direction.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — Thank you.

CHAIR LOWELL — Commissioner Barnes.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — Yeah | just wanted to suggest that, if you guys have
any concerns about the numeric restrictions in P3, that now is your time to bring
it up because you'll be living with it for the duration of the period so.

APPLICANT DUSTY BARBEE — With the occupancy level, we’re comfortable
with that. This is the same stipulation that we’ve gotten in several other cities. |
would just say it’s the enroliment, which is....

VICE CHAIR BARNES - Yeah.

APPLICANT DUSTY BARBEE — Which is, you know, just the definition between
the enrolliment and the occupancy would be clarified, that would be great.

VICE CHAIR BARNES - Okay. Thank you.

CHAIR LOWELL — Mr. Ormsby.

SENIOR PLANNER CHRIS ORMSBY — We have some language for that if
you’d like us to go over that now. Okay, Summer will.....

PERMIT TECHNICIAN SUMMER LOQY — So, with regards to Condition P3, we
will change the wording to add a maximum occupancy of 50 students so
occupancy being the number of students in the space at any one time, and this
will be pursuant to the California Building Code based on the E-type occupancy
and the maximum occupant loads. And then we’ll add to that condition that this
limitation has no bearing on the maximum enrollment of the students at the
school. So, if they choose to enroll 80 students, again the maximum they will be
able to have at the site at any one time would be 50 students.

CHAIR LOWELL — And we're certain that the maximum occupancy of that
building for the Fire Code is 507 That’s a fair number?
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PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — That's out understanding at this
point, but by putting the language in the way we reference it, then that will be
confirmed.....

CHAIR LOWELL — It's a failsafe.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Exactly.

CHAIR LOWELL — Perfect.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER - We can read the specific
language if you want just so it’s on the record. If | can take a crack at that just so
it's recorded real quick. The school will provide an Independent Study Program
for a maximum occupancy of students with six teachers and three support staff
members pursuant to the California Building Code. That would be the first
sentence. The second would say each teacher will serve seven to eight students
for one-and-a-half hour sessions twice a week. That's the end of the second
sentence. Then the additional sentence would read this limitation has no bearing
on the maximum enroliment of the school. So we take out the reference to 50
and then it'll be tied to the Building Code. So, if it says 51 or 52, we're not

things. And, if they have 49 students at a time in any session, that’s fine
also. So that gives them the flexibility you're looking for.

CHAIR LOWELL — Just to kind of pad this a little bit more, the one-and-a-half
hour sessions twice a week, if they wanted to come in and they were there for an
hour and 45 minutes or two hours, is that going to be an issue with the CUP?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — It would be. But, on that one, we
would like to go with what they have requested because that does affect the
turnover in the parking, the potential for in loitering and the other stuff. | mean,
it's something we can manage by defining this closely. If they wanted to come in
at a later date and decide that their program needs some refinements, there’s a
process for them to do so.

CHAIR LOWELL — I'm perfectly okay with the self-regulating restrictions. 1 just
wanted to make sure that they weren’t shooting themselves in the foot.

APPLICANT DUSTY BARBEE — That's how the business operates, so we're
good with that.

CHAIR LOWELL — 1 like it, so | appreciate it. Any other questions for Staff
before we move onto Public Comments? Nope? Thank you very much. We
have two speakers waiting to speak, so I’'m going to open the Public Comments
portion. We have Stacy Williamson and we have Dusty Barbee. Well you can
come up and speak again if you'd like. Do we have any other Speaker Slips
tonight for this item?
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ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT ERICA TADEO — No we do not.

CHAIR LOWELL — There we go. Okay, last call for Speaker Slips. Going once,
going twice, Public Comments are now closed. Moving onto Commissioner
Discussion. Does anybody have any questions or comments, discussion or
deliberation before we move to a motion?

COMMISSIONER SIMS — I'll make a motion.

CHAIR LOWELL — Moving right along. Go for it. | got to activate it first. You
ready? Last call for comments. Nope? I'll entertain a motion.

COMMISSIONER _SIMS — I'll recommend that the Planning Commission
approve Resolution No. 2016-17 and certify that this is an item exempt from
CEQA as a Class | Categorical Exemption and approve the Conditional Use
Permit 16-0010 based on the findings contained in the Resolution with
Conditions of Approval as Exhibit A and as modified by the Planning Official as
he previously read into the record.

CHAIR LOWELL - Is that an okay motion?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Yes.

CHAIR LOWELL — Perfect. We have a motion. We have a second by
Commissioner Baker. He beat you to it. Cast your votes. Waiting on City
Attorney and Planning Official. I've never seen that before. Do you guys get to
vote too? Perfect, all votes are cast. The motion is approved 7-0. Do we have a
Staff wrap-up on this item?

Opposed — 0

Motion carries 7-=0

PERMIT TECHNICIAN SUMMER LOQOY — Thank you Chair and Commissioners
and thank you Dusty and Stacy for attending the meeting. This will conclude the
Staff Report. | appreciate the comments and the clarification on P3. That will
allow them some more flexibility, so in the event their program here in the City of
Moreno Valley is successful and they can bring more students into a better
educational program, that’s an excellent idea. Thank you again.
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CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you, Summer. |'ve worked with you in the past at the
counter on a couple different projects. This is my first time on the Planning
Commission with you, and you did a great job. Thank you, Summer.

PERMIT TECHNICIAN SUMMER LOQY — Thank you.

CHAIR LOWELL — Turn your microphone on.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Can | just ask a question?

CHAIR LOWELL - Yeah go ahead.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — This is just a technical question. When the mover
makes a move to move an item, is it presumptuous of the computer to say that |
approve of it?

CHAIR LOWELL — Yes because you motioned it, but you can change your vote
after you make a motion.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — That'’s unfair.

CHAIR LOWELL - You can change your mind all day long until I hit end vote.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — How do you do that?

CHAIR LOWELL — Just click the button you want. You can motion to approve
something and vote no against it and even abstain.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Sometimes somebody needs to move it so we can
vote.

CHAIR LOWELL — Tl just let you tap randomly, and then I'll just hit end at a
random time.

COMMISSIONER NICKEL — Right.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Okay, thank you.

CHAIR LOWELL — Ai-yai-yai. That’s right.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Mr. Chairman, just a quick wrap-
up.

CHAIR LOWELL — Yes, Sir.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — | know you asked....
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CHAIR LOWELL — Oh, yeah, okay go ahead.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Just a quick wrap-up. This item is

an appealable action. The Planning Commission decision can be appealed to
the City Council. Any interested party that feels that the application should be
appealed can file their appeal within 30 days of this action. They may file it
through the Community Development Director and, if we do receive that appeal,
we would take it to the City Council within 30 days.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you, Sir. That moves us onto Item No. 3, PA15-0046
a Plot Plan and P16-083, a Variance. The owner is Granite Capital, LLC and the
Case Planner is Mr. Jeff Bradshaw.

3. Case:

Applicant:

Owner:

Representative:

Location:

Case Planner:
Council District:

Proposal:

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

PA15-0046 Plot Plan
P16-083 Variance

Rocas Grandes, LLC c/o La Jolla Development
Group, Inc.

Granite Capital, LLC and 26" Corporation,
tenants in common

Pasco, Laret, Suiter & Associates

Southwest corner of Alessandro Boulevard and
Darwin Drive

Jeff Bradshaw
3

The project proposes to develop 426 multi-
family residential units (Rocas Grandes
Apartments) on 18 acres of a 27.41 acre site in
the R30 and Open Space Zones. A Variance
application is also proposed to make findings
for a reduced landscape setback along the
sites Brodiaea Avenue frontage due to site
constraints.

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission:
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1. ADOPT a Mitigated Negative Declaration for Plot Plan PA15-0046 and
Variance P16-083 pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines; and

2. APPROVE the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program prepared for
Plot Plan PA15-0046 pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines included as Exhibit A; and

3. APPROVE Resolution No. 2016-22 and thereby APPROVE Variance
application P16-083

4. APPROVE Resolution No. 2016-21 and thereby APPROVE Plot Plan
PA15-0046 subject to the attached Conditions of Approval included as
Exhibit B to Resolution No. 2016-21.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — You've seen Jeff a lot of times, so
I'll just let him go ahead and.....

ASSOCIATE PLANNER JEFF BRADSHAW - Thanks Rick. Good evening
Chair Lowell and Members of the Planning Commission. This application
includes, or I'm sorry, this project includes two applications as described in the
title of the report, a Plot Plan for a 426 unit apartment project, as well as a
Variance. And | want to provide some background about the project site and
then provide some information about each of those applications. The proposal
by the Applicant is to develop a 27 acre site located near the southeast corner of
Lasselle and Alessandro. The project site is zoned both R30, which is a multi-
family residential zone and open space. The project, when developed, would
actually be located on the south side of Alessandro. Darwin Avenue would be
constructed along the projects eastern boundary, and Brodiaea Avenue would be
constructed along the projects south boundary. The project includes kind of
some transitioning topography. It is leveled to rolling within the portions of the
site that are zoned R30 and deeply sloping with boulders and rock outcroppings
in the portion that runs kind of diagonally through the site that is zoned Open
Space. There is no sensitive habitat or riparian areas within the project site, but
there are mapped or known cultural resources on the project site. Staff worked
with the consultants on some technical studies to adjust that, and | will provide
some more information on that when we get to the environmental section of the
report. Development, as proposed, would occur within the R30 portion of the
site. We worked with the developer to respect the open space and to avoid any
types of impacts within the open space portion of the property with the exception
of the construction of Brodiaea Avenue. If you look at the alignment of Brodiaea,
it would require that near the intersection of Lasselle and Brodiaea that there
would be some construction that would occur within the hillside area. They
would also disturb some cultural resources that are located there. The project
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site is bisected by two gas lines. One crosses the site east to west at about the
midpoint and the other is a natural gas line owned by Southern California Gas
Company within the Brodiaea Avenue alignment. There are some challenges
with construction of Brodiaea Avenue, which will require some coordination in the
future with Southern California Gas when they get to that stage to satisfy their
requirements for relocation. Other than the construction of Brodiaea Avenue,
there are no other structures or development that would occur within the open
space portion of the site. The proposal for this multi-family project is consistent
compatible with this area. There is both established single-family residential to
the west and southwest and, to the northeast, there is also vacant land zoned for
both single-family development and multi-family development in the vicinity. And
in review of the project, it is clear that this use is compatible with the area and
also consistent with the goals and objectives for the General Plan for this area of
the city. Under the Plot Plan, the proposal would be to develop a 426 unit
apartment project on 18 acres of the total 27. The project would include a mix of
one, two, and three bedroom units and three different building types; 13 buildings
that are two stories and then two four-story buildings, which is a little different for
the City of Moreno Valley. Here is the Site Plan for this project. The two-story
buildings are arranged so that they are in the portions of the site that are most
visible from Alessandro and Darwin. The four-story buildings are located the
furthest south. A Variance application has been submitted. To address a
challenge that we ran into with this project in regards to the required landscape
setback along the Brodiaea frontage, the request would be to reduce that
setback area to seven feet frontage. The standard frontage setback would
typically be 20. This setback does allow for a 7-foot planter area when in
combination with the right-of-way that’s there would allow for a 12-foot parkway
and that area would be available to be planted with kind of our standard
landscape, as well as some additional landscaping treatment that we have
conditioned the project to provide. Staff had a chance to evaluate the request
and found that because of the unique features of the property and the constraints
associated with the site, protection of the sensitive open space land, the regular
size and shape of the portion of the site available for development and

Sorry. Is that better? Sorry. Given the reasoning that we’ve stated in the Staff
Report, Planning felt very comfortable supporting this request for the Variance
and in making the findings that are needed to support that. There is a Resolution
attached to the Staff Report that goes into detail with the various findings that
need to be made to support the Variance. From the beginning, the developer
was very motivated to see an apartment project take place on this site. They
seem very committed to a quality development. As we worked with them through
review, there was very little that Staff had to ask from them in terms of
architecture or the quality of the design of the project. That was something they
brought to us from the beginning. We did work with them through a series of
reviews to adjust the Site Plan so that we could come up with a circulation
concept, a parking concept, the siting of the buildings; all things that would
ensure that they were able to satisfy our Code and provide a site layout that
allows for fire access and other requirements of our Code. And so we feel very
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comfortable with what we’re presenting to you this evening that it satisfies all the
requirements of our Municipal Code. In terms of the environmental, the initial
study was prepared for this project in compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines that examine the potential for this project to
result in impacts on the environment. The initial study, as prepared, does
support findings for a Mitigated Negative Declaration. It was through mitigation
that it has been suggested for this project. We determined that the project will
not have a significant effect on the environment. Studies prepared for this project
included a Traffic Study, Air Quality Study, Greenhouse Gas Analysis, a Cultural
Resources Assessment, a preliminary Hydrology Study, a Geotechnical General
Bio Analysis, and a preliminary Water Quality Management Plan. Out of the
review of those technical studies, there were three categories within the initial
study where mitigation was required, and those categories were cultural
resources, paleontological resources, and traffic. And, with the adoption of those
Mitigation Measures and a Mitigation Monitoring Program, the project would not
result in any direct impacts to the environment. Standard notice was provided for
this project in the newspaper. A 20-day notice was published for tonight’s
hearing. Mailing notices were provided to all neighboring property owners, and
the site was posted as well. As of this evening, | have received two phone calls
about the project. | believe both those residents are here tonight, and | assume
they are not going to speak. In conversing with them, they didn’t state any
opposition to the project. They had some questions about the conditions of the
project but didn’t state any opposition to that. We did receive a letter this evening
from the Pechanga Cultural Resources Department, the Native American Tribal
Group, and | believe a copy of that has been provided to you. | had a chance to
review the letter, and we provided a response to Pechanga this evening. Their
two concerns were one the presentation of the Mitigated Negative Declaration
and the obligation the City has to protect information regarding the specific
location of cultural resources. And that is something that the City is committed to
doing so, as the final copy of the Mitigated Negative Declaration is filed, we will
make sure that information is kept separate in a confidential file and not available
to the public. Their other concern was, if Brodiaea Avenue is not constructed,
what assurances would they have that the cultural resources that would be
disturbed through that construction if the road is not built, would those resources
be protected? And the answer to that is, if this project proceeds and the road is
not built and there is a change proposed, that would be reviewed on its own
merits through a separate application and any impacts that might occur would be
analyzed at a future date and under a separate application. In talking to them
this afternoon, they seemed satisfied with that response. Additionally, we
reviewed the Conditions of Approval after the Staff Report was circulated, and |
believe there is a memo provided to you this evening. We found a number of
instances where there is a reference to a map or map recordation, which doesn’t
apply in this project because there is no subdivision application, and so what
we’re proposing is a cleanup to the half dozen conditions that are referenced in
that memo. With that, Staff would recommend approval of the project as
recommended in the Staff Report with the Conditions of Approval amended as
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suggested. With that, that concludes my report, and | would be happy to answer
any questions that you might have.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you very much, Jeff. Do we have any questions for
Staff before we move on? | have a couple. Specifically, as far as the cultural
resources, where are they located? You said they are down by Brodiaea and
Lasselle?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER JEFF BRADSHAW — There are three locations within
the project site. We’re not supposed to disclose the particular locations.

CHAIR LOWELL — Correct.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER JEFF BRADSHAW — But, in general, in this instance
when and if Brodiaea is constructed as required for the project, the construction
of that road would impact map resources that are in the near vicinity of Brodiaea
Avenue. The other resources that are mapped on the site are all located well
outside of the envelope of where development would occur.

CHAIR LOWELL — Does the City have any means of keeping these artifacts for
a City Historical or Cultural Center or Museum in the future?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER JEFF BRADSHAW — I'm not aware that the City does.
What would need to happen, and this is in the Mitigation Measures, is a level of
coordination with Pechanga and the other tribal groups that have expressed
interest in the fate, if you will, of those cultural resources. What the mitigation
identifies is, before site disturbance, before site construction begins but when
they get to that point, there would be a meeting between the developer and the
affected tribal groups. And they would come up with a plan of what would
happen, and the preference is avoidance. And that can’t happen in this case, so
the next step is, what is the next best option?

CHAIR LOWELL — Location.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER JEFF BRADSHAW — They might discuss relocation.
They might discuss documentation of what’'s there. They might suggest some
testing of what’s there for additional documentation. All that would be the belt |
guess of this plan that they would come up with.

CHAIR LOWELL — Alright. | read the Mitigation Measures, and | do like them. |
was just curious if the City moving forward, if and when we ever get a museum or
historical or cultural center, it would be nice to keep some of our local artifacts
local.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — If I may. | think your comment this
evening and, if other Commissioners feel the same way if we make that known
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just through deliberations, the developer is here. And, if they are in coordination
with the Pechanga Tribe, we can also extend to the Pechanga Tribe or other
interested tribes that we’'ve had some expressed interest of, if we have to
relocate any of the resources and they can be preserved, that maybe some
consideration could be given to put them here in Moreno Valley. But, right now,
we don’t have any program that I'm aware of to actually take them and then take
responsibility for them as well. So | don’t want to overcommit and say sure we’ll
do that.

CHAIR LOWELL — Correct. I'd just like to have the option to maybe work with
Pechanga in the future that, 20 years down the line if we ever get a museum, we
could put their artifacts on display.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Correct. | think that's a good
comment, and we can share that with the tribes as we work with them on this
project and other projects in the future.

CHAIR LOWELL — Now, one other comment | have is, a couple years back we
approved another apartment complex on the northwest corner of this same
parcel. Is that project associated with this project? Are they two separate
apartment complexes, two independent projects?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER JEFF BRADSHAW — They are separate and distinct
from each other. The entitlements are separate. The applicants are different.

CHAIR LOWELL - So they are just completely two totally different projects?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER JEFF BRADSHAW — Two different projects.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you. Any other questions for Staff?

COMMISSIONER NICKELS - | have one.

CHAIR LOWELL — Commissioner Nickels.

COMMISSIONER NICKELS — There used to be a multiuse recreational trail out
there, has that been abandoned or does anybody know?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER JEFF BRADSHAW — I'm not aware of any segments
of a multiuse trail in this vicinity. | know there are segments along the Cactus
Avenue frontage to the south, but I'm not aware of any on the Master Plan of
Trails that would have been located along any of the frontages for this project
site.

CHAIR LOWELL — Commissioner Gonzalez.
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COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ - Did Pechanga also have concerns or
comments on the project on the northwest, on the other side of the ridge there, or
is it kind of isolate to the Brodiaea?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER JEFF BRADSHAW — The other apartment project that
Commissioner Lowell was referring to, Chair Lowell, they did. We coordinated
with them through a similar consultation process. The mitigation for that project
was a little bit different. It was similar in that they were interested in ensuring that
there would be tribal monitors that would participate during the grading process
to ensure that any unmapped or unknown resources could be protected if
something was discovered through the grading process. In that instance, there
were no map resources that would’ve been disturbed by the construction of that
other project, so there was no mitigation for that. But we did consult with them,
and they did ask for monitors to participate.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — Thank you.

CHAIR LOWELL — Any other questions or comments? Thank you. I'd like to
invite the Applicant up.

APPLICANT MICHAEL MCPHEE - [I'm Michael McPhee. I'm one of the
principals of the Applicant Rocas Grandes in San Diego at 3555 5™ Avenue. I'd
be happy to answer any questions you might have.

CHAIR LOWELL — Do we have any questions for the Applicant? No? Thank
you very much. That was quick and easy.

APPLICANT MICHAEL MCPHEE - | want to, you know, extend my appreciation
publicly for working with your Staff. Most of the other work | have done has been
in San Diego County and San Diego City mostly, and it’s really a breath of fresh
air to be able to come up here and be treated like something other than an
invader. So it was a great experience. Thank you.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you very much. Do we have any Public Speaker
Slips tonight, which we do. We have two Speaker Slips tonight. We have Rafael
Brugueras and Mike McPhee. Rafael, you’re up.

SPEAKER RAFAEL BRUGUERAS - Good evening again Chair,
Commissioners, Staff, residents, and guests. This project is in my neighborhood.
| go down Alessandro just to come here, so I've seen this dirt for a lot of years.
And, Tuesday morning, | parked the car exactly where the project is going to be
on Alessandro and Darwin. | got out, stepped on the dirt, and looked at it. And |
took pictures, and | took pictures of the Public Hearing Board. And | looked at it
because, again, the packet doesn’t give me any justice. You actually got to go
and see what’s being proposed so people can understand what's being built
there. You know, that’'s important for them to know that they are not going to
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have 426 cars out parked in the street. They are building 774 parking spaces on
the facility. Okay, and in all areas, garage, carport, and all that stuff. And | got a
chance to call Jeff because | saw two things that we always talk about when
we’re now building from this point on. One was the mailboxes to make sure they
are in the right place, they are lit, and people can see them so we don’t have that
trouble come back. And the other one was charging stations. | saw 774 parking
spaces, but | didn’t see any charging stations that we can put while we’re building
it there. That was one of my concerns. The other one was, in the middle of the
entrance of the where people are going to go in, people are dumping their
mattresses. Here’s a picture of it. This is why | support this project so we can
stop that from people dumping stuff on the dirt so we can have something there
where management can take care of. The other thing is I'm grateful for the fence
that’s there because, if that fence wasn’t there, all the dirt and all the trash would
be in the houses because it blows that way. And the other thing is the rain
because it's like little mini mountains, all the rain, all the dirt, so I'm looking
forward to seeing a sidewalk built there. | mean, there’s a lot of good things. I'm
hoping on the side of Darwin that he will have a wall. If there is a sidewalk, there
will be a wall, so dirt don’t go over to the other side. It will look neat because |
looked at it, so | support this project because it's going to enhance the entire
corner and probably make people glad they have new neighbors.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you, Rafael. Mr. McPhee, did you want to speak
again?

APPLICANT MICHAEL MCPHEE — No.

CHAIR LOWELL — Perfect. Thank you. Any other Speaker Slips? Going once,
going twice. Public Comments are now closed. Moving onto...... Mr. McPhee,
did you want to reply to anything Mr. Brugueras said?

APPLICANT MICHAEL MCPHEE — W.ith respect to the charging stations, as a
matter of fact, you have to have charging stations today. We are doing a project
in San Diego with only 41 units and we've got five charging stations.
Unfortunately, at the level of detail for this part of the entitlement work, you can’t
really show all of this. So we’ll probably wind up with probably on the order of
maybe one per 20 spaces with the prewiring so that we can add stations as
demand requires it.

CHAIR LOWELL — And that’s, | think that’s in conformance with the CalGreen
Code?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER JEFF BRADSHAW — Yes, that’s correct.

CHAIR LOWELL — Stay up there. | have a question for you, Mike. Well the
charging stations is one of them. | couldn’t tell on the Site Plan, is this a gated
apartment complex or is it not gated?
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APPLICANT MICHAEL MCPHEE — It probably will be.

CHAIR LOWELL — Okay.

APPLICANT MICHAEL MCPHEE — Yeah. I think inline with most contemporary
projects you typically want to have a gate.

CHAIR LOWELL — And the primary entrance will be off of Darwin?

APPLICANT MICHAEL MCPHEE — Off of Darwin.

CHAIR LOWELL — And the other entrance is along Brodiaea and Alessandro?
Those would be exit only exits or emergency?

APPLICANT MICHAEL MCPHEE — No. There won’'t be any access off of
Alessandro.

CHAIR LOWELL — So the only other entrances would be off Brodiaea?

APPLICANT MICHAEL MCPHEE — Right.

CHAIR LOWELL — And those would be entrances or exit only?

APPLICANT MICHAEL MCPHEE — Both.

CHAIR LOWELL — Well I was just trying to figure out how, if you had that gated
on there, how you would have staging areas for more than one car?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER JEFF BRADSHAW — What we’re presenting to you
this evening is not a design that would anticipate gates unfortunately because
what you’re pointing out is accurate. There is no queueing distance off of
Brodiaea.

CHAIR LOWELL — Correct.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER JEFF BRADSHAW — Or the secondary driveway off of
Darwin. The primary entrance might allow for that.

CHAIR LOWELL — The primary entrance looks gorgeous. That would be a
great place to have a gate, but so | guess what I’'m hearing is that the design
tonight is not gated. But you’re saying that it might be gated?

APPLICANT MICHAEL MCPHEE — Weé’'ll probably gate it.

CHAIR LOWELL — So, if that’s the case, is that a game changer for tonight?
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ASSOCIATE PLANNER JEFF BRADSHAW — | don’t believe so.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — No. Simple answer, no.

APPLICANT MICHAEL MCPHEE — The reason we haven’t made a final
decision is we've run into opposition in other communities to projects being
gated. So we prefer to gate the project as long as it is, you know, acceptable to
the community.

CHAIR LOWELL — And, if the project is gated, the Site Plan would have to be
modified slightly to allow queueing distances wouldn’t it?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — There would be a slight
modification to the entrance off of Brodiaea. We believe that could be
accommodated during the plan review process, the grading, plan check. Those
would not be what we consider substantial changes.

CHAIR LOWELL — It would be an administrative review.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — At the discretion of the Staff, we
could elevate it to the Planning Commission if we felt that it became substantial,
but those sorts of things are slight nuances that we’ve accommodated on lots of
projects.

CHAIR LOWELL — Right. 1 didn’t notice it in the planning, but | have another
guestion. In the Conditions of Approval, on the adjacent property for the previous
or the neighboring apartment complex that’s not apart, one of the conditions was
that along the southeast portion of the property they had to construct some sort
of defensive structure to prevent boulders from rolling into the apartments. And |
noticed building 10 is fairly close to the hillside. Is there any consideration for
protecting the buildings from boulders should an earthquake hit?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER JEFF BRADSHAW -  The results from the
geotechnical in the slope stability analysis didn’t suggest that any type of
mitigation or protection was required. What you're stating about the other project
is accurate, and those conditions were a direct result of the studies that were
done for the project on the corner. We didn’t have anything like that identified to
us through the analysis that was done for this site.

CHAIR LOWELL — But it seems like we’re building the same style product on
both sides of the same mountain that the same situation should be apparent

VICE CHAIR BARNES — This is the other side.
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CHAIR LOWELL — Correct. But, if you look, the hillside their building right up
here next to the hillside and there’s...... if you’re looking at building 10, it's right
up against the hillside. There is a little bit of a buffer but, if there’s a boulder or
anything that breaks loose in an earthquake, those things I'm sure would have a
tendency to gain a lot of momentum and do a lot of damage to a building. The
other buildings seem to be fairly well setback, and it wouldn’t be an issue. But,
building 10 that corner, it’s right up against the site.

APPLICANT MICHAEL MCPHEE — | think the slope is really not that great at
that location.

CHAIR LOWELL — Maybe it's just deceiving on the plans. That was just a
comment that | had. Any other questions for the Applicant or in general? Alright.
Thanks Mike.

APPLICANT MICHAEL MCPHEE — Thank you.

CHAIR LOWELL — I'll open up the discussion. Does anybody have questions or
comments or discussion? | don’t see anybody raising their hand. Does anybody
want to make a motion tonight? Commissioner Gonzalez.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ - | make the motion to approve Staff
recommendation to adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration for Plot Plan PA15-
0046 and Variance P16-083 pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, approve the
Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program prepared for Plot Plan PA15-0046
pursuant to CEQA included as Exhibit A, approve Resolution No. 2016-22 and
thereby approve Variance application P16-083, and approve Resolution No.
2016-21 and thereby approve Plot Plan PA15-0046 subject to the attached
Conditions of Approval included as Exhibit B to Resolution 2016-21.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER JEFF BRADSHAW — The conditions as amended.

CHAIR LOWELL — As amended.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — As amended.

CHAIR LOWELL — We have a motion by Commissioner Gonzalez. We have a
second by Commissioner Korzec. Please cast your votes and, even though
motioned, you can change your vote. All votes have been cast. Three, two, one.
The motion passes 7-0. Do we have a Staff wrap-up on this item?

Opposed — 0

Motion carries 7-0
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PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — This item is an appealable action
of the Planning Commission. It can be appealed to the City Council. Any
interested party interested in appealing the project would file a letter directed to
the Director of Community Development, which would then go to the City
Council. And, if such a letter is actually filed, we would place it on the City
Council Agenda within 30 days for a hearing.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you very much. That moves us onto the final item
tonight, which is Item No. 4. Let me get to my paperwork. Item No. 4 is Case
PA16-0025, the Smoke Shop Ordinance. The Applicant is the City of Moreno
Valley, which really isn’t the Applicant, and the Case Planner is Mr. Mark Gross,
which | do not see. And since this is a continued item, | don’t know how we work
on that.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — | will cover for Mark.

CHAIR LOWELL — Awesome Mr. Sandzimier.

4. Case: PA16-0025 (Smoke Shop Ordinance)
Applicant: City of Moreno Valley
Owner: N/A
Representative: N/A
Location: City-wide
Case Planner: Mark Gross
Council District: All Districts
Proposal: Continued item - Ordinance regulating Smoke

Shop uses city-wide

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission APPROVE Resolution No.
2016-18 and thereby:
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1. CERTIFY that the proposed Ordinance (amendment to Municipal Code
PA16-0025) qualifies as an exemption in accordance with Section 15061
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, and

2. RECOMMEND APPROVAL of PA16-0025 to the City Council for the
amendment of the City of Moreno Valley Municipal Code to modify Titles 5
and 9 including modification in the Permitted Uses Table attached as
Exhibit A related to the city-wide regulation of Smoke Shop uses.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Good evening Mr. Chairman and
Members of the Planning Commission. This is a continued item from the August
25™ meeting. With me this evening also is Claudia Manrique in the back row.
She also has been supporting Mark Gross on the project, so she will be available
to help me answer any questions that you might have. This item is an item that
has come before the Planning Commission at the direction of a subcommittee of
the City Council. It was the Public Safety Subcommittee who is interested in
exploring opportunities to regulate our smoke shops. | won’t go into the
background since we did already have a lot of that discussion, but I'm here to
answer any questions you might have. What | would want to address is that the
Planning Commission had a number of observations and a number of comments
that were brought up at the last meeting. What we’ve tried to do, in the written
Staff Report, is to address each of those specifically. Some of the items that
were addressed had to do with just overall the overall consensus of the
Commission was that the Ordinance as proposed may be too restrictive. It had
possible implications on existing smoke shops that they may not be able to
reestablish themselves if there was a change of ownership. There were
concerns about first in rules so, if a school was to come in, would it affect the
smoke shop? Those sorts of things are the things that we tried to address.
Going through them one by one and starting on page 3 of your Staff Report,
page 202 of the overall packet, there was some consideration of addressing the
definition of smoke shops where we had previously identified that a smoke shop
would be dictated in some part based on the percentage of floor space that’s
directed towards the smoke shop component. We have eliminated the 30%
requirement from the definition. The actual definition has been rewritten on page
4 on your report. I'd be happy to read it into the record if that was necessary, but
it is there for you to review, so I'll assume that it is already pretty clear. Allowing
businesses to sell and reestablish at the same site through an ownership
change, which | mentioned you felt might be too restrictive, Staff has eliminated
that proposed language. Therefore, Section 9.02180, which is regulating
nonconforming uses, will apply the same equally to smoke shops as it does to
any other legal nonconforming use. The Smoke Shop Regulations that were
considered to be possibly overly restrictive because we were going to require a
Conditional Use Permit for all of those items within the Community Commercial
Zone only. We opened it up, and we are actually allowing it to be in some of the
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other areas in the city not just the Community Commercial Zone. It would be
allowed in the Neighborhood Commercial Zones as well. And the other thing that
we did with regard to requiring a CUP is we looked at it, and we based the
location similar to what we do on other uses in the city that have alcohol-related
uses and so we reduce the buffer dimension to 300 feet. We also looked at the
ABC Regulations and with regard to things like public schools on nonprofit youth
facilities, childcare centers where the ABC Licensing requirement addresses
those and requires a 600 foot dimension, we applied the 600 foot dimension so
that we're consistent in that regard. With regard to establishing the first in time
rights, we added paragraph H, which is identified on page 5 of your Staff Report,
basically saying that should any of the land uses mentioned above in Subsection
B within the Resolution, these draw the potentially sensitive uses. If any of those
sorts of uses were to come in after the fact, after the smoke shop had already
been established, they wouldn’t jeopardize the establishment. So the smoke
shop, as long as they are in compliance with all current regulations and not
basically in violation and they are in good standing, they should not be
jeopardized by those other uses. There was a question with regard to the
existing smoke shops. We identified that there are 28 of them operating in the
city, and there was a question regarding the status of their license. We did a
check on all of the smoke shops, and we found out that all 28 do have legitimate
business licenses. With regard to the distance requirements, this is one that took
a little bit more time. In the previous report, we had identified that there was
buffers of 500 feet, 750 feet, and 1000 feet based on different uses, and | won’t
go into all those details. But I'm here to answer any questions if you do want me
to. We reduced those distance criteria’s down to 200, 400, and 600 for a variety
of reasons that are identified in the Staff Report. We believe that those
restrictions are still consistent with what the Public Safety Committee was looking
for to provide some regulations that would help us control this use, but we also
think that it's sensitive to what the Commission brought up in your observations.
We'll take any comments or questions you might have on that, but we believe
what we’re recommending tonight does also help with the previous requirement.
With the 500, 750, and 1000 foot requirements, all 28 of the existing smoke
shops were going to become legal nonconforming uses. By adjusting it to the
200, 400, and 600 foot requirements, particularly by reducing the proximity in
residential to 200, we actually end up with 14 of the existing smoke shops would
remain as legal land uses. So not all 28 would be legal nonconforming, half
would be, half would not. With regard to the environmental determination that
was discussed at the last hearing, we have found that this proposed project is
exempt under 15061 of the CEQA Guidelines. Tonight we’re asking that the
Planning Commission certify that that environmental determination is correct.
Public notification for the meeting, there was no additional public notice put out
for this meeting because it was continued to this date certain. But we did notify
the public through a one-eighth page ad in the Press Enterprise, and that
satisfies a project of this magnitude, which has city-wide impacts. With that, Staff
is recommending that you approve Resolution 2016-18 and thereby certify that
the Ordinance qualifies for the exemption under Section 15061 of the California
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Environmental Quality Act and that secondly you recommend approval of PA16-
0025, which is the project number we’ve assigned to this project to the City
Council for the amendment to the City Council’s Municipal Code. Title 5 | didn’t
talk about, but we are looking at amending Title 5 and Title 9 in that
recommended action. I'd be happy to go through those changes to Title 5, but
that didn’t seem to be the crux of any of the Commission’s concerns so we’re
here to answer questions if yu have any on that still. And, with that, | will
conclude my Staff Report.

CHAIR LOWELL - Is there a quick refreshment on Title 9 and Title 5 just to
make sure we’re all up to speed?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Sure. Title 9 is our Development
Code, Land Use Regulations/Planning Regulations. Title 5is.....

DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY JENNIFER MIZRAHI — Title 5 is more of the
business regulations and, as you may recall from the last meeting with respect to
business licenses and tobacco retailer licenses, if somebody were to sell drug
paraphernalia, we could actually have that as a grounds for revocation of the
business license and tobacco license.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you very much. Since there’s no applicant and we
heard the City’s comments, | would like to move to open the Public Comments
portion and then I'll open up the floor to Commissioner Debate. Does anybody
have any pressing issues before we move onto....

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — [I'm sorry, Mr. Chairman, | do
have....my apology on this one. The Airport Land Use Commission discussion
that we had earlier on the other item, we actually received a similar letter from
the Airport Land Use Commission on this one. What the Airport Land Use
Commission has done is they’ve been reviewing the various agendas throughout
all the cities in the area, and so we only got that by letter also two days ago, but
this particular project is an amendment to our Development Code. And this one,
we do believe, does need to go back to the Airport Land Use Commission Staff
for their review and possibly, if they want to recommend to go to the Airport Land
Use Commission for a recommendation, then we would want to follow through
that process. But that can happen after the Planning Commission takes their
action tonight. What we would be doing is be taking forward the Staff
recommendation, the Planning Commission’s recommendation, and then if there
is an Airport Land Use Staff or an Airport Land Use Staff and Commission
recommendation, we would take all of that to the City Council since the City
Council is the final approval body in this, so | apologize for not including that in
my report.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you. Does anybody have any opposition to opening
up the Public Comments first? Perfect, I'd like to open the Public Comments. It
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looks like we have one Public Comment person. So we have Mr. Rafael
Brugueras ready to go. | think we should just put a seat up there for you, Rafael.
Save you the trip.

SPEAKER RAFAEL BRUGUERAS - Once again, good evening Chair,
Planning Commissioner’s, Staff, and residents. Think about what we just
approved for 50 students and, before that was approved, there was a liquor store
on the corner and a smoke shop on the other end. Is there a buffer there for like
100 feet between the schools? | mean, what he means by buffer space? Yes,
okay, alright so that just hit me while | was listening to this. The other thing is
since now we know that we're going to have students there and that's good
because we want everybody to have a fair chance to be well educated, and |
don’'t have a problem with that. But | need Staff to commit themselves by
informing these two structures of what they are being part of in that community in
that shopping center. In other words, are we going to have signs because
remember all young people have change. They can always get a couple of
bucks from their parents to buy a soda, a cake, and they are going to walk into
these liquor stores or | don’t know about the smoke shop and see things. You
know, and | no we can’t take no liquor store and make them put all the liquor in
the back. You know what I'm saying or some of the stuff that people buy to use
illegally to enhance their high, you know, because they are in there. | mean, they
are there. So I'm just concerned about that part. | know the new entrepreneurs
we have a better idea where we can put them away from schools and things like
that and that’s a good thing. | just came up with the one that we just did maybe
half an hour ago, so I'm just hoping that the Staff makes them aware what’s
coming into that plaza so they can be aware what goes into their shop because
these are young people that are still fresh. And they are absorbing what we
teach them as adults. Anyway, we welcome all entrepreneurs into our City. We
just want to make sure that we protect our students, our young people, and those
that are like myself can’t walk into some stores and be triggered because | was
taught. You know, | just can’t be in all areas because | have to concern myself
about my past. You know what I’'m saying? And just like movies, it's not like |
like going to Las Vegas. You know what I’'m saying? | mean just some places |
can’'t go. That's why | like to go and see a dinner and a show and go home. So,
anyway, think about that and let the Staff know that they got to make those two
places aware of the kids that are coming.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you, Rafael. Any other comments, Public Speaker
Slips? Going once, going twice. Public Comments are now closed. Moving onto
our Commissioner Discussion.

COMMISSIONER NICKEL — Ah Chairman Lowell, | just want to go on the
record, | won’t be participating in the discussion or voting since I.......

CHAIR LOWELL - | was actually going to ask that once we got in with the Staff
Comment. We have a unique situation here where we have alternates sitting
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and one of the alternates is now sitting for a Commissioner who has left that was
sitting on it originally. So could we go through and just verify who was here and
who wasn’t here just to make sure that we have enough quorum because we
have two alternates that can’t count for quorum. We have one that has resigned,
and then we have another that | think who was missing for illness. So | just want
to make sure that we have the proper body that’s able to vote.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — From my understanding of our
Rules and Procedures with respect to the alternates, the alternates were present
in the room that night.

CHAIR LOWELL — They weren't sitting.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — But even if they weren't sitting,
when we developed the Rules and Procedures, the ways that we discussed the
alternates would be able to come up to speed on a project and have to sit in and
maybe continue the discussion was that, if they are present at the meeting, they
participated. If they want to listen to the tapes or they want to read the Minutes
afterwards, there are ways for them to educate....

CHAIR LOWELL — If 'm not mistaken, | believe that was a big point of
contention and the final decision was that whoever was sitting on the item to
begin with is the body that will be voting on the item throughout. And, if that
person if a Commissioner missed, that's how they would get caught back up to
speed was reading the Minutes and watching the video, but there would be no
new people sitting on the item.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — | recall it just slightly different, and
| may be wrong. | can go back and look at this, but I thought that the situation
was we didn’t want Commissioners to be going in and out. So, if the
Commission started with somebody on the Commission and the meeting was
continued and the other Commissioner was not going to be present and we were
talking about the World Logistics Center at that time, the item was that.....the one
person that was going to be out of town couldn’t miss the second meeting and
then come back and resume on the third meeting. So, if somebody replaced the
first Commissioner at the second meeting, they would be the one that continues
for the rest of the debate and discussion so long as they brought themselves up
to speed.......

CHAIR LOWELL — | don'’t think that’s the way the rules are.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — On the first.....

CHAIR LOWELL — | think that was what the original idea was, but we didn’t like
it for lack of continuity. So Ms. Korzec was the one that missed the second
meeting. She watched the video and got back up to speed for the third meeting.
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So the body that was sitting, from my recollection, was the body that is sitting
throughout with no substitutions on the item just for continuity.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Okay, so | have to, just let me
look at the Rules and Procedures to make sure | understand it correctly. In the
case of.......

CHAIR LOWELL — Well, while you’re doing that, why don’t we figure out who
was here just to clarify that?

COMMISSIONER SIMS — | wasn't.

CHAIR LOWELL - So, Commissioner Sims, you weren'’t here.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — | was not here.

CHAIR LOWELL — Commissioner Baker.

COMMISSIONER BAKER — | was here.

CHAIR LOWELL — Were you sitting or were you not sitting?

COMMISSIONER BAKER — | was sitting.

CHAIR LOWELL — Okay, | was here.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — | was here.

COMMISSIONER KORZEC — | was here.

CHAIR LOWELL — And Commissioner Nickel.

COMMISSIONER NICKEL — | was up there.

CHAIR LOWELL — So we have one, two, three, four. So we have four sitting
Commissioners and one alternate, so we have a quorum. So we have five
people that can vote.

DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY JENNIFER MIZRAHI — Mr. Chair and Members of
the Commission, did either Commissioner Sims or Commissioner Nickel actually
have a chance to actually look or listen to the Minutes from last time?

COMMISSIONER NICKEL — | sat through the entire.

DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY JENNIFER MIZRAHI — You were actually in the
audience, correct?
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COMMISSIONER NICKEL — Yes.

DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY JENNIFER MIZRAHI — And did you have a
chance?

COMMISSIONER SIMS — No.

DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY JENNIFER MIZRAHI — You have not. Okay, so
you’re, okay.

CHAIR LOWELL — Want to take a quick two minute recess?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — If you want to take a recess while
| read through the rules, but we do have a quorum to have the meeting.

CHAIR LOWELL — We do have a quorum. Does anybody care? Okay we’ll just
keep going then. It's official. We’re going to keep going.

COMMISSIONER NICKEL — We went through this on Tuesday night.

CHAIR LOWELL — So I guess we can look up for that answer later, Rick. One
of the questions that | did have that | brought up during the Conditional Use
Permit for the charter school was another comment that was echoed by Mr.
Rafael Brugueras is that we have a charter school that has come into a shopping
center after a liquor store, a liquor selling restaurant, and a smoke shop. And
now, because of the new amendments, those existing facilities that sell cigarettes
and tobacco products are going to be legal conforming and not legal
nonconforming based on the proximity to sensitive areas. But should there be
some minimum setback from this charter school to the other installations of
alcohol and tobacco? | know the family market, it's one shop down, which is 80
feet away. We have the Cantina Restaurant, which is a couple hundred feet
away and a smoke shop, which is 300 feet away. And per this form right here or
per our amendments it says, for example, the proposed buffer this is for a smoke
shop to another smoke shop has been changed from 750 to 600 feet. The
smoke shop to a college university and vocational training facility are reduced
from 700 for 400 feet. So that new reduction is now that existing smoke shop is
closer than the minimum requirement, which the original comment was it would
make it legal nonconforming, but should the vocational school or charter school
have some sort of mandatory setback from the existing facilities?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — What you're asking for would be
for us to go in and do a Code Amendment specific to charter schools, for
example, and say......
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CHAIR LOWELL — I'm just curious if there some existing setback or minimum
buffer?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — There is not.

CHAIR LOWELL — There is not.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — | think that's what the deal is. First in time, first in
place or you know what | mean.

CHAIR LOWELL — Yeah.

COMMISSIONER SIMS - It wouldn’t be right just, if a guy has a legitimate
business, then to say well......

CHAIR LOWELL — And that’s what the first in time rule that we did.....

COMMISSIONER SIMS — We like the new business better than your business
so you're out. That doesn’t quite work.

CHAIR LOWELL — | really like what Staff has done with the amendments and
the updates, and I think they are spot on.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — Yeah they are.

CHAIR LOWELL — | was just looking for some clarity as far as this new school
coming in if they had some requirements, but | guess they don’t. There’s no
setback requirements or buffer zones. Do we have any other questions or
comments? Commissioner Barnes. Sorry, Vice Chair Barnes.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — Commissioner is fine. | guess | just want to make the
observation that | applaud the effort of the action to fill the loophole or plug the
loophole in the Municipal Code as it relates to the drug paraphernalia offense. |
know that’s one of the prime goals of this. Unfortunately, | feel that the rest of it
is mostly regulation for regulation sake. And since no problems have been
identified per our last meeting as far as the 28 existing shops, | think I’'m probably
tilting the windmills here, but I'm going to vote against it because of the other
components of it, which seem excessive and over the top as it relates to 28
businesses that as far as everybody is saying has operated totally legitimately
and not caused any problems. So, although | applaud Staff's efforts, they are
stuck between a rock and a hard place getting direction from above and
comments from us, and they've done an admirable job at walking the line
between them. My position is that it's overly regulatory, and I'm opposed to it for
that reason,

CHAIR LOWELL — Commissioner Gonzalez.
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COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — Again, | want to commend Staff for doing all
this research and especially reaching out to the 28 existing smoke shops. | was
just wondering if you had any comments from them?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — We have not.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — Also, you know.....

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — | do want to correct that. At the
last meeting, we actually did comment that we had a call from two | believe.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — But no new comments?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — But no new comments since that
time.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — And | also | like that the effort was made to
coincide with alcohol and tobacco establishments, so | think it's a good medium
where we’re not targeting a certain sector or a certain group of businesses but
yet trying to conform with alcohol and tobacco based establishments and their
respected buffers and sensitive schools in their sector. So | am in favor of this
modification.

CHAIR LOWELL — Can you refresh my memory as to what brought this specific
action item to light? What was the initial desire to bring this to us?

DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY JENNIFER MIZRAHI — Mr. Chair and Members of
the Commission, it was pretty much....this is pretty much seen as kind of a
prophylactic measure. It was kind of brought forward through the Public Safety
Commission. | think there was some kind of sense of this could be a sensitive
land use and so therefore we would like to see some of the land use aspects,
some of the development standards, etc. kind of be more conducive to this
possible sensitive land use. But, again, it was really prophylactic in nature.

CHAIR LOWELL — Okay. Do we have any other questions or comments before
| move to a motion? | don’t see anybody’s hands going up.

COMMISSIONER BAKER — The only thing | would like to say is that | was glad
to see that all the business license applications are up to date, right? That's what
it says, and | think that’'s good.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Yes they are.

COMMISSIONER BAKER — Thank you.
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PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — 1 did find the section in the Code
before you do take a motion.

CHAIR LOWELL — Go ahead.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER —  Commissioner Nickel was
absolutely right. We did write in there specifically that, in the event of an
absence on any subsequent meeting, no new Commissioner shall be seated in
the vacant seat so.

CHAIR LOWELL — That's how | remembered it too. It was a major sticking
point. | think we had three or four meetings, hours on end, trying to clarify that
and obviously | don'’t think we all agreed on it.

COMMISSIONER NICKEL — Don’t remind us.

CHAIR LOWELL — | do want to commend the City for the use of the comport. |
actually had to bust out my dictionary and figure out what that was, so | do
appreciate it. That was a learning experience for me. | would like to make a
motion if nobody else wants to. | would like to make a motion or I'd like to motion
to approve Resolution No. 2016-18 and certify that the proposed Ordinance
Amendment to the Municipal Code PA16-0025 qualifies as an exemption in
accordance with Section 15061 of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines; and (2) recommend approval of PA16-0025 to the City
Council for the Amendment of the City of Moreno Valley Municipal Code to
modify Titles 5 and 9 including modification in the Permitted Uses Table attached
as Exhibit A related to the city-wide regulation of Smoke Shop Uses. We have a
motion. We have a second by Commissioner Gonzalez. Please cast your votes
and, if you're going to abstain, please click abstain. Perfect. The motion passes
4-1 with two abstains. Do we have a Staff wrap-up on this item?

Opposed — 1

Motion carries 4 — 1 — 2 with two abstentions

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Yes, since the ultimate decision-
making body on this is the City Council, there is....somebody could appeal the
decision of the Planning Commission, but ultimately it's going to get to the City
Council. | do want to say that we will follow up with the Airport Land Use
Commission before we go to the City Council, so we will probably be taking this
to the City Council towards the end of November, maybe early December, at this
point. Thank you.
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OTHER COMMISSION BUSINESS

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you very much. That moves us onto Other
Commission Business. Do we have a Staff Summary of what happened on last
Tuesday and three Tuesday’s ago at City Council regarding Alternate Planning
Commissioners our appointment versus non-appointment?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Real briefly. The City Council has
been deliberating on the replacement of Commissioner Van Natta’s now vacant
seat. A couple meetings ago, it was August 16" | think was the date. We took a
list of potential recommended actions to the City Council. The City Council from
that deliberation elected for us to come back with an item to appoint one of the
alternate commissioners to the vacant seat. We took that item back to them
Tuesday night and the City Council, during their deliberations, elected to begin
with another alternate, which was to just stick with the rotation of the alternate
commissioners to fill the vacant seat until the regular Commissioner seat is filled
in a normal course, which would happen after the first of the year anyways
because that seat was going to be termed out on March 31,

CHAIR LOWELL — Correct.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — So each of the Commissioners
will continue to be expected to show up at each of the meetings, and we will
continue to rotate you in on the same basis that we have been like we did
tonight.

PLANNING COMMISSIONER COMMENTS

CHAIR LOWELL — Thanks. | appreciate it. | was just trying to get some
clarification because they voted one way one night, and they voted against it
another night, and it was just a mess so | appreciate the clarification. Any
Planning Commissioner Comments before we adjourn? No?

COMMISSIONER NICKEL — No.

ADJOURNMENT

CHAIR LOWELL — Perfect. | would like to adjourn our meeting to the next
meeting of the Planning Commission, which is a regular meeting, September
22" 2016, at 7:00 PM right here in the City Council Chambers. Thank you very
much, and have a great night.
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NEXT MEETING

Next Meeting: Planning Commission Regular Meeting, September 22", 2016 at
7:00 PM, City of Moreno Valley, City Hall Council Chamber, 14177 Frederick
Street, Moreno Valley, CA 92553.

Richard J. Sandzimier Date
Planning Official

Approved

Brian R. Lowell Date

Chair
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PLANNING COMMISSION

STAFF REPORT

Meeting Date: November 10, 2016

PA16-0039 PLOT PLAN

Case: PA16-0039 Plot Plan

Applicant: LATCO SC, Inc.

Owner: Professors Fund I, LLC and Professors Fund IV, LLC

Representative: Pacific Development Solutions Groups

Location: Southeasterly of Alessandro Boulevard and Perris
Boulevard

Case Planner: Gabriel Diaz

Council District: 1

SUMMARY

The proposal is to develop a 272-unit multifamily apartment project on 19.82 acres of
land located southeasterly of Alessandro Boulevard and Perris Boulevard. The site is
zoned Residential 15 (R15) which allows for up to 15 dwelling units per acre.

The project, as designed and conditioned, conforms to all development standards of the
R15 zone and the design guidelines for multifamily residential uses as prescribed within
the City’s Municipal Code and Landscape Standards.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project
The project is a Plot Plan application for a new 272-unit multifamily apartment project on

vacant 19.82 acres of land southeasterly of Alessandro Boulevard and Perris
Boulevard. The project includes a mix of both one and two story buildings. There are
four building types that will consist of one, two and three bedroom floor plans. A
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common area community building is also proposed with the development. Parking for
the development will include a combination of detached garages, carports, and surface
spaces. Floor Plan 1 consists of one bedroom and one bath and a total living area of
769 square feet. Floor Plan 2 consists of two bedrooms and two baths with a total living
area of 1,098 square feet. Floor Plan 3 consists of two bedrooms and two baths and a
total living area of 1,135 square feet. Floor Plan 4 is a one-story unit and consists of
three bedrooms and two baths and a total living area of 1,294 square feet. Floor Plan 4
is the only option within the one story buildings and these units are located adjacent to
the existing single family homes that are located along the southeasterly border of the
project.

The proposed project includes twelve one-story two-unit apartment buildings, and thirty
one two-story 8-unit buildings for a total of 272 apartment units. The apartments will
include a mix of 1-bedroom, 2-bedroom and 3-bedroom units.

The project provides numerous amenities including a community building with the
leasing office, a lounge area with a kitchen, fitness room, game room, theater room, and
a computer room. Other amenities include a pool and spa, a tot lot and open space for
activities. The project achieves required private space through the patio and entry
design features. Required public common open space is achieved throughout the
project in courtyards and other gathering areas.

The project is consistent with the existing R15 zoning which allows for up to 15 dwelling
units per acre.

Site

The project site is zoned Residential 15 (R15) and is located south-easterly of
Alessandro Boulevard and Perris Boulevard. The project site is relatively flat. The
project site is vacant and is comprised of three rectangular shaped parcels. (Assessor
Parcels Nos. 484-020-006, 484-020-018 & 484-020-025). The total project site is 19.82
acres.

The site is bisected by a Questar gas line easement. The gas line crosses the project
site mid-way between Alessandro Boulevard and Brodiaea Avenue. No structures will
be placed within the gas line easement.

The site has been routinely disked for weed abatement over the years. There are no
existing trees on the site, and there is no evidence of sensitive habitat or riparian areas
within the project site.

Surrounding Area

The project site is bounded to the north by Alessandro Boulevard. On the north side of
Alessandro Boulevard there are existing commercial and single-family residential uses
consistent with the respective Neighborhood Commercial (NC) and Residential 5 (R5)
zoning. To the south across Brodiaea, the project site is bordered by existing single-
family residences consistent with the Residential 5 (R5) zoning. Existing commercial
development and vacant commercial property is located to the west across Perris
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Boulevard. The project site is bordered to the east by Apple Blossom Lane. On the
east side of Apple Blossom Lane there are some existing single-family residences in
area zoned Residential 5 (R5), as well as the Ridgeview Apartments on property zoned
Residential 20 (R20).

Overall, the proposed multifamily residential development has been found to be
consistent with the objectives, goals and policies outlined in the City’s General Plan, as
well as being compatible with the existing and planned land uses in the project area.

Access/Parking

Primary vehicular access to the proposed development will be provided from two
gated driveways located on the south side of Alessandro Boulevard and on the
east side of Perris Boulevard. The proposed project would construct medians on
Alessandro Boulevard and Perris Boulevard and these would limit the Alessandro
Boulevard and Perris Boulevard driveways as right-in and right-out only. From
the Alessandro Boulevard driveway, there is direct access to 11 surface parking
spaces available for visitors to park and use the kiosk to contact the office and/or
residents. It is noted that the colored site plans included as an attachment to this
report do not show the correct medians in Alessandro and Perris Boulevard; they
have been provided for artistic benefit to show the expected quality/character of
the site.

Internal circulation within the project site includes driveway aisles that measure 24 feet
wide and which will be meet all City’s design standards. The proposed project site
design includes an emergency access driveway to Apple Blossom Lane. This
emergency access to Apple Blossom Lane would be secured by a Knox Box. The
driveways and interior drive aisles within the site have been reviewed and approved by
the Fire Prevention Bureau for fire truck access. The site design has been evaluated to
ensure adequate truck maneuvering and turnaround for delivery trucks and trash pick-

up.

The project as designed provides a total of 534 parking spaces including 160 garages,
141 carports, and 233 open parking spaces for residents and guests. Based on
Municipal Code Section 9.11, a project of this size and unit make up requires a total of
512 parking spaces, of which 296 must be covered. The project as designed satisfies
all parking requirements of the City’s Municipal Code including ADA accessible parking.
Applicable building code/Cal Green requirements shall be addressed through building
plan check which is typical prior to issuance of building permits. If required to be
designed to the 2016 building code standards, installation of electric vehicle supply
equipment (EVSE) will be addressed prior to building permit issuance.

Design/Landscaping

This project, as designed and conditioned, conforms to all development standards of the
R15 zone and the design guidelines for multifamily residential developments prescribed
in the City’s Municipal Code and City Landscape Standards.
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The design guidelines for multifamily projects call for buildings to include a variety of
colors and architectural features to break up the massing of buildings and provide visual
interest. This variation has been demonstrated in the project design. The architectural
design of the apartments includes stucco exteriors with some horizontal and vertical
features to break up massing of the buildings. These detailed features include foam
trim, concrete tile roofs, towers, foam window sills, prefabricated metal stairs, wrought
iron guard rails, covered private patios and entrances, and exterior wall mounted lights.
Variation among the buildings is created with the mixture of one and two story buildings,
roof lines, detached garages and carports, stairs, porches, balconies, and a proposed
color palette of earth tones.

The recreation building design is consistent with the overall project architecture theme
incorporating the color palette, varied materials and level of detail provided throughout
the project. The architectural design of the garages includes stucco exteriors walls,
foam trim and accent colors to break up the massing and to add character to the garage
buildings. The garage building will be constructed with concrete tile roofs. The carports
will be constructed of tubular steel columns and standard seemed metal roofs.

Consistent with the design guidelines, the placement of parking areas and related
carports and garages have been staggered to allow for added visual interest, and to
provide opportunities for landscaping. The garages and carports as designed will avoid
the monotony of alley-like parking corridors.

The proposed project includes seven double-bin trash enclosures, which exceeds the
design standard of one trash enclosure for every 48 residential units. The trash
enclosures are evenly distributed throughout the site to ensure ease of access to all
residential units. The enclosures will be designed to the City’s standards, which will
include solid roofs compatible with the overall project architecture.

The project has been designed to meet the needs of residents as set forth in the design
guidelines. The project entry off of Alessandro Boulevard includes a centralized access
with an interactive kiosk to accommodate communication between arriving guests and
residents. The project includes both outdoor open space and gathering areas, and
balconies and patios to provide the required private open space area for each
residential unit. The project includes common area amenities such as a community
building with the leasing office, a lounge area with a kitchen, fithess room, game room,
theater room, computer room, pool, spa, and a tot lot for children.

All walls and fences on the site will be constructed with decorative block and wrought
iron. The walls and trash enclosures for this project are conditioned to be consistent
with the City’s Municipal Code standards for placement, height and materials.

The project site is bisected by a Questar gas line easement, and no structures will be
placed within the gas line easement. To the east of this gas line easement there is a
long rectangular parcel owned by Questar that borders the proposed project. The
applicant will work with the adjacent Questar gas line property owner to landscape it
consistent with the current Questar gas line property to the east. In addition, the
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applicant proposes a decorative wrought iron fence around the gas line property owned
by Questar.

REVIEW PROCESS

The Plot Plan application was submitted on June 29, 2016. The plans were routed to
internal City Departments and several outside agencies including, but not limited to,
March JPA, Airport Land Use Commission, Moreno Valley Unified School District,
Eastern Municipal Water District, Riverside Transit Agency, gas and electric utilities,
and various Indian Tribes (as required by AB52), for typical review.

Upon completion of the initial plan review, the project was reviewed at a Pre-Project
Review Staff Committee (Pre-PRSC) in July 2016. Modifications were requested to the
project to address building setbacks and building separations, private open space
requirements, parking landscape standards, and a variety of site design considerations.

Various site design options were submitted between June and October 2016. During
this process staff met with the applicant. Upon resolution of all outstanding project
comments, final conditions of approval were drafted in October 2016, and the project
was scheduled for the Planning Commission Public Hearing meeting on November 10,
2016.

ENVIRONMENTAL

An Initial Study was prepared by Vista Community Planners, Inc. in compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. The Initial Study examined
the potential of the proposed project to have any significant impact on the environment.
The Initial Study provides information in support of the finding that a Mitigated Negative
Declaration is an appropriate CEQA documents for the project, in that the proposed
project, with the implementation of mitigation measures identified, will not have a
significant effect on the environment. Studies prepared for this project included a traffic
impact study, an air quality and greenhouse gas emissions impact analysis, a cultural
resource assessment, a hydrology report, a geotechnical investigation, a focused
Western Burrowing Owl study, Phase | environmental site assessment, noise impact
analysis, and a water quality management plan. The electronic files for the IS/MND and
appendices are included with this report, however, due to size hard copies will not be
included with the printed packet. Anyone wishing to view the documents can also do so
at City Hall.

Public notice of the availability of the Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration was
published in the newspaper on October 21, 2016, which satisfies the required 20 day
review period in advance of the Planning Commission Public Hearing.

Mitigation measures are recommended for the project in the following areas: cultural
resources and air quality. The measures for cultural resources have been included to
address input from the tribal agencies. The measures are intended to ensure that
potential resources that might be discovered are protected. However, these measures
are not required to address a known significant impact.
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Mitigation Monitoring

A mitigation monitoring program has been prepared and is incorporated with the
recommended project environmental documents to ensure implementation of the
mitigation measures (see Attachment 4).

NOTIFICATION

The public hearing notice for this project was published in the local newspaper on
October 21, 2016. Public notice was sent to all property owners of record within 300
feet of the project site on October 24, 2016. The public hearing notice for this project
was also posted on the project site on October 21, 2016.

As of the date of report preparation, staff had received no phone calls or other
correspondence in response to the noticing for this project.

REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS
Staff received the following responses to the Project Review Staff Committee
transmittal; which was sent to all potentially affected reviewing agencies.

Agency Response Date
Eastern Municipal Water District  July 21, 2016
Riverside County Flood Control  July 19, 2016
Airport Land Use Commission July 7, 2016

The City complied with the requirements of State Assembly Bill 52 requiring notice and
consultation to Native American tribal groups. The City coordinated with all participating
Native American tribal groups requesting consultation for this project, and incorporated
conditions of approval and mitigation measures. A copy of the Mitigated Negative
Declaration was provided to the Pechanga Band of Luiseno Mission Indians, Soboba
Band of Luisefio Indians and Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians.

The Airport Land Use Commission provided a written response with no required
conditions of approval.

Where applicable, conditions of approval have been included in the recommended
Resolution to address concerns from the responding agencies.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission:

1. ADOPT a Mitigated Negative Declaration for Plot Plan PA16-0039, pursuant
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines; and

2. APPROVE the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program prepared for

Plot Plan PA16-0039 pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines, and included as Exhibit A; and
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3. APPROVE Resolution No. 2016-23 and thereby APPROVE Plot Plan PA16-
0039, subject to the attached conditions of approval included as Exhibit B.

Prepared by: Approved by:
Gabriel Diaz Allen Brock
Associate Planner Community Development Director

ATTACHMENTS

Public Hearing Notice

Planning Commission Resolution 2016-23
COAs

Mitigation Monitoring Program

Initial Study MND

Appendix A - Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas
Appendix B - Focused Western Burrowing Owl Survey
Appendix C - Hydrology Report

. Appendix E - Noise Report

10 Appendix F - Geotechnical Investigation

11. Appendix G - Traffic Impact Study

12. Appendix G.1 - Traffic Impact Study (revisions)
13.Appendix H - WQMP Report

14.Appendix | - Cultural Resources

15. Appendix D - Phase | Report

16. Aerial Photograph

17.Zoning Map

18. Preliminary Grading

19.Villa Annette Apartments Plans

20.Color Renderings
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This may affect your property

Notice of

PUBLIC HEARING

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):

Project: PA16-0039 (Plot Plan)

Applicant: Latco SC, Inc

Owner: Professors Fund I, LLC and Professors
Fund IV, LLC

Representative: Pacific Development Solutions Groups

A.P. No(s): 484-020-006, 484-020-018 & 484-020-
025

Location: Southeasterly of Alessandro Blvd. and
Perris Blvd.

Proposal: Plot Plan application for 272 multi-family

apartments (1 and 2 story buildings).
There will be four building types with a
range of one to three bedrooms, a
community building, and detached
garages and carports on 19.82 acres of
land. The project is consistent with the
current R15 zoning which allows for up
to 15 dwelling units per acre.
Council District: 1

The project has been evaluated against criteria set forth in
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines and it was determined that the project will not
have a significant effect on the environment with the
incorporation of mitigation measures. A Mitigated Negative
Declaration is recommended. Mitigation measures have
been required of the project that will reduce potential
impacts to a less than significant level.

A public hearing before the Planning Commission has
been scheduled for the proposed project. Any person
interested in commenting on the proposal and
recommended environmental determination may speak at
the hearing or provide written testimony at or prior to the
hearing. The project application, supporting plans and
environmental documents may be inspected at the
Community Development Department at 14177 Frederick
Street, Moreno Valley, California during normal business
hours (7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., Monday through Thursday
and 7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Friday), or you may telephone
(951) 413-3206 for further information.

The Planning Commission, at the Hearing or during
deliberations, could approve changes or alternatives to the
proposal. If you challenge any of these items in court, you
may be limited to raising only those items you or someone
else raised at the Public Hearing described in this notice,
or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning
Commission at, or prior to, the Public Hearing.
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- B =
b
Project Site

=
- _
Y j . hd
e o S Sz o B IIquldlareaﬁlwe =

LOCATION N A

PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING

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

DATE AND TIME: November 10, 2016
CONTACT PLANNER: Gabriel Diaz
PHONE: (951) 413-3226

Upon request and in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Ac
of 1990, any person with a disability who requires a modification o
accommodation in order to participate in a meeting should direct sucl
request to Guy Pegan, ADA Coordinator, at 951.413.3120 at least 4
hours before the meeting. The 48-hour notification will enable the City ti
make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting.

Attachment: Public Hearing Notice (2340 : PA16-0039 Plot Plan)
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PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 2016-23

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF
THE CITY OF MORENO VALLEY APPROVING PLOT
PLAN APPLICATION PA16-0039 FOR DEVELOPMENT OF
A 272 UNIT APARTMENT PROJECT ON
APPROXIMATELY 19.82 ACRE SITE LOCATED SOUTH-
EASTERLY OF ALESSANDRO BOULEVARD AND PERRIS
BOULEVARD (ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBERS 484-
020-006, 484-020-018, & 484-020-025 ).

Section 1:

WHEREAS, Latco SC, Inc., has filed an application for the approval of Plot Plan
PA16-0039 for development of a 272 unit apartment project located southeasterly of
Alessandro Boulevard and Perris Boulevard as described in the title above; and

WHEREAS, the application has been evaluated in accordance with established
City of Moreno Valley (City) procedures, and with consideration of the General Plan and
other applicable regulations; and

WHEREAS, Vista Community Planners prepared an Initial Study and Mitigated
Negative Declaration consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
based on a thorough analysis of potential environmental impacts; and

WHEREAS, planning staff completed a comprehensive and independent review
of the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration to ensure consistency with the
California Environmental Quality Act; 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 the City of Moreno Valley Planning Commission; and

WHEREAS, the public hearing notice for this project was published in the local
newspaper on October 21, 2016. Public notice was sent to all property owners of
record within 300 feet of the project site on October 24, 2016. The public hearing notice
for this project was also posted on the project site on October 21, 2016;

WHEREAS, on November 10, 2016, the Planning Commission held a public
hearing to consider the application; and

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.

1 RESOLUTION NO. 2016-23
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, it is hereby found, determined and
resolved by the Planning Commission 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 November 10, 2016, including written and oral
staff reports, public testimony and the record from the public hearing, this Planning
Commission hereby specifically finds as follows:

1.

Conformance with General Plan Policies — The proposed use is
consistent with the General Plan, and its goals, objectives, policies and
programs.

FACT: The project proposes development of a 272 unit apartment project
on approximately 19.82 acre site. The General Plan land use
designations for the project site are Residential 15 (R15).

The project is consistent with General Plan policies and objectives.
Chapter 9 General Plan Policy 2.2.9 states that the primary purpose of
areas designated Residential 15 is to provide a range of multi-family
housing types with amenities such as common open space and
recreational facilities for those not desiring dwellings on individual lots.
The maximum allowable density shall be 15 dwelling units per acre.

The project as designed and conditioned meets the stated General Plan
policies for R15 development.

The project as proposed is consistent with General Plan Goal 2.4 which
identifies the need for a supply of housing in sufficient numbers suitable to
meet the diverse needs of future residents and to support healthy
economic development without creating an oversupply of any particular
type of housing. The project is also consistent with General Plan Objective
2.2 which states that the City will provide a wide range of residential
opportunities and dwelling types to meet the demands of present and
future residents of all socioeconomic groups.

The project as designed and conditioned will achieve the objectives of the
City of Moreno Valley’'s General Plan. The proposed project is consistent
with the General Plan and does not conflict with the goals, objectives,
policies, and programs established within the Plan.

Conformance with Zoning Regulations — The proposed use complies
with all applicable zoning and other regulations.

FACT: The project site is currently zoned R15. The proposed project is
within the range of density allowed under the R15 zoning. The project
provides a residential density of 13.7 dwelling units to the acre. The range

2 RESOLUTION NO. 2016-23
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1.b

for density permitted within the R15 zone is 12 to 15 dwelling units per
acre.

The project is designed in accordance with the provisions of Section 9.03
Residential Districts and Section 9.16 Design Guidelines of the City’s
Municipal Code. The project as designed and conditioned would comply
with all applicable zoning and other regulations.

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 multi-family project as designed and conditioned will
provide acceptable levels of protection from natural and man-made
hazards to life, health, and property consistent with General Goal 9.6.1.
The project site is located within approximately one and one half miles
from Fire Station No. 65. Therefore, adequate emergency services can be
provided to the site consistent with General Plan Goal 9.6.2.

An Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration with a Mitigation
Monitoring Program were prepared in accordance with the provisions of
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) based on a thorough
analysis of potential environmental impacts. Planning staff reviewed the
document and worked with the consultant to ensure a comprehensive
environmental document consistent with CEQA requirements. The
Mitigated Negative Declaration represents the City’s independent
judgment and analysis.

The proposed project as designed and conditioned will result in a
development that will minimize the potential for loss of life and protect
residents and visitors to the City from physical injury and property damage
due to seismic ground shaking and flooding as provided for in General
Plan Objective 6.1 and General Plan Objective 6.2. The project as
designed and conditioned will be consistent with the City’s Municipal Code
Section 9.03 Residential Districts.

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 project site is consistent with the R15 General Plan and
zoning designations. Most of the surrounding area has already been
developed consistent with the existing General Plan and zoning
designations. This includes existing single-family home south of Brodiaea
Avenue, a multi-family development and single-family residences east of
Apple Blossom, and existing commercial uses to the west.

3 RESOLUTION NO. 2016-23
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The proposed project includes twelve one-story 2-unit apartment
buildings, thirty-one two-story 8-unit buildings for a total of 272 apartment
units. The one-story apartment buildings are located adjacent to the
single family homes. The apartments will include a mix of 1-bedroom, 2-
bedroom and 3-bedroom units. Amenities include a community building
with leasing office, lounge area with a kitchen, fitness room, game room,
theater room and, a computer room. Other amenities include a pool and
spa, a tot lot and open space for activities. The project achieves required
private space through the patio and entry design features. Required public
common open space is achieved throughout the project in courtyards and
other gathering areas.

The architectural design of the apartments includes stucco exteriors with
some horizontal and vertical features to break up massing of the buildings.
These detail features include foam trim, concrete tile roofs, tower, foam
window sills, prefabricated metal stairs, wrought iron guard rails, covered
private patios and entrance, and exterior wall mounted lights. Variation
among the buildings is created with the four building types and with their
proposed color palate which is earth tone.

The project has been designed to minimize the impact on the residential
collector street. There are no proposed driveways onto Brodiaea Avenue
to the south. The primary vehicular access to the proposed development
will be provided from two gated driveways located on the south side of
Alessandro Boulevard and on the east side of Perris Boulevard. The
proposed project would construct a median on Alessandro Boulevard and
Perris Boulevard and this would limit the Alessandro Boulevard and Perris
Boulevard driveways into the project as right-in and right-out only. The
proposed project would include an emergency access only driveway to
Apple Blossom Lane. The Apple Blossom Lane configuration is to stay
the same.

As designed and conditioned and with the implementation of required
mitigation measures, the proposed apartment project is compatible with
existing and proposed land uses in the vicinity.

Section 2:
FEES, DEDICATIONS, RESERVATIONS, AND OTHER EXACTIONS
1. FEES

Impact, mitigation and other fees are due and payable under
currently applicable ordinances and resolutions. These fees may
include but are not limited to: Development Impact Fee,
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF), Multi-species
Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) Mitigation Fee, Stephens
Kangaroo Habitat Conservation fee, Underground Utilities in lieu
Fee, Area Drainage Plan fee, Bridge and Thoroughfare Mitigation

4 RESOLUTION NO. 2016-23
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fee (Future) and Traffic Signal Mitigation fee. The final amount of
fees payable is dependent upon information provided by the
applicant and will be determined at the time the fees become due
and payable.

Unless otherwise provided for by this Resolution, all impact fees
shall be calculated and collected at the time and in the manner
provided in Chapter 3.32 of the City of Moreno Valley Municipal
Code or as so provided in the applicable ordinances and
resolutions. The City expressly reserves the right to amend the fees
and the fee calculations consistent with applicable law.

DEDICATIONS, RESERVATIONS, AND OTHER EXACTIONS

The adopted Conditions of Approval for PA16-0039, incorporated
herein by reference, may include dedications, reservations, and
exactions pursuant to Government Code Section 66020 (d) (1).

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 Section 66020(a) and failure to timely follow this procedure 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 applicable statute of limitations has previously expired.

5 RESOLUTION NO. 2016-23
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Section 3:

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission HEREBY
APPROVES Resolution No. 2016-23, and thereby:

1. ADOPT a Mitigated Negative Declaration for Plot Plan PA16-0039, pursuant
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines; and

2. APPROVE the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program prepared for
Plot Plan PA16-0039 pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines, included as Exhibit A; and

3. APPROVE Plot Plan PA16-0039 based on the findings contained in this
resolution, and subject to the attached conditions of approval included as
Exhibit B.

APPROVED this 10" day of November, 2016.

Brian Lowell
Chair, Planning Commission

ATTEST:

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

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Attorney

Attachments:
Exhibit A - Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Exhibit B - Conditions of Approval
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EXHIBIT B

CITY OF MORENO VALLEY
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
PLOT PLAN PA16-0039
272 UNIT APARTMENT PROJECT

ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBERS: 484-020-006, 484-020-018 & 484-020-025

Effective Approval Date:
Effective Expiration Date:

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Planning Division

P1.

P2.

P3.

P4.

Plot Plan PA16-0039 has been approved for the development of an apartment
project to include twelve one-story two-unit apartment buildings, thirty one two-
story 8-unit buildings for a total of 272 apartment units. The apartments will
include a mix of 1-bedroom, 2-bedroom and 3-bedroom units. Amenities include
a community building with leasing office, lounge area with a kitchen, fithess
room, game room, theater room and, a computer room. Other amenities include
a pool and spa, a tot lot and open space for activities.

The project as designed provides a total of 534 parking spaces including 160
garages, 141 carports, and 233 open parking spaces for residents and guests.
Based on Municipal Code Section 9.11 a project of this size and unit make up
requires a total of 512 parking spaces of which 296 must be covered.

This approval shall comply with all applicable requirements of the City of Moreno
Valley Municipal Code.

This plot plan shall expire three years after the approval date unless extended as
provided by the City of Moreno Valley Municipal Code; otherwise it shall become
null and void and of no effect whatsoever. (MC 9.02.230)

The site shall be developed in accordance with the approved plot plan on file in
the Community Development Department - Planning Division, the General Plan,
the Municipal Code regulations, and the conditions contained herein. (MC
9.14.020)

l.c

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
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l.c

FINAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
PLOT PLAN PA16-0039
PAGE 2 OF 40

P5.

P6.

P7.

P8.

P9.

P10.

All undeveloped portions of the site shall be maintained in a manner that
provides for the control of weeds, erosion and dust. (MC 9.02.030)

All landscaped areas shall be maintained in a healthy and thriving condition, free
from weeds, trash and debris. (MC 9.02.030)

Any signs indicated on the submitted plans are not included with this approval.
Any signs, whether permanent (e.g. wall, monument) or temporary (e.g. banner,
flag), proposed for this development shall be designed in conformance with the
sign provisions of the Municipal Code or an approved sign program, if applicable,
and shall require separate application and approval by the Planning Division. No
signs are permitted in the public right of way. (MC 9.12)

All site plans, grading plans, landscape and irrigation plans, and street improvement
plans shall be coordinated for consistency with this approval.

The design of all swales and basins that are visible from the public right-of-way shall be
integrated with the surrounding landscape areas.

If the proposed project requires blasting, it shall be used only as a last resort. In
such cases, it shall be approved by the Fire Marshall, and the developer shall
comply with the current City ordinance governing blasting. (Ord)

PRIOR TO GRADING

P11.

P12.

P13.

P14.

(GP) Prior to issuance of grading permits, the developer shall pay the applicable
Stephen’s’ Kangaroo Rat (SKR) Habitat Conservation Plan mitigation fee. (Ord)

(GP) Prior to the issuance of grading permits, final erosion control landscape and
irrigation plans for all cut or fill slopes over 3 feet in height shall be submitted to
the Planning Division for review and approval for the phase in process. The
plans shall be designed in accordance with the slope erosion plan as required by
the City Engineer for that phase. Man-made slopes greater than 10 feet in height
shall be "land formed" to conform to the natural terrain and shall be landscaped
and stabilized to minimize visual scarring. (GP Objective 1.5, MC 9.08.080, DG)

(GP) Prior to approval of any grading permits, final median
enhancement/landscape/irrigation plans shall be submitted to the Planning
Division, and Public Works Department — Special Districts Division for review and
approval by each division. (GP - Circulation Master Plan) Timing of installation
shall be determined by Special Districts.

(GP) Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the grading plan shall show
decorative concrete paving for all driveway ingress/egress locations of the project
and across drive aisles throughout the development to connect required paths of
travel with the public right-of-way.
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FINAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
PLOT PLAN PA16-0039
PAGE 3 OF 40

P15.

P16.

P17.

(GP) Prior to issuance of grading permits, the developer shall submit wall/fence
plans to the Planning Division for review and approval and of any proposed
retaining walls. The wall and fence materials shall be decorative in nature, while
the combination of retaining and other walls on top shall not exceed the City’s
height requirement.

(GP) Within thirty (30) days prior to any grading or other land disturbance, a pre-
construction survey for Burrowing Owls shall be conducted pursuant to the
established guidelines of the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan.

(GP) Prior to the issuance of grading permits, building permits or building final,
mitigation measures contained in the Mitigation Monitoring Program approved
with this project and as referenced in the conditions of approval for Plot Plan
PA16-0039 shall be implemented as provided therein. A mitigation monitoring
fee, as provided by City ordinance, shall be paid by the applicant within 30 days
of project approval. No City permit or approval shall be issued until such fee is
paid. (CEQA)

PRIOR TO BUILDING PERMITS

P18.

P19.

P20.

(BP) Prior to issuance of building permits, the Planning Division shall review and
approve the location and method of enclosure or screening of transformer
cabinets, commercial gas meters and back flow preventers as shown on the final
working drawings. Location and screening shall comply with the following criteria:
transformer cabinets and commercial gas meters shall not be located within
required setbacks and shall be screened from public view either by architectural
treatment or landscaping; multiple electrical meters shall be fully enclosed and
incorporated into the overall architectural design of the building(s); back-flow
preventers shall be screened by landscaping. (GP Objective 43.30, DG)

(BP) Prior to issuance of building permits, screening details shall be addressed
on plans for roof top equipment and trash enclosures submitted for Planning
Division review and approval. All equipment shall be completely screened so as
not to be visible from public view, and the screening shall be an integral part of
the building. For trash enclosures, landscaping shall be included on at least
three sides. The trash enclosure, including any roofing, shall be compatible with
the architecture for the building(s). (GP Objective 43.6, DG)

(BP) Prior to issuance of building permits, two copies of a detailed, on-site,
computer generated, point-by-point comparison lighting plan, including exterior
building, parking lot, and landscaping lighting, shall be submitted to the Planning
Division for review and approval. The lighting plan shall be generated on the plot
plan and shall be integrated with the final landscape plan. The plan shall indicate
the manufacturer's specifications for light fixtures used and shall include style,
illumination, location, height and method of shielding. The lighting shall be
designed in such a manner so that it does not exceed one-quarter foot-candle
minimum maintained lighting measured from within five feet of any property line.

l.c
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l.c

FINAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
PLOT PLAN PA16-0039
PAGE 4 OF 40

P21.

P22.

P23.

P24.

The lighting level for all parking lots or structures shall be a minimum coverage of
one foot-candle of light with a maximum of eight foot-candles. After the third plan
check review for lighting plans, an additional plan check fee will apply. (MC
9.08.100, DG)

(BP) Prior to issuance of building permits, for multi-family projects that propose
phased occupancy, a phasing plan application shall be submitted to the Planning
Division for approval.

(BP) Prior to issuance of building permits, the developer or developer's
successor-in-interest shall pay all applicable impact fees, including but not limited
to Transportation Uniform Mitigation fees (TUMF), Multi-species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) mitigation fees, and the City’'s adopted
Development Impact Fees. (Ord)

(BP) Prior to the issuance of building permits, the site plan shall include
landscape for trash enclosures to include landscape on three sides, while
elevation plans for trash enclosures shall be provided that include decorative
enhancements such as an enclosed roof and other decorative features that are
consistent with the architecture of the proposed buildings on the site, subject to
the approval of the Planning Division.

(BP) Prior to issuance of any building permits, final landscaping and irrigation
plans shall be submitted for review and approved by the Planning Division. After
the third plan check review for landscape plans, an additional plan check fee
shall apply. The plans shall be prepared in accordance with the City's Landscape
Standards and shall include:

A. A three (3) foot high decorative wall, solid hedge or berm shall be placed
in any setback areas between a public right of way and a parking lot for
screening.

B. Finger and end planters with required step outs and curbing shall be
provided every 12 parking stalls as well as at the terminus of each aisle.

C. Drought tolerant landscape shall be used. Sod shall be limited to
gathering and recreation areas

D. Street trees shall be provided every 40 feet on center in the parkway along
the Alessandro Boulevard, Perris Boulevard, Apple Blossom Lane and
Brodiaea Avenue frontages.

E. On-site trees shall be planted at an equivalent of one (1) tree per thirty
(30) linear feet of the perimeter of a parking lot and per thirty linear feet of
a building dimension for the portions of the building visible from a parking
lot or right of way. Trees may be massed for pleasing aesthetic effects.

F. Enhanced landscaping shall be provided at all driveway entries and
street corner locations and along the Alessandro Boulevard, Perris
Boulevard, Apple Blossom Lane and Brodiaea Avenue frontages.

G. The review of all utility boxes, transformers etc. shall be coordinated to
provide adequate screening from public view.
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H. Landscaping on three sides of any trash enclosure.

I. All site perimeter and parking lot landscape and irrigation shall be installed
prior to the release of certificate of any occupancy permits for the site.

J. Bio-retention or other water quality or storm water infrastructure placed in
a required landscape planter shall be landscaped per Municipal Code
Section 9.17 and the City’s Landscape Standards.

P25. (BP) Prior to the issuance of building permits, mitigation measures contained in
the Mitigation Monitoring Program approved with this project and as referenced
in the conditions of approval for Plot Plan PA16-0039 shall be implemented as
provided therein.

PRIOR TO BUILDING FINAL

P26. (BF) Prior to building final, the required landscaping and irrigation shall be
installed. (MC 9.03.040)

P27. (BF) Prior to building final all required and proposed fences and walls shall be
constructed according to the approved plans on file in the Planning Division.
(MC 9.080.070).

P28. (BF) Prior to building final, installed landscaping and irrigation shall be inspected
by the Planning Division. All on-site and common area landscaping shall be
installed in accordance with the City's Landscape Standards and the approved
project landscape plans and all site clean-up shall be completed. All site
perimeter and parking lot landscape and irrigation shall be installed prior building
final for the site or pad in question.

P29. (BF) Prior to building final, Planning approved/stamped landscape plans shall be
provided to the Community Development Department — Planning Division on a
CD disk.

Mitigation Measures

P30. AIR PDF 1: The project applicant shall require that the grading contractor limit
the daily disturbed area to 5 acres or less.

P31. AIR PDF 2: The site plan shall detail sidewalks that are accessible to the public
will be constructed on the project site adjacent to Perris Boulevard and
Alessandro Boulevard.

P32. AIR PDF 3: The project applicant will provide separate onsite bins to dispose of
recyclables and trash.

P33. AIR PDF 4: The project applicant shall require all contractors to adhere to
SCAQMD’s Rule 402 requirements that do not allow the discharge of any source
of air contaminants or odors that may create a nuisance at the nearby homes.
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P34.

P35.

P36.

Specific actions to reduce air contaminant and odor impacts include the
following:
e Place all stockpiles of material that may emit odors and/or air
contaminants (e.g. asphalt concrete, trash, vegetation, etc...) as far as
away as practical from the nearby homes.

e Place the equipment storage and maintenance area as far away as
practical from the nearby homes and require that all refueling activities
occur within the equipment storage and maintenance area.

e Restrict the outdoor spraying of architectural coatings and other solvents,
when the wind is blowing directly at the nearby homes.

CR-1: Archaeologist Retained/CRMP Prepared: Prior to the issuance of a
grading permit, the Project Applicant shall provide evidence to the City of Moreno
Valley that a professional archaeological monitor has been retained by the
Applicant to conduct monitoring of all mass grading and trenching activities and
that the monitor has the authority to temporarily halt and redirect earthmoving
activities in the event that suspected archaeological resources are unearthed
during Project construction. The Project archaeologist, with input from the
appropriate Tribe, shall prepare a Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan (CRMP) to
document protocols for inadvertent finds, to determine potential protection
measures from further damage and destruction for any identified archaeological
resource(s)/ tribal cultural resources (TCRs), outline the process for monitoring
and for completion of the final Phase IV Monitoring Report. If any archaeological
and/or TCRs are identified during monitoring, these will also be documented and
addressed per standard archaeological protocols in the Phase IV report, with the
exception of human remains which will be addressed per MM CUL-5. The Project
Archaeologist shall attend the pre-grading meeting with the City and contractors
to explain and coordinate the requirements of the monitoring program.

CR-2: Tribal Monitor Retained: At least 30 days prior to the issuance of a grading
permit the Applicant shall contact the appropriate Luisefio tribe to develop a
Cultural Resources Treatment Agreement and shall provide evidence to the City
of Moreno Valley that the professionally qualified Luisefio Native American
monitor(s) has been secured from the interested tribe(s), and that the shall be
allowed to monitor all mass grading and trenching activities. The Tribal
representative(s) shall attend the pre-grading meeting with the City and
contractors to explain and coordinate the requirements of the monitoring
program.

CR-3: Inadvertent Finds: If, during mass grading and trenching activities, the
Archaeologist or Tribal representatives suspect that an archaeological resource
and/or TCR may have been unearthed, the monitor identifying the potential
resources, in consultation with the other monitor as appropriate, shall
immediately halt and redirect grading operations in a 50-foot radius around the
find to allow identification and evaluation of the suspected resource. The Native
American monitor(s) or appropriate representative(s) and the archaeological
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P37.

P38.

P39.

P40.

monitor shall evaluate the suspected resource and make a determination of
significance pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2. The
archaeological monitor and tribal monitor(s) or appropriate representative(s), the
Project Applicant, and the City Planning Division shall confer regarding mitigation
of the discovered resource(s). All sacred sites, should they be encountered
within the project area, shall be avoided and preserved as the preferred
mitigation, if feasible.

CR-4: Grading Plans: Prior to grading permit issuance, the City shall verify that
the following note is included on the Grading Plan: “If any suspected
archaeological resources are discovered during ground-disturbing activities and
the archaeological monitor or Tribal representatives are not present, the
construction supervisor is obligated to halt work in a 50-foot radius around the
find and call the project archaeologist and the Tribal representatives to the site to
assess the significance of the find."

CR-5: Human Remains State Law: If human remains are encountered, California
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall
occur until the Riverside County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to
origin. Further, pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section
5097.98(b), remains shall be left in place and free from disturbance until a final
decision as to the treatment and disposition has been made by the Coroner. If
the Riverside County Coroner determines the remains to be Native American, the
California Native American Heritage Commission must be contacted within 24
hours. The Native American Heritage Commission must then immediately notify
the “most likely descendant(s)” of receiving notification of the discovery. The
most likely descendant(s) shall then make recommendations within 48 hours,
and engage in consultations concerning the treatment of the remains as provided
in Public Resources Code §5097.98.

CR-6: Final Phase IV Report: Prior to building permit issuance, the Project
archaeologist shall prepare a final Phase IV Monitoring Report as outlined in the
CRMP, which shall be submitted to the City Planning Division, the appropriate
Native American tribe(s), and the Eastern Information Center at the University of
California, Riverside. The report shall document project impacts to archaeological
and tribal resources, if any. All cultural material, excluding sacred, ceremonial,
grave goods and human remains, collected during the grading monitoring
program and from any previous archaeological studies or excavations on the
project site shall be curated, as determined by the treatment plan, according to
the current professional repository standards and may include the Pechanga
Bands curatorial facility, or the Western Science Center in Hemet, at the
landowners discretion.

NOI-1: The project applicant shall construct the following sound walls: (1) A
minimum 4.5-foot high wall around all private west facing ground floor patios on
Buildings B33, B34, B35, and B36; (2) A minimum 3.5-foot high wall around all
private west facing second floor balconies on Buildings B33, B34, B35, and B36;
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and (3) A minimum 4.0-foot high wall around all private north facing ground floor
patios on Buildings BO1, B02, B03, B15, B16, and B17. The sound walls shall be
required to be constructed of a solid material (e.g., glass, wood or plaster) that
are free of any cutouts or openings.

P41. NOI-2: The Project Applicant shall provide a “windows closed” condition for each
proposed residential apartment unit. A “windows closed” condition requires a
means of mechanical ventilation per Chapter 12, Section 1205 of the Uniform
Building Code. This shall be achieved with a standard forced air conditioning
and heating system with a filtered outside air intake vent for each residential unit.

MORENO VALLEY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

S1. (BP) Prior to issuance of building permits, the developer shall provide to the
Community Development Director a written certification by the affected school
district that either: (1) the project has complied with the fee or other exaction
levied on the project by the governing board of the district, pursuant to
Government Code Section 65996; or (2) the fee or other requirement does not
apply to the project.

UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE

PO1. (BP) Prior to the issuance of building permits, the developer shall contact the
U.S. Postal Service to determine the appropriate type and location of mailboxes.

BUILDING AND SAFETY DIVISION

GENERAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

The following conditions 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. All new buildings 10,000 square feet and over, shall include building
commissioning in the design and construction processes of the building project to
verify that the building systems and components meet the owner's or owner
representative’s project requirements (OPR). All requirements in The 2013
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California Green Building Standards Code, sections 5.410.2 - 5.410.2.6 must be
met.

3. 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.

4. 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.

5. Building plans submitted shall be signed and sealed by a California licensed design
professional as required by the State Business and Professions Code.

6. The proposed residential project (3 or more dwelling units) shall comply with the
latest Federal Law, Americans with Disabilities Act, and State Law, California Code
of Regulations, Title 24, Chapter 11A for accessibility standards for the disabled
including access to the site, exits, kitchens, bathrooms, common spaces,
pools/spas, etc.

7. The proposed development is 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.

8. The proposed project is subject to approval by the Eastern Municipal Water District
and all applicable fees and charges shall be paid prior to permit issuance. Contact the
water district at 951.928.3777 for specific details.

9. Prior to permit issuance, every applicant shall submit a properly completed Waste
Management Plan (WMP), as a portion of the building or demolition permit process.
(MC 8.80.030)

10.Any construction within the city shall only be as follows: Monday through Friday
(except for holidays) seven a.m. to seventseven p.m.; weekends and holidays, eight
a.m. to four p.m., unless written approval is first obtained from the Building Official
or City Engineer per City of Moreno Valley Municipal Code (MC 8.14.040E).

11. Contact the Building Safety Division for permit application submittal requirements.

FIRE PREVENTION BUREAU

With respect to the conditions of approval, the following fire protection measures shall
be provided in accordance with Moreno Valley City Ordinances and/or recognized fire
protection standards:
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F1.

F2.

F3.

F4.

F5.

F6.

F9.

F10.

F11.

Final fire and life safety conditions will be addressed when the Fire Prevention
Bureau reviews building plans. These conditions will be based on occupancy,
use, California Building Code (CBC), California Fire Code (CFC), and related
codes, which are in force at the time of building plan submittal.

The Fire Prevention Bureau is required to set a minimum fire flow for the remodel
or construction of all commercial buildings per CFC Appendix B and Table
B105.1. The applicant/developer shall provide documentation to show there
exists a water system capable of delivering 1500 gallons per minute for 2 hour(s)
duration at 20-PSI residual operating pressure. The required fire flow may be
adjusted during the approval process to reflect changes in design. (CFC 507.3,
Appendix B)

Prior to issuance of Building Permits, the applicant/developer shall provide the
Fire Prevention Bureau with an approved site plan for Fire Lanes and signage.
(CFC 501.3)

Multi-family residences shall display the address in accordance with the
Riverside County Fire Department Premises Identification standard 07-01. (CFC
505.1)

Prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy or Building Final, “Knox Boxes”
shall be provided on the buildings. The Knox-Box shall be installed in an
accessible location approved by the Fire Code Official. (CFC 506.1)

Electric powered gates shall be provided with Knox key switches for access by
emergency personnel. Where manual operated gates are permitted, they shall
be provided with a Knox box or Knox padlock. (CFC 506.1)

Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy or Building Final, the
applicant/developer shall install a fire sprinkler system. Fire sprinkler plans shall
be submitted to the Fire Prevention Bureau for approval prior to installation. (CFC
Chapter 9, MVMC 8.36.100[D])

Plans for private water mains supplying fire sprinkler systems and/or private fire
hydrants shall be submitted to the Fire Prevention Bureau for approval. (CFC 105
and CFC 3312.1)

Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy or Building Final, the
applicant/developer shall install a fire alarm system monitored by an approved
Underwriters Laboratory listed central station based on a requirement for
monitoring the sprinkler system, occupancy or use. Fire alarm panel shall be
accessible from exterior of building in an approved location. Plans shall be
submitted to the Fire Prevention Bureau for approval prior to installation. (CFC
Chapter 9 and MVMC 8.36.100)
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F12.

F13.

F14.

F15.

F16.

F17.

F18.

F19.

F20.

Fire lanes and fire apparatus access roads shall have an unobstructed width of
not less than twenty—four (24) feet and an unobstructed vertical clearance of not
less the thirteen (13) feet six (6) inches. (CFC 503.2.1 and MVMC 8.36.060[E])

All Fire Department access roads or driveways shall not exceed 12 percent
grade. (CFC 503.2.7 and MVMC 8.36.060[G])

The angle of approach and departure for any means of Fire Department access
shall not exceed 1 fft. drop in 20 #ft. (0.3 m drop in 6 m), and the design
limitations of the fire apparatus of the Fire Department shall be subject to
approval by the AHJ. (CFC 503 and MVMC 8.36.060)

The Fire Department emergency vehicular access road shall be (all weather
surface) capable of sustaining an imposed load of 80,000 Ibs. GVW, based on
street standards approved by the Public Works Director and the Fire Prevention
Bureau. The approved fire access road shall be in place during the time of
construction. Temporary fire access roads shall be approved by the Fire
Prevention Bureau. (CFC 501.4, and MV City Standard Engineering Plan 108d)

During phased construction, dead end roadways and streets which have not
been completed shall have a turn-around capable of accommodating fire
apparatus. (CFC 503.1 and 503.2.5)

If construction is phased, each phase shall provide an approved emergency
vehicular access way for fire protection prior to any building construction. (CFC
501.4)

The minimum number of fire hydrants required, as well as the location and
spacing of fire hydrants, shall comply with the C.F.C., MVMC, and NFPA 24.
Fire hydrants shall be located no closer than 40 feet to a building. A fire hydrant
shall be located within 50 feet of the fire department connection for buildings
protected with a fire sprinkler system. The size and number of outlets required
for the approved fire hydrants are (6" x 4" x 2 2" x 2 %2”) (CFC 507.5.1, 507.5.7,
Appendix C, NFPA 24-7.2.3, MVMC 912.2.1)

Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy or Building Final, “Blue Reflective
Markers” shall be installed to identify fire hydrant locations in accordance with
City specifications. (CFC 509.1 and MVLT 440A-0 through MVLT 440C-0)

Prior to issuance of Building Permits, the applicant/developer shall furnish one
copy of the water system plans to the Fire Prevention Bureau for review. Plans
shall:

a. Be signed by a registered civil engineer or a certified fire protection engineer;
b. Contain a Fire Prevention Bureau approval signature block; and

c. Conform to hydrant type, location, spacing of new and existing hydrants and
minimum fire flow required as determined by the Fire Prevention Bureau.

l.c
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The required water system, including fire hydrants, shall be installed, made
serviceable, and be accepted by the Moreno Valley Fire Department prior to
beginning construction. They shall be maintained accessible.

F21. The Fire Code Official is authorized to enforce the fire safety during construction
requirements of Chapter 33. (CFC Chapter 33 & CBC Chapter 33)

F22. Prior to construction, all traffic calming designs/devices must be approved by the
Fire Marshal and City Engineer.

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT = SPECIAL DISTRICTS DIVISION

Conditions are standard to all or most development projects. Some special conditions,
modified conditions or clarification of conditions may be included. Please review
conditions as listed and contact the Division at 951.413.3480 for any questions.

Acknowledgement of Conditions

The following are the Special Districts Division’s Conditions of Approval for PA16-0039;
this project shall be completed at no cost to any Government Agency. All questions
regarding the following Conditions including but not limited to intent, requests for
change/modification, variance and/or request for extension of time shall be sought from
the Special Districts Division of the Public Works Department 951.413.3480 or by
emailing specialdistricts@moval.org.

General Conditions

SD-1 The parcel(s) associated with this project have been incorporated into the
Moreno Valley Community Services District Zone A (Parks & Community
Services) and Zone C (Arterial Street Lighting). All assessable parcels
therein shall be subject to annual parcel taxes for Zone A and Zone C for
operations and capital improvements.

SD-2 The Moreno Valley Community Services District Zone A (Parks &
Community Services) tax is assessed per parcel or per dwelling unit for
parcels with more than one dwelling unit. Upon the issuance of building
permits, the Zone A tax will be assessed based on 272 dwelling units.

SD-3 Plans for median landscape areas designated in the project’s Conditions
of Approval for incorporation into a City coordinated landscape
maintenance program, shall be prepared and submitted in accordance
with the City of Moreno Valley Public Works Department Landscape
Design Guidelines. The guidelines are available on the City’s website at
www.moval.org/sd or from the Special Districts Division (951.413.3480 or
specialdistricts@moval.org).

l.c
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SD-4

SD-5

SD-6

SD-7

SD-8

SD-9

The Developer, or the Developer's successors or assignees shall be
responsible for median landscape maintenance for a period of one (1)
year commencing from the time all items of work have been completed to
the satisfaction of Special Districts staff as per the City of Moreno Valley
Public Works Department Landscape Design Guidelines, or until such
time as the District accepts maintenance responsibilities.

Any damage to existing landscape areas maintained by the City of Moreno
Valley due to project construction shall be repaired/replaced by the
Developer, or Developer’'s successors in interest, at no cost to the City of
Moreno Valley.

The ongoing maintenance of any parkway landscaping required to be
installed behind the curb on Apple Blossom Ln., Brodiaea Ave., Perris
Blvd., and Alessandro Blvd. shall be the responsibility of the property
owner.

Plan check fees for review of median landscape plans for improvements
that shall be maintained by the City of Moreno Valley are due upon the
first plan submittal. (MC 3.32.040)

Inspection fees for the monitoring of median landscape installation
associated with the City of Moreno Valley maintained medians are due
prior to the required pre-construction meeting. (MC 3.32.040)

Street Light Authorization forms for all street lights that are conditioned to
be installed as part of this project must be submitted to the Special
Districts Division for approval, prior to street light installation. The Street
Light Authorization form can be obtained from the utility company
providing electric service to the project, either Moreno Valley Utility or
Southern California Edison. For questions, contact the Special Districts
Division at 951.413.3480 or specialdistricts@moval.org.

Prior to Building Permit Issuance

SD-10

(BP) This project has been identified to potentially be included in the
formation of a Map Act Area of Benefit Special District for the construction
of major thoroughfares and/or freeway improvements. The property
owner(s) shall participate in such District and pay any special tax,
assessment, or fee levied upon the project property for such District. At
the time of the public hearing to consider formation of the district, the
property owner(s) will not protest the formation, but will retain the right to
object any eventual assessment that is not equitable should the financial
burden of the assessment not be reasonably proportionate to the benefit
the affected property obtains from the improvements to be installed. The
Developer must notify the Special Districts Division at 951.413.3480 or at

l.c
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SD-11

SD-12

specialdistricts@moval.org of its selected financial option when submitting
an application for the first building permit to determine whether the
development will be subjected to this condition. If subject to the condition,
the special election requires a 90 day process in compliance with the
provisions of Article 13C of the California Constitution. (Street & Highway
Code, GP Objective 2.14.2, MC 9.14.100).

(BP) This project has been conditioned to provide a funding source for the
continued maintenance, enhancement, and or retrofit of neighborhood
parks, open spaces, linear parks, and/or trails systems. The Developer
shall satisfy this condition with one of the options below.

a. Participate in a special election for annexation into Community
Facilities District No. 1 and pay all associated costs with the
special election process and formation, if any; or

b. Establish an endowment fund to cover future maintenance costs
for new neighborhood parks.

The Developer must notify the Special Districts Division at 951.413.3480
or at specialdistricts@moval.org when submitting the application for
building permit issuance of its selected financial option. If option a. is
selected, the special election will require a 90 day process prior to building
permit issuance. This allows adequate time to be in compliance with the
provisions of Article 13C of the California Constitution.

Annexation to CFD No. 1 shall be completed or proof of payment to
establish the endowment fund shall be provided prior to the issuance of
the first certificate of occupancy for the project.

(BP) This project has been identified to be included in the formation of a
Community Facilities District (Mello-Roos) for Public Safety services,
including but not limited to Police, Fire Protection, Paramedic Services,
Park Rangers, and Animal Control services. The property owner(s) shall
not protest the formation; however, they retain the right to object to the
rate and method of maximum special tax. In compliance with Proposition
218, the property owner shall agree to approve the mail ballot proceeding
(special election) for either formation of the CFD or annexation into an
existing district. The Developer must notify the Special Districts Division
at 951.413.3480 or at specialdistricts@moval.org when submitting the
application for building permit issuance to determine the requirement for
participation. If the first building permit is pulled prior to formation of the
district, this condition will not apply. If the condition applies, the special
election will require a minimum of 90 days prior to issuance of the first
building permit. This allows adequate time to be in compliance with the
provisions of Article 13C of the California Constitution. (California
Government Code Section 53313 et. seq.)

l.c
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SD-13

SD-14

(BP) This project is conditioned to provide a funding source for the
following special financing program(s):

a. Street Lighting Services for capital improvements, energy
charges, and maintenance.

b. Landscape Maintenance Services for median landscaping on
Perris Blvd. and Alessandro Blvd.

The Developer’s responsibility is to provide a funding source for the capital
improvements and the continued maintenance. The Developer shall
satisfy this condition with one of the options below.

I. Participate in a special election (mail ballot
proceeding) and pay all associated costs of the
special election and formation, if any. Financing may
be structured through a Community Services District
zone, Community Facilities District, Landscape and
Lighting Maintenance District, or other financing
structure as determined by the City; or

il. Establish a Property Owner’'s Association (POA) or
Home Owner's Association (HOA) which will be
responsible for any and all operation and
maintenance costs

The Developer must notify the Special Districts Division at 951.413.3480
or at specialdistricts@moval.org of its selected financial option when
submitting the application for building permit issuance. The option for
participating in a special election requires approximately 90 days to
complete the special election process. This allows adequate time to be in
compliance with the provisions of Article 13C of the California Constitution.

The financial option selected shall be in place prior to the issuance of the
first certificate of occupancy for the project.

(BP) This project is conditioned for a proposed district to provide a funding
source for the operation and maintenance of public improvements and/or
services associated with new development in that territory. The Developer
shall satisfy this condition with one of the options outlined below.

a. Participate in a special election for maintenance/services and
pay all associated costs of the election process and formation, if
any. Financing may be structured through a Community
Facilities District, Landscape and Lighting Maintenance District,
or other financing structure as determined by the City; or

l.c
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SD-15

SD-16

b. Establish an endowment fund to cover the future maintenance
and/or service costs.

The Developer must notify the Special Districts Division at 951.413.3480
or at specialdistricts@moval.org when submitting the application for
building permit issuance. If the first building permit is pulled prior to
formation of the district, this condition will not apply. If the district has
been or is in the process of being formed the Developer must inform the
Special Districts Division of its selected financing option (a. or b. above).
The option for participating in a special election requires 90 days to
complete the special election process. This allows adequate time to be in
compliance with the provisions of Article 13C of the California Constitution.

The financial option selected shall be in place prior to the issuance of the
first certificate of occupancy for the project.

Commercial (BP) If Land Development, a Division of the Public Works
Department, requires this project to supply a funding source necessary to
provide for, but not limited to, stormwater utilities services for the
continuous operation, remediation and/or replacement, monitoring,
systems evaluations and enhancement of on-site facilities and performing
annual inspections of the affected areas to ensure compliance with state
mandated stormwater regulations, a funding source needs to be
established. The Developer must notify the Special Districts Division at
951.413.3480 or at specialdistricts@moval.org of its selected financial
option for the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
program when submitting the application for the first building permit
issuance (see Land Development’s related condition). Participating in a
special election the process requires a 90 day period prior to the City’'s
issuance of a building permit. This allows adequate time to be in
compliance with the provisions of Article 13D of the California Constitution.
(California Health and Safety Code Sections 5473 through 5473.8 (Ord.
708 Section 3.1, 2006) & City of Moreno Valley Municipal Code Title 3,
Section 3.50.050.)

(BP) Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for this project, the
Developer shall pay Advanced Energy fees for all applicable Residential
and Arterial Street Lights required for this development. Payment shall be
made to the City of Moreno Valley and collected by the Land Development
Division. Fees are based upon the Advanced Energy fee rate in place at
the time of payment, as set forth in the current Listing of City Fees,
Charges, and Rates adopted by City Council. The Developer shall
provide a copy of the receipt to the Special Districts Division
(specialdistricts@moval.org). Any change in the project which may
increase the number of street lights to be installed will require payment of
additional Advanced Energy fees at the then current fee. Questions may
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be directed to the Special Districts Division at 951.413.3480 or
specialdistricts@moval.org.

SD-17 (BP) For those areas to be maintained by the City and prior to the
issuance of the first Building Permit, Planning Division (Community
Development Department), Special Districts Division (the Public Works
Department) and Transportation Division (the Public Works Department)
shall review and approve the final median, landscape/irrigation plans as
designated on the tentative map or in these Conditions of Approval prior to
the issuance of the first Building Permit.

Prior to Certificate of Occupancy

SD-18 (CO) Median landscaping specified in the project’'s Conditions of Approval
shall be constructed in compliance with the City of Moreno Valley Public
Works Design Guidelines and completed prior to the issuance of the first
Certificate of Occupancy/Building Final for this project.

SD-19 (CO) Landscape and irrigation plans for median landscaping areas
designated to be maintained by the City shall be placed on compact disk
(CD) in pdf format. The CD shall include “As Built” plans, revisions, and
changes. The CD will become the property of the City of Moreno Valley
and the Moreno Valley Community Services District.

MORENO VALLEY UTILITY

Acknowledgement of Conditions

The following items are Moreno Valley Utility’s Conditions of Approval for project
PA16-0039; this project shall be completed at no cost to any Government Agency. All
guestions regarding Moreno Valley Utility’s Conditions including but not limited to,
intent, requests for change/modification, variance and/or request for extension of time
shall be sought from Moreno Valley Utility (the Electric Utility Division) of the Finance
and Management Services Department 951.413.3500, mvuengineering@moval.org.
The applicant is fully responsible for communicating with Moreno Valley Utility staff
regarding their conditions.

PRIOR TO ENERGIZING MVU ELECTRIC UTILITY SYSTEM AND CERTIFICATE OF
OCCUPANCY

MVU-1 (R) This project requires the installation of electric distribution facilities. A non-
exclusive easement shall be provided to Moreno Valley Utility and shall
include the rights of ingress and egress for the purpose of operation,
maintenance, facility repair, and meter reading.

l.c
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MVU-2

MVU-3

MVU-4

(BP) City of Moreno Valley Municipal Utility Service — Electrical Distribution:
Prior to constructing the MVU Electric Utility System, the developer shall
submit a detailed engineering plan showing design, location and schematics
for the utility system to be approved by the City Engineer. In accordance with
Government Code Section 66462, the Developer shall execute an agreement
with the City providing for the installation, construction, improvement and
dedication of the utility system following recordation of final map and
concurrent with trenching operations and other subdivision improvements so
long as said agreement incorporates the approved engineering plan and
provides financial security to guarantee completion and dedication of the utility
system.

The Developer shall coordinate and receive approval from the City Engineer to
install, construct, improve, and dedicate to the City, or the City’s designee, all
utility infrastructure (including but not limited to conduit, equipment, vaults,
ducts, wires, switches, conductors, transformers, and “bring-up” facilities
including electrical capacity to serve the identified development and other
adjoining/abutting/ or benefiting projects as determined by Moreno Valley
Utility) — collectively referred to as “utility system” (to and through the
development), along with any appurtenant real property easements, as
determined by the City Engineer to be necessary for the distribution and /or
delivery of any and all “utility services” to each lot and unit within the Tentative
Map. For purposes of this condition, “utility services” shall mean electric,
cable television, telecommunication (including video, voice, and data) and
other similar services designated by the City Engineer. “Utility services” shall
not include sewer, water, and natural gas services, which are addressed by
other conditions of approval.

The City, or the City’s designee, shall utilize dedicated utility facilities to ensure
safe, reliable, sustainable and cost effective delivery of utility services and
maintain the integrity of streets and other public infrastructure. Developer
shall, at developer's sole expense, install or cause the installation of such
interconnection facilities as may be necessary to connect the electrical
distribution infrastructure within the project to the Moreno Valley Utility owned
and controlled electric distribution system.

This project is subject to a Reimbursement Agreement and is responsible for a
proportionate share of costs associated with electrical distribution
infrastructure previously installed that directly benefits the project.

Payment shall be required prior to issuance of building permits.

For all new projects, existing Moreno Valley Utility electrical infrastructure shall
be preserved in place. The developer will be responsible, at developer
expense, for any and all costs associated with the relocation of any of Moreno
Valley Utility’s underground electrical distribution facilities, as determined by
Moreno Valley Utility, which may be in conflict with any developer planned
construction on the project site.

l.c
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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.

LD2.

LDS.

LDA4.

LDS.

(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]

(G) The plot 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)]

(G) In the event right of way or offsite easements are required to construct
offsite improvements necessary for the orderly development of the surrounding
area to meet the public health and safety needs, the developer shall make a
good faith effort to acquire the needed right of way in accordance with the Land
Development Division’s administrative policy. If unsuccessful, the Developer
shall enter into an agreement with the City to acquire the necessary right of way
or offsite easements and complete the improvements at such time the City
acquires the right of way or offsite easements which will permit the
improvements to be made. The developer shall be responsible for all costs
associated with the right of way or easement acquisition. [GC 66462.5]

(G) If improvements associated with this project are not initiated within two (2)
years of the date of approval of the Public Improvement Agreement (PIA), the
City Engineer may require that the engineer's estimate for improvements
associated with the project be modified to reflect current City construction costs
in effect at the time of request for an extension of time for the PIA or issuance
of a permit.

(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.

l.c
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LD6.

LD7.

LD8.

LD9.

LD10.

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.

(G) The developer shall protect downstream properties from damage caused by
alteration of drainage patterns (i.e. concentration or diversion of flow, etc.).
Protection shall be provided by constructing adequate drainage facilities,
including, but not limited to, modifying existing facilities or by securing a
drainage easement. [MC 9.14.110]

(G) Public drainage easements, when required, shall be a minimum of 25 feet
wide and shall be shown on the map and plan, and noted as follows: “Drainage
Easement — no structures, obstructions, or encroachments by landfills are
allowed.” In addition, the grade within the easement area shall not exceed a 3:1
(H:V) slope, unless approved by the City Engineer.

(G) Prior to any plan approval, a final detailed drainage study (prepared by a
registered/licensed civil engineer) shall be submitted for review and approved
by the City Engineer. The study shall include existing and proposed hydrologic
conditions as well as hydraulic calculations for all drainage control devices and
storm drain lines. [MC 9.14.110(A.1)]. A digital (pdf) copy of the approved
drainage study shall be submitted to the Land Development Division.

(G) The final approved conditions of approval (COAs) and any applicable
Mitigation Measures issued by the Planning Division shall be photographically
or electronically placed on Mylar sheets and included in the Grading and Street
Improvement plans.

(G) Aggregate slurry, as defined in Section 203-5 of Standard Specifications for
Public Works Construction, may be required just prior to the end of the one-
year warranty period of the public streets at the discretion of the City Engineer.
If slurry is required, a slurry mix design shall be submitted for review and
approved by the City Engineer. The latex additive shall be Ultra Pave 70 (for
anionic) or Ultra Pave 65 K (for cationic) or an approved equal per the
geotechnical report. The latex shall be added at the emulsion plant after
weighing the asphalt and before the addition of mixing water. The latex shall
be added at a rate of two to two-and-one-half (2 to 2Y%) parts to one-hundred
(100) parts of emulsion by volume. Any existing striping shall be removed prior
to slurry application and replaced per City standards.

l.c
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Prior to Grading Plan Approval

LD13.

LD14.

LD15.

LD16.

LD17.

LD18.

(GPA) Grading plans (prepared by a registered/licensed civil engineer) shall be
submitted for review and approved by the City Engineer per the current
submittal requirements.

(GPA) Landscape & Irrigation plans (prepared by a registered/licensed
landscape architect) for water quality BMPs shall be submitted for review and
approved by the City Engineer per the current submittal requirements, if
applicable.

(GPA) The developer shall ensure compliance with the City Grading ordinance,
these Conditions of Approval and the following criteria:

a. The project street and lot grading shall be designed in a manner that
perpetuates the existing natural drainage patterns with respect to tributary
drainage area and outlet points. Unless otherwise approved by the City
Engineer, lot lines shall be located at the top of slopes.

b. Any grading that creates cut or fill slopes adjacent to the street shall provide
erosion control, sight distance control, and slope easements as approved by
the City Engineer.

c. All improvement plans are substantially complete and appropriate clearance
letters are provided to the City.

d. A soils/geotechnical report (addressing the soil’s stability and geological
conditions of the site) shall be submitted to the Land Development Division
for review. A digital (pdf) copy of the soils/geotechnical report shall be
submitted to the Land Development Division.

(GPA) The developer shall select Low Impact Development (LID) Best
Management Practices (BMPs) designed per the latest version of the Water
Quality Management Plan (WQMP) - a guidance document for the Santa Ana
region of Riverside County.

(GPA) For projects that will result in discharges of storm water associated with
construction with a soil disturbance of one or more acres of land, the developer
shall submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) and obtain a Waste Discharger's
Identification number (WDID#) from the State Water Quality Control Board
(SWQCB) which shall be noted on the grading plans.

(GPA) Two (2) copies of the final project-specific Water Quality Management
Plan (WQMP) shall be submitted for review and approved by the City Engineer,
which:

a. Addresses Site Design Best Management Practices (BMPs) such as
minimizing impervious areas, maximizing permeability, minimizes directly
connected impervious areas to the City’s street and storm drain systems,
and conserves natural areas;

b. Incorporates Source Control BMPs and provides a detailed description of
their implementation;

l.c
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LD19.

LD20.
LD21.

c. Describes the long-term operation and maintenance requirements for BMPs
requiring maintenance; and

d. Describes the mechanism for funding the long-term operation and
maintenance of the BMPs.

A copy of the final WQMP template can be obtained on the City’s Website or by
contacting the Land Development Division. A digital (pdf) copy of the approved
final project-specific Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) shall be
submitted to the Land Development Division.

(GPA) A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) shall be prepared in
conformance with the State’s current Construction Activities Storm Water
General Permit. A copy of the current SWPPP shall be kept at the project site
and be available for review upon request.

(GPA) The developer shall pay all remaining plan check fees.

(GPA) Resolution of all drainage issues shall be as approved by the City
Engineer.

Prior to Grading Permit

LD22.

LD23.

LD24.

LD25.
LD26.

LD27.

LD28.

(GP) A receipt showing payment of the Area Drainage Plan (ADP) fee to
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District shall be
submitted. [MC 9.14.100(0)]

(GP) Security, in the form of a cash deposit (preferable), or letter of credit shall
be submitted as a guarantee of the completion of the grading operations for the
project. [MC 8.21.070]

(GP) Security, in the form of a cash deposit (preferable), or letter of credit shall
be submitted as a guarantee of the implementation and maintenance of erosion
control measures. At least twenty-five (25) percent of the required security shall
be in the form of a cash deposit with the City. [MC 8.21.160(H)]

(GP) The developer shall pay all applicable inspection fees.

(GP) A digital (pdf) copy of the approved grading plans shall be submitted to
the Land Development Division.

(GP) Prior to the payment of the Development Impact Fee (DIF), the developer
may enter into a DIF Improvement Credit Agreement to secure credit for the
construction of applicable improvements, if applicable. If the developer fails to
complete this agreement prior to the timing specified above, no credits will be
given. The developer shall pay current DIF fees adopted by the City Council.
[Ord. 695 § 1.1 (part), 2005] [MC 3.38.030, 040, 050]

(BP) Prior to the payment of the Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF),
the developer may enter into a TUMF Improvement Credit Agreement to secure
credit for the construction of applicable improvements, if applicable. If the
developer fails to complete this agreement by the timing specified above, no
credits will be given. The developer shall pay current TUMF fees adopted by
the City Council. [Ord. 835 § 2.1, 2012] [MC 3.44.060]

l.c
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Prior to Improvement Plan Approval

LD29.

LD30.

LD31.

LD32.

LDS3.

LD34.

LD35.

LD36.

LD37.

LD38.

(IPA) All public improvement plans (prepared by a licensed/registered civil
engineer) shall be submitted for review and approved by the City Engineer per
the current submittal requirements.

(IPA) The developer shall submit clearances from all applicable agencies, and
pay all applicable plan check fees.

(IPA) The street improvement plans shall comply with current City policies,
plans and applicable City standards (i.e. MVSI-160 series, etc.) throughout this
project.

(IPA) The design plan and profile shall be based upon a centerline, extending
beyond the project boundaries a minimum distance of 300 feet at a grade and
alignment approved by the City Engineer.

(IPA) The plans shall indicate any restrictions on trench repair pavement cuts to
reflect the City’s moratorium on disturbing newly-constructed pavement less
than three (3) years old and recently slurry sealed streets less than one (1) year
old. Pavement cuts for trench repairs may be allowed for emergency repairs or
as specifically approved by the City Engineer.

(IPA) The developer shall pothole to determine the exact location and elevation
of existing underground utilities and incorporate the results into the design of
the plans. The developer shall coordinate with all affected utility companies
and bear all costs of utility relocations.

(IPA) The developer is required to bring any existing access ramps adjacent to
and fronting the project to current ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act)
requirements. However, when work is required in an intersection that involves
or impacts existing access ramps, all access ramps in that intersection shall be
retrofitted to comply with current ADA requirements, unless approved otherwise
by the City Engineer.

(IPA) Drainage facilities (i.e. catch basins, etc.) with sump conditions shall be
designed to convey the tributary 100-year storm flows. Secondary emergency
escape shall also be provided.

(IPA) The hydrology study shall be designed to accept and properly convey all
off-site drainage flowing onto or through the site. All storm drain design and
improvements shall be submitted for review and approved of the City Engineer.
In the event that the City Engineer permits the use of streets for drainage
purposes, the provisions of current City standards shall apply. Should the
guantities exceed the street capacity or the use of streets be prohibited for
drainage purposes, as in the case where one travel lane in each direction shall
not be used for drainage conveyance for emergency vehicle access on streets
classified as minor arterials and greater, the developer shall provide adequate
facilities as approved by the City Engineer. [MC 9.14.110 A.2]

(IPA) For non-subdivision projects, all street dedications shall be free of
encumbrances, irrevocably offered to the public and shall continue in force until
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the City accepts or abandons such offers, unless otherwise approved by the
City Engineer.

Prior to Encroachment Permit

LD39. (EP) All work performed within public right of way requires an encroachment
permit. Security (in the form of a cash deposit or other approved means) may
be required as determined by the City Engineer. For non-subdivision projects,
the City Engineer may require the execution of a Public Improvement
Agreement (PIA) as a condition of the issuance of a construction or
encroachment permit. All inspection fees shall be paid prior to issuance of
construction permit. [MC 9.14.100(C.4)]

LD40. (EP) A digital (pdf) copy of all approved improvement plans shall be submitted
to the Land Development Division.

LD41. (EP) All applicable inspection fees shall be paid.

Prior to Building Permit

LD42. (BP) For non-subdivision projects, the developer shall guarantee the
completion of all related public improvements required for this project by
executing a Public Improvement Agreement (PIA) with the City and posting the
required security. [MC 9.14.220]

LD43. (BP) For non-subdivision projects, the developer shall comply with the
requirements of the City Engineer based on recommendations of the Riverside
County Flood Control District regarding the construction of County Master Plan
Facilities.

LD44. (BP) For non-subdivision projects, the developer shall enter into a Cooperative
Agreement with the City and Riverside County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District establishing the terms and conditions covering the
inspection, operation and maintenance of Master Drainage Plan facilities
required to be constructed as part of the project, if applicable.

LD45. (BP) Certification to the line, grade, flow test, and system invert elevations for
the water quality control BMPs shall be submitted or review and approved by
the City Engineer (excluding models homes).

LD46. (BP) An engineered-fill certification, rough grade certification and compaction
report shall be submitted for review and approved by the City Engineer. A
digital (pdf) copy of the approved compaction report shall be submitted to the
Land Development Division. All pads shall meet pad elevations per approved
grading plans as noted by the setting of “blue-top” markers installed by a
registered land surveyor or licensed civil engineer.

Prior to Occupancy

LD47. (CO) All required as-built plans (prepared by a registered/licensed civil
engineer) shall be submitted for review and approved by the City Engineer per
the current submittal requirements.

l.c

Attachment: COAs [Revision 4] (2340 : PA16-0039 Plot Plan)

Packet Pg. 113




FINAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
PLOT PLAN PA16-0039
PAGE 25 OF 40

LDA48.

LDA49.
LD50.

LD51.

(CO) The engineered final/precise grade certification shall be submitted for
review and approved by the City Engineer.

(CO) All outstanding fees shall be paid.

(CO) For non-subdivision projects, in compliance with Proposition 218, the
developer shall agree to approve the City of Moreno Valley NPDES Regulatory
Rate Schedule that is in place at the time of certificate of occupancy issuance.
Under the current permit for storm water activities required as part of the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) as mandated by the
Federal Clean Water Act, this project is subject to the following requirements:

a. Select one of the following options to meet the financial responsibility to
provide storm water utilities services for the required continuous operation,
maintenance, monitoring system evaluations and enhancements,
remediation and/or replacement, all in accordance with Resolution No.
2002-46.

i. Participate in the mail ballot proceeding in compliance with Proposition
218, for the Common Interest, Commercial, Industrial and Quasi-Public
Use NPDES Regulatory Rate Schedule and pay all associated costs
with the ballot process; or

ii. Establish an endowment to cover future City costs as specified in the
Common Interest, Commercial, Industrial and Quasi-Public Use NPDES
Regulatory Rate Schedule.

b. Notify the Special Districts Division of the intent to request building permits
90 days prior to their issuance and the financial option selected. The
financial option selected shall be in place prior to the issuance of certificate
of occupancy. [California Government Code & Municipal Code]

(CO) The developer shall complete all public improvements in conformance
with current City standards, except as noted in the Special Conditions, including
but not limited to the following:

a. Street improvements including, but not limited to: pavement, base, curb
and/or gutter, cross gqutters, spandrel, sidewalks, drive approaches,
pedestrian ramps, street lights, signing, striping, under sidewalk drains,
landscaping and irrigation, medians, redwood header boards, pavement
tapers/transitions and traffic control devices as appropriate.

b. Storm drain facilities including, but not limited to: storm drain pipe, storm
drain laterals, open channels, catch basins and local depressions.

City-owned utilities.

d. Sewer and water systems including, but not limited to: sanitary sewer,
potable water and recycled water.

e. Under grounding of all existing and proposed utilities adjacent to and on-
site. [MC 9.14.130]

l.c
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f. Relocation of overhead electrical utility lines including, but not limited to:
electrical, cable and telephone.

LD52. (CO) For commercial and multi-family projects, a “Stormwater Treatment
Device and Control Measure Access and Maintenance Covenant” shall be
recorded to provide public notice of the maintenance requirements to be
implemented per the approved final project-specific WQMP. A boilerplate copy
of the “Stormwater Treatment Device and Control Measure Access and
Maintenance Covenant” can be obtained by contacting the Land Development
Division.

LD53. (CO) The Developer shall comply with the following water quality related items:

a. Notify the Land Development Division prior to construction and installation
of all structural BMPs so that an inspection can be performed.

b. Demonstrate that all structural BMPs described in the approved final
project-specific WQMP have been constructed and installed in conformance
with the approved plans and specifications;

c. Demonstrate that Developer is prepared to implement all non-structural
BMPs described in the approved final project-specific WQMP; and

d. Demonstrate that an adequate number of copies of the approved final
project-specific WQMP are available for future owners/occupants.

e. Clean and repair the water quality BMP's, including re-grading to approved
civil drawings if necessary.

f. Provide City with updated Engineer’s Line and Grade Certification.
g. Obtain approval and complete installation of the irrigation and landscaping.

LD54. (CO) The applicant shall ensure the following, pursuant to Section XII. I. of the
2010 NPDES Permit:

a. Field verification that structural Site Design, Source Control and Treatment
Control BMPs are designed, constructed and functional in accordance with
the approved Final Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP).

Attachment: COAs [Revision 4] (2340 : PA16-0039 Plot Plan)

b. Certification of best management practices (BMPs) from a state licensed
civil engineer. An original WQMP BMP Certification shall be submitted for
review and approved by the City Engineer.

Special Conditions

LD55. Prior to precise grading plan approval, the grading plans shall clearly show that
the parking lot conforms to City standards. The parking lot shall be 5%
maximum, 1% minimum, 2% maximum at or near any disabled parking stall and
travel way. Ramps, curb openings and travel paths shall all conform to current
ADA standards as outlined in Department of Justice’s “ADA Standards for
Accessible Design”, Excerpt from 28 CFR Part 36. (www.usdoj.gov) and as
approved by the City’s Building and Safety Division.
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LD56.

LD57.

LD58.

LD58.

LD59.

LD60.

LD61.

Prior to precise grading plan approval, the grading plans shall show any
proposed trash enclosure as dual bin; one bin for trash and one bin for
recyclables. The trash enclosure shall be per City Standard Plans MVSI-660A-0
thru 660F-0.

Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the existing lot line shall be removed so that
the site shall not consist of more than a single lot.

Dedicate/vacate right-of-way as applicable so that the right-of-way width on
Perris Blvd is per City Std. MVSI-103C-0. Dedicate/vacate right-of-way as
applicable so that the right-of-way width on Alessandro Blvd. is per City Std.
MVSI-101A-0. Dedicate/vacate right-of-way as applicable so that the right-of-way
width on Brodiaea Ave. is per City Std. MVSI-106B-0. Dedicate/vacate right-of-
way as applicable on Apple Blossom Lane so that the right-of-way width is per
City Std. MVSI-107A-0.

The Applicant shall prepare and submit for approval a final, project-specific water
guality management plan (F-WQMP) for PA16-0039 Villa Annette. The F-WQMP
shall be consistent with the approved P-WQMP and the Special Project
Conditions listed above, as well as in full conformance with the document; “Water
Quality Management Plan - A Guidance Document for the Santa Ana Region of
Riverside County” dated October 22, 2012. The F-WQMP shall be submitted
and approved prior to application for and issuance of grading permits or building
permits. At a minimum, the F-WQMP shall include the following: stormwater
BMPs; LID principles; Source control BMPs; Operation and Maintenance
requirements for BMPs; and sources of funding for BMP implementation.

The Applicant has proposed to incorporate the use of infiltration basin/trenches.
Final design and sizing details of all BMPs must be provided in the first submittal
of the F-WQMP, per the Special Project Conditions listed above. The Applicant
acknowledges that more area than currently shown on the plans may be required
to treat site runoff as required by the WQMP guidance document. All Water
Quality Best Management Practices shall be located outside of the public right-
of-way.

The Applicant shall substantiate all applicable Hydrologic Condition of Concern
(HCOC) issues in the first submittal of the F-WQMP, if applicable.

The Applicant shall, prior to building or grading permit closeout or the issuance of
a certificate of occupancy, demonstrate:
a. That all structural BMPs have been constructed and installed in
conformance with the approved plans and specifications;
b. That all structural BMPs described in the F-WQMP have been
implemented in accordance with approved plans and specifications;
c. That the applicant is prepared to implement all non-structural BMPs
included in the F-WQMP, conditions of approval, and building/grading
permit conditions; and

l.c
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d. That an adequate number of copies of the approved F-WQMP are
available for the future owners/occupants of the project.

LD62. Prior to occupancy, the following improvements shall be completed:

I. Perris Blvd., 6-Lane Divided Arterial, City Standard MVSI-103C-0 shall be
constructed to half-width plus 19’ with median as necessary, along the entire
project’s westerly frontage. Improvements shall consist of, but not be limited
to, pavement, base, street lights, driveway approaches, pedestrian ramps,
curb & gutter, sidewalk. In addition, replace or install any damaged,
substandard or missing improvements.

II. Alessandro Blvd., Divided Major Arterial, City Standard MVSI-101A-0 shall
be constructed to half-width plus 23’ with median as necessary, along the
entire project’s northerly frontage. Improvements shall consist of, but not be
limited to, pavement, base, street lights, driveway approaches, pedestrian
ramps, curb & gutter, sidewalk. In addition, replace or install any damaged,
substandard or missing improvements.

lll. Brodiaea Avenue, Collector, City Standard MVSI-106B-0 shall be
constructed to half-width plus 12’ along the entire project’'s southerly
frontage. Improvements shall consist of, but not be limited to, pavement,
base, street lights, driveway approaches, pedestrian ramps, curb & gutter,
sidewalk. In addition, replace or install any damaged, substandard or
missing improvements.

IV. Apple Blossom Lane, Local Street, City Standard MVSI-107A-0 shall be
constructed to half-width plus 12’ along the entire project’s easterly frontage.
Improvements shall consist of, but not be limited to, pavement, base, street
lights, driveway approaches, pedestrian ramps, curb & gutter, sidewalk. In
addition, replace or install any damaged, substandard or missing
improvements.

V. Pavement core samples of existing pavement on Perris Blvd, Alessandro
Blvd., Brodiaea Ave. and Apple Blossom Ln. may be taken and findings
submitted to the City for review and consideration of pavement
improvements. The City will determine the adequacy of the existing
pavement structural section. If the existing pavement structural section is
found to be adequate, the developer may still be required to perform a one-
tenth inch grind and overlay or slurry seal depending on the severity of
existing pavement cracking, as required by the City Engineer. If the existing
pavement section is found to be inadequate, the Developer shall replace the
pavement to meet or exceed the City’s pavement structural section standard.

Attachment: COAs [Revision 4] (2340 : PA16-0039 Plot Plan)
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TE1.

TEZ2.

TE3.

TEA4.

TES.

TEB.

TE7Y.

TES.

Alessandro Boulevard is classified as a Divided Major Arterial at this location
(134’ RW/110°CC) per City Standard Plan No. MVSI-101A-0. A raised median is
planned on Alessandro Boulevard and this project will be required to construct
the median along the project frontage. The median design will provide for 200’ of
left turn vehicle storage for eastbound Alessandro Boulevard at Apple Blossom
Lane. Citywide Communications Conduit along project frontage shall be required
per City Standard Plan No. MVSI-186-0. All improvements undertaken by this
project shall be consistent with the City’s standards for this facility.

Perris Boulevard is classified as a 6-lane Divided Arterial at this location (110’
RW/86°'CC) per City Standard Plan No. MVSI-103C-0. A raised median is
planned on Perris Boulevard and this project will be required to construct the
median along the project frontage. The median design will provide for 200’ of left
turn vehicle storage for southbound Perris Boulevard at Brodiaea Avenue. All
improvements undertaken by this project shall be consistent with the City’s
standards for this facility.

Brodiaea Avenue is classified as a Collector (66°'RW/44’CC) per City Standard
Plan No. MVSI-106B-0. Any improvements undertaken by this project shall be
consistent with the City’s standards for this facility.

Apple Blossom Lane is classified as a local street (56’'RW/36’CC) per City
Standard Plan No. MVSI-107A-0. Any improvements undertaken by this project
shall be consistent with the City’s standards for this facility.

Sight distance at the proposed roadways and driveways shall conform to City of
Moreno Valley Standard No. MVSI-164A,B,C-0 at the time of preparation of final
grading, landscape, and street improvement plans.

The driveways shall conform to City of Moreno Valley Standard No. MVSI-112C-
0 for Commercial Driveway Approaches. Access at the driveways shall be as
follows:

e Alessandro Boulevard driveway: right-in/right-out only.
e Perris Boulevard driveway: right-in/right-out only.
e Apple Blossom Lane driveway: Emergency Vehicle access only.

All proposed on-site traffic signing and striping shall be accordance with the
latest edition of the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
(CAMUTCD).

Prior to the final approval of the street improvement plans, a signing and striping
plan shall be prepared per the latest edition of the California Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices (CAMUTCD) and City of Moreno Valley Standard Plans
for all street frontages.

l.c

Attachment: COAs [Revision 4] (2340 : PA16-0039 Plot Plan)

Packet Pg. 118




FINAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
PLOT PLAN PA16-0039
PAGE 30 OF 40

TE9. A traffic signal modification plan will be required for the intersection of Alessandro
Boulevard and Apple Blossom Lane.

TE10. Prior to the commencement of construction activity, construction traffic control
plans prepared by a Registered Civil or Traffic Engineer may be required to be
submitted to the City for plan approval.

TE11. Conditions of approval may be modified if project is phased or altered from any
approved plans.

PRIOR TO IMPROVEMENT PLAN APPROVAL OR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT

TE12. Prior to the final approval of the street improvement plans, traffic signal
modification plans will be required for the traffic signal located at Alessandro
Boulevard and Apple Blossom Lane. Modifications may include but not limited to
new signal poles, new pull boxes, new traffic detector loops, etc.

TE13. The street improvement plans shall include a bus bay on Perris Boulevard, just
north of Brodiaea Avenue for northbound traffic, per City Standard Plan No.
MVSI-161-0.

TE14. 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.

TE15. Prior to final approval of the street improvement plans, the project plans shall
demonstrate that sight distance at proposed streets and driveways conforms to
City Standard Plan No. MVSI-164A-0 through MVSI-164C-0.

PRIOR TO CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY OR BUILDING FINAL

TE16. (CO) Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, improvements identified in
TE1, TE2, TE12, and TE13 shall be completed per the approved plans to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer.

PARKS AND COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT

GENERAL CONDITIONS:

PCS-GC-1Residential Projects Only: This project is required to supply a funding source
for the continued maintenance, enhancement, and or retrofit of neighborhood
parks, open spaces, linear parks, and/or trails systems. This can be
achieved through annexing into Community Facilities District No. 1 (Park
Maintenance). Please contact the Special Districts Division at 951.413.3480
or specialdistricts@moval.org to complete the annexation process.

l.c
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PCS-GC-2The parcel(s) associated with this project have been incorporated into the
Moreno Valley Community Services District Zone A (Parks and Community
Services). All assessable parcels therein shall be subject to the annual Zone
‘A’ charge for operations and capital improvements. Proof of such shall be
supplied to Parks and Community Services upon Final Map and at Building
Permits.

PCS-GC-3 This project is subject to current Development Impact Fees at time of
building permit issuance.

PCS-GC-4 This project is subject to current Quimby Fees at time of building permit
issuance.
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EXHIBIT A
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Introduction

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program has been prepared for the use in implementing

1.d

mitigation for the Villa Annette Apartments MND (Case P-16-0039). The program has been prepared in

compliance with State law and the Mitigation Negative Declaration (MND) prepared for the project.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires adoption of a reporting or monitoring program
for those measures places on a project to mitigated or avoid adverse effects on the environment (Public

Resources Code Section 21081.6). The law states that the reporting or monitoring program shall be
designed to ensure compliance during project implementation.

The monitoring program contains the following elements:

1. The mitigation measures are recorded with the action and procedure necessary to ensure
compliance. In some instances, one action may be used to verify implementation of several
mitigation measures.

2. A procedure for compliance and verification has been outlined for each action necessary. This
procedure designates who will take action, what action will be taken and when, and to whom

and when compliance will be reported.
3. The program has been designed to be flexible. As monitoring progresses, changes to

compliance procedures may be necessary based upon recommendations by those responsible

for the program. As changes are made, new monitoring compliance procedures are records
be developed and incorporated into the program.

Mitigation Monitoring and Responsibilities

As the Lead Agency, the City of Moreno Valley is responsible for ensuring full compliance with the
mitigation measures adopted for the proposed project. The City will monitor and report on all
mitigation activities. Mitigation measures will be implemented at different stages of development
throughout the project. In this regard, the responsibilities for implementation have been assigned t
the Applicant, Contractor, or a combination thereof. If during the course of project implementation
of the mitigation measures identified herein cannot be successfully implemented, the City shall be
immediately informed, and the City will then inform any affected responsible agencies. The City, in

will

(o]
, any
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Checklist

Project: Edgemont Apartments

Applicant: LATCO

Date: March 6, 2015

1.d

Mitigation Measure No./ Responsible | Monitoring Timing of Method of Verified Sanctions
Implementation Action for Frequency Verification Verification Date/Initials | for Non-
Monitoring Compliance
Air Quality
AIR PDF 1: The project applicant shall require | City of Ongoing during Throughout grading Review of Withhold
that the grading contractor limit the daily Moreno Valley | grading construction Certificate of
disturbed area to 5 acres or less. Community documents and on- Occupancy
Development site inspections
Department
AIR PDF 2: The site plan shall detail sidewalks | City of During construction | Prior to Certificate of Review of Withhold
that are accessible to the public will be Moreno Valley Occupancy construction Certificate of
constructed on the project site adjacent to Community documents and on- Occupancy
Perris Boulevard and Alessandro Boulevard. Development site inspections
Department
AIR PDF 3: The project applicant will provide City of During construction | Prior to Certificate of Review of Withhold
separate onsite bins to dispose of recyclables | Moreno Valley Occupancy construction Certificate of
and trash. Community documents and on- Occupancy
Development site inspections
Department
AIR PDF 4: The project applicant shall City of Ongoing during Prior to issuing final Review of Withhold
require all contractors to adhere to Moreno Valley | grading building permits construction Certificate of
SCAQMD’s Rule 402 requirements that Community documents and on- Occupancy
do not allow the discharge of any source Development site inspections
of air contaminants or odors that may Department

create a nuisance at the nearby homes.
Specific  actions to reduce air
contaminant and odor impacts include
the following:

e Place all stockpiles of material that
may emit odors and/or air
contaminants (e.g. asphalt concrete,
trash, vegetation, etc..) as far as
away as practical from the nearby
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Mitigation Measure No./
Implementation Action

Responsible
for
Monitoring

Monitoring
Frequency

Timing of
Verification

Method of
Verification

Verified
Date/lnitials

Sanctions
for Non-
Compliance

homes.

e Place the equipment storage and
maintenance area as far away as
practical from the nearby homes and
require that all refueling activities
occur within the equipment storage
and maintenance area.

e Restrict the outdoor spraying of
architectural coatings and other
solvents, when the wind is blowing
directly at the nearby homes.

Cultural Resources

CR-1: Archaeologist Retained/CRMP
Prepared: Prior to the issuance of a grading
permit, the Project Applicant shall provide
evidence to the City of Moreno Valley that a
professional archaeological monitor has been
retained by the Applicant to conduct
monitoring of all mass grading and trenching
activities and that the monitor has the
authority to temporarily halt and redirect
earthmoving activities in the event that
suspected archaeological resources are
unearthed during Project construction. The
Project archaeologist, with input from the
appropriate Tribe, shall prepare a Cultural
Resources Monitoring Plan (CRMP) to
document protocols for inadvertent finds, to
determine potential protection measures
from further damage and destruction for any
identified archaeological resource(s)/ tribal
cultural resources (TCRs), outline the process
for monitoring and for completion of the final
Phase IV Monitoring Report. If any
archaeological and/or TCRs are identified
during monitoring, these will also be
documented and addressed per standard

City of
Moreno Valley
Community
Development
Department

Ongoing during
grading

Prior to Certificate of
Occupancy

Review of
construction
documents and on-
site inspections

Withhold
Certificate of
Occupancy
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Mitigation Measure No./ Responsible | Monitoring Timing of Method of Verified Sanctions

Implementation Action for Frequency Verification Verification Date/Initials | for Non-
Monitoring Compliance

archaeological protocols in the Phase IV

report, with the exception of human remains

which will be addressed per MM CUL-5. The

Project Archaeologist shall attend the pre-

grading meeting with the City and contractors

to explain and coordinate the requirements

of the monitoring program.

CR-2: Tribal Monitor Retained: At least 30 | City of Ongoing during Prior to Certificate of Review of Withhold

days prior to the issuance of a grading permit | Moreno Valley | grading Occupancy construction Certificate of

the Applicant shall contact the appropriate | Community documents and on- Occupancy

Luisefio tribe to develop a Cultural Resources | Development site inspections

Treatment Agreement and shall provide | Department

evidence to the City of Moreno Valley that

the professionally qualified Luisefio Native

American monitor(s) has been secured from

the interested tribe(s), and that the shall be

allowed to monitor all mass grading and

trenching activities. The Tribal

representative(s) shall attend the pre-grading

meeting with the City and contractors to

explain and coordinate the requirements of

the monitoring program.

CR-3: Inadvertent Finds: If, during mass City of Ongoing during Prior to Certificate of Review of Withhold

grading and trenching activities, the Moreno Valley | grading Occupancy construction Certificate of

Archaeologist or Tribal representatives Community documents and on- Occupancy

suspect that an archaeological resource Development site inspections

and/or TCR may have been unearthed, the Department

monitor identifying the potential resources,
in consultation with the other monitor as
appropriate, shall immediately halt and
redirect grading operations in a 50-foot
radius around the find to allow identification
and evaluation of the suspected resource.
The Native American monitor(s) or
appropriate representative(s) and the
archaeological monitor shall evaluate the
suspected resource and make a
determination of significance pursuant to
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Mitigation Measure No./ Responsible | Monitoring Timing of Method of Verified Sanctions

Implementation Action for Frequency Verification Verification Date/Initials | for Non-
Monitoring Compliance

California Public Resources Code Section

21083.2. The archaeological monitor and

tribal monitor(s) or appropriate

representative(s), the Project Applicant, and

the City Planning Division shall confer

regarding mitigation of the discovered

resource(s). All sacred sites, should they be

encountered within the project area, shall be

avoided and preserved as the preferred

mitigation, if feasible.

CR-4: Grading Plans: Prior to grading permit | City of Ongoing during Prior to Certificate of Review of Withhold

issuance, the City shall verify that the | Moreno Valley | grading Occupancy construction Certificate of

following note is included on the Grading | Community documents and on- Occupancy

Plan: Development site inspections

“If any suspected archaeological resources Department

are discovered during ground-disturbing

activities and the archaeological monitor or

Tribal representatives are not present, the

construction supervisor is obligated to halt

work in a 50-foot radius around the find and

call the project archaeologist and the Tribal

representatives to the site to assess the

significance of the find."

CR-5: Human Remains State Law: If human | City of Ongoing during Prior to Certificate of Review of Withhold

remains are encountered, California Health | Moreno Valley | grading Occupancy construction Certificate of

and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no | Community documents and on- Occupancy

further disturbance shall occur until the | Development site inspections

Riverside County Coroner has made the | Department

necessary findings as to origin. Further,
pursuant to California Public Resources Code
Section 5097.98(b), remains shall be left in
place and free from disturbance until a final
decision as to the treatment and disposition
has been made by the Coroner. If the
Riverside County Coroner determines the
remains to be Native American, the California
Native American Heritage Commission must
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Mitigation Measure No./
Implementation Action

Responsible
for
Monitoring

Monitoring
Frequency

Timing of
Verification

Method of
Verification

Verified
Date/lnitials

Sanctions
for Non-
Compliance

be contacted within 24 hours. The Native
American Heritage Commission must then
immediately notify the “most likely
descendant(s)” of receiving notification of the
discovery. The most likely descendant(s) shall
then make recommendations within 48
hours, and engage in consultations
concerning the treatment of the remains as
provided in Public Resources Code §5097.98.

CR-6: Final Phase IV Report: Prior to building
permit issuance, the Project archaeologist
shall prepare a final Phase IV Monitoring
Report as outlined in the CRMP, which shall
be submitted to the City Planning Division,
the appropriate Native American tribe(s), and
the Eastern Information Center at the
University of California, Riverside. The report
shall document project impacts to
archaeological and tribal resources, if any. All
cultural material, excluding sacred,
ceremonial, grave goods and human remains,
collected during the grading monitoring
program  and  from any  previous
archaeological studies or excavations on the
project site shall be curated, as determined
by the treatment plan, according to the
current professional repository standards and
may include the Pechanga Bands curatorial
facility, or the Western Science Center in
Hemet, at the landowners discretion.

City of
Moreno Valley
Community
Development
Department

Ongoing during
grading

Prior to Certificate of

Occupancy

Review of
construction

documents and on-

site inspections

Withhold
Certificate of
Occupancy

Noise

NOI-1: The project applicant shall construct
the following sound walls: (1) A minimum 4.5-
foot high wall around all private west facing
ground floor patios on Buildings B33, B34,
B35, and B36; (2) A minimum 3.5-foot high
wall around all private west facing second

City of
Moreno Valley
Building and
Safety,
Engineering,
Planning

Ongoing during
construction

Prior to Certificate of

Occupancy

Review of
construction

documents and on-

site inspection

Withhold
Grading
Permit or
Stop Work
Order
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Mitigation Measure No./ Responsible | Monitoring Timing of Method of Verified Sanctions

Implementation Action for Frequency Verification Verification Date/Initials | for Non-
Monitoring Compliance

floor balconies on Buildings B33, B34, B35, Division

and B36; and (3) A minimum 4.0-foot high

wall around all private north facing ground

floor patios on Buildings BO1, BO2, BO3, B15,

B16, and B17. The sound walls shall be

required to be constructed of a solid material

(e.g., glass, wood or plaster) that are free of

any cutouts or openings.

NOI-2: The Project Applicant shall provide a City of Ongoing during Prior to Certificate of Review of Withhold

“windows closed” condition for each Moreno Valley | construction Occupancy construction Grading

proposed residential apartment unit. A Building and documents and on- Permit or

“windows closed” condition requires a means | Safety, site inspection Stop Work

of mechanical ventilation per Chapter 12, Engineering, Order

Section 1205 of the Uniform Building Code. Planning

This shall be achieved with a standard forced | Division

air conditioning and heating system with a
filtered outside air intake vent for each
residential unit.
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1.0 Introduction

1.1. Document Purpose and Scope

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is a statewide environmental law contained in Public Resources
Code §§21000-21177. CEQA applies to most public agency decisions to carry out, authorize, or approve actions that
have the potential to affect the environment. CEQA requires that public agencies analyze and acknowledge the
environmental consequences of their discretionary actions and consider alternatives and mitigation measures that
could avoid or reduce significant adverse impacts to the environment when avoidance or reduction is feasible. The
CEQA compliance process provides public agencies and the general public an opportunity to comment on a
proposed project’s environmental effects.

This Initial Study (IS) / Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) assesses the potential of the proposed Villa Annette
Apartments project (proposed project) to impact the environment. The proposed project includes the development
of the project site with a 272 unit apartment complex on approximately 19.82 acres (863,359.2 square feet). The
project site is located in the City of Moreno Valley (City), County of Riverside (County) and State of California (State).
The project site is bound to the north by Alessandro Boulevard and commercial development; to the south by
Brodiaea Avenue and single-family residences; to the west by Perris Blvd and commercial development; and, to the
east by Apple Blossom Lane and single-family residences.

The proposed project is not exempt from CEQA. The City prepared this Initial Study (IS) to determine whether the
proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment. This IS provides the documentation of the
factual basis for the finding in a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) that the proposed project will not have a
significant effect on the environment. This IS has determined that there is no substantial evidence that the
proposed project may have a significant effect. Therefore, the City as the Lead Agency has prepared a Mitigated
Negative Declaration (MND) pursuant to Sections 15070 et seq. of the State CEQA Guidelines.

This IS/MND is an informational document that provides the City, other public agencies, and the public at-large with
an objective assessment of the potential environmental impacts that could result from implementation of the
proposed project.

1.2 Document Organization

Attachment: Initial Study MND (2340 : PA16-0039 Plot Plan)

This IS/MND includes the following sections:

Section 1.0 Introduction

Provides information about CEQA and its requirements for environmental review and explains that an MND was
prepared by the City to evaluate the proposed project’s potential to impact the physical environment.

Section 2.0 Project Description and Setting

Provides information about the proposed project’s location and planning objectives and includes a description of the
proposed project’s physical features and construction and operational characteristics.

City of Moreno Valley- Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration Page 2
Villa Annette Appartments Project October 2016
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Section 3.0 Environmental Checklist

Includes the Environmental Checklist and evaluates the proposed project’s potential to result in significant adverse

effects to the physical environment.

Section 4.0 References

Provides reference information for all information sources consulted during the preparation of this IS.
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2.0 Project Description and Setting

2.1. Project Overview

The proposed project includes the development of the project site with a 272 unit apartment complex on
approximately 19.82 acres (863,359.2 square feet). There are no structures on the project site. The proposed
project would include three phases. The first would be the removal of all on-site vegetative materials and grading.
The second would be construction of 272 apartments, off-street parking, on-site circulation, community building,
pool and deck, tot-lot, and outdoor space area. The third would be occupation of the apartment complex. Access
to the proposed project would be provided via two (2) gated entrances for vehicles and separate pedestrian gates.

2.2 Project Background

According to the Hillmann Consulting LLC Phase | report, historic land use prior to 1901 is not readily available. The
project site was utilized as agricultural rangeland from approximately 1938 through the 1970’s. Subsequent to the
1970’s the project site was not used for any discernable purpose. The project site is presently vacant and does not
appear to ever have been developed with structures. Adjacent properties were utilized for agricultural and
residential land use until approximately 1953. Subsequent to this date, they were converted to commercial and
residential uses. The project site is General Planned and Zoned Residential R-15.

2.3 Project Location

The project site is currently vacant and comprised of three (3) rectangular-shaped assessor parcels. The project site
topography is relatively flat sloping downward to the southeast corner. The project site is approximately 19.82
acres. The project site has over the past several years been routinely disked for weed abatement in accordance with
the requirements of the City.

The project site is located in the City of Moreno Valley (City), County of Riverside (County) and State of California
(State). The project site is located in close proximity to the southeast corner of the intersection of Alessandro and
Perris Boulevard. Figure 1: Regional Location Map provides the regional context. Figure 2: Local Vicinity Map and
Figure 3: Aerial View provides a more precise location and boundaries of the proposed project.

Assessor’s Parcel Number(s)

Attachment: Initial Study MND (2340 : PA16-0039 Plot Plan)

The project site is comprised of the following assessor’s parcel numbers:

. 484-020-006
. 484-020-025
. 484-020-018

2.4 Environmental Setting and Surrounding Land Uses

The topography of the project site is relatively flat with elevations ranging from approximately 1,540 to 1,550 feet
above sea level. The project site is located in a suburban developed area characterized by a mix of commercial
properties, single- and multi-family homes, and warehouses.
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2.0 Project Description and Setting

The project site is located in the City of Moreno Valley (City), County of Riverside (County) and State of California
(State). The project site is bounded to the north by Alessandro Boulevard. Across Alessandro Boulevard are
commercial and single-family residential uses. The project site is bounded to the south by Brodiaea Avenue and
single-family residences. Across Brodiaea Avenue are single-family residential uses. The project site is bounded to
the west by Perris Boulevard and commercial development. Across Perris Boulevard are commercial, public storage,
and vacant properties. The project site is bounded to the east by Apple Blossom Lane and single-family residences.
Across Apple Blossom Lane are the Ridgeview Apartment Homes. These uses are shown on Figure 3: Aerial View
and Figure 4: Surrounding Land Uses. Existing on-site and adjacent land uses and land use designations are shown in
Table 1: Existing On-Site and Adjacent Land Uses and Land Use Designations.

Table 1: Existing On-site and Adjacent Land Uses and Land Use Designations

General Plan Land Use
Designation

Location Current Land Use

On site Vacant undeveloped. Residential-15

Alessandro Boulevard and commercial development. Across . ) .
Commercial and Residential-

North Alessandro Boulevard are commercial and single-family s

residential uses.

Brodiaea Avenue and single-family residences.  Across ) i
South . ) . . . Residential-5
Brodiaea Avenue are single-family residential uses.

Apple Blossom Lane and single-family residences. Across | Residential-5 and Residential-

East
Apple Blossom Lane are the Ridgeview Apartment Homes. 20
Perris Boulevard and commercial development. Across Perris
West Boulevard are commercial, public storage, and vacant | Commercial

properties.

Attachment: Initial Study MND (2340 : PA16-0039 Plot Plan)

2.5 Description of the Proposed Project

The proposed project would include the construction of 272 residential apartments. The proposed site plan is
depicted on Figure 1, Site Plan. The apartments would include the construction of four (4) building types including
eight (8) units in each building. As indicated on Figure 5: Site Plan, four (4) building types are proposed. The
proposed Building 1 floor plan and elevations are provided on Figure 6: Building 1 Floor Plans, and Figure 7: Building
1 Elevations. Building 1 would include one (1) bedroom and one (1) bath apartments as noted in Table 2: Project
Statistics. Each apartment would include either 975 or 928 square feet including living area, patio, and entry. Each
building would be two (2) stories in height. A total of 88 of these one (1) bedroom and one (1) bath apartments
would be constructed.
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2.0 Project Description and Setting

As indicated on Figure 5: Site Plan Building 2, would include two (2) bedroom and two (2) bath apartments also as
noted in Table 2: Project Statistics. The proposed Building 2 floor plan and elevations are provided on Figure 8:
Building 2 Floor Plans and Figure 9: Building 2 Elevations. Each apartment would be approximately 1,229 and 1,219
square feet including living area, patio, and entry. Each building would be two (2) stories in height. A total of 72 of
these two (2) bedroom and two (2) bath apartments would be constructed.

As indicated on Figure 5: Site Plan Building 3 would include two (2) bedroom and two (2) bath apartments also as
noted in Table 2: Project Statistics. The proposed Building 2 floor plan and elevations are provided on Figure 10:
Building 3 Floor Plans and Figure 11: Building 3 Elevations. Each apartment would be approximately 1,337 and 1,281
square feet including living area, patio, and entry. Each building would be two (2) stories in height. A total of 88 of
these two (2) bedroom and two (2) bath apartments would be constructed.

As indicated on Figure 5: Site Plan Building 3 would include three (3) bedroom and two (2) bath apartments also as
noted in Table 2: Project Statistics. The proposed Building 2 floor plan and elevations are provided on Figure 12:
Building 4 Floor Plans and Figure 13: Building 4 Elevations. Each apartment would be approximately 1,503 square
feet including living area, patio, and entry. Each building would be one (1) story in height. A total of 24 of these
three (3) bedroom and two (2) bath apartments would be constructed.

The proposed project includes development of 272 residential apartments on 1986 acres. The overall density of the
proposed project would be approximately 13.97 dwelling units per acre.

Parking

The proposed project would provide a total of 530 parking spaces. Table 3: Proposed Parking Statistics indicates the
proposed parking to be provided and spaces required by the City Municipal Code. Table 2: Proposed Parking
Statistics indicates the proposed project parking. Additionally, Table 3: Proposed Parking Statistics indicates the City
Municipal Code required off-street parking. The proposed project total parking requirement equals 272 covered
spaces and 240 other spaces for a total of 512 spaces. The proposed project would provide 315 covered spaces and
215 other spaces for a total of 530 spaces. Therefore, the proposed project meets City standards for parking.

Attachment: Initial Study MND (2340 : PA16-0039 Plot Plan)
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Table 2: Project Statistics

. . . No. Units Unit Living oA A a A No. | Buildings
Residential Units a Patio” | Entry” | Wh/Sto Total . a
(%) Type Area Units Total
Building 1(8 plex) | 88 (32%) | 1br/1ba
First Floor 796 122 47 17 982 4 3,928
Second Floor 796 75 47 17 935 4 3,740
Sub-Total Area Building 1 7,668
Building 2(8 plex) | 72 (27%) 2br/2ba
First Floor 1,098 118 36 17 1,269 4 5,076 ::5‘
o
Second Floor 1,098 68 36 17 1,219 4 4,876 ©°
o
1 - (@]
Sub-Total Area Building 2 9,952 a
o
Building 3(8 plex) | 88 (32%) | 2br/2ba >
a
First Floor 1,135 110 46 18 1,309 4 5,236 c;:r'
™
AN
Second Floor 1,135 72 46 18 1,271 4 5,084 E
=z
Sub-Total Area Building 3 10320 | =
©
=}
Building 4(2 plex) | 24 (9%) 3br/2ba )
©
First Floor 1,294 110 57 18 1,477 2 2,954 E
Sub-Total Area Building 4 2,954 é
e
Total 272 §
ota b=
(100%) <
Notes:
1 Square feet
Source: The Vernal Group
Table 3: Proposed Parking Statistics
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2.0 Project Description and Setting

City Requirements

Unit Type Number Units | % Total Units | Parking Required | Covered | Other Total
1br/1ba 88 32% 1.50 88 44 132
2br/2ba 160 59% 2.00 160 160 320
3br/2ba 24 9% 2.50 24 36 60
Total 272 100% 272 240 512

Proposed Project

Parking Site Plan Covered | Open Total
Open Stalls 234

Carports 141

Garages 160

Total 301 234 535

Source: City of Moreno Valley Municipal Code and The Vernal Group.

Access

Public (resident, guest, and deliveries) driveway access to the proposed project would be provided from two gated
driveways located on the south side of Alessandro Boulevard and on the east side of Perris Boulevard. The proposed
project would construct a median on Alessandro Boulevard that would restrict northbound left turns out of the
proposed project, but would allow for westbound left turns into the project. Outbound movements from the
proposed project would be limited to right-turns only. At the end of this driveway, there are 11 spaces that would

Attachment: Initial Study MND (2340 : PA16-0039 Plot Plan)

allow for visitors to park and use the kiosk to contact the office and/or residents. The Alessandro Boulevard
driveway measures 62 feet wide and would allow for 140 feet of stacking. The site plan illustrates two inbound lanes
and one outbound lane at this driveway.

The proposed project would also construct a median on Perris Boulevard that would restrict westbound left turns
out of the project site and eastbound left turns out of the self-storage facility. Only outbound right-turn movements
would be allowed. This median would also allow northbound left turns into the self-storage facility, and southbound
left turns into the project. There is a gate on the east edge of this driveway. The Perris Boulevard driveway
measures 40 feet wide and would allow for 105 feet of stacking. The site plan illustrates two inbound lanes and one
outbound lane at this driveway.
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2.0 Project Description and Setting

Internal circulation within the project site is based on driveway aisles that measure 24 feet wide and have been
designed to meet the City’s design standards. The proposed project would also construct an emergency access only
driveway to Apple Blossom Lane. This access will to Apple Blossom Land would be for emergency access only and
secured by a Knox Box for emergency use.

Drainage

The proposed project is an apartment complex with minimal areas for landscape, vegetated swales and other
natural drainages that serve slow runoff velocity and reduce runoff volume. The existing drainage pattern for the
project site shows two drainage areas. The northern drainage area sheet flows northwest to southeast onto Apple
Blossom Lane. The southern drainage area sheet flows northwest to the southeast onto Brodiaea Avenue.
Stormwater flows into an existing curb inlet to the east of the property on Brodiaea Avenue. The proposed
development creates several small drainage areas. Consequently the runoffs from some of the proposed drainage
areas are captured and treated using Low Impact Development Best Management Practices (LID BMP). The project
site will capture these runoffs using catch basins and inlets and discharge into proposed storm drain system. The
proposed storm drain pipes, in each respective drainage areas, are designed to flow southeast where the proposed
infiltration basins are located. The infiltration basins will be designed to provide the same runoff flow and volume
reducing benefits as natural drainages.

The project site proposes capturing all site stormwater runoff via yard inlets and catch basins, then routed to the
infiltration basins with natural infiltrating capacity. As a pre-treatment for the proposed project, catch basins will be
installed with filter inserts. The infiltration basins will provide the infiltration properties in order to reduce the
guantity and velocity of the project site.

The project site will be fully developed and will be re-vegetated with native and/or drought-tolerant species. There
is little vegetation in the existing condition. The existing site has no natural areas to conserve. Runoff from the
parking areas will be diverted to LID areas via curb openings. LID areas will contain catch basins to convey
stormwater toward the infiltration basins. Runoff from the site will be infiltrated so as to treat the first flush. The
roof runoff is proposed to drain into landscaped areas before entering the area drain system. Several landscaped
areas are designed to be 2 to 3 inches below the finish grade to help in treating and retaining some of the runoff
before it continues to flow into the proposed infiltration basin. Some drainage areas will disperse the runoff flow to
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the proposed filter catch basins. Both conditions mentioned above will show that the project proposes to disperse
runoff to adjacent pervious areas to the maximum extent practicable.

Landscape and Fencing

There are no existing significant trees or vegetation on the project site. The proposed project would include a
community building, pool and deck, open space, and outdoor space area located to the south of the Alessandro Blvd
entrance within the apartment complex. Additionally, the proposed project includes a tot lot and open space area
to the east of the Perris Blvd entrance to the apartment complex. Pedestrian access would be provided from each of
the apartment buildings to these areas. The project site will be fenced. Access to the proposed project would be
provided via two (2) gated entrances for vehicles and separate pedestrian gates.
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2.0 Project Description and Setting

Grading and Construction

The project applicant has stated that grading and construction would start immediately after City approvals and
would be expected to occur by Spring 2017. Grading is anticipated to include 1,860 cubic yards of cut, 16,643 cubic
yards of fill and 14,783 cubic yards of import. For the purposes of providing a “worst case” analysis, this Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) will assume that all improvements are completed by 2016.
Occupancy will commence in 2016 with full occupancy to occur in a timely manner thereafter.

2.6 Existing General Plan Designation and Zoning

The project site is designated Residential 15 (Max 15 du/ac) by the City of Moreno Valley General Plan. The project
site is presently zoned Community Residential 15 (Max 15 du/ac) by the City of Moreno Valley Zoning Map. The
project is consistent with this zoning. Figure 14: General Plan and Figure 15: Zoning illustrates the General Plan and
Zoning.

2.7 Discretionary Actions

This IS/MND addresses the potential environmental effects of the proposed Villa Annette Apartments project,
including all of the associated discretionary actions and approvals required to implement the proposed project, as
well as all subsequent construction and operational activities. As part of the proposed project, the will IS/MND
consider approval:

The City will need to approve Case Number PA 16-0039, which includes:

e Certification of the Environmental Documentation;
e Approval of the Plot Plan, Floor Plans, and Elevations.

Attachment: Initial Study MND (2340 : PA16-0039 Plot Plan)
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Figure 1: Regional Location Map
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Figure 2: Local Vicinity Map
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Figure 3: Aerial View
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Figure 4: Surrounding Land Uses
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Figure 5: Site Plan
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Figure 6: Building 1 Floor Plans
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Figure 7: Building 1 Elevations
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Figure 8: Building 2 Floor Plans
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Figure 9: Building 2 Elevations
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Figure 9: Building 2 Elevations

Attachment: Initial Study MND (2340 : PA16-0039 Plot Plan)

City of Moreno Valley- Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Villa Annette Appartments Project

Page 21
October 2016

Packet Pg. 150




2.0 Project Description and Setting

le

Figure 10: Building 3 Floor Plans
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