CITY OF City Council
m— Special Meeting Agenda

April 17,2023 - 5:00 PM

City Council Chambers - Yucaipa City Hall
34272 Yucaipa Blvd., Yucaipa, California

THE CITY OF YUCAIPA COMPLIES WITH THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT
OF 1990. IF YOU NEED SPECIAL ASSISTANCE TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS MEETING
(PURSUANT TO 28 CFR 35.102.35.104 ADA TITLE II), PLEASE CALL THE CITY CLERK’S
DEPARTMENT AT (909) 797-2489 AT LEAST 48-HOURS PRIOR TO THE MEETING.

CEQA STATEMENT: UNLESS STATED OTHERWISE ON THE AGENDA, EVERY ITEM
ON THE AGENDA IS EXEMPT FROM CEQA GUIDELINES SECTIONS 15060(c),
15061(b)(3), 15273, 15378, 15301, 15323 AND/OR PUBLIC RESOURCE CODE SECTION
21065.

PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 54957.5, ANY DISCLOSABLE PUBLIC
RECORDS RELATED TO AN OPEN SESSION ITEM ON A REGULAR MEETING AGENDA
AND DISTRIBUTED BY THE CITY OF YUCAIPA TO ALL OR A MAJORITY OF THE CITY
COUNCIL, LESS THAN 72 HOURS PRIOR TO THAT MEETING, ARE AVAILABLE FOR
PUBLIC INSPECTION AT YUCAIPA CITY HALL, 34272 YUCAIPA BOULEVARD,
YUCAIPA, CA 92399, DURING NORMAL BUSINESS HOURS.

IF YOU WISH TO ADDRESS THE COUNCIL DURING THE MEETING, PLEASE
COMPLETE A SPEAKER’S FORM AND RETURN IT TO THE CITY CLERK PRIOR TO THE
BEGINNING OF THE MEETING. THERE IS A THREE-MINUTE TIME LIMIT FOR
SPEAKING.

PUBLIC COMMENT VIA MAIL OR EMAIL must be submitted no later than three
(3) business hours prior to the meeting at which the commenter seeks to provide
comment. Public comment may be submitted via U.S. Mail to the City Clerk at 34272
Yucaipa Blvd., Yucaipa, CA 92399 or via email to publiccomment@yucaipa.org. All mail
and email correspondence will be archived, distributed to City Council, and retained as part
of the public record; however, submissions will not be read out loud during the meeting.
The subject line should specify “Public Comment” and include the date of the meeting.

WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENT SUBMITTED ON SPECIFIC AGENDA ITEMS
will be made available to the public pursuant to the City of Yucaipa policy regarding the
distribution of written public comments at City Council and Commission meetings, which
may be accessed on the City’s website at https://yucaipa.org/agendas-minutes/. Individuals
should be aware that comments provided, including personal information, may be
disclosable pursuant to the California Public Records Act.

LIVE AUDIO STREAM/RECORDING OF CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS. Members
of the public may listen to city council meetings live at: https://yucaipa.org/live.
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CALL TO ORDER

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

ROLL CALL

PUBLIC HEARING

The order of Business for the Public Hearing Shall Be:

Tommoawe

Open Public Hearing

Staff Presentation

Applicant/Representative Presentation (if necessary)
Public Comments

Applicant Rebuttal (if necessary)

Public Hearing Closed

Council Discussion

Council Motion and Vote

SPEAKERS ARE ENCOURAGED TO BE BRIEF AND REMAIN WITHIN THE
ESTABLISHED TIMEFRAME OF THREE (3) MINUTES. ONCE THE PUBLIC
HEARING HAS BEEN CLOSED, NO FURTHER TESTIMONY WILL BE TAKEN.

P.4 1,

SUBJECT: PREMIUM LAND DEVELOPMENT ON BEHALF OF YUCAIPA 52, LLC

CASE NO. 22-150/PDP/FDP/TTM 20375: A PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT
THAT INCLUDES A PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND TENTATIVE
TRACT MAP (TTM 20375)/FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE PROPOSED
SERRANO ESTATES PROJECT, WHICH WILL ESTABLISH 51 SINGLE FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL LOTS ON PARCELS GREATER THAN 12,000 SQUARE FEET AND
AVERAGING OVER 20,000 SQUARE FEET, OF WHICH 41 OF THE LOTS WILL BE
AGE RESTRICTED TO THOSE OVER 55, SEVERAL LETTERED LOTS FOR
WATER QUALITY BASINS, AND A COMBINED 12-ACRE AREA AS PART OF A
“LOT 52”7 AND REMAINDER LOT THAT WOULD INCLUDE SPACE FOR
VINEYARDS, AND 13 ACRES OF PERMANENT OPEN SPACE, LOCATED ON
THREE EXISTING PARCELS TOTALING 52 ACRES ALONG THE EAST SIDE OF
YUCAIPA RIDGE ROAD DIRECTLY SOUTH OF THE CITY LIMITS TO
UNINCORPORATED SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY. APNS: 0320-161-08, 09, AND
28.

RECOMMENDATION: That the City Council conduct a public hearing and consider the
Planning Commission’s recommendation to:

1. Adopt Resolution No. 2023-03, approving a Preliminary Development Plan for the
Serrano Estates Project; and

2. Approve Final Development Plan/Tentative Tract Map No. 20375 (Case No. 22-
150/FDP/TTM 20375), subject to the Conditions of Approval as contained in this
Agenda Report; and
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3. Adopt the Findings as contained in this Agenda Report; and

4. Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program, finding the mitigation measures and standard measures and procedures will
reduce the potential level of environmental impact to less than significant; and

5. Direct staff to file a Notice of Determination.

AD RNMENT

AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING
State of California }
County of San Bernardino | ss.
City of Yucaipa }

I, Ana V. Sauseda, City Clerk of the City of Yucaipa, California, do hereby declare that the foregoing agenda was posted on
04/13/2023, at least twenty-four (24) hours prior to the meeting per Government Code 54956, at the following locations:

Yucaipa City Hall, 34272 Yucaipa Boulevard, Yucaipa, California
City of Yucaipa website www.yucaipa.org

Ana V. Sauseda, CMC
City Clerk
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BACKGROUND:

Surrounding Land Uses:

Area Land Use Designations; Improvement Levels; and existing Land Uses:

Site: RL-1 (Rural Living, 1-acre minimum | IL-3 Vacant
(gross) lot size)

North: | Resource Conservation District — 40 | N/A Winery/Vineyard and Single Family
acre minimum (San Bernardino Residential
County)

South: | RL-1 IL-3 Vacant

East: RL-1 IL-3 Vacant

West: | RL-1 IL-3 Single Family Residential

DISCUSSION:

Location and Setting:

The Project site is located on the east side of Yucaipa Ridge Road, north of Ivy Avenue, directly
adjacent to Quartz Street and Crystal Street. The Project site is currently vacant undeveloped land,
with an un-named creek located in the southeast corner of the site that connects with Spoor Creek
approximately 300 feet south of the Project’s southerly property line. There is a notable change of
elevation from the southern edge of the site, at 2,920 feet above sea level, to 3,090 along a ridge
located near the northern property line. The site is designated Rural Living, one-acre minimum (RL-
1) and the Custom Home (CH) Overlay District and is surrounded by properties also designated RL-
1 within the City of Yucaipa, and is adjacent to unincorporated San Bernardino County to the north.
The most adjacent property to the north is the location of the North Cork Vineyard and Winery,
which includes planted vines, a production building for the fermentation of grapes, and an outdoor
venue for wine tasting activities and events. The property also includes a single-family residence.

Prior Approvals:

The subject site has previously held land use entitlements for a residential subdivision dating back
to September 1989, when the County of San Bernardino approved Tentative Tract 14297 for 33
residential lots of one gross acre or greater in two phases on 39 acres, with an 11.9-acre remainder
parcel. After the expiration of that original project, subsequent entitlements were submitted for the
same project, with the most recent approvals following the Planning Commission’s action of
February 19, 2003, to entitle the map. In 2008, 2009, 2011, and 2013, the California Legislature
passed AB 116, AB 208, AB 333 and SB 1185, respectively, in response to market conditions
caused by the recession, which provided automatic State extensions to all active Tentative Maps,
Vesting Tentative Maps, and Tentative Parcel Maps. The actions of the State resulted in a
cumulative total of seven additional years to the expiration date of an active map. As a result of the
previously-approved 36 month administrative extension and subsequent State extensions, the
expiration date for TTM 14297 was March 1, 2016. The final two-year time extension for the
project was approved at the City Council Meeting of March 28, 2016.
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Case No. 20-136:
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The proposed Project was reviewed at the regular Planning Commission Meeting of August 17,
2022. As part of the hearing, a total of 23 speakers provided comment, with 3 in favor of the Project
and its efforts to support a viticultural industry, and 20 comments received in opposition to the
Project over concerns with the proposed unit count and lot sizes, and related impacts that may occur
with approval of the Project.

In their discussion, three commissioners identified their concerns with the proposed land use plan
and the transition between the existing neighborhood and the proposed Project, while others noted
that the overall design and approach help meet a variety of goals through the preservation of open
space and the establishment of new vineyards. Several Planning Commissioners suggested that
additional elements could be incorporated into the Preliminary Development Plan standards in order
to help soften the transition between the existing neighborhood and the proposed residences,
including a larger landscape buffer between Yucaipa Ridge Road and a proposed block wall. It
should be noted that some of these suggestions also aligned with staff’s general feedback to the
developer during the processing of the application. Following a lengthy discussion, a motion was
made to recommend approval of the Project that ultimately resulted in 3 votes in favor, 4 against,
therefore constituting a recommendation for denial of the Project pursuant to Section 83.030210 of
the Yucaipa Development Code.

As a result of the Planning Commission’s recommendation for denial of case No. 20-136, the
applicant filed an appeal application on August 23, 2022. As part of the appeal, the applicant’s
representative contended that the Planning Commission went beyond its purview and ultimately did
not review the Project from a planning lens, and further asserted that the Commission was
uninformed of the Planned Development process. It should be noted that the process requirements
were provided in the Planning Commission agenda report and during staff’s verbal presentation.
Prior to the Council meeting, City staff reiterated some of the design recommendations from the
Planning Commission, and suggested that the applicant explore a concept that would address those
key issues.

The appeal was then heard by the City Council at their regular meeting of September 12, 2022. In
their discussion, the City Council reiterated some of the design concerns with the proposed Planned
Development application, and provided several different recommendations on the design that
aligned with the initial feedback provided by the Planning Commission. During applicant rebuttal,
the applicant noted that they would be willing to make such changes; however, the City Council
ultimately voted to deny the Planned Development as it was proposed and provided feedback to the
applicant to consider the recommendations that were provided should they decide to file a new
application.

Case No. 22-150 Planning Commission Recommendation:

Following the denial of Case No. 20-136, the Project applicant submitted a revised Planned
Development and Tentative Tract Map application that was intended to address the site design
comments and recommendations offered by the Planning Commission and City Council. This
revised Project, which is further discussed below, was reviewed at the regular Planning Commission
hearing of March 15, 2023. During the hearing, the Planning Commission reviewed the facts of the
Project, including information received during public comment, and ultimately voted 4-3 in favor of
recommending the Project for City Council’s consideration. The Commission acknowledged the
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changes that had been made in response to the former project during their deliberation. Minutes of
the meeting are provided as an attachment to this agenda report.

Following the Planning Commission meeting, several concerned residents met with staff to further
discuss some questions they had regarding the Project. It should be noted that these residents
indicated they were, and remain opposed to the Project, but did offer some suggestions they
considered that would better facilitate the transition of the Project. These suggestions included the
development of single-story residences to minimize the view of new homes from Yucaipa Ridge
Road, and the removal of the proposed monument sign at the site entrance. Following those
discussions, the applicant agreed to remove the monument sign in favor of additional landscaping
and now proposes single story residences at the most western lots of the development.

Following the Planning Commission hearing, staff has also developed and presented to the
developer three additional Conditions of Approval that will better memorialize the restrictions for

the age-restricted lots and the agricultural land area.

Project Design and Description:

Preliminary Development Plan:

Currently, the subject site is designated as RL-1, which permits the development of one single
family unit per gross acre pursuant to the City’s General Plan and would therefore be permitted to
accommodate up to 52 single family lots. Instead of proposing a project that adheres to those
existing development standards, the Project proposal utilizes the Planned Development Review
process set forth in Article 2, Planned Development Review (Section 83.030205 et seq.) of Chapter
3 of Division 3 of the Development Code, which creates a process for an applicant to propose
alternate development standards that, while inconsistent with the existing underlying development
standards, may be justified based on specific findings. The Planned Development Review process
allows an applicant to propose new development standards that would be applicable to a site, in
order to provide more flexibility in development based on the site’s characteristics.

Artist rendering of Project at Yucaipa Ridge Road and Crystal Street (without sign)

Pursuant to these provisions, the Project includes a Preliminary Development Plan (“PDP”) that
would create new development standards which, if approved, would replace the existing RL-1
standards otherwise applicable to the site, while maintaining the underlying density. As proposed,
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Consistent with the General Plan designation of RL-1, which allows up to 52 residential lots on the
subject site, the PDP provisions proposed would allow the development of 51 single family lots, as
well as one additional lot that will consist of only open space and a vineyard or similar agricultural
use. The proposed PDP includes four separate planning areas that would govern the development:
Planning Area A, designated as Agriculture, is the proposed 12 acres for the agricultural planting
area; Planning Area B, designated as Low Residential, encompasses 27 acres and would permit the
51 single family residences, of which 41 would be restricted to residents 55 years old or greater; and
Planning Area C that would provide 13 acres of Open Space. Planning Area B features tailored
development standards for the area, including 20,000 square foot lots along the periphery of the site,
and smaller 12,000 square foot lots accessed by an internal cul-de-sac. Additionally, the age
restriction for the development shall comply with all applicable requirements of state law, including
any implementation of any elements to best ensure enforceability of these age-restricted covenants.

Planned Development applications require the approval of a PDP by the City Council, following a
recommendation by the Planning Commission, to create the appropriate development standards, and
the submittal of a Final Development Plan (“FDP”’) to formally entitle a specific project. In order for
the City Council to approve the Project adopting these new development standards, the City Council
must make all of the following findings set forth in Section 83.030220 of the Development Code:

a) The proposed development is consistent with the City’s General Plan and any other
applicable plan.

b) The physical characteristics of the site have been adequately assessed and the site for the
proposed development is adequate in size and shape to accommodate said use and all yards,
open spaces, setbacks, walls and fences, parking areas, loading areas, landscaping, and other
features required.

c) The site for the proposed development has adequate access, meaning that the site design and
development plan conditions consider the limitations of existing streets and highways and
provide improvements to accommodate the anticipated requirements of the proposed
development.

d) Adequate public services and facilities exist, or will be provided in accordance with the
conditions of development plan approval, to serve the proposed development, and the
approval of the proposed development will not result in a reduction of such public services
to properties in the vicinity to be a detriment to public health, safety, and welfare.

e) The proposed development, as conditioned, will not have a substantial adverse effect on
surrounding property or the permitted use thereof and will be compatible with the existing
and planned land use character of the surrounding area.

f) The improvements required per the conditions of development plan approval and the
manner of development adequately address all natural and manmade hazards associated
with the proposed development and the project site including, but not limited to, flood,
seismic, fire, and slope hazards.

g) The proposed development carries out the intent of the planned development provisions by
providing a more efficient use of the land and an excellence of design greater than that
which would be achieved through the application of conventional development standards.

h) If the development proposes to intermix residential and commercial uses, whether done in a
vertical or a horizontal manner, the residential use is designed in such a way that it is
buffered from the commercial use and is provided sufficient amenities to create a
comfortable and healthy residential environment and to provide a positive quality of life for
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the residents. Such amenities may include, but are not limited to, private open space, private
or separated entrances, landscaping, etc.

Pursuant to Section 83.030205 of the City’s Development Code, the purpose of the Planned
Development Review process is “to facilitate development of properties where greater flexibility in
design is desired to provide a more efficient use of land than would be possible through the strict
application of land use district regulations.” The proposed Project does not include the development
of units beyond what is currently permissible under the City’s General Plan, but instead is intended
to “provide(s) a more efficient use of land than would be possible through the strict application of
land use district regulations” through the creation of new standards that would then apply, subject to
Council approval. Based on the topographical elements of the site, in conjunction with the City’s
Hillside Overlay District, the approach contemplated by this Planned Development application
results in consolidation of the residential unit capacity towards the southerly portion of the site,
which would avoid areas of steeper topography that might otherwise create conflicts with access
requirements listed in the Development Code. These factors may be considered along with all other
evidence, written and oral, presented to the City Council for its consideration, in order to determine
if the required findings under Development Code Section 83.030220 may be made. It should be
noted that other Planned Developments within the RL-1 Land Use District have been implemented
in the City’s past and were developed to accomplish many of the same conceptual goals that is
proposed with this Project. These projects are discussed in the Processing and Procedural section of
this agenda report.

Artist rendering of Project at Yucaipa Ridge Road

Tentative Tract Map/Final Development Plan:

Along with the PDP, the proposed Project includes an FDP exhibit to implement the provisions of
the PDP, which is provided through Tentative Tract Map (“TTM”) No. 20375. The TTM has the
following elements: The Planned Development review process (Section 83.030225) permits the
concurrent review of a subdivision with a PDP, provided separate application, review, and findings
shall be made in accordance with the provisions of the City’s Development Code. As such, approval
of the PDP is required first to establish the applicable development standards of the FDP.

In order to approve TTM 20375/FDP, the City Council must first approve the PDP. Approval of

TTM 20375/FDP requires that the City make all of the findings required under Development Code
Section 83.030220 (as listed above), and also all required findings in accordance Government Code
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Section 66474 and Article 2 of Chapter 4 of Division 3 of the Development Code. Proposed
findings for TTM 20375/FDP are included as an attachment to this Staff Report.

TTM 20375

Single Family Development:

The TTM includes 51 single family residential lots ranging from 12,000 square feet in size within
the interior cul-de-sac, and 20,000 square feet for the standard residential lots along the primary
streets, which have been arranged around the extension of Crystal Street that would loop around
back to Yucaipa Ridge Road on Quartz Street.

Lot 52:

An area designated as “Lot 52” is proposed to correspond to Planning Areas A of the PDP, and
would contain the future agriculture use and drainage area for the subdivision along Yucaipa Ridge
Road. The PDP specifies that no commercial or residential activities which would result in traffic-
related daily trips will occur on this lot, and the ultimate Tract Map and Conditions of Approval will
include these restrictions.
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Remainder Lot:

An area designated as a “Remainder Lot” is proposed to correspond to Planning Areas A and C of
the PDP, and would therefore include the open space elements of the Project and the future
agriculture use directly north of the residential subdivision. The proposed agricultural operations
would be accessed from Yucaipa Ridge Road. The PDP specifies that no commercial or residential
activities which would result in daily trips will occur on this lot, and the ultimate Tract Map and
Conditions of Approval will include these restrictions.

Lettered Lots/Drainage:

The site has been designed to maintain historic flows, and includes measures that will ensure that
the Project complies with the onsite water retention and City’s water quality requirements. Three (3)
lettered lots are included, with two of them designed to support landscaped detention basins that
would accommodate water quality requirements and would integrate to Lot 52. The third letter lot is
the open natural space for the existing drainage channel along the southeastern edge of the site.

Circulation:

The Project site is located adjacent to Yucaipa Ridge Road, an existing 2-way local paved roadway
that is partially constructed. The development of the site would be responsible for completing the
Yucaipa Ridge Road improvements fronting the Project, including curb and gutter, and would
include a multipurpose trail. Adjacent to the right of way of Yucaipa Ridge Road will include “Lot
52” that will include key site drainage elements including detention basins which have been
designed as a 30-foot-wide landscaped stream bed, as well as vineyard plantings. Between the lot
and the proposed residential lots will also include a decorative block wall.
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Processing and Procedural Actions:

Notices of the Project were sent to all surrounding property owners within a 1,300-foot radius of the
Project site, and a variety of responses were received by neighbors to the Project site with concerns
about the Project and the proposed reduction of the lot sizes identified in the PDP.

Many of the comments and concerns are addressed with the Initial Study prepared for the Project,
with responses summarized by topic below. The comments received are also included as an
attachment to this agenda report.

Lot Sizes: Many of the comments received indicated concerns with the proposed lot sizes and
included requests that lots be either half an acre or be maintained at one acre. As part of these
requests, commenters noted the potential incompatibility of the smaller lots as well as the current
land use designation for the site. Currently, the subject site is designated as RL-1 which permits one
unit per gross acre pursuant to the City’s General Plan and has a theoretical capacity of 52 single
family lots. It should be noted that gross density refers to the overall parcel area that includes right
of way areas, rather than just the individual parcel boundary and therefore does not require each
individual lot to measure 43,560 square feet.

The proposed Project includes a PDP and associated FDP/TTM that is designed to implement the
City’s Planned Development Review procedures. Pursuant to Section 83.030205 of the City’s
Development Code, the Planned Development process “is intended to facilitate development of
properties where greater flexibility in design is desired to provide a more efficient use of land than
would be possible through the strict application of land use district regulations.” The Planned
Development process specifically allows for modified standards to meet the site’s needs. Based on
the topographical elements of the site, in conjunction with the City’s Hillside Overlay District, the
applicant is proposing to use the Planned Development process and has created a land use design
that results in the consolidation of the residential unit capacity towards the southerly portion of the
site to avoid areas of steeper topography that might otherwise create conflicts with other elements
listed in the Development Code.

However, as the Planned Development approach is to establish new development standards for a
site rather than to comply with the current objective standards listed in the Development Code, the
City Council is ultimately responsible for determining if the policy set forth by the PDP is
appropriate once a recommendation has been provided by the Planning Commission. With this
consideration, the City Council may amend in whole or in part the standards listed in the PDP to
best suit the requirements of the General Plan. Further, the Yucaipa General Plan states “When
implementing Yucaipa’s General Plan, it is important to note that it addresses multiple objectives
through its goals and policies. Adherence to an individual goal or policy is not intended to preclude
achievement of other goals and policies. Implementing goals and policies often requires balancing
priorities at a particular time or for particular circumstances and decisions. The City Council has
final discretion over how to balance adherence to goals and policies when multiple ones affect a
single decision.” As such, Council may provide direction to achieve the rural and compatible
neighborhood design that supports the existing neighborhood that surrounds the Project.

In an effort to address concerns regarding neighborhood compatibility, the Project has been
designed around the internal street network and none of the proposed residences would be located
directly along Yucaipa Ridge Road. This approach intends to insulate the neighborhood somewhat

Page 17



from the subdivision rather than having the residential frontage directly across the street from
existing homes. As part of the processing for Case No. 20-136, both the Planning Commission and
City Council had recommended increasing the width of the buffer and additional landscape
buffering adjacent to Yucaipa Ridge Road, which is proposed with the current subdivision design.
In addition, all access points would connect to existing intersections along Yucaipa Ridge Road,
which would preclude any traffic from directly facing an existing residence.

One Lot on One Acre vs. Planned Development: Many public comments were received with
concerns that the RL-1 only allows for a single residence on a single acre, as identified in the
summary above, and that the application of the Planned Development procedures is a novel
approach that should not be applicable. However, it is worthwhile to note that Planned
Developments have been approved and developed throughout different periods of the City’s history.
In particular, the City has several different RL-1 neighborhoods, including those known for being
some of Yucaipa’s most upscale custom home neighborhoods, that had been developed with the lot
area transfer provisions permitted by that process. Three noteworthy neighborhoods, two of which
are located in the North Bench, that had used the Planned Development concept includes the
Stanley Ranch neighborhood adjacent to Grape Street, the Mountain Gate development located off
of Highway 38, and the Reserve at Crafton located near Sand Canyon Road. All three of these
neighborhoods, with lots from 10,000 to 20,000 square feet, feature attractive homes that currently
command prices from $700,000 to over $1,000,000, and were developed with lots that are less than
an acre. Details of these various projects are shown below to give context of the Planned
Development approach to consolidate lot sizes for the deliberate purpose of managing different lot
constraints.

Stanley Ranch: This neighborhood, located in the RL-1 District, was subdivided by Tract 13831
with the first phase of the map officially recorded in 1990. The lots range from approximately 5
acres along the hillside areas, to 20,000 square feet. Additionally, the Composite Development Plan
on file includes the note “Because of the lot size transfer that has occurred within this subdivision,
all lots may not be further subdivided in the future.” Similar provisions would apply to the Serrano
Estates project, and the proposed vineyard areas would not be permitted by the PDP nor the City to
allow future residential uses on those areas.
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Stanley Ranch Neighborhood

Mountain Gate: This neighborhood, currently designated as the PD District but historically was
designated as RL-10 (10 acre minimum) prior to City incorporation, was subdivided by Tract 14429
and officially recorded in 2005. The lots are generally 20,000 square feet in size, and includes a
large open space area owned by the Crafton Hills Conservancy and the state of California.

Page 19



Mountain Gate Neighborhood

The Reserve at Crafton: This neighborhood is designated as RL-1 and was subdivided by Tract
12222. The map officially recorded in 1992 and the project was later developed in the later 2000s.

The lots are generally 10,000 square feet in size, and it includes a pool, tennis court and clubhouse
common feature.

Reserve at Crafton Neighborhood
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Traffic Impacts: To support the analysis of the Project, a Transportation Study Screening
Assessment, dated May 26, 2022, was prepared by Ganddini Group, Inc. The City’s Traffic Impact
Analysis (TIA) Guidelines specify that a transportation impact study with level of service (LOS)
analysis should be based on one or more of the following criteria:

e  When the project AM or PM peak hour trip generation is 100 or more trips.

e Projects that will add 51 or more trips during either the AM or PM peak hour to any
intersection.

e  When determined by the City Engineer that existing or proposed traffic conditions in the
project vicinity have unique characteristics that warrant evaluation.

Based on the previously proposed development consisting of 51 single family dwellings proposed,
16 of which would have been age restricted for seniors, the Project would not have resulted in
enough traffic that would trigger these review requirements and would have been within the
capacity for the adjoining existing roadways. Many of the comments received noted concerns with
the introduction of 399 daily trips that was identified by the Transportation Study Screening
Assessment. However, this number of trips amounts to 29 trips during the AM peak hour and 38
trips during the PM peak hour, or less than one car per minute, and is less traffic than what is
currently generated by the existing neighborhood. The Project has since been amended to feature 41
age-restricted lots, which further reduce the average daily trips and the peak hour traffic
assumptions provided by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual.
Further, no complaints are on file from the City’s Neighborhood Traffic Calming program regarding
congestion or other traffic-related issues that would indicate that the roadway LOS is deficient.

Juniper Street Access: A comment letter was received noting that it was difficult to make a left turn
from Juniper towards the southbound direction of Bryant Street, which would be one of the primary
exit routes from the development to other parts of the City. To address this concern, a Condition of
Approval has been added that requires a traffic analysis to provide a stop sign/traffic signal warrant
analysis for the intersection of Bryant Street and Juniper. If potential improvements are determined
to be necessary, improvement plans and construction/bonding requirements shall be completed prior
to the recordation of the subdivision, and the required improvements shall be constructed prior to
the occupancy of individual residences within the Project.

Sewer Availability/Connections: Several different comments noted that the existing area does not
feature existing sewer lines and therefore had concerns about the introduction of new septic tanks.
As noted in the preliminary service evaluation for the Yucaipa Valley Water District (YVWD) and
the PDP, the proposed Project would be required to extend sewer lines from Bryant Street to serve
the development. An exhibit of this extension is provided below. Additional comments were
received with concerns that existing properties would be required to connect to the proposed sewer
line extension. Approval of the proposed PDP would not require other properties to connect to this
infrastructure as YVWD does not currently require existing homes to connect to their sewer
infrastructure.
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water supply for the future. These efforts have been included into the Yucaipa Subbasin
Groundwater Sustainability Management Plan (YSGSMA) that was adopted by the City Council at
their regular meeting of January 10, 2022, and is under review with the California Department of
Water Resources. The YSGSP identified that the Plan Area is not currently experiencing
undesirable results with regard to the chronic lowering of groundwater elevations, reduction of
groundwater in storage, land subsidence and depletion of surface water as a result of groundwater
production from the principal aquifer, and the basin is not projected to experience undesirable
results over the 50-year planning and implementation horizon.

In addition, newer residential development is subject to both Title 24 energy standards and the
City’s Water Conservation Ordinance, which includes provisions regarding water fixtures, such as
faucets and toilets, and landscaping, such as plant selection and irrigation design, to reduce the
water usage relative to older homes. Further, smaller residential lots typically result in less water
usage per capita than larger lots, as the larger lots have larger yards that ultimately use more potable
water. As an additional element, vineyards require less water than other agricultural crops and,
combined with the overall development, would use comparable amount of water relative to a
standard RL-1 development. Further, as the state has maintained its housing development goals, it
has not permitted any cities to declare a moratorium on new development because of the drought.
Based on the initial Preliminary Service Evaluation from YVWD, recycled water was not specified
as a required connection. Dual plumbing for potable and recycled water will be required, and
recycled water connections may be also conditioned in a Development Agreement with YVWD.

Electricity Impacts: A comment was received regarding concerns on the capacity of the electrical
grid and its ability to support the proposed Project. The Project would be required to meet or exceed
the energy standards established in the California Green Building Standards Code, Title 24, Part 11
(CALGreen), which require new buildings to include materials and design elements that increase
building system efficiencies, such as improved HVAC system, electrical equipment improvements
such as LED lighting, and other related improvements. In addition, the new residences would be
required to include solar panels.

Earthquake Risk/Trenching: Some comments referenced concerns with nearby earthquakes faults
and the impacts may occur to the proposed residences. To support the analysis of the Project,
responses have been provided by the applicant, dated July 8, 2022, and LOR Geotechnical Report
dated June 15, 2022, in response to a Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation dated November 22,
2005, for the subject site. As part of the current Project review, LOR Geotechnical notes that the
current PDP/TTM plan generally incorporates the recommendations that had been previously
presented including their recommended restricted use zone (R.U.Z.) along the northern portion of
the site which would be avoided with the proposed PDP configuration. The applicant had indicated
that they are currently updating their geotechnical documents, including the preparation of a current
fault study, to ensure compliance with today’s codes and requirements that is a requirement
consistent with a uniformly applicable policy related to the final engineering effort for future
residential building permits. Additional concerns noted the backfill of trenches that was completed
as part of prior geotechnical investigations, which will be assessed as part of the required
documentation for building permits, and compaction reports will be required as part of the site
grading process and prior to the construction of building foundations. Through the review process,
the applicant noted to staff that this updated study was to be provided before the City Council
meeting; this report has not yet been received.
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Fire Risk: A variety of commenters noted the vegetation around the site and the associated risks that
may result from wildfires as well as available access should residents need to evacuate. The Project
site is located adjacent to Yucaipa Ridge Road, an existing 2-way local paved roadway that is
partially constructed. The development of the site would be responsible for completing the Yucaipa
Ridge Road improvements, including curb and gutter, and would not impact access to users
traveling along the public right-of-way street. Figure S-5 of the Yucaipa General Plan does not
designate Yucaipa Ridge Road as a local evacuation route, but does include Bryant Street as a Local
Evacuation Route, which can be accessed from Azurite Street and Topaz Street. Further, the Project
would result in improvements adjacent to an existing United States Forest Service easement along
Yucaipa Ridge Road, which supports fire department access along the ridge directly outside of the
city limits.

The Project site is also located approximately 2.19 miles, via paved roadways, to Yucaipa Fire
Station #1 at 11416 Bryant Street, Yucaipa, CA 92399. Due to the proximity to the more rural areas
of Yucaipa and the neighboring unincorporated community of Oak Glen, this fire station is
equipped with Paramedic Engine 551, Reserve Engine 551A, and CAL FIRE Engines 3551 &
3569, and also includes a heliopad and quick response rescue equipment to aid in wildland fire
response. Additional firecrews associated with the Mill Creek Hotshots are also located at the Mill
Creek Ranger Station that is located at 34701 Mill Creek Rd, Mentone, CA 92359, approximately
1.1 miles away via paved roadways.

The Project will be required to adhere to the City’s Standard Conditions of Approval as required by
the City Fire Department, which includes provisions for adequate fire access that are addressed
through the Project’s internal circulation design, sprinkler water systems within habitable living
spaces, and the placement of new fire hydrants at applicable intervals that meet the water flow
requirements of the Fire Code. Documentation from the Project applicant notes that the existing
hydrants adjacent to the site provide a flow rate of 850 gallons per minute, which exceeds the Code
requirement of 500; however, it should be noted that several public comments received noted that
the area has limited water pressure. As a standard Condition of Approval, a hydrant flow test will be
required to verify the flow rate to serve the subdivision prior to the issuance of building permits.
The water supply and pressure will need to meet code requirements before any combustible
materials (lumber) is provided to the site, and the applicant will be required to make any such
improvements to achieve that pressure.

Utility Pole Relocation: One comment was received with a request that the developer relocate the
utility poles currently along the west side of Yucaipa Ridge Road to be instead along the Project’s
frontage. The City of Yucaipa’s Development Code includes provisions where the undergrounding
of utilities is required but does not include provisions to relocate equipment that would not
otherwise be impacted by the Development’s improvements to their street frontage.

Habitat Impacts: To support the analysis of the Project, a Biological Resources Assessment and
Jurisdictional Delineation, dated June 2022, was prepared by Jennings Environmental. In addition,
prior biological research and surveys had been completed on the site as part of the environmental
review efforts associated with TTM 14297. In all cases, no candidate, sensitive, or special status
species; riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community; wetlands; and wildlife corridors were
discovered onsite. Further, various protocol surveys/trappings for the San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat
have been completed within the North Bench area over the past several decades and each survey has
been negative. The Project site does contain trees and shrubs that would be removed as part of the
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mass grading activities for the site, and therefore could have a potential impact on nesting birds if
they are present on the Project site at the time of grading and construction. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 from the Initial Study would require a preconstruction nesting bird
clearance survey to determine the presence/absence, location, and status of any active nests on or
adjacent to the Project site and includes appropriate provisions consistent with law.

Blue Line Stream Impacts: A drainage feature is located along the southeastern edge of the site and
is considered as a jurisdictional feature under the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, with
an estimated jurisdictional area encompassing 0.4 acres of the site. However, the PDP and TTM for
the Project has been designed to specifically avoid any development within or adjacent to this
jurisdictional feature, and instead would designate this area as natural Open Space in perpetuity.
This requirement is also reflected in the Project’s Conditions of Approval.

Yucaipa Ridge Road Right of Way: A request was made by an adjoining property owner to have the
northern Right of Way alignment for Yucaipa Ridge Road shift towards the east to better connect to

an existing access easement and paved private drive for the properties to the north, which is shown
below:

Neighboring request to align Yucaipa Ridge Road ROW to existing easement

Development Review Committee:

The City Development Review Committee reviewed the Serrano Estates Project (Case No. 20-136)
on August 4, 2022, which discussed the Project’s draft Conditions of Approval with the applicant’s
representative. The representative noted that they would complete the stop sign improvements along
Yucaipa Ridge Road and will be working to address the concerns on the Juniper/Bryant Street
intersection. Key revisions, which are also reflected in the proposed Conditions of Approval,
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includes details such as the 40 ft ROW along the northern end of Yucaipa Ridge Road, and the
proposed stop control at the Yucaipa Ridge Road intersections.

Environmental Review:

The Initial Study prepared for the initial Serrano Estates proposal, which was made available for
comment for 20 days beginning on July 15, 2022, and ending on August 4, 2022!, considers the
potential environmental impacts that could occur as a result of the Project. Based upon the analysis
conducted by staff, all available evidence indicated that any adverse impacts that could occur are at
a less-than-significant level, and consequently, staff had recommended the adoption of a Mitigated
Negative Declaration (MND) if the City Council were to ultimately approve the Project. As noted
previously, the initial Serrano Estates Project was denied and a new proposal was developed that
was intended to address the site design shortcomings identified during those hearings. An
Additional Analysis (AA) on the previously-developed MND was prepared pursuant to the
provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) in response to Project design
revisions that have been made following the public hearing process for Case No. 20-138 and that
are now included as part of Case No. 22-150. The AA provides additional information and analyses
that merely clarifies or amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications to the Draft MND after it
was circulated for public comment in July, 2022 to best account for the current proposal. As such,
recirculation is not required pursuant to Section 15073.5 of the CEQA Guidelines; however, this
information is being provided for the benefit of public review and disclosure and is included as part
of the overall MND adoption process, should Council approve the Project.

The Mitigation measures reflect the comments received through tribal consultation as part of
SB18/AB52, as well as the standard protocols regarding biological resources and a paleontological
resource evaluation. Other elements of the Project would be governed by uniformly applicable
policy, including adherence with the Building Code and SCAQMD rules. No comments were
received specifically on the Initial Study during the public review process by local, regional or state
agencies, or by members of the public, though a variety of public comment letters were provided
with concerns over the Project. These responses are included above as part of the Project processing
section.

Alternatively, the City Council can find that the Project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to Sections
15061(4) and 15270 of the CEQA Guidelines if the Planned Development is denied. These sections
state that CEQA does not apply to projects which a public agency rejects or disapproves.

CONCLUSION:

If approved, the proposed Preliminary Development Plan will establish a land use plan and
development standards for a single-family residential subdivision consisting of 51 lots, including 41
that will be age restricted, and provides additional area for natural open space and vineyards on a
52-acre site along Yucaipa Ridge Road. As part of the Project, a Final Development Plan and
Tentative Tract Map No. 20375 has been submitted to entitle the subject site in a design that is
consistent with the Preliminary Development Plan.

1 Initial Study was also submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review during the same period.
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The City’s Development Code includes procedures for Planned Development applications, and
notes that its purpose “is intended to facilitate development of properties where greater flexibility in
design is desired to provide a more efficient use of land than would be possible through the strict
application of land use district regulations.” As a result, the proposed development does not meet
the City’s objective design standards, including lot dimensions and setbacks, until a PDP has been is
approved that establishes new standards applicable to the site. The proposed standards of this PDP
have been developed by the applicant, based on their application and letter of intent, to address the
existing topographical challenges for the site, and includes “[m]odifications to the development
standards [that] include, but are not limited to setbacks, minimum lot size, and minimum dwelling
unit street frontage” to accomplish additional site design flexibility. The Planned Development
process includes required findings of approval that are to be met in order to approve the Project. The
Planning Commission has recommended the Project, and the City Council can make any necessary
revisions to the draft findings and Planned Development standard to further support the discussion
and decision on the Project as part of the Project record.

FISCAL IMPACT:

Based on a total number of 51 residential units on 27 net acres, the Project can be expected to
generate $1,207,229.73 in Development Impact Fees, using the current 2022 fee schedule, as
follows:

Drainage Facilities: $401,745.42
Traffic Facilities: $532,144.20
Public Facilities: $73,675.62
Fire Facilities: $46,726.71
Park Facilities: $152,937.78
TOTAL: $1,207,229.73

Fees collected by other agencies, such as Yucaipa Valley Water District and Yucaipa Calimesa
School District, are in addition to this total.
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FINDINGS: PLANNED DEVELOPMENT REVIEW APPROVAL

1.

The proposed development is consistent with the City’s General Plan in that the current land use
district designation is Rural Living, 1-acre minimum (gross) lot size that would permit up to 52
single family lots. The proposed Project includes the implementation of the Planned
Development Review procedures listed in Article 2, Chapter 3 of Division 3 of the Yucaipa
Development Code in lieu of direct application of the RL-1 standards to permit the approval of
51 single family lots and one additional lot for vineyards and permanent open space. Pursuant to
Section 83.030205 of the City’s Development Code, the Planned Development purpose “is
intended to facilitate development of properties where greater flexibility in design is desired to
provide a more efficient use of land than would be possible through the strict application of land
use district regulations.” The proposed Project does not include the development of units
beyond what is currently permissible under the City’s General Plan but works to provide
development standards intended to achieve different design goals, including the preservation of
natural open space, and provide areas for viticulture.

The physical characteristics of the site have been adequately assessed through the proposed
Preliminary Development Plan, which leverages the areas of the site that has limited
topographical constraints to accommodate the residential capacity and preserves areas with
greater slopes or naturalized drainage channels to remain as open space. The design also
provides an opportunity for agrarian activities along visible areas intended to support a more
rural community appearance and the local viticultural industry. As part of the Preliminary
Development Plan, 51 single family homes is proposed within the 52 acre site, and development
standards are included to accommodate 12,000 or greater square foot lots that includes design
requirements pertaining to yards, setbacks, and walls and fences, while also establishing
landscape buffers between the proposed vineyard and from the adjoining neighborhood along
Yucaipa Ridge Road. In addition, the site has been arranged with larger lots along the Crystal
Street/Quartz Street loop to best integrate with the existing neighborhood along Yucaipa Ridge
Road.

The site for the proposed development has adequate access from Yucaipa Ridge Road, an
existing 2-way local paved roadway that is partially constructed, and relevant condition of
approval are required for the Project, including the completion of Yucaipa Ridge Road
improvements, including curb, gutter, and a multipurpose trail, as well as the completion of
additional improvements adjacent to an existing United States Forest Service easement along
Yucaipa Ridge Road, as part of the consideration on the limitations of existing streets and
highways and provide the necessary improvements to accommodate the proposed development.
The Project would further access Bryant Street, the primary thoroughfare, from Azurite Street
and Topaz Street which are developed as local streets.

Adequate public services and facilities will be provided as a condition of development plan
approval to serve the proposed development and is identified in Section 4 of the Preliminary
Development Plan. This includes the extension of the sewer line from Bryant Street and
improvements to potable water service, to support the future development. In addition, these
improvements consider the development surrounding the site, and through the permit review
process with the utility companies will ensure that the development will not result in a reduction
of such public services to the surrounding properties.
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5. The proposed development has been designed to minimize any adverse effects on surrounding
property by creating a land use design that can help buffer the differing lot sizes of proposed
development (greater than a quarter (net) acre) to the existing development (one acre gross)
through a landscaped basin along Yucaipa Ridge Road, and locating the permitted residential
capacity towards interior streets to the Project. The proposed land uses for the site include single
family residences and land for agrarian purposes, which will provide compatibility between land
use activities of the surrounding area.

6. The improvements required per the conditions of development plan approval and the manner of
development adequately address all natural and manmade hazards associated with the proposed
development and the Project site including:

Flood: The Preliminary Development Plan proposes a land use plan that would avoid
any development in drainage areas that may pose a flood risk and would instead
preserve the existing drainage channels that feed towards Spoor Creek as natural open
space.

Seismic hazards: The subject site is located within the Alquist Priolo Fault Zone
boundary, and prior geotechnical studies completed for the site identify potential fault
zone risks along the northern portion of the site. The Preliminary Development Plan
would preserve such areas as open space, including natural open space and vineyards, in
lieu of residential development. In addition, the proposed residential development would
be subject to the California Building Code, and additional geotechnical studies will be
completed as part of the permit process to provide for the structural design requirements
for the new residences.

Fire: Risks to future development from fire hazards are addressed through adherence to
the City’s Standard Conditions of Approval as required by the City Fire Department,
which includes provisions for adequate fire access that are addressed through the
Project’s internal circulation design, sprinkler water systems within habitable living
spaces, and the placement of new fire hydrants at applicable intervals that meet the water
flow requirements of the Fire Code. Prior to the issuance of building permits, a hydrant
flow test will be required to verify the flow rate to serve the subdivision, and the
development would be subject to any additional water improvements to meet the code
requirements for flow. Other key elements supported by the Project is a roadway design
that meets the California Fire Code (CFC), including a maximum 12% grade, all
weather roadway design capable of supporting 75,000 pounds, and two (2) points of
vehicular ingress and egress from streets. General Plan Policy S-1.8, Natural
Topography, note that projects should “limit grading for future developments to the
minimum amount needed to preserve Yucaipa’s natural topography, preserve
vegetation, and maintain soil and slope stability.

Slope hazards: The Preliminary Development Plan has been designed to locate future
residential uses away from the steeper slopes located along the northern portions of the
site, and instead concentrates the development along the flatter portion. The steeper
areas are also more highly visible to the community at large, and therefore is also
proposed for natural open space and vineyards.

7. The proposed development carries out the intent of the planned development provisions by
providing a more efficient use of the land and an excellence of design greater than that which
would be achieved through the application of conventional development standards as the land
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use plan provides for the consolidation of the residential unit capacity towards the southerly
portion of the site, which would avoid areas of steeper topography that might otherwise create
conflicts with access requirements listed in the Development Code, and leverages these other
areas for natural open space and vineyards which would not be otherwise feasible with the strict
application of the RL-1 Development Standards.
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FINDINGS: TENTATIVE MAP NO. 20375 APPROVAL

1.

The proposed subdivision, together with the provisions for its design and improvements, is
consistent with the General Plan, provided that the Preliminary Development Plan is
approved, because the proposed use and overall density of 51 single family lots on 52 gross
acres is consistent with the RL-1 (Rural Living, 1-acre minimum (gross) lot size) Land Use
District that is augmented by the Preliminary Development Plan that includes standards that
would apply specifically to the site, and the Conditions of Approval address the provision of
public services and improvements.

The site is physically suitable for the proposed type and density of development, because the
Project site would be graded to create pad areas for future units, and has been designed to
accommodate the proposed development, roadways, and associated infrastructure for the
Project. In addition, physical constraints such as a drainage course, topography, or another
environmental constraint, have been taken into consideration during the development of the
Preliminary Development Plan and avoided with the subdivision design.

The design of the subdivision and the proposed improvements are not likely to cause
substantial environmental damage and substantially or avoidably injure fish or wildlife or
their habitat, because the environmental review for the Project includes appropriate
conditions or mitigation measures that demonstrate that the Project will have a less than
significant impact to the environment.

The design of the proposed subdivision and any related types or proposed improvements are
not likely to cause serious public safety and health problems because conditions are included
to assure compliance with all City health and safety standards.

The design of the proposed subdivision or the type of improvements will not conflict with
public easements within or through the site because conditions have been included to ensure
non-interference with any existing public easements.

The design of the subdivision provides for the extent feasible, passive or natural heating and
cooling opportunities, because the Project proposes residential lots that would include the
installation of solar panels, as required by the with the most current building code, without
interference from surrounding properties, which provide opportunities for the use of solar
energy.

The proposed subdivision, its design, density, and type of development and improvements
conforms to the regulations of the Development Code and the regulations of any public
agency having jurisdiction by law should the Preliminary Development Plan be approved
pursuant to the provisions listed in Article 2 of Chapter 3 of Division 3 of the Yucaipa
Development Code, and all public agencies that may be affected by this development have
had their concerns addressed by the Conditions of Approval.

The proposed subdivision is not deemed to be a land project as defined by the Yucaipa
Development Code, Section 812.12030.
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LAND USE: RL-1 (RURAL LIVING, 1-ACRE MINIMUM (GROSS) LOT SIZE)

LOCATION
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Agenda Item No.
City of Yucaipa
Planning Commission Minutes
Regular Meeting of August 17, 2022

A Regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of Yucaipa, California was called to
order in the Council Chambers, 34272 Yucaipa Boulevard, Yucaipa, California, on August 17,
2022, at 6:30 PM.

PRESENT: J.R. Allgower, Chair
Christopher Markarian, Vice Chair
Richard Beck, Commissioner
Tony Hicks, Commissioner
Lloyd Rekstad, Commissioner
Bart Brizzee, Commissioner
Aron Wolfe, Commissioner

ABSENT: None

CITY STAFF: Benjamin Matlock, City Planner/Planning Manager
Madeline Jordan, Assistant Planner
Christian Farmer, Assistant Planner

Katrina Kunkel, Associate Engineer
Maria Koolthoven, Planning Commission Assistant

The meeting was called to order at 6:31 PM, with the Pledge of Allegiance led by Commissioner
Rekstad.

ROLL CALL

PUBLIC COMMENT

One public comment was received by mail from Bill McEwin for an item not on the agenda.
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CONSENT AGENDA
1. SUBJECT: Approve Planning Commission Minutes of July 20, 2022
2. SUBJECT: Approve Planning Commission Minutes of August 3, 2022

ACTION: MOTION BY Commissioner Rekstad, SECOND BY Commissioner Beck,
CARRIED, 4-0-0-3, TO APPROVE CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS NO. 1.

ACTION: MOTION BY Commissioner Rekstad, SECOND BY Commissioner Beck,
CARRIED, 5-0-0-2, TO APPROVE CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS NO. 2.

OLD BUSINESS:

3. SUBJECT: Premium Land Development. Case No 21-085/GPA/LUCR/DBA: A General
Plan Amendment to change the land use district from RM-10M (Multiple Residential) to
RM-24 (High Density Multiple Residential) an affordability provision that will be executed
through a Density Bonus Agreement and a Land Use Compliance Review to permit a
privately gated 200-unit multi-family apartment Project on four parcels totaling 8.39 acres
with a Density Bonus Agreement to covenant ten (10) percent of the units as low-income
affordable; to be located between 3rd Street to the west, and 2nd Street to the east, at
approximately 375 feet north of County Line Road. A lot merger will also be processed to
consolidate all four parcels into a single lot. APNs 0319-253-28, -29, -30, -84. (ITEM
CONTINUED FROM AUGUST 3. 2022, PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING).

RECOMMENDATION: That the Planning Commission discuss the project, and if the
Planning Commission decides to support the approval of this proposal, recommend to the
City Council that they:

A) Adopt Resolution No. 2022-41, approving the minor General Plan Amendment /
Land Use District Change of a property from RM-10M Multiple Residential, 10,000
square foot minimum lot size) to the land use designation of RM-24 (High Density
Multiple Residential); and

B) Approve first reading, by the title only, as read by staff, of Ordinance No. 412,
amending Ordinance No. 343, amending the Official Land Use Plan and Zoning
Ordinance as adopted by the City of Yucaipa; and

C) Approve the Land Use Compliance Review (Case No. 21-085), subject to the
Conditions of Approval as contained in this Agenda Report; and

D) Adopt the Findings as contained in this Agenda Report; and

E) Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program, finding the mitigation measures and standard measures and procedures
will reduce the potential level of environmental impact to less than significant; and
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F) Direct staff to file a Notice of Determination; and,

G) Review, and if it is considered acceptable, approve the architectural design and
conceptual landscaping for the proposed Project.

DISCUSSION: Planning Manager/City Planner Ben Matlock informed the Commissioners that
no new information had developed since the August 3, 2022, Planning Commission Meeting.
Planning Manger Ben Matlock remined the Commissioners that Public Comment was closed at
the time, however there is the opportunity to re-open if they so choose to.

Commissioner Bart Brizzee and Commissioner Aaron Wolfe both informed staff and the public
that they had reviewed the minutes and listened to the audio from the August 3, 2022, Planning
Commission Meeting. Planning Manager Ben Matlock explained to the Commission that is up to
the Planning Commission to review and make recommendations to City Council, noting that the
General Plan Amendment is ultimately for City Council to make the final decision. Commissioner
Bart Brizzee noted that he had concerns with the Project and felt that he would have difficulty
meeting Findings 4 & 6 that are required for approval of the General Plan Amendment,
Commissioner Rekstad, and Vice Chair Markarian agreed with the concerns over the Project and
the appropriateness of the General Plan Amendment for this site. Commissioner Wolfe also noted
concurrence with the concerns provided regarding the Amendment but iterated that the multiple-
family project that was proposed with the Amendment was an attractive proposal.

ACTION: MOTION BY Vice Chair Markarian, SECOND BY Commissioner Beck,
CARRIED, 4-3-0-0, TO DENY AGENDA ITEM NO. 3 based on the inability to meet the
required findings for approval.

PUBLIC HEARINGS:

The order of Business for the Public Hearing Shall Be:

A. Staff Presentation D. Applicant Rebuttal (if necessary)
B. Applicant/Representative Presentation E. Public Hearing Closed
C. Public Comments F. Commission Discussion

4. SUBJECT: Case No. 19-116/CUP: A Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to provide a
continuous authorization and holding of Project annual-held events in lieu of currently
holding Special Event Permits. The CUP for the Project (aka Pumpkin Factory LLO)
includes the construction of permanent vendor booth displays that will replace existing
temporary structures and would memorialize implementation of traffic-related elements,
traffic control provisions, street improvements, and other terms to facilitate the annual-held
events. The 64-acre Project site is located at the southeast corner of Live Oak Canyon Road
and the 1-10 eastbound on-ramp. APN(S) 0301- 201-38, -39 and 0301-211-11.
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RECOMMENDATION: That the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing; and:

A) Approve the Conditional Use Permit, subject to the Conditions of Approval as contained
in the Agenda Report: and

B) Adopt the Findings as contained in this Agenda Report; and

C) Adopt a Categorical Exemption pursuant to Section 15323 (Class 23), as well as 15301
(Class 1) and 15311 (Class 11), of the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 and
the CEQA Guidelines, as amended; and,

D) Direct staff to file a Notice of Exemption.

DISCUSSION: Commissioner Hicks recused himself from this item due to a conflict of interest.
Assistant Planner Madeline Jordan presented the Agenda Report.

The applicant’s representative, Paul Toomey addressed the Commission regarding this project.
Paul Toomey noted that this is an annual event that has been happening for many years, but that it
is not a year-round activity. He noted that the completion of this process will give the property
owner the certainty that he will be able to have the event every year, while delineating clear
requirements, and concluded that this event creates a positive impact to the community.

The applicant’s other representative, Jasmine Hancock, also addressed the Commission regarding
this project, and noted that conditions are included to ensure that there is a traffic control plan in

place.

The applicant, Chris Rameson addressed the Commission regarding this project. Chris noted that
he loves the City of Yucaipa and that he’s worked hard to make the Pumpkin Patch a nice place
for families to visit. He noted that he employs 700 employees during the season, and that by going
through this process, he will have the assurance to hold the event.

Public Comments: No comments received.

ACTION: MOTION BY Commissioner Wolfe, SECOND BY Commissioner Brizzee,
CARRIED, 6-0-0-1, TO APPROVE CONSENT AGENDA ITEM NO. 4.
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5. SUBJECT: Premium Land Development on behalf of Yucaipa 52, LLC (Case No. 20-
136/PDP/FDP/TTM 20375): A Planned Development project that includes a Preliminary
Development Plan and Tentative Tract Map (TTM 20375)/Final Development Plan for the
proposed Serrano Estates Project, which will establish 51 Single Family Residential lots
on parcels greater than 12,000 square feet, several lettered lots for water quality basins, and
a 27-acre remainder lot that would include space for vineyards as well as 13 acres of
permanent open space, located on three existing parcels totaling 52 acres along the east
side of Yucaipa Ridge Road directly south of the City limits to unincorporated San
Bernardino County. APNs: 0320-161-08, 09, and 28.

RECOMMENDATION: That the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing; and if the
Planning Commission decides to support the approval of this proposal, recommend to the City
Council that they:

A) Adopt Resolution No. 2022-47, approving a Preliminary Development Plan for the
Serrano Estates Project; and

B) Approve Final Development Plan/Tentative Tract Map No. 20375 (Case No. 20-
136/FDP/TTM 20375), subject to the Conditions of Approval as contained in this
Agenda Report; and

C) Adopt the Findings as contained in this Agenda Report; and

D) Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program, finding the mitigation measures and standard measures and procedures will
reduce the potential level of environmental impact to less than significant; and,

E) Direct staff to file a Notice of Determination.

DISCUSSION: Planning Manager/City Planner Ben Matlock presented the Agenda Report. He
noted that additional written comments were received and have been added to the packet.

The applicant’s representative, Travis Heaps addressed the Commission. Mr. Heaps noted that the
development of this site has been in the works for 30 plus years. He emphasized that this was a
Planned Development Project and not a General Plan Amendment. Mr. Heaps noted that the
density is still consistent with the base density that is permitted, and that because the project is in
the hills, the design would maintain the northern end of the property as natural open space. He
also noted that their team held a community meeting to help answer questions and concerns, and
from the comments that were received at the meeting, they had modified the multi-purpose trail
and fencing for the development.

Vice Chair Markarian noted that an issue he has with the Project is with the Planned Development
design. He noted that he recognizes that the design serves to implement the viticultural goals of
the community, but that the flow and transition from the existing neighborhood to the proposed
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project with this specific proposal appears too abrupt. He referenced the efforts for the Wine
Specific Plan, noting how the proposed land use district locations and development standards were
deliberately designed to make a more logical transition from the vacant areas and the surrounding
area and asked if potential revisions could be made to improve the transition.

Public Comments: Twenty-three speaker forms were received.

Teri Boon - Yucaipa Ridge Road - She noted that the proposed project is on the main San
Andreas fault area and is also a current flood zone. She noted that there will be an issue with
the wildlife in the area. She noted that she is not opposed to a project developed on the site
but is opposed to less than a 1-acre property and iterated that a minimum of | acre is required
if a family wants to grow their own food due a manufactured food crisis, and that families
should be able to raise their animals on their property. She also noted that while the nearby
winery owner has been a great and helpful neighbor, those visiting the winery are driving down
the road too fast and concluded that she is opposed to this project.

Heather Dent - Country Lane - She noted that she has lived in Yucaipa all her life. She noted
that she likes the -acre lot idea and believes that this proposal presents a sweetheart deal with
the developer to retain ownership of half of his property after being allowed to build 51 houses
on 12 acres and would allow him to lease back the property for perpetual income. She noted
that building 51 homes on 12 acres is not congruent with the General Plan and does not want
to see what would appear like a mobile home park in the neighborhood. She loves the idea of
vineyards in the area however would like a better presented project with 1-acre minimum lots.

Lucinda Brinks - Diamond Street - She noted that she and her husband built their home and
have lived in Yucaipa since 1987. She noted that they were attracted to the rural living of the
North Bench and objects the proposed land use change. Additional concerns she had in regard
to past fires, mudflows and earthquakes that have called for mandatory evacuations for that
area in the past five years.

Joshua Morgan - Fremont Street - He noted that he was representing his four brothers and
himself, and wanted to share a young person’s perspective. He noted that they previously lived
in a track home area and moved to the North Bench noting that he and his sibling are excited
to be in the North Bench. He noted that he would not like to see smaller homes built like where
he originally lived.

Daniel Morgan - Fremont Strect - He noted that he had written a letter that was included in the
Packet and read the letter to the Commissioners to reiterate his opposition to the project.

Ramona Etheredge - Ivy Court - She noted that she loves the 1-acre lots and being able to have
animals. She also noted that the evacuations they had during the past fires was very scary and
could not imagine having additional residents in harm’s way from the fires and the floods that
from the aftermath. She also noted that the area has low water pressure. Before commenting

that she is opposed to the project.

Steve Freeman - Juniper Ave - He noted that traffic is a big concern as well as, a seismic area
along the northern side of the project, commenting that this area is not buildable land and

therefore should not count towards the development potential. He also referenced that when
Page 6
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he purchased his property in 2008, he had met with City Staff, and was informed that that area
would remain as 1-acre lots, and therefore opposes to the project.

Ross McGinnis - Azurite Street - He noted he moved to the North Bench 20 years ago, to have
a rural lifestyle and that 400 additional vehicles in the area would cause metropolitan traffic
conditions that would completely change the atmosphere, and therefore opposes the project.

Alice Ames - Yucaipa Ridge Road - She noted that traffic is a big concern due to there only
being one way in and one way out of the neighborhood as well as that the wildlife, such as
bears, bobcats, birds, and foxes will all be affected. She noted that this proposed project, is
everything the North Bench isn’t.

Sherry Todd - Quartz Street - She noted that she has been at her home since 1983 and had at
that time always knew she would be on a 1-acre lot, and this proposal is therefore a big surprise
to her, and she anticipated it to remain the same. She noted that the current property owner
purchased the property in 2014 and should have been aware of the minimum 1-acre ordinance,
disagreeing with the comments made at the community meeting, stating that 1-acre lots were
not proposed because the profits weren't there. She concluded that money, is not her nor any
of her neighbor’s problem and would like the project rejected.

Colleen Wang - Quartz Street - She noted that the 52 homes should not be channeled down
two streets, and instead should have three streets to work. She commented that the
neighborhood does not want this development, and neighbors like herself rides horses and,
with the proposed project, won't be able to access the trails. She notes she is not opposed to
development but that this should remain with one acre lots.

Hansen Wang - Quartz Street - He noted that the proposed development will restrict his views,
traffic is a big cause for concern, and that he shares the same feeling as the rest of his neighbors
in opposing the project.

Erik Sahakian - Golden Crown Way - He noted that he is running for the District 1 council seat
and that he is at the meeting to support his friends and community in the North Bench who are
against the development of any land for housing that does not support the North Bench’s
unique beauty. He noted that he lives in Chapman Height, and while he loves his neighborhood
noted that the North Bench should not be tummed into Chapman Heights. He concluded that
housing is necessary and important, but not at the expense of community ideals, and that the
North Bench represents the soul of Yucaipa.

Paul Wohlers - Yucaipa Ridge Road - He noted that his concern with the proposed project is
from prior seismic trenching that was not correctly compacted, noting that future work will
require testing and re-compaction. He also noted concerns with the existing water pressure.

Donna Snodgrass - Walnut Grove Court - She noted that she is the Vice President to the
Yucaipa Valley Wine Alliance and 18 months ago she circulated a petition to stop cluster
housing on the North Bench during the initial review of the wine country discussions. She
noted that since that time, she was appointed to the Yucaipa Valley Wine Country Planning
Committee and is currently the Vice Chair, and while learning more about the properties and
legal rights, her approach changed to find workable solutions. She noted that the Wine Country
Planning Committee is proposing a new zoning that would provide for the agricultural and
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open space features desired, and that Developer and landowner for the Serrano Estates
continues that approach and takes it a step further; by committing to grading and planting the
entire vineyard area before pulling a single building permit. She stated that she urges and
supports for the plan being presented with some of the changes that were brought up by Vice
Chair Markarian.

Cesar Roldan - Pendleton Road - He stated that as a general ideal, he is not in favor of cluster
housing; nor does he want to see the North Bench fully developed with housing. However, he
noted that throughout his career as a realtor he tries to create a win, win approach. He
commented that current requirements are not set in stone; and could change due to the pressure
for more housing, stating that if nothing is done to preserve the fifty percent of the land for
viticulture and open space, the entire land may be lost to development in the future. He
concluded by commenting that if this project is not approved, it will be devasting to the future
of Yucaipa, and supports the project that is proposed.

Landon Myers - Oak Mesa Drive - He noted that he is the Project Manager for Vines of the
Valley, and that since 2020, they have over six thousand vines in the Yucaipa region. He noted
that as a representative of the community vineyard installers and grape growers, he supports
the proposed project.

Kevin Miskin - Ivy Ave - He noted that the City of Yucaipa does not need more wine but that
instead need water. He noted he rejects the proposed project from an engineer’s perspective,
commenting that the flat and square lots proposed do not blend into the current topography.
He noted that the future development should remain as 1-acre, single story custom homes, and
therefore opposes the project.

Trevor Leja - Yucaipa Ridge Road - He noted that he appreciates the inclusion of vineyards
and generally supports development of the vineyard. He further states that his concerns are
with lot sizes and existing road conditions, noting that the proposed Project should maintain
one acre lots, and that Yucaipa Ridge Road should be improved along the entire frontage north
of Quartz Street as to allow for development in the County area. He concluded that the project
is not consistent with rural character of the current neighborhood and is opposed to the project.

Gina Hadder - Palermo Court - She noted that she is here in support for the people opposing
the project, commenting that she has lived in Yucaipa for twenty-four years and had purchased
her home for the rural feel from the 1-acre lots. She concluded that she has concerns about the
noise, light and environmental pollution.

Brian Plein - Ivy Avenue - He noted that he has lived in the North Bench for twenty-two years
and that the “one acre one house” should not be changed to keep the rural feel. He concluded
that the residents of the North Bench should not be penalized because the developer cannot
build fifty-one homes of fifty-one acres.

Kathy Dupper - Fremont St - She noted that her concern is the size of residential lots,
commenting that Yucaipa has long been an equestrian community and the lots proposed would
be too small for horse ownership. She noted that she opposes the project.

Bob Miller - Crystal Street - He thanked the Planning Commission for their service and for
listening to all the concerned residents. He noted that when he thought about retirement, he
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wanted to live in a town that was quiet and peaceful, and that he found that in Yucaipa. He
noted that the area is special and that he wouldn’t want the specialness taken away.

The applicant, Mr. Craig Heaps noted that he read the comments regarding the zone change and
wanted to clarify that they are not changing the zone nor doing a General Plan Amendment, but
instead using an existing process in the City’s Code. He understands that

there are compromised areas within the property and that would limit the ability to build 1-acre
lots all over the property, commenting that their approach was designed to take advantage of the
best parts of the site. He iterated that if this project doesn’t work, then nothing will work. He
responded to the comment that the project looks square, agreeing that they had some challenges to
best make the streets work with the grading, iterating this was not an easy project to put together,
but they ultimately have still designed a great project. Mr. Heaps also responded to the comments
regarding animal keeping, not that there would not be large animal keeping on these lots and that
it was not planned as an equestrian community. He also responded to the comments regarding
water, not that there is enough water and sufficient water flow as provided by the “will serve”
letters from Yucaipa Valley Water District, and they would be responsible for the infrastructure
meeting the required water flow and pressure requirements. He also responded to the traffic
concerns, iterating that they will assess the stop signs at and near the Project. Mr. Heaps also
provided a response to lot sizes, commenting that part of the goal of the Project is to provide open
space and opportunities for vineyards — larger lots would in tumn reduce those desired elements.

Vice Chair Markarian; stated that he respectfully disagrees with Mr. Heaps’ comment that if this
does not work, then nothing will work. Mr. Markarian noted that he is not opposed to
development, nor that the general concept presented for this particular project is bad but iterated
that additional design improvements should be made to better facilitate the transition of the
neighborhood, and suggested that Mr. Heaps work with the neighbors to ensure that the rural feel
is maintained as part of the site design. Additional efforts to help bridge the design by modifying
the Planned Development standards, like the efforts of the Wine Country Specific Plan, would
help him to ultimately support the Project.

Commission Wolfe noted that while he understands what Vice Chair Markarian is saying, the fact
is that the neighborhood does not want any development and stated that such efforts would not
appeal to those that spoke. Vice Chair Markarian added that strict adherence to one acre lots is not
a reasonable solution and ultimately misses important opportunities to preserve key features, but
that there may be a better middle ground.

Chair Allgower noted that the community has expressed a desire to support agriculture and wine
making in the City, and that they need to make a decision that is good for the community.

Commissioner Hicks noted that he has lived in the City for close to 40 years, and that he lives in
the transition between large lots, up to 40 acres, in Wildwood Canyon and residential lots that are
smaller than those that are proposed. He noted that transitions must occur somewhere, and he likes
his large lot neighbors as well as his smaller lot neighbors and acknowledged that the smaller lot
neighbors like to have the proximity to the rural areas so they can too enjoy the area. He also noted
that the North Bench used to be much larger lots for chicken ranches and has transitioned to what
we have now because of prior developers. Opportunities to preserve open space areas free from
development is a better way to go.
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Commissioner Rekstad felt that the Project represents a clash of cultures, going from the larger
lots that have a “scruffier” appearance to 51 lots that are likely to be highly manicured. He felt that
the Commission should honor the wishes of the existing neighborhood. He also noted that the
applicant’s financial investment for the site and property is not a deciding factor for the
Commission to consider.

The Public Hearing was then closed.

Commissioner Wolfe clarified that this project takes an approach that is allowed by the City’s
codes, and Commissioner Rekstad and Vice Chair Markarian responded that while the process is
allowed, they should find something that works best to which Commission Wolfe responded that
he does like the Project.

Commissioner Bart Brizzee addressed and thanked the public for attending, as he has not
experienced such a big outpouring like this and their willingness to stay until 11:30 p.m., Mr.
Brizzee clarified the role of the Planning Commission and standards they have to follow, iterating
that their role is not to determine which projects they do or don’t like, but rather how does the
Project meet or not meet the policy directive that has been established, and this project in particular
will need Council’s final approval whole will consider all of the goals they are trying to achieve
for the community. Mr. Brizzee noted that if this was just a zoning, then it would be an easy call
for him. However, the level of opposition to the project suggests that the implementation of this
tool and the specific standards that have been proposed may not be appropriate from his
perspective but noted that it is ultimately a call for the City Council to make.

ACTION: MOTION BY Commissioner Wolfe, SECOND BY Commissioner Hicks,
CARRIED, 3-4-0-0, TO APPROVE TO RECOMMEND TO THE CITY COUNCIL
CONSENT AGENDA ITEM NO. 5. Motion Fails and project is not recommended for
approval.

6. SUBJECT: Case No. 22-053/CUP/MNV: A Conditional Use Permit for the establishment
of a construction services site that includes a 3,900 square foot material and equipment
storage facility, three (3) 200 square foot on-site storage containers and a future 570 square
foot modular office, and includes a Minor Variance request for a 40 percent reduction in the
side yard setback located at a vacant parcel on California Street. APN:0319-212-09.

RECOMMENDATION: That the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing; and:

A) Approve the Conditional Use Permit, Architectural Design, and conceptual
landscaping subject to the Conditions of Approval as contained in the Agenda Report;

B) Adopt the Findings for the Conditional Use Permit as contained in this Agenda
Report; and

C) Adopt the Minor Variance Findings as contained in the Agenda Report; and
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D) Adopt a Categorical Exemption pursuant to Section 15305 (Class 5) and Section
15332 (Class 32) of the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 and the CEQA
Guidelines, as amended; and,

E) Direct staff to file a Notice of Exemption.
DISCUSSION:
Assistant Planner Christian Farmer presented the project.

Planner Christian Farmer noted that several notices were sent to all property owners within 300
feet of this project and only one verbal comment was received by the neighbor directly to the south
who indicated their support for the project.

The applicant’s representative, Steve Ritchey, addressed the Commission and requested that the
project be approved. He noted that he was available to answer any technical question any of them
might have.

Public Comments: None.

ACTION: MOTION BY Vice Chair Markarian, SECOND BY Commissioner Hicks,
CARRIED, 7-0-0-0, TO APPROVE CONSENT AGENDA ITEM NO. 6.

ANNOUNCEMENTS: The next Planning Commission Meeting is scheduled for September 7,
2022.

Ben Matlock noted that there will be a Planning Commissioner Training in Rancho Cucamonga
on August 26, 2022, being hosted by Institute for Local Government.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at | 1:46 PM.

/} —— = Wﬁ%

Be;pjé/min Matlock /ﬂﬁ Allgower .~ n/@”

_Planning Manager/City Planner Chair of the Plannthg Commission
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Agenda Item No.
City of Yucaipa
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
Regular Meeting of March 15, 2023

A Regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of Yucaipa, California was called to order in
the Council Chambers, 34272 Yucaipa Boulevard, Yucaipa, on March 15, 2023, at 6:30 PM.

PRESENT:

ABSENT:

CITY STAFF:

J.R. Allgower, Chair

Tony Hicks, Vice Chair

Richard Beck, Commissioner
Stacey Chester, Commissioner
David Higginson, Commissioner
Donna Snodgrass, Commissioner
Lyle Vick, Commissioner

None

Benjamin Matlock, Planning Manager/City Planner
Katrina Kunkle, Assistant City Engineer

Lauren Sanchez, Assistant City Attorney

Madeline Jordan, Associate Planner

Christian Farmer, Assistant Planner

Maria Koolhoven, Planning Commission Assistant

CONVENE PLANNING COMMISSION

The meeting was called to order at 6:31 p.m., with the Pledge of Allegiance led by Vice Chair Tony Hicks.

ROLL CALL

PUBLIC COMMENT: One public comment for items not on the agenda was received. Hansen Wang
informed the Commission that the General Plan is good for twenty years, and that changes can be made if
they help to improve the City. Mr. Wang noted that he 1s for development that is done in an appropriate

manner.

CONSENT AGENDA

The following Consent Agenda items are expected to be routine and non-controversial. The Planning
Commission will act upon them, at one time, without discussion. Any Councilmember or staff
member may request removal of an item from the Consent Agenda for discussion.

The title 1s deemed to be read, and further reading waived on any ordinance listed on the Consent
Agenda for second reading and adoption.
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1. SUBJECT: Approve Item No. 1, Planning Commission Minutes of March 1, 2023.

ACTION: MOTION BY Vice Chair Hicks, SECOND BY Commissioner Beck, CARRIED,
6-0-1-0, TO APPROVE CONSENT AGENDA ITEM NO. 1.

PUBLIC HEARINGS: The order of Business for the Public Hearing Shall Be:

A
B.
C.

Staff Presentation D. Applicant Rebuttal (if necessary)
Applicant/Representative Presentation E. Public Hearing Closed
Public Comments F. Commission Discussion

2. SUBJECT: David Ridge (Case No. 23-026/SUP/ARC): A Special Use Permit for the
Architectural Review of a 24.5-foot-tall and 2,400 square foot garage/workshop that has been
designed to match the existing home on a single-residential property located at 35648 Sundance
Court; APN: 1242-101-17.

RECOMMENDATION: That the Planning Commission conduct a Public Hearing and:

A) Review the architectural design of the proposed oversized structure, and if it is acceptable,
approve the design subject to the Conditions of Approval; and
B) Adopt the Special Use Permit Findings as contained in the Agenda Report; and
C) Adopt a Categorical Exemption pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act of
1970 and the CEQA Guidelines, as amended, Section 15303 (Class 3); and,
D) Direct Staff to file a Notice of Exemption.
DISCUSSION:

The Planning Commissioners noted they had no ex parte communications to disclose.

Associate Planner Madeline Jordan presented the Agenda Report.

The applicant, David Ridge informed the Commissioners that there will be a water closet and sink under
the stairwell at the project location.

Public Comments: No comments received.

ACTION: MOTION BY Commissioner Vick, SECOND BY Commissioner Snodgrass,
CARRIED, 7-0-0-0, TO APPROVE AGENDA ITEM NO. 2.
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3. SUBJECT: Burchco, LLC (Case No. 22-035/CUP/ARC/VAR): A Conditional Use Permit and
Architectural Review for the construction of a self-storage facility, including four (4) one-story
buildings and 781 individual units, that would yield a total of 122,150 square feet of storage space, as
well as a Variance request to allow for a 0-lot line along both side property lines (east and west) of
the subject site located at 31875 Dunlap Blvd (APN: 0301-121-28), which is similar to the adjacent
property with a self-storage land use to the west.

RECOMMENDATION: That the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing, and:

A) Approve the Conditional Use Permit (Case No. 22-035), Variance request, subject to the
Conditions of Approval as contained in this Agenda Report; and

B) Review, and if it is considered acceptable, approve the architectural design and conceptual
landscaping for the proposed Project; and

C) Adopt the Conditional Use Permit as contained in this Agenda Report; and
D) Adopt the Variance Findings as contained in this Agenda Report; and

E) Adopt a Categorical Exemption pursuant to Section 15332 (Class 32), of the California
Environmental Quality Act of 1970 and the CEQA Guidelines, as amended, and

F) Direct staff to file a Notice of Exemption.

DISCUSSION:

The Planning Commissioners noted they had no ex parte communications to disclose.

Associate Planner Madeline Jordan presented the Agenda Item.

The applicant, Jay Rentz, informed the Commissioners that he is the owner of the Alpine Storage
adjacent to the proposed project and that this site would help with their existing demand. He thanked
Associate Planner Madeline Jordan for her efforts on the presentation. Mr. Rentz addressed the hours

of operation and lighting concerns that were posed by Chair Allgower.

Commissioner Vick asked the applicant if the current facility has an on-site, 24-hour living manager.
Mr. Rentz noted that there 1s a 24-hour manager on-site.

Public Comments: No comments received.

ACTION: MOTION BY Commissioner Snodgrass, SECOND BY Commissioner Chester,
CARRIED, 7-0-0-0, TO APPROVE AGENDA ITEM NO. 3.
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4. SUBJECT: Premium Land Development on behalf of Yucaipa 52, LLC Case No. 22-
150/PDP/FDP/TTM 23075: A Planned Development project that includes a Preliminary
Development Plan and Tentative Tract Map (TTM 20375)/Final Development Plan for the
proposed Serrano Estates Project, which will establish 51 Single Family Residential lots on parcels
greater than 12,000 square feet and averaging over 20,000 square feet, of which 41 of the lots will
be age restricted to those over 55, several lettered lots for water quality basins, and a combined
12-acre area as part of a “Lot 52 and remainder lot that would include space for vineyards, and
13 acres of permanent open space, located on three existing parcels totaling 52 acres along the east
side of Yucaipa Ridge Road directly south of the City limits to unincorporated San Bernardino
County. APNs: 0320-161-08, 09, and 28.

RECOMMENDATION: That the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing, and if the
Planning Commission decides to ultimately support the approval of this proposal, recommend to
the City Council that they:

A) Adopt Resolution No. 2023-03, approving a Preliminary Development Plan for the Serrano
Estates Project; and

B) Approve Final Development Plan/Tentative Tract Map No. 20375 (Case No. 22-
150/FDP/TTM 20375), subject to the Conditions of Approval as contained in this Agenda
Report; and

C) Adopt the Findings as contained in this Agenda Report; and

D) Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program, finding the mitigation measures and standard measures and procedures will reduce
the potential level of environmental impact to less than significant; and,

E) Direct staff to file a Notice of Determination.
DISCUSSION:
The following ex parte communications were disclosed:

e Chair Allgower noted he met with a neighbor to the site during the review of 20-136 with the
Planning Commission.

e Vice Chair Hicks noted that he also met with that resident with Chair Allgower, and the
resident discussed the site plan.

Commissioner Beck has no disclosures.
Commissioner Chester noted that she spoke with the applicant’s representative regarding the
project site, earthquake concerns and minor questions she had regarding the plans.

e Commissioner Higginson disclosed he received a call from the applicant’s representative the
night before the meeting. He informed the applicant’s representative that he was still reviewing
the agenda and plans, and that any questions he develops will be provided to staff and asked at
the Planning Commission Meeting.
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e Commissioner Snodgrass noted that she had questions on the staff report, and spoke with the
applicant’s representative to obtain clarification on a project detail. She also relayed to the
developer that she prefers to see a reduction in the number houses, and that she also did not
like the monument sign.

e Commissioner Vick disclosed that he spoke with applicant’s representative regarding the
general overview of the site plan. He noted that he also met with a resident in the North Bench
about future commercialization of the area, though that discussion was not specific to the
agenda item at hand.

Planning Manager/City Planner Ben Matlock presented the Agenda Item.

Planning Manager/City Planner and Assistant City Attorney Lauren Sanchez answer Commissioner
questions regarding the proposed project.

The applicant’s representatives, Travis Heaps and Craig Heaps of Premium Land Development,
thanked Planning Manager/City Planner Ben Matlock for the detailed presentation. Travis Heaps
informed the Commission that a homeowner’s association will be formed to manage the property and
to ensure that the units are being sold to residents of appropriate age requirement are met. Travis
Heaps noted that SB9 and ADU’s are available to every single-family property in the city and is
mtended for individual homeowners. Travis Heaped provided a summary of the history of the site.

PUBLIC COMMENT: Seventy-Eight speaker forms were received in total. Of those, forty speaker
forms noted opposition to the Project but that those individuals did not wish to speak. Additionally, four
speakers were called to provide testimony, but ultimately did not come up to speak.

1.

Melony Martindale - Dewey Ave: She noted that she supports the project. She stated that people
will want to live in a growing city and that this proposed project will result in a positive impact for
the City of Yucaipa.

Dr. John Chavez Sousa - Nice Ave: He informed the Commission that he is the President of the
Green Valley Foundation, and expressed that this project is something that will benefit the
economic development in the city.

Anthony Peralta - 13 Street: He noted that this project was presented to the Commission last year,
and that the concerns from the residents were heard. Their team have made revisions to address
those concerns and are trying to get the project approved.

Ray Snodgrass - Walnut Grove Court: He informed the Commission that many of the undeveloped
properties in the North Bench area are owned by Limited Liability Corporations, Limited
Partnerships, or investment groups, and that those vacant parcels will be built in the future. He
noted that now is the time to guide future development to protect as much land for open space and
agriculture.

Ross McGinnis - Azurite Street: He acknowledged that the revised project is heading in the right
direction, but still remains opposed to the Project and has concerns with ingress and egress issues.
Ryan Agadoni - Fremont Street: He informed the Commission that he 1s a North Bench resident
and loves that area the way it is now, concluding that the proposed project is not the right project
for the area.

Nino Valmassoi - Quartz Street: He expressed his frustration with having to sit quietly and not
being able to verbalize their agreement with the opinions being expressed.

Planning Commission Minutes Page 5

3-15-23 Page 107



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Teri Boon - Yucaipa Ridge Road: She informed the Commission that if you have a 1-acre parcel,
under RL-1 you are allowed to have four livestock animals, whereas that would not be permitted
with this Project. She read a letter on behalf of Alan Hillwig stating his opposition to the project.
Kevin Miskin - Ivy Street: He recommended that the Commission to reject the plans for the Serrano
Estates in its current design, and instead support development that is consistent with the RL-1 and
custom home overlay requirements.

Robin Miskin - Ivy Street: She requested that the Commission reject this plan. She noted safety
concerns in the High Fire Risk Area, and that the development must be consistent with the RL-1
and custom home overlay requirements.

Hansen Wang - Quartz Street: He noted that he is not against development and also appreciates
that certain things being improved with the current proposal. However, he reiterated his concerns
with the number of homes proposed on the project, and asked that this plan be rejected.

Colleen Wang - Quartz Street: She noted that if you have cluster housing, you can’t have rural
living. She informed the Commission that the General Plan has a definite definition of what RL-
1 zoning is, and you can’t redefine it. She expressed traffic concerns on Quartz Street. Ms. Wang
presented a copy of a Petition to Protect the North Bench from High-Density Development and
Preserve the Rural Living Standards and One-Acre Minimum Lot Size with 891 signatures from
Yucaipa residents.

Russ Caldwell - Ivy Ave: He noted that the applicant is trying to change the land use to fit their
project, rather than to change the project to fit the land use standards of RL-1. He asked that the
Commission not recommend this project to the City Council.

Kathleen Reynolds - Jade Court: She noted that the General Plan was put in place to guide
development of the city and that it has been certified by the state. She noted that the revised project
does not comply in in any way, shape, or form with the RL-1 zoning. She asked that the General
Plan be respected.

Heather Dent - County Line Rd: She informed the Commission that she felt that the Serrano Estate
project 1s a disaster and had concerns of the high fire area, lack of buses and grocery stores that a
senior community would desperately need.

Irmgart Mitchell - Colonial Drive: She explained the structure of the City of Yucaipa
Organizational Chart, reminding the Commission that they and staff are here to represent the
residents in the community.

Philip Schneider - Greenbrook Place: He expressed concern regarding a major discrepancy
between this project and the General Plan, and that the lot sizes proposed on this project do not
meet the minimum requirement of one acre per lot.

Brian Bleyenberg - Fremont Street: He noted that the North Bench is a unique place in Southern
California and would like to have the Developer come back and present a project with one acre
lots.

Jan McFarland - Yunis Court: She noted that Yucaipa has a unique culture and lifestyle that would
not be maintained with the proposed development. She stated the small lot sizes not accommodate
the rural lifestyle which includes large animals and hobbies on private properties.

DeEsta West - Norton Ave: She noted concerns regarding the lot sizes proposed and wants to keep
the one acre lots.

Stephen West - Norton Ave: He noted that he 1s opposed to the project due to fire concerns and
doesn’t understand that, even with mitigating factors, a project like this would be approved.
Kathy Sellers - Palermo Court: She shared an article she found on the internet about the Yucaipa
Valley Wine Alliance efforts with the city to gain approval of an overlay to support a grape
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23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

growing wine making region. She noted that the Committee intended to aid the national
designation somehow ended up with a housing proposal instead, and that the Alliance created a
petition to oppose lot size reduction led by Donna Snodgrass. Ms. Sellers asked what had changed.
She stated that residents were excited about protecting the rural environment while embracing just
the vineyard development.

Joel McCabe - Fir Avenue: He noted that he was one of the 891 signatures obtained in the petition
presented tonight. He stated that if the Serrano Estates project is approved, it will change the North
Bench and the rural way of life it represents. He expressed concerns regarding the land
development and zone changes, and is opposed to the re-zoning on the North Bench.

Tony Matlock - Lake Breeze Drive: He noted that he was a member of the Yucaipa Valley Wine
Country Planning Committee established by the City. He informed the Commission that they tried
to put together a plan that would include compromise and would still be able to move forward with
it. He noted that he understands that people are afraid of change, but sometimes everyone must
work at a compromise, consider all the facts, and make appropriate decisions.

Sara Cooper - Pendleton Road: She noted that she researched the Yucaipa General Plan and the
Yucaipa General Plan Housing Element. She stated she is a longtime Yucaipa resident and enjoys
her walks to local businesses. She noted the conflict she has is with a senior citizen planned
community being so far away from Central Yucaipa, parks and related amenities.

David Duron - Panorama Drive: (Due to Mr. Duron’s case of bronchitis, Ter1 Boon read a letter
on his behalf.) Mr. Duron expressed concern regarding the value of vacant land to the aquifers in
Yucaipa. He also noted his concern regarding the recent El Dorado Fire and the thousands of acres
of valuable landscape that had burned, which has created ongoing problems with mudslides.
Maria Corn - Fremont Street: She noted traffic concerns and stated that she leaves her community
about four times a day. She stated that she loves the rural community feeling and the open spaces
that the city offers, and is opposed to track developments being built in the North Bench.

Cesar Roldan - Pendleton: He addressed Commissioner Higginson’s question regarding pesticides
and herbicides. He stated that he has been leading the development of vineyards in the community,
and that they are currently trying to establish high standards for local vineyards. He noted that a
current vineyard that is 8 to 10 years old has not had any herbicides applied to it. He stated that
he is working with a community of wine growers, and that if an insect problem develops, they will
use organic and natural solutions rather than any harmful chemicals to protect both the crops and
surrounding environment. He informed the Commission that he is in favor of the project.

Matt Underwood - Diamond Street: He noted that the revised project is not substantially different
from the one that was denied, and that the only key change was the location of the vineyard. He
stated that this 1s not a good project and does not fit in with the surrounding community. He also
has traffic, public transportation, and high fire area concerns.

Denise Work - Limekiln Drive: She noted she was a Planning Commissioner for twenty years.
She stated the Wine Country Specific Plan has not been approved, and suggested that there is no
reason to develop the area with homes and vineyards. She believes in capitalism, and would not
have a problem with vineyards in the area, concluding that if there is a market and that the wine
sells, that it would be great.

Sherry Todd - Quartz Street: She noted she 1s not opposed to development but is opposed to this
development. She stated the project, as proposed, is not an improvement to the area and is
therefore opposed.
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32. Joshua Morgan - Fremont Street: (Audio of his message was played with approval from the Chair).
He noted his family moved to the north bench to have a larger lot and open space, and requested
the project not be approved.

33. Daniel Morgan - Fremont Street: He stated that developing lots that are less than one acre does
not reflect the atmosphere and culture of the North Bench. He noted that the developer wants to
develop for profit and that it is not the city’s responsibility to approve changes simply based on
the desire for a larger profit margin. He asked the Commissioners not to be the leaders that allow
the community to dramatically change.

34. Marlin Feenstra - Goldstone Street: He stated that the project is proposing to use the Plan
Development Review process instead of adhering to the existing development standards, and
requested that the Commission deny the project.

The representative, Craig Heaps noted that the property was purchased in 2014 and that the property owner
did what he could with the property at the time. He stated that the applicant met with City Staff and has
spent the last 3 years trying to see the project through. He noted the residents simply do not want any
development to occur in the North Bench, but that the owner has the right to be able to develop his
property. Mr. Heaps informed the Commission that this project is not proposing cluster housing.

Craig Heaps stated that Premium Land Development did not donate to any campaign. He stated that
Premium land Development has been doing business in Yucaipa since 2004.

Mr. Heaps noted that what they are doing is legal and the right thing to do with the land. He stated that
they presented the best project that they can for that piece of land. Mr. Heaps noted that this is a 55 and
over community not a Senior Care Home, Care Facility or clustered congregate housing.

Commissioner Chester asked the Assistant City Attorney, Lauren Sanchez for SB9 clarification. Assistant
City Attorney Lauren Sanchez stated that SB9 applies to the City of Yucaipa but that the developer
themselves would not qualify for SB9 splits, nor is it proposed with the current proposal.

Commissioner Hicks asked Assistant City Attorney Lauren Sanchez about splitting adjacent lots (in
reference to SB9). Assistant City Attorney Lauren Sanchez informed Commissioner Hicks that an
individual cannot split lots that are adjacent to one another, nor can they act in concert with someone else
to split an adjacent lot or split the same parcel twice using SB9.

Commissioner Snodgrass asked if a traffic light would be installed on Juniper Street. Assistant City
Engineer Katrina Kunkle noted that a traffic light is not conditioned to be mstalled. The condition is to
complete a warrant analysis, and if i1t meets certain criteria for a traffic signal or stop sign, then they can
be installed.

Commissioner Hicks noted that, as a Planning Commissioner, he was asked to be on the AVA Committee.
He recognized that if we guide and support development that is controlled, we can help gain fifty percent
of open space on it, whereas we might not be able to in the future. He referenced a discussion he had with
the Redlands Conservancy about the general wine country efforts to preserve land that is otherwise
permitted for residential development, and that their organization iterated that those types of concessions
simply do not typically happen. He is asking for everyone to keep an open mind and try to preserve half
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of the North Bench area. Commissioner Hicks thanked everyone for attending and appreciates the
community outpour. He encourages the community to continue to stay involved.

The Public Hearing was then closed.

Commissioner Higginson noted that he listened to the August 2022 Planning Commission and the City
Council Appeal Meeting. He noted that both the Planning Commission and City Council previously
denied the project and made recommendations to the site layout. He stated that the applicant responded
to all those recommendations. He informed the Commissioners that he drove the site, and that he only
has some potential concerns with the setbacks between the new homes and the agrarian activities.

Commissioner Chester stated that she drove the site and was surprised with its current condition, including
trash and debris hidden in the interior of the parcel. She noted that she used her economic background
and used those numbers to help make an informed decision based on facts presented. She noted that this
project would allow the streets to be improved and that it would likely increase surrounding home values.
Commissioner Chested stated that this will create a positive economic impact for the City of Yucaipa.

Commissioner Beck thanked the community for attending the meeting.

Commissioner Vick noted that there are quite a few concessions in the General Plan to meet a demand
that he feels does not currently exist in Yucaipa. He stated that he is not sure if he supports this
development, and would like to see the project further modified and presented in a way it works for
everyone.

Commissioner Hicks stated that he appreciates all the Commissioners and the work they all do.

Chair Allgower noted that he has been on the Commission for a while and has seen many projects over
the years. He stated that he thinks this is a fairly good project and that this project would make a positive
impact for the city.

ACTION: MOTION BY Commissioner Snodgrass, SECOND BY Commissioner Chester,
CARRIED, 4-3-0-0, TOAPPROVE TO RECOMMEND TO CITY COUNCIL AGENDA
ITEM NO. 4.

ANNOUNCEMENTS: City Planner Benjamin Matlock thanked everyone for attending the meeting. He
informed the Commissioners that he will be attending the Planning Commissioners Academy on March
29, 2023, to March 31, 2023, along with Commissioner Higginson and Commissioner Snodgrass.

ADJOURNMENT:

The meeting adjourned at 10:48 PM.

Benjamin Matlock JR Allgower
Planning Manager/City Planner Chair of the Planning Commission
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