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Thursday, December 15, 2016 at 7:00 PM
City Hall Council Chamber — 14177 Frederick Street

CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Approval of Agenda

CONSENT CALENDAR

All matters listed under Consent Calendar are considered to be routine and all will be enacted by one roll
call vote. There will be no discussion of these items unless Members of the Planning Commission request
specific items be removed from the Consent Calendar for separate action.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Planning Commission - Regular Meeting - Nov 10, 2016 7:00 PM

Approved as submitted.

PUBLIC COMMENTS PROCEDURE

Any person wishing to address the Commission on any matter, either under the Public Comments section
of the Agenda or scheduled items or public hearings, must fill out a “Request to Speak” form available at
the door. The completed form must be submitted to the Secretary prior to the Agenda item being called
by the Chairperson. In speaking to the Commission, member of the public may be limited to three
minutes per person, except for the applicant for entittement. The Commission may establish an overall
time limit for comments on a particular Agenda item. Members of the public must direct their questions to

Upon request, this agenda will be made available in appropriate alternative formats to persons with disabilities, in
compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. Any person with a disability who requires a modification or
accommodation in order to participate in a meeting should direct such request to Guy Pegan, ADA Coordinator, at
951.413.3120 at least 72 hours before the meeting. The 72-hour notification will enable the City to make reasonable
arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting.

1-



the Chairperson of the Commission and not to other members of the Commission, the applicant, the Staff,
or the audience.

NON-PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
1. Case: PEN16-0059 (PA16-0027) — Conditional Use Permit
for a Banquet Facility (Existing Structure)

Applicant: Huber Gutierrez

Owner: Formosa Rentals, LLC

Representative: Huber Gutierrez

Location: 24805 Alessandro Boulevard, Unit #9 at the

southwest corner of Alessandro and Perris
Boulevards (APN: 482-540-028)

Case Planner: Julia Descoteaux

Council District: 3

Proposal: PEN16-0059 (PA16-0027) - CONDITIONAL USE
PERMIT FOR A BANQUET FACILITY (EXISTING
STRUCTURE)

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission APPROVE Resolution No. 2016-26, and
thereby:

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

2. APPROVE PEN16-0059 (PA16-0027) Conditional Use Permit (Existing
Structure) subject to the attached Conditions of Approval included as Exhibit A.

2. Case: PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002) Plot Plan
Applicant: SRG Acquisition, LLC
Owner: Vogel Properties, LLC



Representative: Patrick Russell, SRG Acquisition, LLC

Location: SWC Indian Street & Grove View Road
Case Planner: Julia Descoteaux

Council District: 4

Proposal: PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002) Plot Plan

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission APPROVE Resolution No. 2016-24
and 2016-25, and thereby:

1.

CERTIFY that Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR, Attachment 2)
PEN16-0019 (P16-003) for the Indian Street Commerce Center on file with
the Community Development Department, has been completed in compliance
with the California Environmental Quality Act, the Planning Commission
reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final EIR, and the
Final EIR reflects the City’s independent judgment and analysis as provided
for in Planning Commission Resolution No. 2016-24; and

ADOPT the Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations regarding
the Final EIR for the Indian Street Commerce Center, attached hereto as
Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-24; and

APPROVE the Mitigation Monitoring Program for the Final EIR for the
proposed project, attached hereto as Exhibit B to Resolution 2016-24; and

APPROVE PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002) Plot Plan subject to the attached
Conditions of Approval included as Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-25.

OTHER COMMISSION BUSINESS

STAFF COMMENTS

PLANNING COMMISSIONER COMMENTS

ADJOURNMENT
Next Meeting: Planning Commission Regular Meeting, January 26, 2017 at 7:00 P.M.,

City of Moreno Valley, City Hall Council Chambers, 14177 Frederick Street, Moreno
Valley, CA 92552.
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CITY OF MORENO VALLEY PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING
CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBER - 14177 FREDERICK STREET

Thursday, November 10", 2016 at 7:00 PM

CALL TO ORDER

CHAIR LOWELL — Okay, it looks like we are back on. | would like to call the
meeting back to order. Let's move this on. We have already done the rollcall
and Pledge of Allegiance. We have approved tonight’'s Agenda. We are moving
onto the Consent Calendar.

ROLL CALL

Commissioners Present:
Commissioner Ramirez
Commissioner Korzec
Commissioner Baker

Alternate Commissioner Gonzalez
Commissioner Sims

Vice Chair Barnes

Chair Lowell

Alternate Commissioner Nickel

Staff Present:

Rick Sandzimier, Planning Official

Paul Early, Assistant City Attorney

Erica Tadeo, Administrative Assistant

Gabriel Diaz, Associate Planner

Chris Ormsby, Senior Planner

Michael Lloyd, Land Development Division Manager

Eric Lewis, City Traffic Engineer

Paul Villalobos, Fire Safety Supervisor/Assistant Fire Marshall

Speakers:
Kelly Fitzpatrick

Richard Archer
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PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

Approval of Agenda

CONSENT CALENDAR

All matters listed under Consent Calendar are considered to be routine and all
will be enacted by one rollcall vote. There will be no discussion of these items
unless Members of the Planning Commission request specific items be removed
from the Consent Calendar for separate action.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Planning Commission - Regular Meeting - August 25", 2016 at 7:00 PM
Approve as submitted.
Planning Commission - Regular Meeting - September 8", 2016 at 7:00 PM

Approve as submitted.

CHAIR LOWELL — The Consent Calendar items are the approval of Minutes,
correct? So we have the Planning Commission Regular Meeting 8/25/2016 at
7:00 PM. Itis recommended that we approve as submitted. Secondly, we also
have the Planning Commission Regular Meeting on 9/8/2016 at 7:00 PM. Unless
there are any questions, concerns, corrections, or actions, | would like to motion
to approve the Minutes as submitted. Do we have any questions or comments
before we go for a second? We can do them all together unless anybody wants
any specific questions or comments. No? Okay. Can | ask for a second?

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — | second that.

CHAIR LOWELL — Perfect. Allin favor say aye.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ — Aye.

COMMISSIONER KORZEC — Aye.

COMMISSIONER BAKER - Aye.
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COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — Aye.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Aye.

CHAIR LOWELL - Aye.

VICE CHAIR BARNES - Aye.

CHAIR LOWELL — All opposed, say nay. Perfect. The motion passes 7-0. The
Consent Calender items approval of Minutes have been passed and approved as
submitted. That moves us onto the Public Comments portion.

Opposed — 0

Motion carries 7 -0

PUBLIC COMMENTS PROCEDURE

Any person wishing to address the Commission on any matter, either under
Public Comments section of the Agenda or scheduled items or public hearings,
must fill out a “Request to Speak” form available at the door. The completed
form must be submitted to the Secretary prior to the Agenda item being called by
the Chairperson. In speaking to the Commission, member of the public may be
limited to three minutes per person, except for the applicant for entitlement. The
Commission may establish an overall time limit for comments on a particular
Agenda item. Members of the public must direct their questions to the
Chairperson of the Commission and not to other members of the Commission,
the applicant, the Staff, or the audience. Additionally, there is an ADA note.
Upon request, this Agenda will be made available in appropriate alternative
formats to persons with disabilities in compliance with the Americans with
Disabilities Act of 1990. Any person with a disability who requires a modification
or accommodation in order to participate in a meeting should direct their request
to Guy Pagan, our ADA Coordinator, at (951) 413-3120 at least 48 hours prior to
the meeting. The 48-hour notification will enable the City to make reasonable
arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting.

CHAIR LOWELL — Do we have any Non-Public Hearing , I'm sorry, do we have
any Public Comments tonight?

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT ERICA TADEO — We just have one speaker.
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CHAIR LOWELL — Okay and yours is for an item or a non-item? Okay, if you
could submit that, and we will get it when it comes up.

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT ERICA TADEO - | have one though for a
Non-Public Hearing Item.

CHAIR LOWELL — Okay, and | believe that’s Kelly Fitzpatrick.

SPEAKER KELLY FITZPATRICK — Good evening to the Commission and to
Staff. | am wanting to bring to you an idea that | came up with because | am
finding, through working with families that | am currently working with, that most
of those families are being bussed anywhere from 30 to 60 miles a day away
from the valley. They are called nonpublic schools. They are schools that
handle children that are on a behavioral level. If you do a 1/10, our Alessandro
School handles the one to five. But, from 6 to 10, there is nobody in the Valley
that can handle that. So | brought to the School District, the School Board, and
to the Commission there today my idea about we need to build a facility that can
handle these kids. For one, the liability alone in transporting kids through the
Badlands. Can you imagine to Beaumont every day there and back, there and
back? Then, Yorba Linda. Those are the two furthest schools. The rest of them
are in Riverside, Perris, and San Bernardino. So I'm just thinking we are paying
right now currently to those facilities anywhere from $272,000 to $757,600 a year
to handle those kids when we could be bringing that money into the valley
instead of taking it out of the valley. We would need a facility that would handle
120 to 150 kids. Currently, we have 68. What I'm trying to do a think ahead for
what our needs might be five years from now. We used to, over by Saint
Christopher’'s Church, we used to have what was called the continuation school,
and | realize | am going way back in time here, but that's what | have to do
because that it what | know. We had the continuation school over there. It was a
one building school house that was a lockdown facility. It had eight classrooms,
an office, a maintenance for janitors and that kind of thing, and storage. That
alone would facilitate what we have right now in these kids, and we could keep
them here. | have a parent who actually lost her child to CPS because she could
not get to Yorba Linda to pick up her son when her son was behaviorally out of
control. If her son was here in the valley, she could have gotten to him and
wouldn’t have had charges filed against her for abandonment, but the Yorba
Linda school decided to call CPS and turn her in for abandoning her child
because she had no way to get there. So, if you guys have any feedback, I'll be
happy to answer your questions.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you for your comments, Kelly, but | do believe that
might be a City Council issue not really a Planning Commission issue but Staff
heard the comments.

DRAFT PC MINUTES 4 November 10, 2016

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Nov 10, 2016 7:00 PM (APPROVAL OF MINUTES)

Packet Pg. 7




O©CoOoO~NO O WDN PP

SPEAKER KELLY FITZPATRICK — | just know....don’'t you guys have to plan
on where that would be?

CHAIR LOWELL — Yes, but we pertain mostly to Change of Zone, Conditional
Use Permits, | mean, and that is not something that we can really propose. The
City Staff has heard the comment, and they can bring it up to City Council

SPEAKER KELLY FITZPATRICK — Okay, thank you.

CHAIR LOWELL — But Rick has a comment about it.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Just real quick. I'd be happy to
talk to you about it and at least collect your information. If that is in writing if you
just want to give it to me or we could set up a time to meet next week. We’d be
happy to look at it.

SPEAKER KELLY FITZPATRICK — We could set up a time. That would be
great.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — But the Commission is correct
that sometimes these issues are dealt with at the City Council, but | would be
happy to meet with you.

SPEAKER KELLY FITZPATRICK — Okay. I'm sorry. | haven’t met you yet.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — I'm Rick Sandzimier. I'm the
Planning Official for the City.

SPEAKER KELLY FITZPATRICK — Okay. | will call and make an
appointment.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Okay.

SPEAKER KELLY FITZPATRICK — Thank you.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you, Kelly. Unless there are any other public
comments, | would like to close the Public Comments portion. Are there any last
speakers? Going once, going twice. The comments are closed. That moves us
onto the Public Hearing Items. The first item is PA16-0039, a Plot Plan. The
Applicant is LATCO SC Inc., and the Case Planner is Mr. Gabriel Diaz.

NON-PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

None
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PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

1. Case: PA16-0039 Plot Plan
Applicant: LATCO SC, Inc.
Owner: Professors Fund I, LLC and Professors Fund
IV, LLC
Representative: Pacific Development Solutions Groups
Location: Southeasterly of Alessandro Boulevard and

Perris Boulevard

Case Planner: Gabriel Diaz
Council District: 1
Proposal: PA16-0039 Plot Plan

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission:

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

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

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

ASSOCIATE PLANNER GABRIEL DIAZ - Thank you, Chairman and
Commissioners.  The project is located southeasterly of Alessandro Boulevard
and Perris Boulevard. It is located within Council District 1. The zone is
Residential 15 (R15). As you mentioned, LATCO is the Applicant. The owner is
Professors Fund I, LLC and Professors Fund IV, LLC. The proposal is to
develop a 272 unit multi-family apartment project on 19.82 acres of land. The
project site is relatively flat. The site is vacant and compromised of three
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rectangular-shaped parcels. The site is bisected by the Questar gas line
easement. The gas line crosses the project’s site midway between Alessandro
Boulevard and Brodiaea Avenue. No structures will be placed within the gas line
easement. The site has been disked over the years for weed abatement, and
there are no existing trees onsite. The project does include both a mix of one-
story and two-story buildings. There are four building types that will consist of
one, two, three, and four bedroom Floor Plans. Floor Plans range from 769
square feet to 1294 square feet of living area. The one-story apartment buildings
are located adjacent to the existing single-family homes that are located to the
southeasterly border of the project. The project provides numerous amenities
including a community building with a leasing office, a lounge area with a kitchen,
a fitness room, a game room, a theatre room, a computer room, and other
amenities like pool, a spa, a tot lot, and open space for activities. This project, as
designed and conditioned, conforms to all development standards of the R15
Zone and design guidelines per the Municipal Code and the landscape
standards. Architecturally, the architectural design of the buildings includes
stucco exteriors with some horizontal and vertical features to break up the
massing of the buildings. These detailed features include foam trim, concrete tile
roofs, towers, foam window sills, prefabricated metal stairs, wrought iron
guardrails, covered private patios and entrances, and exterior wall-mounted
lights. Variation among the buildings is created with a mixture of one-story and
two-story building rooflines, detached garages and carports, stairs, porches,
balconies, and a proposed color palette of earth-tone colors. [I'll change the
slides for you. | apologize. There is the empty land. That whole empty area is
where the apartments are being proposed. This is the preliminary Grading Plan.
This is the northern portion of the site. This is the southerly portion of the site. It
is kind of hard to read with all the lines. Here is a prettier picture but not as
detailed. It gives you a sense of where the buildings are located, where the
landscaping areas are, and where the drives and parking is located. The
carports will be constructed of tubular steel columns and standard-seen metal
roofs. All walls and fences on the site will be constructed with a decorative block
wall and wrought iron fencing. Surrounding the project, I'm putting up the Zoning
Map for you. To the north side of Alessandro, there is existing commercial and
single-family residential consistent with the Neighborhood Commercial Zone and
Residential 5 Zone. To the south across Brodiaea, there are existing single-
family residences zoned R5, existing commercial development, and vacant
commercial property is located west across Perris Boulevard. The project site is
bordered to the east by Appleblossom. On the east side of Appleblossom Lane,
there are some existing single-family residences zoned R5, as well as the
Ridgeview apartments on the property zoned R20. Access and parking: The
proposed development will provide access from two gated driveways located on
the south side of Alessandro Boulevard and on the east side of Perris Boulevard.
The proposed project would construct medians on Alessandro Boulevard and
Perris Boulevard, and these would limit the Alessandro Boulevard and Perris
Boulevard driveways as right-in and right-out only. Circulation within the project
site includes driveway aisles that measure 24 feet wide, which will meet the
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City’s design standards. The proposed project site design includes an
emergency access drive to Appleblossom Lane. The project provides a total of
534 parking spaces including 160 garages, 141 carports, and 233 open parking
spaces for residents and guests meeting the Municipal Code parking
requirements. Notification: The Public Hearing for the project was published in
the local newspaper on October 21%. Public notice was sent to all property
owners of record within 300 feet on October 24™. The Public Hearing Notice for
this project was also posted on the project’s site on October 21%. We are having
some calls in favor and against the project. Some of the issues have been the
added traffic to the area, having new neighbors, some are not supportive of
apartments and would like residential property that is owner occupied, and some
just wanted to know what was going on in their neighborhood. There was one
call in favor for the project, and he was a business owner in the area.
Environmentally, the initial study was prepared by Vista Community Planners in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act. The initial study
examined the potential of the proposed project to have any significant impact on
the environment. The initial study provides information in support of the findings
that a Mitigated Negative Declaration is appropriate. With the implementation of
Mitigation Measures identified, the project will not have significant effect on the
environment. Studies prepared for the project include a Traffic Impact Study, an
Air Quality Study, Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impact Analysis, a Cultural
Resource Assessment, a Hydrology Report, a Geotechnical Investigation, a
Focused Western Burrowing Owl Study, a Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment, Noise Impact Analysis, and a Water Quality Management Plan.
Mitigations are recommended for the project in the following areas: Cultural
Resources and Air Quality. The measures for cultural resources have been
included to address input from the tribe agencies. The measures are intended to
ensure that the potential resources that might be discovered are protected.
However, these measures are not required to address a known significant
impact. Overall, the proposed multifamily residential development has been
found to be consistent with the objectives, goals, and policies outlined in the
City’s General Plan, as well as being compatible with the existing and planned
land uses in the project area. Therefore, Staff recommends that the Planning
Commission ADOPT a Mitigated Negative Declaration for Plot Plan PA16-0039
pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, APPROVE the Mitigation and Monitoring
Program and Reporting Program prepared for the Plot Plan pursuant to the
CEQA Guidelines, and APPROVE Resolution No. 2016-23 and there by
APPROVE Plot Plan PA16-0039 subject to the conditions of approval. The
Applicant also did provide elevations of the proposal, colored elevations. This is
a two-story building that will be kind of interior to the site. There is a little larger
building. This is the one-story, two-unit, next to the single-family residential that
is the existing neighbor southeasterly. This is their materials color board. This is
their recreational building office. This concludes Staff presentation. Any
guestions?

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you very much, Mr. Diaz. Any questions for Staff?
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COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — 1do

CHAIR LOWELL — Commissioner Gonzalez.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — Hi. In the past, they included the whole
studies and the reports. Is there a reason why this time around they were not
included? | didn’t have a disc either so......

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER - Okay, youre the second
Commissioner that brought this to my attention. In the Staff Report, we tried to
identify that the electronic version that was available online has all of the
attachments. For purposes of your packet, we did not print out the volumes of
the attachments, but we did have it available electronically. And, we indicated in
the Staff Report, in the Environmental Section, that, if you wanted to see a hard
copy, it was available at City Hall and to contact us. So, if that was missed in the
Staff Report, my apologies, but it was a call we made just to kind of reduce the
paper and the volume that would have been mailed out. But it was all available
for the public to review on our system, and we’ve met the requirements there.

CHAIR LOWELL — Commissioner Sims.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — | would like to just, on the property lines that are
contiguous with the existing single-family homes, what is that going to look like?
Is there going to be a block wall or are they going to work with each of the
property owners to build a new fence, or how is that going to be? Or is it just the
existing fencing that is going to be.....what’s kind of the interface going to look
like?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER GABRIEL DIAZ — The southeast property line located
where this development and the existing single-family homes are required to
have a decorative block wall. The existing single-family homes and the
development, there is a Questar property that is not owned by the developer so
they do not have access to redo the existing fencing, which is wood fencing for
some of those properties, but they will put decorative wrought iron fencing and
landscaping within the Questar-owned property to match the existing
development to the east.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — So the gas line property would be the area kind of
right here? This line right here?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER GABRIEL DIAZ — Yes.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — So that’s not going to be....so that’s going to remain
whatever the existing fencing is?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER GABRIEL DIAZ — That is the proposal, correct.

DRAFT PC MINUTES 9 November 10, 2016

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Nov 10, 2016 7:00 PM (APPROVAL OF MINUTES)

Packet Pg. 12




O©CoOoO~NO O WDN PP

CHAIR LOWELL — From my understanding, that's not an easement. That is
actually a separate parcel owned by the gas company not the typical
circumstance where there is generally an easement over it where they have
access to fix the block wall. That is my understanding. Is that the case?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER GABRIEL DIAZ — That is correct.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Yeah, | just, | think it is a really nice touch that they
have single-story units adjacent to the properties. You give it a better feel
transition from the single-family to the larger multi-story.

CHAIR LOWELL — | completely agree.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — And the treatment....I think this is just one of those
where the treatment, the interface between the two really needs to be sensitive
so it looks good. And, if | was an owner of a single-family house and a big
apartment complex was going in next....l just think you need to be respectful of
the interface so | would suggest that, if it is a property boundary and there is
already a fence there, it seems like the treatment should be consistent. But we
could hear more about that later. | would think that you’d want consistent with
the type of wall treatment, perimeter treatment all along there even if it is on the
Questar. | mean, try to work with them at least and try to get that sorted out.

CHAIR LOWELL — Any other questions for Staff? Commissioner Barnes.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — The first question relates to conditions for Special
Districts. There are quite a few references to a funding source shall be provided.
Can | get a little background? Is each of those conditions a separate activity? Is
it a separate Assessment District or CFP, or are all of those uses bundled
together when they annex into CFP No. 1?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER GABRIEL DIAZ — | think the developer would like....

CHAIR LOWELL — Mr. Alston, if you'd like to come up to the microphone and
talk, you can.

APPLICANT WES ALSTON — Hi. Wes Alston with PDSG representing LATCO
Enterprises. Typically on our other projects that we have done, when we do the
election for that particular condition, it covers all the other conditions that are
inclusive in there with the Special Districts.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — They are bundled so it is essentially one operation?

APPLICANT WES ALSTON - It's all bundled together, yes.
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VICE CHAIR BARNES — Alright. That was my question. | was just curious
whether that was a single activity or.....

APPLICANT WES ALSTON — If we process a map, we process an application
that goes to City Council. City Council approves it, and we’re basically elected
into our own District.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — Alright.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you. | appreciate it.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — | have another question on LD57. It says existing lot
line shall be removed. Are they doing a parcel map? Are they doing a parcel
merger? Are they conditioned to do either?

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MANAGER MICHAEL LLOYD — | believe
they started the process and Wes can help me out here maybe, but the intended
process would be through a Lot Line Adjustment. I'm not sure if they’'ve started
that process, but that’s the anticipated means to accommodate them.

VICE CHAIR BARNES - Okay. That’s good.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER GABRIEL DIAZ — They are currently three parcels, so
they will make one big parcel.

VICE CHAIR BARNES - So they are doing a parcel merger?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER GABRIEL DIAZ — Yes.

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MANAGER MICHAEL LLOYD — It would be
through a Lot Line Adjustment.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — Right. Well they call it a Lot Line Adjustment, but they
basically adjust three into one. Right? That's correct? You call it a Lot Line
Adjustment but......

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MANAGER MICHAEL LLOYD — Correct.
Per the Map Act, it is a Lot Line Adjustment but, what you're saying is, it is
merging.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — Okay.

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MANAGER MICHAEL LLOYD - But the
parcel merger applies to special circumstances, which don’t apply here so.....

VICE CHAIR BARNES — Okay.
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LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MANAGER MICHAEL LLOYD - We're
getting into semantics quite frankly, but we are merging the three into one.

VICE CHAIR BARNES - You go from three to one, correct?

CHAIR LOWELL — A Lot Line Adjustment is essentially merging?

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MANAGER MICHAEL LLOYD — That is
correct.

VICE CHAIR BARNES - The line’'s adjusted away. And then it did not
specifically say in the conditions, but in looking at the | think it was the Grading
Plan, there is a vacation on Alessandro Boulevard of 25 feet? Is that what the
section shows? And then on Brodiaea, there is a 7 foot vacation?

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MANAGER MICHAEL LLOYD — | believe
you’re correct with regards to Brodiaea. With regards to Alessandro, | believe
there may be, I'm looking at it right now. It looks like we’re going to need a
dedication along Alessandro.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — Oh, did | read that....well | had it backwards probably.
It's not a vacation, it is a dedication. Yeah, the Perris Boulevard section on sheet
1 of 3 shows the proposed at 55 and the existing is 25 foot outside of it, so there

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MANAGER MICHAEL LLOYD — Correct.
We would need a dedication along Perris as well.

VICE CHAIR BARNES - It says it's getting narrower by 25 feet. The existing is
25 feet outside the proposed.

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MANAGER MICHAEL LLOYD — You're
correct. You’re reading what is shown on the map correctly. It is my
understanding that it is reflected correctly so, in this case, there would be a
vacation.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — Okay. That is all my questions. Thank you.

CHAIR LOWELL — Any other questions for Staff?

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — Yeah, | have one more. On page 78, at the
bottom, it states, if required to be designed to the 2016 Building Code Standards,
installation of electric vehicle supply equipment will be addressed. Is there a
reason why it wouldn’t be designed to 2016 standards or what makes it?
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PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — The Building Code is going to be
going into effect. January 1% next year becomes 2016 standard. The current
standard is 2013.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — Okay.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — So, in anticipation of when they
will actually be ready to go, they are going to be coming in during 2016. If they
were in a position where they would submit plans before the end of the year, we
would be able to talk to them about that but our assumption is that they are going
to be submitting after the first of the year.

COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ — That’s good.

CHAIR LOWELL — Commissioner Sims.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Just out of curiosity, on the infiltration basins shown
on the Grading Plan, whose responsibilities are those for long-term
maintenance? Is that private ownership and they will maintain it or does that
come into some type of City requirement to handle it?

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MANAGER MICHAEL LLOYD - It is
privately maintained. We would have an agreement for them to maintain.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Are they connected into city storm drain?

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MANAGER MICHAEL LLOYD — There
would be an overflow feature so, in case of a large event, it would be connected
to an existing storm drain system.

CHAIR LOWELL — Any other questions for Staff?

VICE CHAIR BARNES - Yes.

CHAIR LOWELL — Vice Chair Barnes.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — One more question, and this is driven from questions
that | get from clients all the time. Is it possible to identify in the COA’s for a
project which streets are eligible for DIF and TUMF?

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MANAGER MICHAEL LLOYD - That is
something, absolutely. We could look into that and provide that information......

VICE CHAIR BARNES — And put it in the Project Report.
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LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MANAGER MICHAEL LLOYD — That’s
information that is available, yes.

VICE CHAIR BARNES - Okay. Would we happen to know on these?

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MANAGER MICHAEL LLOYD — Off the top
of my head, Alessandro is both a DIF and TUMF facility, as well as Perris
Boulevard. Brodiaea is neither because it is a collector, as well as Appleblossom
because it is a residential street.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — Okay, thank you.

CHAIR LOWELL — Any other questions? Okay, my turn. | have a question on
page 91 of the packet, which is Planning P10. It says, if the project requires
blasting, it should be as a last resort and such a case shall be approved by the
Fire Marshall. Is this even a possibility? Is there a SOHS Report out there
saying that there is going to be so much excavation that blasting is necessary?
The reason why | ask is it is so close to the residential and there is that gas main
going right through there. You don’t want to blast on a gas main, and | know it
says only as a last resort and requires special permission...l was just, it was just
one of the questions that | had to ask.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — It is a standard condition and, if
blasting was required, the condition is in place. If it is not, we’re not far enough
along to know that it is not. There may be a good assumption that it won’t be at
this point based on just looking at the site, but it is a standard condition.

CHAIR LOWELL — That was just one of those questions that kind of red flagged
me. One of the other major questions that | have is on Appleblossom. | walked
Appleblossom and talked to the residents there, and it is a very quiet and calm
neighborhood. There is a little tiny connector road connecting Appleblossom all
the way to Alessandro. It is one lane in one direction, and we are proposing to
widen Appleblossom to multi-direction full width residential street. | don'’t think
that is a good fit for this specific project. Is there any way of putting maybe like a
double cul-de-sac where Appleblossom meets the property boundary so we
could alleviate people drag racing through there because Appleblossom is a
connector from Alessandro to bypass the intersection of Perris and Alessandro,
and | anticipate this as being a thorn in everybody’s side moving forward.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — If | may. I'd be happy to have that
discussion. | think, at that point, we are kind of getting into the deliberation on
the project and options for the project, but | think first | would like to hear from the
Applicant and then also if there are any public comments. We have anticipated
that this could be an issue, and we are prepared to discuss it, but | think to the
Commission’s benefit, it would be helpful to hear from the Applicant and anybody
from the public that is willing to speak.
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CHAIR LOWELL - Okay, | will hold that comment until later then.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Just for clarification, the Staff
Report, though, Appleblossom the way it is today, the way you described it as
being one lane that one lane does not actually go all the way through. There is
one lane that it comes and it dies into the adjacent apartment complex and then,
coming from Alessandro, it dies into the apartment complex. The only way that
you can actually effectively get through Appleblossom all the way in one direction
is, if you're coming form the south to the north, would be to go onto the private
property and make a u-turn or kind of a convoluted turn and come back out and
then get out Alessandro. And, if you were coming from Alessandro trying to get
all the way to Brodiaea, you'd actually have to get onto the road and go into the
other direction, which would be an illegal move at this point.

CHAIR LOWELL — Correct.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — So it's not one full contiguous lane
in each direction. | wasn’t sure, if the way you described it, was correct. | just....

CHAIR LOWELL - Itis paved the majority of the way with about 10 to 12 feet,
and it kind of has a gray area where it stops, but it starts, but we’re paving it to a
full thoroughfare.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Right, okay. We’re prepared to
have more discussion. | would like to do it now if you want.

CHAIR LOWELL — No. We will follow the order of operations.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — But my preference would be to
wait. Maybe | said that wrong.

CHAIR LOWELL — And then another one on 97. What is a windows closed
condition? It says P41, on page 97 of the packet, it says the project applicant
should provide a windows closed condition for each proposed residential
apartment unit.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER GABRIEL DIAZ — | believe that was part of the Noise
Study Mitigation, and | believe the decibel levels are when you're.....They are
studying the noise from the inside of the apartment. We do have the
environmental consultant here if you would like further information on that.

CHAIR LOWELL — Well it says the condition requires a means of mechanical
ventilation for Chapter 12 of the Building Code. What does that mean? Is it a
means of pumping outside air in without air conditioning like just a ventilation
fan? I've never seen that condition before, so | was curious.
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SENIOR PLANNER CHRIS ORMSBY - | think really that is addressed through
the last sentence, which talks about the filtered outside air intake vent, so that
would be perhaps the extra that maybe wouldn’t be part of the air conditioning
system normally so it would be something in addition. But I think we would want
to also have the environmental consultant also speak to that.

CHAIR LOWELL — Okay. Mr. Alston.

APPLICANT WES ALSTON — Wes Alston again. Yeah, it essentially means
that we have to have an air handling system in there, which we do in all the units.

CHAIR LOWELL — Yeah, it just kind of stood out as a windows closed, which....

APPLICANT WES ALSTON — In order to make our sound requirements, you
had to have a windows closed condition so, if you have the windows open, they
are going to get road noise from the road.

CHAIR LOWELL — Do the windows have the option of opening? Can you open
the windows as an option?

APPLICANT WES ALSTON — Yes.

CHAIR LOWELL — Okay then | guess my question is kind of not important |
guess. And then | will hold this until the deliberations, but yeah those are my
primary concerns. |'ve got a couple more. At this point in time, | would like to
invite the Applicant up to speak. | know we're just getting you up. You know
you’re getting you exercise today.

APPLICANT WES ALSTON — Wes Alston again with PDF representing LATCO.
This is our second project in the city. The first project is under construction at
Edgemont and Eucalyptus Street. It is about 50% done right now. So, when we
looked at this project originally, we had two concerns. One was traffic into the
existing community and one respecting the edge conditions of the existing
community. So, through our design process, we have all the traffic going onto
Alessandro and onto Perris. No traffic from our site leaves Brodiaea or
Appleblossom, and those were the two things that we were really concerned
about. The second is not encroaching on the existing homes on the site, so our
edge conditions all have one-story buildings, and then there is about 40 to 50
feet before we even get to the two-story buildings. We have reviewed the
conditions. We thanked Staff for all their hard work. There was a lot of effort that
went into this from all the Staff. In regard to the fence along the Questar
easement there, those two lots are actually owned by them, and they were part
of lots that were designated as part of the existing tracks that are there. And so
what we did is we matched the edge conditions and the conditions that are in that
easement to the Ridgeview apartments that are to the east. So it will be
continuously landscaped through there to match what is already to the east and,
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because we don’t have the rights to go on that property, we can’t improve that
fence so we will fence to our property line. In regard to Appleblossom, we are
not going to widen Appleblossom anymore than it is. That would remain almost
the same edge condition. We will put a sidewalk in. We will put some
landscaping in, but we were not going to make improvements to Appleblossom to
its full ultimate width. We have reviewed our conditions. We find them
acceptable and, if you approve it today, we should hope to start construction
sometime the middle of next year. The whole team is here if you guys have any
guestions.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you very much, Mr. Alston. Any questions for the
Applicant? Commissioner Ramirez.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ — Thank you for bringing another project to our
community. Do you intend to have any of this project for Section 8 Housing?

APPLICANT WES ALSTON — No. ltis all market rent.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ — Wonderful, thank you.

APPLICANT WES ALSTON — And that market rent runs between $1200 and
$1500 a month.

CHAIR LOWELL — Any other questions? No? Thank you very much. I'm sure
we’ll have some more questions for you in a minute so don’t rest up too much. |
would like to open up the Public Comments portion. Do we have any Public
Speaker Slips tonight Ms. Tadeo?

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT ERICA TADEO — We have one.

CHAIR LOWELL — Perfect. Who would that be?

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT ERICA TADEO — Richard Archer.

CHAIR LOWELL — Mr. Archer come on up, please.

SPEAKER RICHARD ARCHER - Yes, good evening. First of all, as far as
Appleblossom is concerned, considering I've got a perfect view of that, | can tell
you that there is a lot of traffic that comes down Appleblossom in the opposite
direction there. People go around that all the time so.....

CHAIR LOWELL — It’'s a nice shortcut.

SPEAKER RICHARD ARCHER — ltis, but | mean that’s a chronic situation over
there. My property abuts the project that you're talking about, and there seemed
to be some question as to fencing that would along my particular property line.
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I’'m particularly concerned from the privacy aspect and also as far as site lines
because currently obviously | have a nice unimpeded view of the mountains, as
well as the hill with the “M” so | am not sure how that is going to be impacted by
this particular project. But, more importantly, I'm concerned about what sort of a
buffer there is as far as my property is concerned what the noise levels are going
to be as far as, again, impact on my particular property but also, more
importantly, the privacy aspects. So, at any rate, that would be my concerns
going forward on this, but it seemed like initially we were talking about a block
wall. But then again it sounded to me like maybe not a block wall as far as my
particular area is concerned because | do run right along that gas line. So that’s
simply my comments. | see this project going forward, and we’d certainly like to
be favorable neighbors there but, at the same time, | want to make sure that the
quality of our life is not severely impacted by this particular project. So that's my
comments and thank you.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you. From what | heard Mr. Archer, the east-west
property line that will be affecting you on the other side of the gas property there
will be a wrought iron fence, but the north/south property line on the other side of
the street from you would be a block wall.

SPEAKER RICHARD ARCHER — That side of the street.

CHAIR LOWELL — Yeah.

SPEAKER RICHARD ARCHER — Okay.

CHAIR LOWELL — So the neighbors across the street from you, they would
have a block wall.

SPEAKER RICHARD ARCHER - Okay, alright, very good. Thank you.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you Mr. Archer. Any other Public Comments tonight?
Going once, going twice. Public Comments is now closed. Would the Applicant
like to reply to anything they’ve heard tonight so far? Mr. Alston? We should just
pull a chair up there for you.

APPLICANT WES ALSTON — No. No other comments. We would just like to
receive your approval and move the project forward. Again, we would like to
begin our construction about the middle of next year and occupy it probably in
the middle or third quarter in 2018.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you very much. Okay, | would like to open up the
floor to Commissioner Debate. Did anybody have any other questions or
comments? | still have a few that | was going to ask Staff. Would anybody like
to go first? Okay, then | would like to reactivate the Appleblossom question.
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PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER - Okay, so with regard to
Appleblossom, | have a different understanding from what Mr. Alston shared with
the Commission this evening so | think it is important that we do flush this out. It
is my understanding that the project would actually be putting an improvement
into Appleblossom, which would allow for one direction of traffic in each direction
all the way from the adjacent neighborhood down to Alessandro. | would like to
ask our Traffic Engineer to comment on that.

CHAIR LOWELL — That’s the way | read the condition also.

CITY TRAFFIC ENGINEER ERIC LEWIS — That is correct. That is the way the
condition is written both from transportation, as well as land development.

CHAIR LOWELL - Is there any need for making the street two directions, full
width, from Brodiaea all the way up to Alessandro or could we do like they do in
residential neighborhoods where they have a double cul-de-sac so fire has
access through the cul-de-sac, and it is a way of preventing traffic from going
from point A to point B?

CITY TRAFFIC ENGINEER ERIC LEWIS — Certainly, that would be an option
subject to fire approval. The roadway does not serve a great deal of traffic, but
we want to make sure that pedestrian access and bicycle access would be
maintained.

CHAIR LOWELL — | know it doesn’t serve a lot of traffic currently from the City’s
view but, standing in the neighborhood, you will see a lot of cars come by when
there shouldn’t be. And | know the residents on Appleblossom would appreciate
maybe not having to put in speed bumps in the future to slow the people down,
but if you actually physically prevent them from driving through. The other
streets in that same neighborhood are all cul-de-sacs and this one for whatever
reason is a thoroughfare, and | don’t see this as being a necessary thoroughfare.

CITY _TRAFFIC ENGINEER ERIC LEWIS - Well actually Appleblossom
currently does have speed humps on it, so we built those previously. The one-
way condition is a violation, as the gentleman spoke consistently, so we’ve heard
that as well. So | guess we’d have to work with the Applicant to see what options
are available and the impacts to the site if the double cul-de-sac idea came to
light.

CHAIR LOWELL — Okay. Mr. Sandzimier.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — So we have talked about this
issue with the Applicant, and we have not come to a conclusion on what the best
design would be. There are pros and cons to both, whether you leave it open
and construct it as proposed, leave it as is, or try and create a cul-de-sac
condition. Some people are going to be happy and some people are not. The
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people that would not be happy if we were to put in two cul-de-sac conditions
where you couldn’t have any sort of movement through there would be the
people that are coming from the south and trying to get to those apartment
complexes today because they do have a direct route into their apartments from
that direction. The other people that would be probably be disappointed would
be the people that illegally go in the wrong direction. They are not supposed to
be doing it anyways, but they may have developed a habit of doing that for a long
period of time. Based on the speaker, it sounds like it happens all the time.
That’s really an unsafe condition because they are going in the wrong direction,
so it would be better to improve that if there is really that high of a volume of
activity. When | look at it from a planning standpoint, the road that would serve
traffic going in both directions having some appropriate street improvements put
in with appropriate drainage, appropriate landscaping, it also provides access to
the detention basin that is going to be constructed with this project. There are
other benefits to having the road in as shown on the plans. So it would be my
recommendation that we would move forward with the project as proposed. But
we have started to explore the cul-de-sac conditions, and what we’d want with
the cul-de-sac conditions if we were willing to live with eliminating the vehicular
movement from the south to the north, is to at least have some pedestrian and
bicycle connection through there because we think that mobility from the
adjacent residents, the existing residents, to Alessandro Boulevard, the shopping
centers, and those things that are available there is something that should be
considered. This development.....

CHAIR LOWELL — Well | know the double cul-de-sacs generally have
pedestrian and bicycle access across them, which is why they are intended to be
that way. They are intended for pedestrian traffic but to reduce vehicle traffic.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — So the other significant challenge
that we would have to think through would be the fire department access,
emergency access, so | would like if Paul would like to chime in a little bit on that
from a fire department point of view. That is one of the considerations we would
have to work through.

CHAIR LOWELL — Well I know, on these double cul-de-sacs, | have seen them
where they have fencing coming up and they have a gap with bollards that are
removable with a KNOX-BOX or something.

ASSISTANT FIRE MARSHALL PAUL VILLALOBOS — Yeah, | believe that
what we would require on a double cul-de-sac would be an emergency access
gate with a KNOX-BOX for fire access throughway. It can be done. We did
some analysis today on this concept that we were given to review, so it is
possible, and we just have to look and see what the final submittal would look
like so we could discuss that.
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PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — If our media folks could help us
advance the slides. We did provide a slide that the Applicant had given us. |
don’t know if you can get it up there or not? It's kind of hard to see here. |
actually have a couple of hard copies of it if you would like us to give it to you.
We were not sure IF it would come up. We thought that it might so that’'s why we
included it here. The one thing that you can see from the exhibit that is shown up
there right now is, to put in one cul-de-sac just on the Appleblossom side on the
project site on that gas line, to put the cul-de-sac in starts to encroach on the
detention basin, and so it has a ripple effect on the project. So if the detention
basin can be sized properly with a cul-de-sac that would be something that we
would have to explore. If the detention basin had to be increased in size, then it
presses on the unit and possibly the unit count and we’d have to lose some units.
We haven't figured that out. And the other option is to make that detention basin
deeper, but then there are all the calculations that would have to be done for that
detention basin. Another configuration would be not to do this type of an offset
cul-de-sac but to do a traditional cul-de-sac but then you start encroaching on
rights of way on the adjacent apartment project or you start encroaching on right-
of-way within the gas easement and this isn’t even considering putting a cul-de-
sac on the other side. And, on the other side, you would have to look at the
encroachment on the gas line easement and possibly on the other private rights
of way. So those are the things that we have looked at. It becomes a challenge
and, as proposed, it seemed to have the least physical impact and the possible
greatest mobility benefits by leaving it as a through movement. We fully
appreciate that it could have a negative traffic impact to neighbors that don’t see
as much volume of traffic going through there. So | welcome comments from the
Applicant if they have any other thoughts on this since they put this kind of
together, and then we’re welcome to listen to whatever the Commission has and
try an react to that.

CHAIR LOWELL — Does the cul-de-sac have to reach all the way down to the
gas easement or can you pull the cul-de-sac back up so it's by the entrance
that's just south of Alessandro basically diagonally across from the existing
entrance to the apartment complex to the east?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — That was one of the things that
was considered and absolutely the cul-de-sac could be pulled down but, again,
wherever you put the cul-de-sac it starts to push out onto where the units are
SO....

CHAIR LOWELL — Correct. But, if you push out on those units, | know we're
not supposed to be designing for the dais but, if you pulled that cul-de-sac back
up, the entire right-of-way of Appleblossom could be vacated and the basin could
be widened and you could pull those big units down. It would not affect the unit
count at all because you’d have more developable green space.
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PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — And that’s an option that could be
considered. The other thing that was being considered was access to the
detention basin. So, if you pulled the cul-de-sac back and left the detention basin
where it was, then you don’t have the benefit of being able to get vehicles all the
way to the back of there so.....

CHAIR LOWELL — You could get access from internally through the apartment
complex. You could put a little access road or something like that. | personally
think the better design would be to have a cul-de-sac a little farther north. | know
the residents to the south would be a lot more open to the idea of having these
apartments being put in. After talking to the residents, they don’t want that
thoroughfare there.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Okay. It looks like Wes might
have some comments, but | don’t want to discount that our Land Development
and our Traffic Staff are here and our Fire Department Staff are here. | would
like to hear their comments.

CHAIR LOWELL — | would really like to hear Staff's comments so please the fire
marshall, or Mr. Lewis, or Mr. Lloyd, whoever, and then Mr. Alston also.

ASSISTANT FIRE MARSHALL PAUL VILLALOBOS — Yeah one thing, the cul-
de-sac where it's located right now, we discussed earlier that we would have to
have that gate access to make it all the way through to that Appleblossom
access that their designing. Where that cul-de-sac is really isn’t too much of a
concern as long as we can make it through there one way or another but | do
know that, if it is too far up or too far down, it exceeds the 150 feet throughway,
which would require another turnaround or cul-de-sac. So if you're talking about
double cul-de-sac and you're closing off that area that would require that turn
around on both sides. | don’t know if ’'m making that clear or if it's more
confusing but, for us, we have access from Alessandro and then, coming up from
the south to not only reach those southernmost portion of that development, we
would have to have some kind of access from that way as well.

CHAIR LOWELL — Is this a vital thoroughfare for fire department considering it's
one-directional traffic barely paved?

ASSISTANT FIRE MARSHALL PAUL VILLALOBOS — | wouldn’t call it vital,
but we are adding quite a few residences there that are going to cause more than
a one alarm if we get a call.

CHAIR LOWELL — Correct, but you would just go down Alessandro to Perris.....

ASSISTANT FIRE MARSHALL PAUL VILLALOBOS - Right.
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CHAIR LOWELL - And then up Brodiaea versus going against the flow of
traffic.

ASSISTANT FIRE MARSHALL PAUL VILLALOBOS — Right. No, | agree.
That's correct. So, right now as it stands, | mean we still access it anyway the
multi-families. We have to probably come down that one route on Alessandro to
Appleblossom to get in so either way it doesn’t change a whole lot for us as long
as we’re not blocked coming from either direction.

CHAIR LOWELL - | don’t know if I'm the only one expressing this concern, but
it looks like City Staff has done quite a good theoretical analysis of this. So it is
something that has been on the radar, so it is something you guys are thinking
about.

ASSISTANT FIRE MARSHALL PAUL VILLALOBOS - Yes.

CHAIR LOWELL — Personally, I think it would be better to not have it as a
thoroughfare. Now we have quite a few Commissioners wanting to speak. How
about Commissioner Korzec?

COMMISSIONER KORZEC — | always go for the most simple and the most cost
effective, and it looks to me that the way it's been proposed to us is the most
simple way of dealing with this. Rather than redesigning, they've vetted the
whole thing pretty much. | see no problem with it the way it has been designed.

CHAIR LOWELL — Vice Chair Barnes.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — | agree. It is dedicated right-of-way. It has been there
for quite some time. It has been proposed as a street for | don’t know how many
years. The unintended consequences of putting in a cul-de-sac south of the gas
line, you’ve got the right-of-way acquisition from existing residences. They would
lose the ability to use the northbound direction that they are using now. | think
the downside far exceeds the benefits of putting it through. 1 think the street
should go through as designed. | think that is the best solution.

CHAIR LOWELL — Commissioner Sims.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Just a question. Where Appleblossom goes out onto
Alessandro, is that a signalized intersection there? It looks like it with the.....

ASSISTANT FIRE MARSHALL PAUL VILLALOBOS - Yes, itis.

COMMISSIONER _SIMS — And another question for the, whoever wants to
answer this, I'm looking at the little aerial photograph. So when the apartments
that went in directly to the east of this one and it looks like Willoughby Road,
what happened there? What's the deal there? That's a little mini cul-de-sac.
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How did that get there? Is that a little hammerhead that we can't tell on, not that
we’re going to fix that problem right now, but | just would like to understand that.

APPLICANT WES ALSTON — Yeah | entitled that project also, and they just let
us close it off. It just ended right there.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — | mean, well, | wasn’t on the Planning Commission
probably.

APPLICANT WES ALSTON — That was before Eric’s time.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Well, I mean, so | guess | tend to agree that the road
should just be a road and not mess around with cul-de-sacs. | think, looking at
the aerial photography here, it looks like that is what it wanted to be. It wants to
be a road. It wants to get out and probably when they were doing all of the
development there years ago when they built that was probably what they
intended to do. So the unintended consequences like Jeff was saying is there is
vacant property some day. When you buy a house next to vacant property, it is
going to develop in its time, and it needs a road.

CHAIR LOWELL — Yeah my concern is just the driveways on Appleblossom and
the residents having to have people racing down the street. | mean, granted, it's
a T-intersection at the southern tip of Appleblossom, but there are already speed
humps out there so it’s already an issue. Making it a paved thoroughfare is only
going to exacerbate the issue and, if we can nip it in the bud early with some sort
of design mitigation to prevent the issue from becoming worse down the line, |
think now is the time. Mr. Alston, what are your thoughts? | mean, you’re
designing the project, you’re building the project. If you have no concerns about
having a thoroughfare or cul-de-sacs, | mean, you haven’t really had much of a
chance to speak on this issue yet.

APPLICANT WES ALSTON — Yeah having done the other project, we did it the
way we did it to mitigate the traffic going down the street. Of course, our position
is, we'd like to leave it the way it is, the way we originally designed the project
and just build the portion of Appleblossom that we're required to build and just
kind of leave that weird pork chop thing in place. The other easiest thing for us is
just to put the cul-de-sac in, and we might have to remove the emergency vehicle
access and move some of those buildings back to make our water quality basin
work.

CHAIR LOWELL — Would you see it as being a huge burden to put a cul-de-sac
up by the northerly entrance on Appleblossom and not build Appleblossom from
that point south and then providing some sort of a hammerhead turnaround just
on you southern property line?
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APPLICANT WES ALSTON — Yeah know, actually the building design, the east
that whole opening that they have in there if you look on your aerials, that was
designed for fire department turnaround because it needed one there. 1 think
anything that we do further north on Appleblossom is going to impact our
buildings more than having something more to the south.

CHAIR LOWELL — | know your desired outcome would be to have this thing
approved as conditioned but is it a, I'm speaking for myself here, | know
everybody else here.....It seems to that I'm the oddball out. Is it a no-go situation
by trying to put in a cul-de-sac?

APPLICANT WES ALSTON — No. It's not a no-go. That’'s why we discussed
this already internally with the City.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — If you're going to close off Appleblossom, to me, you’d
have to look at the people coming from the east on Brodiaea who now might turn
right on Appleblossom to get to Alessandro. They would now be forced to go
almost all the way to Perris and go through Perris/Brodiaea, Perris/Alessandro
back to Perris/Appleblossom to go back to the east.

CHAIR LOWELL — Well Vice Chair Sims, I’'m sorry, | mean Vice Chair Barnes,
according to City Staff, it currently isn’t open so it's not closing it off. We’re not
going to be opening Appleblossom, the City is......

VICE CHAIR BARNES - | thought it was open to going northerly.

APPLICANT WES ALSTON - It's open to northbound traffic.

CHAIR LOWELL — It is currently paved on one side, but City Staff was saying
that it wasn’t thoroughly opened.

VICE CHAIR BARNES - Yeah but it's open going north, so now they’d have to
go all the way around the block so.....

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — It’'s open.....

CHAIR LOWELL — And I think the residents there would appreciate it.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — It's open going north, but you
have to make a turn to go north into the private property and then come back out.
So it can be made, but it is not all on the public right-of-way.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — It’s just not legal.

CHAIR LOWELL — Correct.
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PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Well I'd like our two engineers that
are here this evening. I'm speaking from a planning standpoint but, from the
technical standpoint, Michael Lloyd and Eric Lewis are prepared to provide some
input. I'd would like them to do so.

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MANAGER MICHAEL LLOYD - Rick hit on
one concern that land development has and that is with regards to the water
basin. If we put in the cul-de-sac, whether it is immediately adjacent or further to
the north, we don’t know what those impacts are. The second one that I'm a little
more concerned about is how do we accommodate the drainage, whether it’s all
the way down towards the gas property or whether it is further north, we are
going to have to accommodate the drainage. As it is proposed, the water would
stay within the street and flood to the south and be picked up down at Brodiaea.
So that’'s something that hasn’t been considered or planned for. It doesn’t mean
it can’t be but, as it stands, it is not addressed. The final item from a land
development perspective, again, no matter where the cul-de-sac is located, we
need to maintain access to that fee title property that the gas property has. They
have to have access to it. So those are the three things that, even though we
have a concept in front of you, and it's not a case of | don’t think it can work, it's
just we haven’t thought through all the things we need to think through to
confidently say yes we have a design that will absolutely work. So that is just a
perspective from land development.

CHAIR LOWELL — And | appreciate that. | don’t want to be misunderstood. |
am in favor of this project. | like this project. | think it is a great project, and it is
very welcome in the City. My holdup is Appleblossom. Having talked to one of
our fellow audience member over here, a future Councilman, can believe in the
residents. When you talk to residents that are on driveways fronting on large
thoroughfare roadways, everybody complains about speeding in their
neighborhood. Speed bumps along Ninebark from the north to the south
because people are speeding. This is a situation where the street to the east
and the street to the west all have cul-de-sacs. There is one that is dead-end
with no cul-de-sac. This street should have been a cul-de-sac, and | would like
to fix that now. | don’t know if that’s possible. | don’t know if I'm the only one up
here feeling that way. | don’t know if it's proper to put it to a vote as to make it a
cul-de-sac or leave it open, but that’'s my personal belief. | would love to approve
this project. | also would like to see this not a thoroughfare just to make the
residents happy.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — | don'’t think it's appropriate after all the analysis that
has gone into this to force them to go back and revisit this, and the fact that it
should be a cul-de-sac is debatable. At some point, you have to have a through
street or you could never go anywhere.

CHAIR LOWELL — Correct, but you wouldn’t design it with your lots fronting
onto a through street.

DRAFT PC MINUTES 26 November 10, 2016

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Nov 10, 2016 7:00 PM (APPROVAL OF MINUTES)

Packet Pg. 29




O©CoOoO~NO O WDN PP

VICE CHAIR BARNES — There’s lots fronting on Brodiaea all over the place,
and that is going to be a higher speed street than Appleblossom so.

CHAIR LOWELL — It's just my opinion.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — | would actually oppose sending this back to Staff and
requiring that.

CHAIR LOWELL — Is there any way to move forward putting in a condition to at
least look at that?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — We can do whatever the pleasure
is of the Commission this evening, but the last person | would like to hear from
would be our traffic engineer because, closing a street or opening a street or
widening a street, really is his purview.

CHAIR LOWELL — Sorry for cutting you off Mr. Lewis, sorry.

CITY TRAFFIC ENGINEER ERIC LEWIS — In either circumstance, there is
going to be tradeoffs. There is maintenance along that roadway for utilities that
are probably underneath the road, as well as the fence on both sides, the trees,
and any other heavy equipment that would have to have access there. As far as
going through, right now, it is only a one-way condition, although they violate it.
And, usually when people are violating a condition, it means that there’s a need
to do something different. The current configuration also requires that people
make u-turns within private property so they come down and so delivery trucks or
people that are lost are forced to go into the east side of the apartment complex,
so that is not desirable. We want to keep them turning around in public right-of-
way. And then drainage, as Michael mentioned, is important because we don't
want to have flooded conditions at the end of a cul-de-sac where debris builds up
and becomes a vector field, which is another complaint that is often heard. So
but | don’t necessarily have a preference one way or the other because, from a
traffic loading standpoint, the direction of traffic that would be diverted with two
cul-de-sacs or with it open is not going to have a detrimental effect on the
surrounding network.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Thank you, Eric. So back to the
Chair’s question, we would have to draft a condition this evening if you wanted to
go with an alternative than what’s being proposed before you. | think it is clear
that, based on the speakers so far, we haven’t vetted the entire impact of a
change condition. So, with certainty this evening, | don’t know if the Applicant is
going to be comfortable with any impact on the unit count, or if there is going to
be any additional cost to handle the drainage that Mr. Lloyd has indicated that we
haven’t considered, and then also the redesign or at least the re-conceptual
design of the detention basin is something that has to be carefully considered,
and | don’t know what that impact would be yet. So | probably would be asking
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for you to continue it, and | don’t know if the Applicant would be willing to delay
the project to evaluate that so | would like to hear from the Applicant on that
because.....

CHAIR LOWELL - | know we send out letters to all the residents within a couple
hundred feet of the project, and we have one resident present. Are there any
other residents here that are in the area affected by this? Did we get any
responses, any phone calls, or emails, or letters or anything?

ASSOCIATE PLANNER GABRIEL DIAZ — Yes we did. Some of the....we
didn’t get very many calls. | would say about six or seven calls. | think traffic
was an issue that | addressed in my Staff Report but, like you said, you walked
the neighborhood and the people that live on Appleblossom did talk about the
cars going the wrong way on Appleblossom. They spoke about, | think the
people on Appleblossom would rather have the cul-de-sac according to some of
the phone calls, but | don’t know. It’s hard to say. | asked people to put things in
writing so we could present it to you. We also asked them to show up and state
their opinion and be part of the process.

CHAIR LOWELL — Okay. We have a couple Board Members that are wanting
to speak about it. Let's go Commissioner Barnes, then Commissioner Korzec,
then Commissioner Sims.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — At this point, | would say that | wouldn’t second or
support moving forward on this with a modified condition to consider a cul-de-
sac. | am in favor of moving forward with the project as it’s proposed.

CHAIR LOWELL — Any I, by no means, want to hold up the project. | just want
to be the voice of the residents, so Commissioner Korzec.

COMMISSIONER KORZEC — | also agree. | think we should put this to the vote
for the project as noted, see where we come up, see where the vote lies, and
then work from there. But | think, for me, | feel that it is a complete project. I'm
happy with it. | think it is well done, and | know | will vote for it the way it is
presented.

CHAIR LOWELL — Commissioner Sims.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Well | guess | don’t even need to ask my question
now. But, since we have put this one through the sausage maker, | want to ask a
couple more questions. From a fire department standpoint, what is an
acceptable length for a cul-de-sac? Or what is the maximum length for a cul-de-
sac?

ASSISTANT FIRE MARSHALL PAUL VILLALOBOS — We’re looking at 150
feet.
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COMMISSIONER SIMS — So if, for instance, Appleblossom south of the Questar
where would, from just City Code or Fire Code, where would it have to go?

ASSISTANT FIRE MARSHALL PAUL VILLALOBOS - Well, if you're coming
from Brodiaea north, you’'d have to have a turnaround at 150 feet.

COMMISSIONER _SIMS — Similar to the cul-de-sacs, if you look at the aerial
map, those are probably somewhere in the....what are those 50 foot, 60 foot lots,
the widths?

CHAIR LOWELL — It's probably like 600, 700, 800 feet.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — | thought the 150 feet was the maximum without a
turnaround?

CHAIR LOWELL — Correct.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — With a turnaround, it's 660.

ASSISTANT FIRE MARSHALL PAUL VILLALOBOS — It's 660. Yeah, you're
correct, you're correct. That’s a fire hazard area, that’s right.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — But they are probably the cul-de-sacs, | don’t see the
names of the streets on the two cul-de-sacs that are on the east and west of
Appleblossom. But there are probably 10 houses or whatever, 600 feet, they are
probably right at the 660 limit or something to that extent.

ASSISTANT FIRE MARSHALL PAUL VILLALOBOS — Right.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — | guess my question is, | don’t see how you would
install a cul-de-sac if we were to....

CHAIR LOWELL - It would have to be north of gas line.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — To humor this further, | don’t see how you get one in
though unless you.....

CHAIR LOWELL — You would have to be north. It was have to be in the
apartment complex. They’'d have to extend the road out there.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — And then that would exceed the maximum length.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Yeah, then you're past the maximum length so okay.
So, | agree with Barnes and Korzec.
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PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Mr. Chairman, just for benefit of
the Commission, | have asked the Staff to put the colored Site Plan up there
because it shows the full project site, but it also shows where Brodiaea is in
relationship to Alessandro so you can see the distance where Appleblossom
currently terminates. Where it currently terminates is about the gas line where it
is kind of white going all the way down to Brodiaea is an existing local street that
serves that neighborhood, so they are both about equal distance from either
Brodiaea or from Alessandro. So you’re right about the middle point where both
cul-de-sacs would be able to come together so just for the benefit of scale.

COMMISSIONER SIMS — Okay, | know we beat you up pretty good Mr. Alston,
but do you have anything you’d like to say before we go to a vote? Well just
bring a chair up.

APPLICANT WES ALSTON — We believe it was a good discussion. It was
something that needs to be discussed. We would like to see the project just
move forward just the way it is. That’s our desire and, if you guys can get your
arms around that, then we will go to work in July building it.

CHAIR LOWELL — | feel that | am the only one that really expresses the
concern of cul-de-sacs so I'll entertain a motion on this if anyone would like to
make a motion on this item.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Before you do that, you may want
to close the Public Hearing. I'm not sure that was....

CHAIR LOWELL — I think I did.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Did he? Oh, he did? Okay.

CHAIR LOWELL — Let me move my thing here.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — May | add one more thing, Mr
Chairman?

CHAIR LOWELL - Yes.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — | wanted to try to close the loop
with you on that noise mitigation. If you go to page 207, the packet page 207,
the discussion in the initial study (negative declaration). It talks about very
specifically.....

CHAIR LOWELL — 207 or 1077

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — Packet page 207.
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CHAIR LOWELL — It doesn’t go that far on ours.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — My packet only goes to page 110.

CHAIR LOWELL — Yeah, I've got 116 is my last.

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — My apologies. My apologies on
that, but clearly in this document that | have in front of me that you didn’t see,
well you would’ve seen it if you saw it electronically. Sorry about that. Sorry
Paul. Craig, help me. No, but it basically says that the apartments facing Perris
Boulevard and Alessandro were identified to have a noise impact. And so,
because of that noise impact, the Mitigation Measure (Noise Impact No. 2) was
put in there with the windows closed condition. And that’'s exactly what was
discussed earlier is that it gives the option of the resident in a windows closed
condition to actually be able to enjoy the quiet and also the proper ventilation
inside the unit. But it also leaves that open to the resident, if they want to open
up the windows and have natural air, they know that in doing that they are
exposing themselves to noise that they could also avoid if they close the window.
So that’s what | wanted to share with you.

CHAIR LOWELL — | appreciate that. I'm still trying to find 207 up here. I'm
almost there. There we go. | got it.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ — But it's available online for the post to see.

CHAIR LOWELL — So, with that said, | am confident that this project has been
well vetted. | have read everything that was provided to us. 1 still feel that there
should be cul-de-sacs. | think that the residents that live on Appleblossom would
greatly appreciate the forethought in putting in cul-de-sacs. But, as the fellow
Commissioners up here have said, they would like to vote on the item as
presented, and I'm the odd man out so | will entertain a motion. Would
somebody like to make a motion on this project?

COMMISSIONER BAKER — 1 so move.

CHAIR LOWELL — The click the move button please, Commissioner Baker. Do
we have a second? So we have a motion by Commissioner Baker and a second
by Commissioner Sims. All in favor say yes. Please cast your vote. All opposed
say no. You can also abstain. All votes have been cast. The motion passes 7-
0. I would like moving forward to at least, in future projects, look at cul-de-sacs.
There’s already speed humps out there. | worked for the residents. Do we have
a Staff wrap-up on this Item?

Opposed -0
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Motion carries 7-0

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — We do. This action by the
Planning Commission is an appealable action. If there is any interested party
that would want to appeal this decision they can do that appeal within 15 days of
this action. They would be directing their appeal through the Director of
Community Development, which would be going onto the City Council. And, if an
appeal is filed, we would have that scheduled before the City Council within 30
days. Thank you.

CHAIR LOWELL — No because we....I| have a question. Commissioner
Gonzalez over here just reminded me we didn’t read the recommendation. Is it
okay to vote the motion as approved?

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY PAUL EARLY — The motion was to approve the
Resolution, which did include everything within the recommendations.

CHAIR LOWELL — Oh, so we did do it correctly. Good call. With that, we are
moving on. Where’'s my paperwork? So that moves us onto Other
Commissioner Business, which | don’t think we have any.

OTHER COMMISSION BUSINESS

CHAIR LOWELL — Do we have any Staff Comments tonight? Mr. Sandzimier,
do you have any Staff Comments tonight?

PLANNING OFFICIAL RICK SANDZIMIER — No.

CHAIR LOWELL — Perfect.

STAFF COMMENTS

CHAIR LOWELL — Any other Commissioner Comments tonight? Mr. Sims.

COMMISSIONER SIMS - | just want to wish everybody a nice Veteran’s Day
tomorrow and, if we don’t see each other before, have a great Thanksgiving.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you very much. Anybody else? Commissioner
Ramirez.
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COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ — 1 just want to wish a Happy Birthday to my fellow
United States Marine Corps brothers and sisters present or fallen.

CHAIR LOWELL — Thank you.

VICE CHAIR BARNES — Semper Fi.

COMMISSIONER RAMIREZ — You’re welcome, and | just want to say it’s nice to
see everyone again. We haven’t seen each other in two months, and | missed

you guys.

PLANNING COMMISSIONER COMMENTS

CHAIR LOWELL — With that, I'd like to adjourn the meeting to the next Regular
Meeting of the Planning Commission on December 8™ 2016 right here in Council
Chambers at 7:00PM.

ADJOURNMENT

Next Meeting: Planning Commission Regular Meeting, December 8", 2016 at
7:00 PM, City of Moreno Valley, City Hall Council Chamber, 14177 Frederick
Street, Moreno Valley, CA 92553.

Richard J. Sandzimier Date
Planning Official

Approved

Brian R. Lowell Date
Chair
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PLANNING COMMISSION

STAFF REPORT

Meeting Date: December 15, 2016

PEN16-0059 (PA16-0027) - CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR A BANQUET FACILITY
(EXISTING STRUCTURE)

Case: PEN16-0059 (PA16-0027) — Conditional Use Permit
for a Banquet Facility (Existing Structure)

Applicant: Huber Gutierrez

Owner: Formosa Rentals, LLC

Representative: Huber Gutierrez

Location: 24805 Alessandro Boulevard, Unit #9 at the

southwest corner of Alessandro and Perris
Boulevards (APN: 482-540-028)

Case Planner: Julia Descoteaux
Council District: 3

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project

Conditional Use Permit PEN16-0059 (PA16-0027) proposes to establish a new 5,000
square foot banquet facility use within an existing commercial shopping center at 24805
Alessandro Boulevard, Suite 9.

The facility will host social events such as weddings, wedding receptions, seminars and
meetings and operate on an as-needed basis, generally Friday through Sunday
evenings. The banquet facility proposes to accommodate up to 200 guests per event.
The applicant has indicated that there will be no sale of alcoholic beverages or food
preparation at this facility. Events will be catered by licensed outside vendors. The sale
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of alcoholic beverages at this facility would require modification to the Conditional Use
Permit, and review by the Alcohol Beverage Control (ABC) and the Moreno Valley
Police Department.

The banquet facility is located in a tenant space in the southwesterly portion of the
center. The tenant space currently has single doors at both the front and rear entrance.
This project includes replacement of an existing single door along the frontage of the
building with double doors. The doors will be designed to make the entrance wider and
aesthetically pleasing.

Site

The site is within an existing commercial shopping center that includes a variety of
commercial uses, including restaurants, a medical clinic and offices, retail and other
service related businesses. The site is located within the Community Commercial (CC)
zone, which is intended to provide for the general shopping needs of area residents and

workers with a variety of business, retail, personal and related or similar services. The
proposed use is conditionally permitted within the Community Commercial zone.

Surrounding Area

The area surrounding the existing shopping center includes commercial uses to the east
and west. Directly adjacent of the shopping center to the southwest and across
Alessandro Boulevard to the north are existing residential uses. Immediately behind the
shopping center to the south is undeveloped property that is currently not entitled and is
zoned for residential and commercial uses.

Access/Parking

The proposed banquet facility is located within an existing shopping center. There are
no changes to parking access required, nor any proposed changes to parking by the
applicant. The parking analysis performed as part of the application process identified
adequate parking for all existing and proposed uses in compliance with the City of
Moreno Valley’s Municipal Code 9.11.040. There is adequate parking in both the front
and rear parking lots.

REVIEW PROCESS

The application was submitted on May 9, 2016. Based on the City’s Municipal Code,
the project requires a Conditional Use Permit with review and public hearing by the
Planning Commission if the proposed use is located 300 feet or less from an existing
residential zone or use. As the proposed use is within 100 feet of vacant property
zoned for single-family residential (R5) and approximately 300 feet from the nearest
property line of an existing single-family residence, a Conditional Use Permit is required.
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The project site plan and floor plans were routed for review to the following
departments: Building & Safety, Fire Prevention and the Police Department. All
reviewing parties have provided conditions of approval (Exhibit A to Attachment 2).

ENVIRONMENTAL

The proposed banquet facility is located within an existing commercial shopping center.
Based on the proposed use, size, location and an assessment of potential impacts, is
has been determined that this project will not have a significant effect on the
environment. The project qualifies as a Class 1 Categorical Exemption under CEQA
Guidelines Section 15301 for existing facilities in that the impacts associated with the
operation of a banquet facility are expected to be similar to the impacts associated with
other permitted uses that could occupy the same tenant space. Furthermore, the lease
of the retail space for a banquet facility will not result in expansion of the existing
building.

NOTIFICATION

In accordance with Section 9.02.200 of the Municipal Code, a public hearing notice was
sent to all property owners of record within 300 feet of the project (Attachment 1). In
addition, the notice for this project was also posted at the project site on December 2,
2016 and published in the Press-Enterprise newspaper on December 3, 2016.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission APPROVE Resolution No. 2016-26,
and thereby:

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

2. APPROVE PEN16-0059 (PA16-0027) Conditional Use Permit (Existing
Structure) subject to the attached Conditions of Approval included as Exhibit

A.
Prepared by: Approved by:
Grace Espino-Salcedo Allen Brock
Administrative Assistant Community Development Director
ATTACHMENTS

PC 300' PH Notice

Exibit A to PC Resolution Conditions of Approval
Resolution 2016-26

Site Plan & Floor Plan

pwnpE
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This may affect your property.

Notice of
PUBLIC HEARING

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

Project: PA16-0027 Conditional Use Permit
for a Banquet Facility (Existing
Structure)

Applicant: Huber Gutierrez

Owner: Formosa Rentals, LLC

Representative: Huber Gutierrez

Location: 24805 Alessandro Boulevard, Unit #9
located at the southwest corner of Alessandro and Perris
Boulevards (APN: 482-540-028).

Proposal: Conditional Use Permit to establish a
new 5,000 square foot banquet facility use within an
existing shopping center. The proposed facility will host
social events such as weddings, wedding receptions,
seminars and meetings and will operate on an as-needed
basis, generally Friday through Sunday evenings.

Council District: 1

The project will not have a significant effect on the
environment.  The project qualifies as a Class 1
Categorical Exemption under CEQA Guidelines Section
15301 for existing facilities in that the impacts associated
with the operation of a banquet facility are expected to be
similar to the impacts associated with other permitted uses
that could occupy the same tenant space. Furthermore,
the lease of the retail space for a banquet facility will not
result in expansion of the existing building.

A public hearing before the Planning Commission has
been scheduled for the proposed project. Any person
interested in commenting on the proposal and
recommended environmental determination may speak at
the hearing or provide written testimony at or prior to the
hearing. The project application, supporting plans and
environmental documents may be inspected at the
Community Development Department at 14177 Frederick
Street, Moreno Valley, California during normal business
hours (7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., Monday through Thursday
and 7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Friday), or you may telephone
(951) 413-3206 for further information.. Please note that
the office will be closed on Friday, December 2 and
Monday, December 5 for implementation of a new case
tracking system.

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

LOCATION N A

PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING

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

DATE AND TIME: December 15, 2016, 7:00 PM
CONTACT PLANNER: Grace Espino-Salcedo
PHONE: (951) 413-3451

Upon request and in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act
of 1980, any person with a disability who requires a modification or
accommodation in order to participate in a meeting should direct such
request to Guy Pegan, ADA Coordinator, at 951.413.3120 at least 48
hours before the meeting. The 48-hour notification will enable the City to
make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting.
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APPROVAL DATE:
EXPIRATION DATE:

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Conditional Use Permit PEN16-0059 (PA16-0027) for a new 5,000 square foot

1.b

CITY OF MORENO VALLEY
PLANNING DIVISION
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

banquet facility located within an existing shopping center
24805 Alessandro Boulevard #9
APN: 482-540-028

Planning Division

P1.

P2.

P3.

P4,

P5.

P6.

This approval will allow establishment of a new 5,000 square foot banquet facility
within an existing commercial shopping center. A change or modification shall
require a separate approval. Violation may result in revocation of the approved
Permit. A current Certificate of Occupancy and Business License are required at
all times.

Exterior door modifications to building frontage shall be made as shown on the
approved site plan.

The days of operation will generally be Friday through Sunday, but may operate on
other days of the week. The hours of operation will be from 6:00 P.M. to 2:00 A.M.

The rear door of the facility will remain closed during the hours of operation.

The sale of alcoholic beverages at this facility is not a part of this approval. A
change or modification shall also require a separate approval from the Planning
Division. Violation may result in revocation of the approved Permit. Alcohol sales
shall require approvals from Alcohol Beverage Control (ABC) and the Moreno
Valley Police Department.

Outside catering services will be allowed as approved by the Riverside County
Health Department.

Timing Mechanisms for Conditions (see abbreviation at beginning of affected condition):

Governing Document (see abbreviation at the end of the affected condition):

WP - Water Improvement Plans BP - Building Permits P - Any permit

R - Map Recordation GP - Grading Permits CO - Certificate of Occupancy or building final

Attachment: Exibit A to PC Resolution Conditions of Approval (2388 : PEN16-0059 (PA16-0027) - Conditional Use Permit for a Banquet Facility

GP - General Plan MC - Municipal Code CEQA - California
Environmental Quality Act

Ord - Ordinance DG - Design Guidelines Ldscp - Landscape
Development Guidelines and Specs

Res - Resolution UFC - Uniform Fire Code UBC - Uniform
Building Code

SBM - Subdivision Map Act
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PLANNING DIVISION

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT PEN16-0059 (PA16-0027)
PAGE 2

P7.

P8.

P9.

General Conditions

1.b

The owner or owner’s representative shall establish and maintain a relationship
with the City of Moreno Valley and cooperate with the Problem Oriented Policing
(POP) program, or its successors.

The Police Chief may require the business owner to provide security within the
banquet facility and the shopping center parking lot to address issues that arise
from the operation of the business.

The shopping center parking lot lighting shall be maintained in good repair and
shall comply with the Municipal Code lighting standards of a minimum of one (1)
foot candle and a maximum of eight (8) foot candle.

P10.

P11.

P12.

P13.

P14.

This approval shall expire three years after the approval date of this project
unless used or extended as provided for by the City of Moreno Valley Municipal
Code; otherwise it shall become null and void and of no effect whatsoever. Use
means the beginning of substantial construction contemplated by this approval
within the three-year period, which is thereafter pursued to completion, or the
beginning of substantial utilization contemplated by this approval. (MC 9.02.230)

In the event the use hereby permitted ceases operation for a period of one (1)
year or more, or as defined in the current Municipal Code, this permit may be
revoked in accordance with provisions of the Municipal Code. (MC 9.02.260)

The site shall be developed in accordance with the approved plans on file in the
Community Development Department - Planning Division, the Municipal Code
regulations, General Plan, and the conditions contained herein. Prior to any use
of the project site or business activity being commenced thereon, all Conditions
of Approval shall be completed to the satisfaction of the Planning Official. (MC
9.14.020)

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

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

Attachment: Exibit A to PC Resolution Conditions of Approval (2388 : PEN16-0059 (PA16-0027) - Conditional Use Permit for a Banquet Facility
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PLANNING DIVISION

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT PEN16-0059 (PA16-0027)
PAGE 3

BUILDING & SAFETY

1.b

The following conditions have been generated based on the information provided with
your application. Please note that future revisions or changes in scope to the project
may require additional items. Fee estimates for plan review and permits can be
obtained by contacting the Building Safety Division at 951.413.3350.

B1.

B2.

B3.

B4.

B5.

B6.

B7.

B8.

B9.

B10.

All remodeled structures shall be designed in conformance to the latest design
standards adopted by the State of California in the California Building Code,
(CBC) Part 2, Title 24, California Code of Regulations including requirements for
allowable area, occupancy separations, fire suppression systems, accessibility,
etc. The current code edition is the 2013 CBC.

The proposed project’s occupancy shall be classified by the Building Official and
must comply with exiting, occupancy separation(s) and minimum plumbing fixture
requirements of the 2013 California Plumbing Code Table 4-1.

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

The proposed non-residential project shall comply with the latest Federal Law,
Americans with Disabilities Act, and State Law, California Code of Regulations,
Title 24, Chapter 11B for accessibility standards for the disabled including access to
the site, exits, bathrooms, work spaces, etc.

The proposed development is subject to the payment of required development fees
as required by the City’s current Fee Ordinance at the time a building application is
submitted or prior to the issuance of permits as determined by the City.

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

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

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

Contact the Building Safety Division for permit application submittal requirements.

** |f submitted after January 1, 2017 all building codes will change to the new
2016 California model code ***

Attachment: Exibit A to PC Resolution Conditions of Approval (2388 : PEN16-0059 (PA16-0027) - Conditional Use Permit for a Banquet Facility
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PLANNING DIVISION

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT PEN16-0059 (PA16-0027)
PAGE 4

FIRE PREVENTION BUREAU

1.b

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

F1.

F2.

F3.

F4.

F5.

F6.

F7.

F8.

F9.

F10.

Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy or Building Final, a permit shall be
obtained from the Fire Department to operate a place of assembly. (C.F.C.,
105.6.34)

Manual fire alarm system shall be installed in group A occupancy with an
occupant load of 300 or more. (CFC 907.2.1)

Every room or space which is used for assembly purposes having an occupant
load of 50 or more shall have the occupant load of the room or space posted
near the main exit. (C.F.C., 1004.3)

All means of egress doors shall swing in the direction of egress travel where
serving a room or area containing an occupant load of 50 or more persons.
(C.F.C.,1008.1.2)

Panic hardware or fire exit hardware shall be provided for all means of egress
doors except the main exit with the condition that the main exit shall have a sign
above the door stating “This Door to Remain Unlocked When Building Is
Occupied.” (C.F.C., 1008.1.10)

Emergency egress lighting shall be provided for the building in the case of
primary power loss. (C.F.C., 1104)

Exit signs shall be illuminated and visible in the case of primary power loss.
(C.F.C., 1104)

Fire extinguishers shall be located within 75 feet travel distance of all portions of
the building. Fire extinguishers shall have a minimum 2A:10BC rating and be
serviced and tagged within one year. (C.F.C., 906)

Address numbers and/or suite numbers shall be provided and maintained for the
building and suite in a visible location from the emergency access road or
driveway. Suite letters and/or numbers shall be mounted next to the rear exterior
doors.

A fire department key box (Knox Box) shall be provided for the business if one is
not already provided. Knox boxes shall be mounted on the structure, visible from

Attachment: Exibit A to PC Resolution Conditions of Approval (2388 : PEN16-0059 (PA16-0027) - Conditional Use Permit for a Banquet Facility
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PLANNING DIVISION

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT PEN16-0059 (PA16-0027)
PAGE 5

F11.

F12.

F13.

Police Department

1.b

the emergency access road and be adjacent to the front door at a height of 6
feet. The keys to gain access into the building shall be provided to the Fire
Department and maintained inside of the Knox box.

Curtains, draperies, hangings, and other decorative materials suspended from
walls or ceilings shall meet the flame propagation performance criteria of NFPA
701. The permissible amount of decorative materials meeting the standard shall
not exceed 10 percent of the specific wall or ceiling area to which it is attached.
Certificates of flame resistance shall be made available to the Fire Department.
(C.F.C., 807, Title 19 1321.1)

Fire protection systems such as automatic fire sprinkler systems and fire alarm
systems shall be maintained operational. Periodic inspection, testing and
maintenance are required for such systems. Reports of inspections and tests
shall be made available to the Fire Department upon request.

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

PD1.

PD2.

PD3.

PDA4.

PD5.

PD6.

Address numbers shall be placed at multiple locations on the building and be
illuminated.

The parking lot and buildings shall be well lit; minimize the shadows cast by
landscaping and trees on the property.

Maximize the number of windows on the businesses so customers can see out in
to the parking lot while inside eating. This will help parking lot security by giving
people the opportunity to maintain visual of their vehicles and valuables.

All exterior doors shall have a vandal resistant light fixture installed above the
door. The doors shall be illuminated with a minimum one foot candle illumination
at ground level, evenly dispersed.

Upon completion of construction, each building or business shall have an alarm
system that is monitored by a designated private alarm company to notify the
Moreno Valley Police Department of any intrusion.

ABC approval(s) will be required for alcohol licenses in the area.

Attachment: Exibit A to PC Resolution Conditions of Approval (2388 : PEN16-0059 (PA16-0027) - Conditional Use Permit for a Banquet Facility
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CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT PEN16-0059 (PA16-0027)

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
PAGE 6

PLANNING DIVISION
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l.c

RESOLUTION NO. 2016-26

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF
THE CITY OF MORENO VALLEY APPROVING PEN16-
0059 (PA16-0027) A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR A
5,000 SQUARE FOOT BANQUET FACILITY WITHIN AN
EXISTING COMMERCIAL CENTER TO BE LOCATED AT
24805 ALESSANDRO BOULEVARD, PARCEL NUMBER
482-540-028.

WHEREAS, the applicant, Huber Gutierrez has filed an application for the
approval of PEN16-0059 (PA16-0027) for a banquet facility at 24805 Alessandro
Boulevard as described in the title of this Resolution; and

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

WHEREAS, the project at 24805 Alessandro Boulevard is within the Community
Commercial zone, which zone allows for banquet facilities (aka Lodges and Halls)
subject to approval of a Conditional Use Permit by the Planning Commission if the
proposed use is within 300 feet or less of a residential zone or use; and

WHEREAS, the project has been evaluated in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and based on a thorough analysis it was determined
that the project will not have a significant effect on the environment. The project
gualifies as a Class 1 Categorical Exemption under CEQA Guidelines Section 15301 for
existing facilities in that the impacts associated with the operation of a banquet facility
are expected to be similar to the impacts associated with other permitted uses that
could occupy the same tenant space with no expansion to the existing building; and

WHEREAS, upon completion of a thorough development review process the
project was appropriately agendized and noticed for a public hearing before the
Planning Commission of the City of Moreno Valley Planning Commission; and

WHEREAS, on December 15, 2016, the Planning Commission held a public
hearing to consider the application; and

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

WHEREAS, pursuant to Government Code Section 66020(d)(1), NOTICE IS
HEREBY GIVEN that this project is subject to certain fees, dedications, reservations
and other exactions pursuant to state law and City ordinances as provided herein.

Attachment: Resolution 2016-26 [Revision 1] (2388 : PEN16-0059 (PA16-0027) - Conditional Use Permit for a Banquet Facility (Existing
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NOW, THEREFORE, be it hereby found, determined and resolved by the
Planning Commission of the City of Moreno Valley as follows:

A.

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

Based upon substantial evidence presented to this Planning Commission
during the above-referenced meeting on December 15, 2016 including
written and oral staff reports, and the record from the public hearing, this
Planning Commission hereby specifically finds as follows:

1.

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

FACT: The project proposes a banquet facility in an existing
commercial shopping center. The General Plan land use
designation for the site is Commercial.

The project is consistent with General Plan policies and objectives.
General Plan Objective 2.4 states the City shall provide commercial
areas within the City that are conveniently located, efficient,
attractive, and have safe and easy pedestrian and vehicular
circulation in order to serve the needs of the residents. The
proposed project in the existing shopping center meets Objective
2.4 along with General Plan Policy 2.4.1 that states areas
designated Commercial provide property for business purposes
including but not limited to retail stores, restaurants, banks, hotels,
professional offices and personal services with zoning regulations
to identify particular uses permitted.

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

FACT: The Community Commercial (CC) zone allows for banquet
facilities with the approval of a Conditional Use Permit if the use is
within 300 feet from a residential zone or use. The proposed
banquet facility is located approximately 300 feet from the nearest
home and more than 200 feet from undeveloped Residential 5 (R5)
property to the south.

The primary purpose of the zone is to provide for the general
shopping needs of area residents and workers with a variety of
business, retail, personal and related or similar services. The
impacts associated with the operation of a banquet facility at this

2 PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 2016-26

l.c
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l.c

location are expected to be similar to the impacts associated with
other permitted uses that could occupy the same tenant space. As
proposed and designed, the proposed use will comply with all
applicable Municipal Code provisions and will not negatively impact
the surrounding commercial center and neighborhood.

3. Health, Safety and Welfare — The proposed use will not be
detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare or materially
injurious to properties or improvements in the vicinity.

FACT: The proposed Conditional Use Permit will not be
detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare or materially
injurious to properties or improvements in the vicinity. The project is
exempt from the requirements of the California Environmental
quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines as provided for in Section 15301
(Existing Facilities). The establishment of the proposed banquet
will not result in the expansion of the existing building.

4. Location, Design and Operation — The location, design and
operation of the proposed project will be compatible with existing
and planned land uses in the vicinity.

FACT: The location, design and operation of the proposed use are
compatible with existing and planned land uses in the vicinity, and
will not negatively impact surrounding properties. This use has
been determined to be similar in intensity to other uses
conditionally permitted in the Community Commercial (CC) zone.

FEES, DEDICATIONS, RESERVATIONS, AND OTHER EXACTIONS
1. FEES

Impact, mitigation and other fees are due and payable under
currently applicable ordinances and resolutions. These fees may include
but are not limited to: Development Impact Fee, Transportation Uniform
Mitigation Fee (TUMF), Multi-species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP)
Mitigation Fee, Stephens Kangaroo Habitat Conservation fee,
Underground Utilities in lieu Fee, Area Drainage Plan fee, Bridge and
Thoroughfare Mitigation fee (Future) and Traffic Signal Mitigation fee. The
final amount of fees payable is dependent upon information provided by
the applicant and will be determined at the time the fees become due and
payable.

Unless otherwise provided for by this resolution, all impact fees
shall be calculated and collected at the time and in the manner provided in
Chapter 3.32 of the City of Moreno Valley Municipal Code or as so

Attachment: Resolution 2016-26 [Revision 1] (2388 : PEN16-0059 (PA16-0027) - Conditional Use Permit for a Banquet Facility (Existing
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l.c

provided in the applicable ordinances and resolutions. The City expressly
reserves the right to amend the fees and the fee calculations consistent
with applicable law.

2. DEDICATIONS, RESERVATIONS, AND OTHER EXACTIONS

The adopted Conditions of Approval for PEN16-0059 (PA16-0027),
incorporated herein by reference, may include dedications, reservations,
and exactions pursuant to Government Code Section 66020 (d) (1).

3. CITY RIGHT TO MODIFY/ADJUST; PROTEST LIMITATIONS

The City expressly reserves the right to establish, modify or adjust
any fee, dedication, reservation or other exaction to the extent permitted
and as authorized by law.

Pursuant to Government Code Section 66020(d)(1), NOTICE IS
FURTHER GIVEN that the 90 day period to protest the imposition of any
impact fee, dedication, reservation, or other exaction described in this
resolution begins on the effective date of this resolution and any such
protest must be in a manner that complies with Section 66020(a) and
failure to timely follow this procedure will bar any subsequent legal action
to attack, review, set aside, void or annul imposition.

The right to protest the fees, dedications, reservations, or other
exactions does not apply to planning, zoning, grading, or other similar
application processing fees or service fees in connection with this project
and it does not apply to any fees, dedication, reservations, or other
exactions of which a notice has been given similar to this, nor does it
revive challenges to any fees for which the Statute of Limitations has
previously expired.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission HEREBY
APPROVES Resolution No. 2016-26 and thereby:

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

2. APPROVE PEN16-0059 (PA16-0027) Conditional Use Permit (Existing
Structure) subject to the attached Conditions of Approval included as Exhibit
A.

Attachment: Resolution 2016-26 [Revision 1] (2388 : PEN16-0059 (PA16-0027) - Conditional Use Permit for a Banquet Facility (Existing
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APPROVED this 15" day of December, 2016.

Brian Lowell
Chair, Planning Commission

ATTEST:

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

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Attorney

Attached: Conditions of Approval

l.c
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PLANNING COMMISSION

STAFF REPORT

Meeting Date: December 15, 2016

PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002) PLOT PLAN

Case: PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002) Plot Plan
Applicant: SRG Acquisition, LLC

Owner: Vogel Properties, LLC

Representative: Patrick Russell, SRG Acquisition, LLC
Location: SWC Indian Street & Grove View Road
Case Planner: Julia Descoteaux

Council District: 4

SUMMARY

The project consists of a Plot Plan for a 446,350 square foot warehouse building
on property measuring approximately 19.64 acres in area. An Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) was prepared for the project based on the conclusion of the
Initial Study. The site is located within the Moreno Valley Industrial Area Specific
Plan 208. There are no outstanding issues associated with this project.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project

PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002) Plot Plan

The applicant, SRG Acquisition, LLC, is requesting approval of Plot Plan PEN16-0020
(PA16-0002) to construct a 446,350 square foot warehouse distribution/manufacturing
facility. The proposed project site includes 19.64 acres located on the southwest corner
of Indian Street and Grove View Road. The project includes two alternative uses which

ID#2369 Page 1

Packet Pg. 54




include warehouse manufacturing or warehouse distribution depending on the tenant.
The overall footprint of the building and site plan is the same for each use except for the
vehicle parking.

The proposed manufacturing design includes approximately 337,080 square feet of
warehouse space, 89,270 square feet dedicated to manufacturing uses, 10,000 square
feet of office space and 10,000 square feet of warehouse storage mezzanine space
above the office space. The office space will be located at the southeast corner of the
building. The warehouse distribution design includes 426,350 square feet of warehouse
with the remaining 20,000 office space.

Shipping and receiving areas will be located on the south side of the building for both
alternatives. With Alternative 1 a maximum of 53 dock loading bays are planned for
loading, unloading, and short term parking for truck trailers. With Alternative 2 there are
35 dock loading bays provided. The loading dock and truck areas will include tubular
steel fencing located on the west and south property lines to secure the area with
screen walls and gates adjacent to the southern driveway to screen the truck court from
Indian Street.

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

Site

The project site is located in the southern portion of the City within the southerly area of
the Specific Plan on the south side of Indian Street at Grove View Road. The site is
rectangular in shape and relatively flat. The proposed grading will not create any
manufactured slopes except around the proposed water quality detention basins. The
site is predominantly vacant, undeveloped and is devoid of notable topographic
features.

Surrounding Area

All surrounding land uses to the north, south, east and west are identified as Industrial
and are also in the Moreno Valley Industrial Area Specific Plan 208. Properties to the
north include vehicle storage yards and several newly constructed warehouse facilities
further north. Properties to the south include an industrial distribution facility and vacant
land within the City of Perris boundaries further south. Properties to the east include the
Waste Management Transfer Station facility and vacant land. Property to the west
includes vacant land and the March Air Reserve Base west of Heacock Street. Due to
the project’s proximity to the March Air Reserve Base, the project was presented to the
County of Riverside Airport Land Use Commission on April 14, 2016, and was found to
be conditionally consistent with the 2014 Riverside County Airport Land Use Plan
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subject to conditions of approval. These conditions of approval have been incorporated
into the City’s Conditions of Approval.

Access/Parking

The project will be accessed from two driveways onto existing Indian Street along
the site’s easterly boundary. The northerly driveway, Driveway 1, is primarily for
passenger cars while the southerly driveway, Driveway 2, is desighed for the
ingress and egress of trucks. Both driveways will allow left-and-right turn
movements.

The project is conditioned to provide site-adjacent roadway and intersection
improvements along the project frontage on Indian Street from the northern
Project boundary to the southern Project boundary per City Standards.

For manufacturing, the required parking is 323 stalls. The project provides 326
automobile parking spaces in which 318 will be standard parking spaces and 8
will be ADA spaces. Approximately 154 spaces will be located on the
southwestern side and 179 spaces on the east parking area. Within the truck
loading area, 35 truck trailer parking spaces will be provided. For the warehouse
design, 207 stalls are required with 218 provided and 55 trailer stalls. All auto
parking areas will be designed consistent with City parking standards including
landscape planters and lighting. Designated spaces for low emitting fuel efficient
vehicles and van pool spaces will be provided per the California Building
Standards based on 8% of the car spaces provided. Bicycle parking will also be
provided per the City’s Municipal Code requirements.

Design/Landscaping

The architectural design of the building is a concrete tilt-up design up to 47 feet
in height with medium blue reflective glazing (glass). Colors of the building will
include earth tone accent colors with vertical and horizontal features to break up
the massing of the building. Articulated building elements including parapets,
metal canopies and clear anodized mullions will be used as decorative features.
Roof top equipment will be screened from public view.

A screen wall and gate will be located along the eastern truck court area to reduce the
visual impacts of the truck parking and loading areas from Indian Street. The wall will
be designed to complement the building using design features and colors.

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

REVIEW PROCESS
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The applicant submitted the project on January 11, 2016. The project was
reviewed by the Project Review Staff Committee on February 9, 2016. Based on
comments from staff, minor revisions were requested on the site plan and
preliminary drainage study. All comments have been addressed.

ENVIRONMENTAL

Initial Study/Notice of Preparation

An Initial Study was prepared for the project after all discretionary applications were
deemed complete. The Initial Study indicated that this EIR should focus on seven (7)
environmental subject areas including Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural
Resources, Global Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Noise and Transportation/Traffic.
Based on the Initial Study, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was determined to be
required. A Notice of Preparation for the EIR was prepared with the public comment
period beginning on March 14, 2016 and ending on April 12, 2016 with a Scoping
Meeting held on March 30, 2016.

Draft Environmental Impact Report

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

A peer consultant, First Carbon Solutions, was hired under contract to the City to review
Applied Planning, Inc.’s draft environmental documents for compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. In addition, staff completed an
independent review of all environmental documents to ensure that the documents
reflect the independent judgment and analysis of the City as the CEQA Lead Agency.
Upon completion of the Draft EIR, the document was circulated for a 45-day public
review period, starting on August 25, 2016 and ending on October 10, 2016. The Dratft
EIR was sent to all required State and local agencies and interested parties. Ten
comment letters were received during the 45-day review period. Some of the comment
letters discussed concern for potential impacts to air quality, traffic related impacts and
the increase in mitigation measures or alterations of the project. Several of the
comment letters simply stated awareness of the project but provided no specific
comments. As required by CEQA, all comments have been addressed and responded
to, with written response to comments provided in the Final EIR.

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

The analysis presented in the EIR indicates that the proposed project will have
potentially significant impacts as a direct result of the proposed project in areas of Air
Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Global Climate Change and
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and
Transportation/Traffic. The EIR includes proposed mitigation measures to reduce or
eliminate potentially significant impacts. Even with proposed mitigation, a number of
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potential impacts cannot be reduced to a less than significant level. As specifically
identified in section 4.0 of the EIR document, impacts identified to be significant and
unavoidable include impacts to air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and
traffic/transportation.

In cases where all impacts cannot be reduced to less than significant levels, CEQA
allows a decision making body to consider adoption of a Statement of Overriding
Considerations and Findings (SOC). CEQA requires the decision making agency to
balance the economic, legal, social, technological or other benefits of a proposed
project against its unavoidable environmental impacts when determining whether to
approve the proposed project. This would include project benefits such as the creation
of jobs or other desired beneficial project features versus the project impacts that
cannot be feasibly mitigated to less than significant levels. If the decision making body
determines that the benefits of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse
environmental effects, it may adopt a SOC and approve the project. The SOC prepared
for this project provides specific documentation of the economic benefits this project
would provide including annual taxes, job creation and roadway infrastructure.

Some benefits specifically identified include, the project with an estimated construction
cost of $21.5 million, would support 50 — 60 direct construction jobs over a two year
construction phase. Over the twenty year period evaluated, the Project is projected to
generate $772.2 million — $3.7 billion in new direct spending through construction and
operations. This influx of funds will have positive economic and fiscal impacts on the
City of Moreno Valley in the form of net fiscal revenue, job creation, household
earnings, and economic output. The net fiscal revenue for the City is estimated to
increase by an annual average of $160,000 — $260,000 over 20 years, with a
cumulative total of $3.2 — $5.2 million. This net fiscal revenue is the result of roughly
$5.9 — $8.1 million in new tax revenue generated by the Project offset by $2.7 — $2.9
million in General Fund expenditures. Project operations are estimated to create and
sustain 500 — 540 new jobs specific to the City.

Mitigation Measures

The Final EIR recommends 18 mitigation measures to reduce project specific and
cumulative impacts related to Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources,
Global Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality and Transportation/Traffic. Compliance with
these mitigation measures will be accomplished through administrative controls over
project planning and implementation through the Mitigation Monitoring Program
prepared for the project. Monitoring would be accomplished under Reporting
Procedures through verification and certification by City staff.

Approval and Certification

The Planning Commission will take public testimony on the proposed project and Final
EIR. Before action on the proposed project, the Planning Commission must review the
final environmental document and either certifies or reject the Final EIR and project
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Mitigation Monitoring Program. Based on the information provided, staff recommends
that the Planning Commission certify the Environmental Impact Report, adopt the
Statement of Overriding Considerations, approve the Mitigation Monitoring Program and
approve the Plot Plan for the construction of the warehouse facility.

NOTIFICATION

Public notice was sent on December 1, 2016 to all property owners of record within 300’
of the project site. The public hearing notice for the project was also posted on the
project site on December 1, 2016 and published in the Press Enterprise December 2,
2016. As of the date of report preparation, staff had received no public inquiries in
response to the noticing for this project.

REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS

Staff received the following responses to the Project Review Staff Committee
transmittal, which was sent to all potentially affected reviewing agencies.

Agency Response Date Comments
Riverside County February 10, 2016 Project is located within the limits of
Flood Control the District's Perris Valley Area

Drainage Plan which drainage fees
have been adopted. Contact RCFC
for encroachment permit for any
activities occurring within the District
right of way.

ALUC May 23, 2016 Proposal consistent with the 2014
November 10, 2016 March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan,

subject to conditions.

Building height modification
approved with conditions.

Eastern Municipal February 24, 2016 Contact EMWD regarding water
Water District services.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission APPROVE Resolution No. 2016-
24 and 2016-25, and thereby:
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Prepared by:

CERTIFY that Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR, Attachment 2)
PEN16-0019 (P16-003) for the Indian Street Commerce Center on file with
the Community Development Department, has been completed in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act, the Planning
Commission reviewed and considered the information contained in the
Final EIR, and the Final EIR reflects the City’s independent judgment and
analysis as provided for in Planning Commission Resolution No. 2016-24;
and

ADOPT the Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations
regarding the Final EIR for the Indian Street Commerce Center, attached
hereto as Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-24; and

APPROVE the Mitigation Monitoring Program for the Final EIR for the
proposed project, attached hereto as Exhibit B to Resolution 2016-24; and

APPROVE PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002) Plot Plan subject to the attached
Conditions of Approval included as Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-25.

Approved by:

Julia Descoteaux Allen Brock
Associate Planner Community Development Director

ATTACHMENTS

© 0N OA~®DNE

Hearing Notice

EIR Resolution 2016-24

Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-24 SOC + Econ

Exhibit B to Resolution 2016-24 Mitigation Monotoring Plan
Project Resolution 2016-25

Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-25 PP Final COA's

Project Plans_F

Color Elevations

Final EIR Nov 2016

10.Draft EIR - August 2016

11.Appendix A - IS, NOP, NOP Responses

12. Appendix B - Traffic Impact Analysis

13. Appendix C - Air Quality Analysis

14. Appendix D - GHG-GCC Analysis

15. Appendix E - Noise Impact Analysis

16.Appendix F - Phase | ESA

17.Appendix G - Hydrology Study

18. Appendix H - Biological Resources

19. Appendix | - Airport Compatability Documentation
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2.a

This may affect your property

Notice of

PUBLIC HEARING

Notice is hereby given that a Public Hearing will be

held by the Planning Commission of the City of Moreno
Valley on the following item(s):

Project: PA16-0002 Plot Plan
P16-003 EIR

Applicant: SRG ACQUISTION, LLC

Owner: VOGEL PROP INC

Representative: Patrick Russell

A.P. No(s): 316-210-019, 316-210-020, 316-210-
057, and 316-210-077

Location: West side of Indian Street south of
Grove View

Proposal: A Plot Plan (PA16-0002) for the

construction of a 446,350 square foot high cube
warehouse building located on the west side of Indian
Street south of Grove View Road on property measuring
approximately 19.64 acres in area. The project site is
vacant land in the Moreno Valley Industrial Area Specific
Plan 208. Approval of this project will require the
certification of an Environmental Impact Report.

Council District: 4

The project has been evaluated against criteria set forth in
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines. An Environmental Impact Report (P16-003),
Statement of Overriding Considerations and Mitigation
Monitoring Program have been prepared for this project
(SCH2016031036). A draft document was circulated to the
public (including interested parties/responsible agencies)
for review from August 25, 2016 to October 10, 2016. The
final document will be available online at www.moval.org.

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

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

a\ AL

LOCATION

4

PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING

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

DATE AND TIME: December 15, 2016 at 7PM
CONTACT PLANNER: Julia Descoteaux
PHONE: (951) 413-3209

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

Attachment: Hearing Notice (2369 : PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002) Plot Plan)
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2b

PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 2016-24

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF
THE CITY OF MORENO VALLEY CERTIFYING THE FINAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT PEN16-0019 (P16-
003) AND ADOPTING THE FINDINGS AND STATEMENT
OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATION AND APPROVING
THE MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM FOR THE
INDIAN STREET COMMERCE CENTER PROJECT

WHEREAS, the applicant, SRG Acquisition, LLC., submitted an application for
the Indian Street Commerce Center project PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002), for a 446,350
square foot warehouse building. The above application shall not be approved unless
the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) PEN16-0019 (P16-003), submitted as a
related but separate application, is certified and approved; and

WHEREAS, the City of Moreno Valley (City) worked with the environmental
consultant, Applied Planning Inc., in the preparation of an Initial Study checklist and a
Notice of Preparation (NOP). A Notice of Completion and Environmental Document
Transmittal form were filed with the State Clearinghouse on March 14, 2016 for the
Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
project. The public review period of the NOP was March 14, 2016 through April 13,
2016. A public scoping meeting was held in connection with the NOP on March 30,
2016 in the Council Chamber at City Hall; and

WHEREAS, the City worked with the environmental consultant, Applied Planning
Inc., in the review of NOP response comments for the preparation of a Draft (EIR) for
this project. The Draft EIR was circulated to the public and to responsible agencies for
comments for a 45 day period beginning on August 25, 2016 and ending on October 10,
2016; and

WHEREAS, since August 25, 2016, copies of the Draft EIR have been made
available to the public at the City’s offices, on the City’s website and at the City’s public
Library; and

WHEREAS, in accordance with Section 15088 of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the City has prepared responses to comments received
during the 45 day comment period on the Draft EIR, and such responses are included
as a component of the Final EIR; and

WHEREAS, in accordance with Section 15089(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, on
December 2, 2016, the City published a notice in the local newspaper (Press
Enterprise) and distributed copies of the Final EIR to the State Clearinghouse, local
agencies and other interested parties providing opportunity for their review of the
document prior to approval of the project; and

WHEREAS, the Draft and Final EIRS concerning the proposed Indian Street
Commerce Center were prepared in sufficient detail and duly circulated in compliance

1 RESOLUTION NO. 2016-24
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2b

with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines and the City’'s Rules and Procedures to
Implement CEQA; and

WHEREAS, the Final EIR includes an analysis of potential impacts associated
with the implementation of the Indian Street Commerce Center project, including, but
not limited to Traffic and Circulation, Air Quality, Noise, Hydrology and Water Quality,
Geology and Soils, Biological Resources, and Cultural Resources; and

WHEREAS, a Mitigation Monitoring Program has been completed to ensure that
all of the mitigation measures outlined in the Final EIR will be monitored and
implemented through project completion; and

WHEREAS, after careful consideration of those unavoidable environmental
impacts of the project which cannot be mitigated to a level below significance (traffic, air
guality and greenhouse gas/global climate change), it was determined that even after
application of feasible mitigation that these impacts would remain unavoidable. The
economic, legal, social, technological and other community benefits that are expected to
result from development of the project have been determined by the Planning
Commission, as the decision making body for the project, to outweigh the unavoidable
adverse environmental effects, as articulated in the Facts, Findings and Statement of
Overriding Considerations prepared for the project; and

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

WHEREAS, on December 15, 2016, the Planning Commission of the City of
Moreno Valley (Planning Commission) conducted a public hearing on the project
including consideration of the Final EIR for the proposed project; and

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

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

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

B. Based upon substantial evidence presented to this Planning Commission
during the above-referenced meeting on December 15, 2016, including written and oral
staff reports, and the record from the public hearing, this Planning Commission hereby
finds as follows:

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

FACT: The City acting in its capacity as the Lead Agency for the document
has subjected the draft environmental document to independent judgment

2 RESOLUTION NO. 2016-24
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and analysis, including but not limited to, its project description, objectives,
technical studies, exhibits, revisions, response to comments, and
recommended mitigation to the lead agency’s own review and analysis. The
document as completed reflects the independent judgment of the lead
agency. Furthermore, City staff has participated in and provided necessary
insights and direction at scoping sessions and other pertinent meetings with
the public and interested parties throughout the preparation of the document.
A public hearing was conducted by the Planning Commission on December
15, 2016, during which opportunity was given to the public and other
interested agencies and parties to address the adequacy of the Final EIR. All
comments on the Final EIR raised during the public and agency comment
period and at the Public Hearing on the project were considered by City staff
and the Planning Commission prior to action being taken on the project

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission HEREBY
APPROVES Resolution No. 2016-25, and thereby:

1. CERTIFIES that the Final Environmental Impact Report PEN16-0019 (EIR,
P16-003) for the Indian Street Commerce Center project on file with the
Community Development Department, incorporated herein by this reference,
has been completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality
Act, that the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the information
contained in the Final EIR and that the Final EIR reflects the City’s
independent judgment and analysis; and

2. ADOPTS the Facts, Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations
regarding the Final EIR for the Indian Street Commerce Center project,
attached hereto as Exhibit A; and

3. APPROVES the Mitigation Monitoring Program for the Final EIR for the

proposed Indian Street Commerce Center project, attached hereto as Exhibit
B.

APPROVED this 15" day of December, 2016.

Brian Lowell
Chair, Planning Commission

ATTEST:

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

3 RESOLUTION NO. 2016-24
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APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Attorney

Attachments A and B

2b

RESOLUTION NO. 2016-24
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CEQA Findings and Findings of Fact and Statement of
Overriding Considerations
for the
Indian Street Commerce Center Project

Prepared for:

City of Moreno Valley

Prepared by:

Applied Planning, Inc.

2.c
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2.c

Indian Street Commerce Center Project
CEQA Findings and Findings of Fact Introduction

SECTION 1:
INTRODUCTION

1.1- BACKGROUND

In compliance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Public
Resources Code Section 21000 et seq and the CEQA Guidelines, the City of Moreno Valley has
conducted an environmental review of the proposed Indian Street Commerce Center (the “Project”).
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was released for public review in March 2016. In August 2016, the
Draft Environmental Report (EIR) (Draft EIR) was released, and was circulated for public review and
comment from August 25 through October 10, 2016. The City of Moreno Valley (City) received 10
written comments on the Draft EIR. The City prepared detailed responses to all comments, which are
incorporated into the Responses to Comments section of the Final EIR. The Responses to Comments
includes the verbatim comments received on the Draft EIR, a list of persons, entities, and agencies
providing comments, and the various written responses to the comments prepared by the City’s
technical consultants and the City. These Findings are based upon the information contained in the
record of proceedings, including the Final EIR, staff reports, the Project applicant’s materials, the
Mitigation Monitoring Plan, the testimony presented at public hearings, and all of the materials set
forth in the Record of Proceedings, including Section 1.5, below. The Final EIR consists of the the
Draft EIR and appendices thereto, as well as the following sections: Section 1: Introduction; Section
2: Revisions and Errata Corrections; Section 3: Comments and Responses; and Section 4. Mitigation
Monitoring Plan.

CEQA provides that “public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the significant
environmental effects of such projects[.]” (Public Resources Code Section 21002 [emphasis added].)
The procedures required by CEQA “are intended to assist public agencies in systematically
identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects and the feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects.” (Public
Resources Code Section 21002.)

CEQA’s mandates and principles are implemented, in part, through the requirement that agencies
adopt findings before approving projects for which EIRs are required. For each significant
environmental effect identified in an EIR for a proposed project, the approving agency must issue a
written finding reaching one or more of three conclusions: (1) that “[c]hanges or alterations have been
required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR,” (2) “[s]Juch changes or alterations are within the
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the finding [and]
[s]uch changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other

1
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2.c

Indian Street Commerce Center Project
CEQA Findings and Findings of Fact Introduction

agency,” or (3) “[s]pecific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation
measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR.” (Public Res. Code Section 21081; CEQA
Guidelines, 14 California Code of Regulations Section 15091.) CEQA defines “feasible” to mean
“capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into
account economic, legal, environmental, social and technological factors.” (Public Resources Code
Section 21061.1; CEQA Guidelines, 14 California Code of Regulations 15364.)

Because the Draft EIR identified significant effects that may occur as a result of the Project, and in
accordance with the provisions of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, the Planning Commission of the
City of Moreno Valley hereby adopts these Findings, Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding
Considerations. The Planning Commission of the City of Moreno Valley has independently
reviewed the record of proceedings and based on the evidence in the Record of Proceedings adopts
these Findings, Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations.

12- PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed Project includes the construction and operation of approximately 446,350 square feet of
light industrial uses within an approximately 19.64 acre site. As currently proposed, 347,080 square
feet of the Project building area would be allocated for distribution warehouse uses; 89,270 square
feet would be assigned to manufacturing uses; and 10,000 square feet would be assigned to office
uses. The Project does not include a refrigerated/cold storage component. The Project site is located
in the southern portion of the City of Moreno Valley, approximately one-half mile westerly of Perris
Boulevard, and is bounded by Indian Street to the east and Grove View Road (alignment) to the north.

1.3- PROJECT OPENING YEAR

The proposed Indian Street Commerce Center Project in total would be developed in a manner
responsive to market conditions and in concert with availability of necessary infrastructure and
services. The anticipated Project Opening Year is 2018.

1.4 - PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The proposed Project meets the following project objectives:

e Implement the City’s General Plan through development that is consistent with the
General Plan Community Development Element and applicable General Plan Goals,
Obijectives, Policies and Programs;

2
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2.c

Indian Street Commerce Center Project
CEQA Findings and Findings of Fact Introduction

¢ Implement the Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan through development that is
consistent with the Area Plan land uses and development concepts, and in total supports
the Area Plan Vision;

e Provide adequate roadway and wet and dry utility infrastructure to serve the Project;

¢ Accommodate warehouse and manufacturing uses that are compatible with adjacent land
uses;

e Provide an attractive, efficient and safe environment for warehouse uses that is cognizant
of natural and man-made conditions;

¢ Accommodate a mix of warehouse and manufacturing uses responsive to current and
anticipated market demands;

e Establish new development that would increase locally available employment
opportunities and would further the City’s near-term and long-range fiscal goals and
objectives; and

e Establish new development that would increase locally available employment
opportunities thereby improving jobs/housing balance within the City.
15- RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

For purposes of CEQA and these Findings, the Record of Proceedings for the proposed Project
consists of the following documents and other evidence, at a minimum:

e The Notice of Preparation (NOP) and all other public notices issued by the City in
conjunction with the proposed Project;

e The Final Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Project (Final EIR), which
includes the Draft EIR, the technical appendices, and the Responses to Comments;

e All written comments submitted by agencies or members of the public during the public
review comment period on the Draft EIR;

e All responses to written comments submitted by agencies or members of the public
during the public review comment period on the Draft EIR;

e All written and verbal public testimony presented during a noticed public hearing for the
proposed Project at which such testimony was taken;

3
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Indian Street Commerce Center Project
CEQA Findings and Findings of Fact Introduction

1.6-

The Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP);

The documents, reports and technical memoranda included or referenced in the technical
appendices of the Draft EIR and Final EIR;

All documents, studies, EIRs, or other materials incorporated by reference in the Draft
EIR and Final EIR;

The Ordinances and Resolutions adopted by the City in connection with the proposed
Project, and all documents incorporated by reference therein;

Matters of common knowledge to the City, including but not limited to federal, state and
local laws and regulations and policy documents;

Written correspondence submitted to the City in connection with the Project;

All documents, City Staff Reports, City studies, and all written or oral testimony
provided to the City in connection with the Project;

Any documents expressly cited in these Findings;
The City’s General Plan and Zoning Ordinance;
All testimony and deliberations received or held in connection with the Project;

Any other relevant materials required to be in the record of proceedings by Public
Resources Code Section 21167.6(e) (excluding privileged materials), including materials
submitted to the City by the applicant.

CUSTODIAN AND LOCATION OF RECORDS

The documents and other materials which constitute the administrative record for the City’s actions
related to the project are located at the City of Moreno Valley Planning Division, located at 14177
Frederick Street, Moreno Valley, CA 92553, and much of the documents that constitute the record
may be accessed on the City’s website at http://www.moreno-valley.ca.us/misc/indian.shtml. The

City Planning Division is the custodian of the record of proceedings for the Project. Copies of these
documents, which constitute the record of proceedings, are and at all relevant times have been and

will be available upon request at the office of the Planning Department. Documents also may be
reviewed at the Moreno Valley Library, located at 25480 Alessandro Boulevard, Moreno Valley,
California. This information is provided in compliance with Public Resources Code section
21081.6(a)(2) and CEQA Guideline section 15091(e).
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1.7 - ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The City prepared an Initial Study (IS) for the proposed Project in March 2016. Based on that IS, the
City determined that the proposed Project may have a significant effect on the environment and that
an EIR should be prepared to analyze the potential impacts associated with approval and
implementation of the proposed Project.

In March 2016, in accordance with Section 15082 of the Guidelines, the City distributed a Notice of
Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report to the State Clearinghouse, local and regional
responsible agencies and other interested parties. The State Clearinghouse established the public
comment period for the NOP/IS as March 14, 2016 through April 12, 2016. The assigned State
Clearinghouse reference for the Project is SCH No. 2016031036. A copy of the IS, NOP, and the
responses received during the 30-day public review period, are contained in Appendix A to the Draft
EIR.

In August 2016, the Draft Environmental Report (EIR) (Draft EIR) was released. The Draft EIR was
circulated for public review and comment during the period from August 25 through October 10,
2016. During the open public comment period on the Draft EIR, a total of 10 comment letters were
received.

The public comment period complied with the 45-day review period identified in CEQA Guideline
section 15105. All of the comments received on the Draft EIR were responded to in writing in the
Responses to Comments, which is a component (Section 3) of the Final EIR.

There have been numerous opportunities for public review and comment concerning the proposed
Project and the environmental documents prepared for it, including City of Moreno Valley Planning
Commission Meeting.

18- GENERAL FINDINGS

The City hereby finds as follows:
e The City is the “Lead Agency” for the proposed Project evaluated in the Final EIR;

e The Draft EIR and the Final EIR were prepared in compliance with CEQA and the
Guidelines;

e The City has independently reviewed and analyzed the Draft EIR and the Final EIR, and
these documents reflect the independent judgment of the Council/City;

e A MMP has been prepared requiring mitigation measures and/or changes to the proposed
Project, which the City has adopted and made a condition of approval of the proposed
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Project. The MMP is incorporated herein by reference and is considered part of the
record of proceedings for the proposed Project;

¢ The MMP designates responsibility and anticipated timing for the implementation of
mitigation measures; the City will serve as the MMP Coordinator;

¢ In determining whether the proposed Project has a significant impact on the environment,
and in adopting these Findings pursuant to Section 21081 of CEQA, the City has
complied with CEQA Sections 21081.5 and 21082.2;

e The impacts of the proposed Project have fully been analyzed to the extent feasible at the
time of certification of the Final EIR;

o The City reviewed the comments received on the Draft EIR, and the responses thereto
and has determined that neither the comments received nor the responses to such
comments add significant new information regarding environmental impacts to the Draft
EIR. The City has based its actions on full appraisal of all viewpoints, including all
comments received up to the date of adoption of these Findings, concerning the
environmental impacts identified and analyzed in the Final EIR;

e The responses to the comments on the Draft EIR that are contained in the Final EIR
clarify and amplify the analysis in the Draft EIR;

e Having reviewed the information contained in the Draft EIR, Final EIR and the record of
proceedings, as well as the requirements of CEQA and the Guidelines regarding
recirculation of Draft EIRs, and having analyzed the changes to the proposed Project
which have occurred since the close of the public review period, the City finds that there
is no new significant information in the Final EIR and finds that recirculation is not
required.

e The City has made no decisions that constitute an irretrievable commitment of resources
toward the proposed Project prior to certification on the Final EIR, nor has the City
previously committed to a definite course of action with respect to the proposed Project;

e The City has independently analyzed the Project and the EIR prepared for the Project,
and has independently considered the imposition of mitigation measures and all other
matters related thereto;

e Copies of all the documents incorporated by reference in the Final EIR are and have been
available upon request at all times at the offices of the City, custodian or record for such
documents or other materials;
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Having received, reviewed, and considered all information and documents in the record, the City
hereby conditions the proposed Project as set forth in the Conditions of Approval and Mitigation
Monitoring Program and finds as stated in these Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding
Considerations.

1.9- CONSISTENCY WITH GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING CODE

The City’s General Plan establishes land use designations for all properties within the City of Moreno
Valley boundaries. These designations control the character and intensities of land uses permitted on
private properties. All proposed development projects are required to comply with applicable land use
designation(s) specified in the City General Plan.

The City of Moreno Valley General Plan Land Use Map designates the Project site as “Business
Park/Light Industrial.” As described in the General Plan, “[t]he primary purpose of areas designated
Business Park/Industrial is to provide for manufacturing, research and development, warehousing and
distribution, as well as office and support commercial activities. The zoning regulations shall identify
the particular uses permitted on each parcel of land. Development intensity should not exceed a Floor
Area Ratio [FAR] of 1.00 and the average floor area ratio should be significantly less . . .” (City of
Moreno Valley General Plan, p. 9-7). Distribution warehouse uses implemented under the Project
would total a maximum of approximately 446,350 square feet on approximately 19.64 acres, yielding
a FAR of approximately 0.51. Properties adjacent to the Project site on all sides are also designated
Business Park/Light Industrial. Approximately 500 feet westerly of the Project site properties are
designated “Open Space,” recognizing the Clear Zone (CZ) area established at the southerly terminus
of the March Air Force Base runway(s).

Current zoning of the Project site and surrounding properties is established under Specific Plan 208
(SP 208), Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan (MVIAP) (formerly the Oleander Specific Plan). SP
208 land uses, including the Project site, are designated Industrial. Development concepts and uses
proposed by the Project are permitted or conditionally permitted under the site’s current SP 208
Industrial zoning designation.

The Project does not propose or require any change in land use designations, nor any increase in
development intensity beyond that currently anticipated for the subject site. Thus, the Project is
consistent with the City’s General Plan, Zoning, and Specific Plan.
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SECTION 2:
POTENTIAL ADVERSE PROJECT LEVEL IMPACTS WHICH ARE LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT OR CAN BE MITIGATED TO A LEVEL OF INSIGNIFICANCE

The Final EIR identified potentially significant project-specific adverse impacts of the proposed
project and proposed mitigation measures to avoid or substantially lessen those impacts where
required. Those impacts and mitigation measures are identified in the following sections. The
Moreno Valley Planning Commission finds, based on the facts set forth in the record, which include
but are not limited to the facts set forth below, that the following impacts will be less than significant
or that the incorporation of the identified mitigation measures will mitigate the following identified
significant project-specific adverse impacts to a level that is considered less than significant.

2.1- TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

Impact Substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).

2.1.1 -Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for Project to substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment) was evaluated. The Final EIR
indicates the Project will not substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment) and that this potential impact is
thus less than significant.

Finding

The Project will not substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).

Facts in Support of Finding

Efficient and safe access within, and access to, the Project is provided by the Project site plan design
concept, site access improvements, and site adjacent roadway improvements included as components
of the Project. On-site traffic signing and striping would be implemented in conjunction with detailed
construction plans for the Project site.

To ensure appropriate design and implementation of all Project circulation improvements; and the
final design of the Project site plan, to include locations and design of proposed driveways, are
subject to review and approval by the City prior to the issuance of development permits. In addition,
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Police and Fire Department representatives would review the Project’s plans to ensure that emergency
access is provided consistent with Department(s) requirements.

Based on the preceding, the implemented Project inclusive of the design features noted at EIR Section
3.0, Project Description would not substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).

It is also recognized that temporary and short-term traffic detours and traffic disruption could result
during Project construction activities. Management and control of construction traffic would be
addressed through the preparation and submittal of a construction area traffic management plan, to be
reviewed and approved by City prior to or concurrent with Project building plan review(s). The
Project Construction Traffic Management Plan (Plan), also summarized within the EIR Project
Description, would identify traffic controls for any street closures, detours, or other potential
disruptions to traffic circulation during Project construction. The Plan would also be required to
identify construction vehicle access routes, and hours of construction traffic.

As supported by the preceding discussions and information presented in the EIR Project Description,
the potential for the Project to substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment) is less than significant.

References: Pages 4.1-49 through 4.1-50 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or
incorporated by reference therein.

Impact Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks.

2.1.2 -Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for the project to result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks was evaluated. The Final
EIR indicates the Project will not result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase
in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks and that this potential
impact is thus less than significant.

Finding

The project will not result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks.
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Facts in Support of Finding

MARBY/IPA is located westerly of the Project site. No other airports of airfields are located proximate
to the Project site or would otherwise be potentially affected by the Project.

The Project does not propose or require development or operations that would conflict with state law,
federal regulations and/or adopted master plans and land use compatibility plans for MARB/IPA. Nor
does the Project propose elements or aspects that would interfere with or obstruct City coordination
with laws, regulations or plans for MARB/IPA.

The Project does not propose or require amendment to the Riverside County Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan (Riverside County ALUCP). Nor would the Project otherwise interfere or obstruct
administration and maintenance of the Riverside County ALUCP.

Project compliance with land use planning provisions and restrictions established under the Riverside
County ALUCP is implemented through City and Riverside County ALUC review of Project plans.

The Project’s proposed warehouse/manufacturing uses are consistent with permitted or conditionally
permitted uses identified under the Riverside County ALUCP Airport Compatibility Matrix (please
refer to EIR Section 4.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Figure 4.5-1). Further, the EIR
discussions of potential Noise impacts (EIR Section 4.4), and potential Hazards/Hazardous Materials
impacts (EIR Section 4.5) substantiate that the Project would not be adversely affected by the Airport
or Airport operations. Project compatibility with the Airport and Airport Operations is documented
further through the Project’s Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Determination(s) of No Hazard
to Air Navigation (available through the City Community Development Department).

Pursuant to the Riverside County ALUCP, an avigation easement would be recorded against all
Project properties within ALUCP Zone B2; deed notice and disclosure would be provided for all
Project properties within ALUCP Zone CL1.

As supported by the preceding discussion, the potential for the Project to result in a change in air
traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks is considered less-than-significant.

References: Pages 4.1-50 through 4.1-51 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or
incorporated by reference therein.
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2.2 - AIR QUALITY

Impact Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

2.2.1 -Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for Project to conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan
was evaluated. The Final EIR indicates the Project will not conflict with or obstruct implementation
of the applicable air quality plan and that this potential impact is thus less than significant.

Finding

The Project will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

Facts in Support of Finding

The Project site is located within the SCAB, which is characterized by relatively poor air quality in
the context of NAAQS and CAAQS. The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an approximately 12,000-
square-mile area consisting of the four-county Basin and the Los Angeles County and Riverside
County portions of what used to be referred to as the Southeast Desert Air Basin. In these areas, the
SCAQMD is principally responsible for air pollution control, and works directly with the SCAG,
county transportation commissions, and local governments, as well as state and federal agencies to
control and reduce Basin air pollutant emissions.

Currently, NAAQS and CAAQS are exceeded in most parts of the Basin. In response, the SCAQMD
has developed and adopted a series of Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs) outlining strategies
to achieve state and national ambient air quality standards. AQMPs are periodically updated to reflect
technological advances, recognize new or pending regulations, more effectively reduce emissions,
accommodate growth, and minimize any negative fiscal impacts of air pollution control on the
economy.

AQMP Consistency

The SCAQMD AQMP, last updated in 2012, incorporates the latest scientific and technical
information and planning assumptions; updated emission inventory methodologies for various
emissions source categories; and reflects information, plans, and programs presented in the SCAG
2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2012 RTP). Air quality
conditions and trends presented in the 2012 AQMP assume that regional development will occur in
accordance with population growth projections identified by SCAG in its 2012 RTP.
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The SCAG 2012 RTP in turn derives its assumptions, in part, from general plans of cities located
within the SCAG region. Accordingly, if a project is consistent with the development and growth
projections reflected in an adopted general plan, that project is considered consistent with the growth
assumptions in the 2012 AQMP. The 2012 AQMP further assumes that development projects within
the region will implement appropriate strategies to reduce air pollutant emissions, thereby promoting
timely implementation of the AQMP.

Criteria for determining consistency with the AQMP are identified at Chapter 12, Section 12.2 and
Section 12.3 of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook (1993), as listed below. Project
consistency with, and support of these criteria is presented subsequently.

e Criterion No. 1: The project under consideration will not result in an increase in the
frequency or severity of existing NAAQS/CAAQS air quality violations or cause or
contribute to new NAAQS/CAAQS violations; or delay the timely attainment of air
quality standards or the interim emissions reductions specified in the AQMP.

e Criterion No. 2: The project under consideration will not exceed the assumptions in the
AQMP in 2011 or increments based on the years of Project build-out phase.

Criterion No. 1

The CAAQS and NAAQS comprise, and are reflected in, the SCAQMD Localized Significance
Thresholds (LSTs) described within Section 4.2 of the DEIR. As discussed therein, the Project LST
analysis substantiates that Project construction-source emissions and operational-source emissions
would not exceed applicable LSTs, and therefore would not violate NAAQS or CAAQS. Further, the
Project would implement applicable best available control measures (BACMs), and would comply
with applicable SCAQMD rules, acting to further reduce its already less-than-significant air pollutant
emissions. Moreover, the Project at its current location, proximate to local and regional transportation
facilities, acts to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and associated mobile-source (vehicular)
emissions. Additionally, Project incorporation of contemporary energy-efficiency/energy
conservation technologies and operational programs; and compliance with SCAQMD emissions
reductions and control requirements act to reduce stationary-source air emissions. These Project
attributes and features are consistent with and support AQMP air pollution reduction strategies and
promote timely attainment of AQMP air quality standards. On the basis of the preceding discussion,
the Project is determined to be consistent with the first criterion.

Criterion No. 2

Criterion No. 2 addresses consistency (or inconsistency) of a given project with approved local and
regional land use plans, and associated potential AQMP implications. That is, AQMP emissions
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models and emissions control strategies are based in part on land use data provided by local general
plan documentation; and complementary regional plans, which reflect and incorporate local general
plan information. Projects that propose general plan amendments may increase the intensity of use
and/or result in higher traffic volumes, thereby resulting in increased stationary area source emissions
and/or vehicle source emissions when compared to the AQMP assumptions. However, if a given
project is consistent with and does not otherwise exceed the growth projections in the applicable local
general plan, then that project would be considered consistent with the growth assumptions in the
AQMP and would not affect the AQMP’s regional emissions inventory for the Basin.

The Project does not propose or require any change in land use designations, nor any increase in
development intensity beyond that currently anticipated for the subject site. Because the land uses and
development intensities proposed by the Project are consistent with the currently adopted City
General Plan and applicable zoning standards, the Project is in compliance with Consistency Criterion
No. 2.

AOMP Consistency Conclusion

The Project would not result in or cause NAAQS or CAAQS violations. The Project does not propose
or require any change in land use designations, nor any increase in development intensity beyond that
currently anticipated for the subject site. The Project would not generate operational-source criteria
pollutant emissions not already reflected in the current AQMP regional emissions inventory. Based
on the preceding, the Project is considered to be consistent with the AQMP. The potential for the
Project to conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan is therefore
considered less-than-significant.

References: Pages 4.2-28 through 4.3-31 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or
incorporated by reference therein.

Impact Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation.

2.2.2 -Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for the Project to violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation was evaluated. The Final EIR indicates that, with the
required mitigation, the Project will not violate any air quality standard with respect to construction-
source emissions or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation with
respect to construction-source emissions, and that this potential impact is thus less than significant
with respect to construction-source emissions.
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Finding

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(1), changes or alterations have been required in, or
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect

of the construction-source emissions, as identified in the Final EIR.
Facts in Support of Finding

The potentially significant project-specific environmental effect has been eliminated or substantia
lessened to a level that is less than significant by virtue of the following mitigation measures as
identified in the Final EIR and incorporated into the project.

4.2.1  The following requirements shall be incorporated into Project plans and specifications in

order to ensure implementation of SCAQMD Rule 403 and limit fugitive dust emissions:

Iy

o All clearing, grading, earth-moving, or excavation activities shall cease when winds

exceed 25 miles per hour;

o  The contractor shall ensure that all disturbed unpaved roads and disturbed areas

within the Project site are watered at least three (3) times daily during dry weather.

Watering, with complete coverage of disturbed areas, shall occur at least three times

a day, preferably in the mid-morning, afternoon, and after work is done for the day;

and

o  The contractor shall ensure that traffic speeds on unpaved roads and Project site

areas are limited to 15 miles per hour or less.

4.2.2  Grading plans shall reference the requirement that a sign shall be posted on-site stating that

construction workers need to shut off engines at or before five minutes of idling. This requirement is

based on the California Air Resources Board regulation in Title 13, Chapter 10, Section 24835,

Division 3 of the California Code of Regulations, which imposes a requirement that heavy duty trucks

not idle for greater than five (5) minutes at any location.

4.2.3 Al off-road diesel-powered construction equipment > 150 hp shall meet California Air
Resources Board (CARB) Tier 4 emission standards.

4.2.4  Only “Zero-Volatile Organic Compounds” paints (no more than 150 grams/liter of VOC)

and/or High Pressure Low Volume (HPLV) applications consistent with South Coast Air Quality
Management District Rule 1113 shall be used.
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The latest SCAQMD/California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA)-approved
version of the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod, v2013.2.2) was utilized to estimate
Project-related air pollutant emissions levels. Project emissions levels were then compared to
applicable SCAQMD thresholds in order to determine if air quality standards would be exceeded; or
if Project emissions would contribute substantially to existing or projected air quality violations.
Unless otherwise noted, CalEEMod default values and assumptions were applied throughout.

Regional Impacts

Construction-Source Air Pollutant Emissions

Construction activities associated with the Project will result in emissions of CO, VOCs, NO,, SOy,
PMyo, and PM; 5. These emissions would be generated by the following construction activities:

o Site Preparation;

e Grading;

e Building Construction;

e Architectural Coatings; and
e Paving.

Within the scope of the Project activities listed above, vehicular emissions generated by construction
worker commutes and construction materials deliveries are also reflected.

The approximate Project construction schedule is summarized at Table 4.2-5 of the Draft EIR. Air
pollutant emissions based on the construction schedule presented here represents a “worst-case”
analysis scenario. That is, should construction occur any time after the dates presented here,
incremental and aggregate construction-source emissions would likely decrease since emission
factors for construction equipment would progressively decrease in the future. This is due to the
natural turnover of the older vehicle fleet and replacement with more fuel efficient equipment with
enhanced emissions controls; and implementation of more stringent regulations which collectively act
to reduce construction-source (and operational-source) emissions.

Construction equipment use by activity and duration is summarized at Table 4.2-6 of the Draft EIR
and represents a reasonable approximation of the types and quantity of construction equipment
employed on any given day.

Modeled maximum daily construction-source air quality impacts reflecting the above information is
summarized at Table 4.2-7 of the Draft EIR.
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As shown at Table 4.2-7, maximum daily Project construction-source air pollutant emissions would
exceed applicable SCAQMD regional thresholds for VOCs and NOx. These are potentially
significant impacts. It is noted however, that the impacts stated do not take credit for pollutant
emissions reductions achieved through implementation of Best Available Control Measures
(BACMs), or reductions achieved through standard regulatory requirements (e.g., SCAQMD Rule
403). To ensure their timely implementation and monitored compliance, application of standard
BACMs and mandated SCAQMD rule compliance are restated as construction-source air quality
impact mitigation measures.

As indicated at Table 4.2-8 of the Draft EIR, implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.2.1 through
4.2.4 would reduce Project construction-source air pollutant emissions in aggregate, and in so doing
would also achieve SCAQMD regional thresholds for VOC and NOXx.

Construction-Source Emissions LST Analysis

The SCAQMD has issued guidance on applying CalEEMod to LST analyses. In this regard,
CalEEMod calculates construction emissions (off-road exhaust and fugitive dust) based on the
number of equipment hours and the maximum daily soil disturbance activity possible for each piece
of equipment.

CalEEMod calculates construction-source emissions based on the number of equipment hours and the
maximum daily soil disturbance activity possible for each piece of equipment. The information used

to determine the maximum daily disturbed-acreage for comparison to LSTs is contained in Table 4.2-
11 of the Draft EIR.

Based on the information presented at Table 4.2-11, localized construction-source emissions
concentrations were estimated. Detailed modeling protocols are presented in the Project AQIA,
included at EIR Appendix C. Table 4.2-12 summarizes maximum daily localized construction-source
emissions impacts at the nearest sensitive receptors. As indicated, unmitigated maximum daily
construction-source emissions would exceed applicable LST for PM,, and would therefore be
potentially significant.

Previous Mitigation Measures 4.2.1 through 4.2.3 would act to reduce Project construction-source
emissions generally, and would also reduce construction-source NO, emissions concentrations to
levels below applicable LTSs. As indicated at Table 4.2-13, with application of Mitigation Measures
4.2.1 through 4.2.3, Project construction-source LST impacts would be less-than-significant.

References: Pages 4-3 through 4-4 of the Mitigation Monitoring Plan contained in the Final EIR, and
any documents referenced or incorporated by reference therein; pages 4.2-31 through 4.2-36 and 4.2-
48 through 4.2-50 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated by reference
therein.
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Impact Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

2.2.3 -Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for Project to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations was
evaluated. The Final EIR indicates the Project will not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations and that this potential impact is thus less than significant.

Finding
The Project will not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
Facts in Support of Finding

Sensitive receptors can include uses such as long-term health care facilities, rehabilitation centers, and
retirement homes. Residences, schools, playgrounds, child care centers, and athletic facilities can also
be considered as sensitive receptors. As concluded in the above discussion of Localized Air Quality
Impacts, the sensitive receptors nearest the Project site would not be subject to emissions exceeding
SCAQMD LSTs. Nor would the Project create or result in localized CO hot spots. The Project HRA
substantiates that the Project would not generate or result in localized concentrations of TACs that
would create or result in potentially significant health risks.

Based on the preceding, the potential for the Project to expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations is considered less-than-significant.

References: Page 4.2-66 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated by reference
therein.

2.3 - NOISE

Impact Construction activities and associated noise would result in exposure of persons
to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies.

2.3.1 -Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for the Project construction activities and associated noise to result in exposure of
persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies was evaluated. The Final EIR indicates the
Project will not result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies, and
that this potential impact is thus less than significant.
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Finding

The Project will not result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies.

Facts in Support of Finding

The construction noise analysis was prepared using reference noise level measurements taken to
describe the typical construction activity noise levels for each stage of Project construction. The
construction reference noise level measurements, provided at Table 10-1 of the Draft EIR’s Noise
Impact Analysis, represent a list of typical construction activity noise levels. Noise levels generated
by heavy construction equipment can range from approximately 56 dBA to in excess of 68 dBA when
measured at 200 feet. However, these noise levels diminish with distance from the construction site
at a rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance. For example, a noise level of 68 dBA measured at 200
feet from the noise source to the receiver would be reduced to 62 dBA at 400 feet from the source to
the receiver, and would be further reduced to 56 dBA at 800 feet from the source to the receiver.

Construction activities within the Project site are anticipated to occur within five stages: site
preparation, grading, building construction, paving, and architectural coating. To assess potential
noise impacts associated with construction activities, five noise sensitive receptor locations were
identified, as illustrated at Figure 4.4-3 of the Draft EIR.

Based on construction equipment reference noise levels and distance to the Project site, representative
noise levels at the receptor locations have been developed, and are presented in Table 4.4-4 of the
Draft EIR.

The unmitigated peak construction noise levels are expected to range from 56.1 to 67.5 dBA Leqg ata
distance of 200 feet from the Project site boundary. At this distance, Project construction noise may
exceed the 65 dBA Leq daytime City of Moreno Valley Municipal Code standard. However, there are
no sensitive receiver locations located within 200 feet of the Project site boundary. As shown at Table
4.4-4 of the Draft EIR, the peak construction noise levels experienced at the nearest sensitive receiver
locations (R1—R5) are expected to range from 41.6 to 47.7 dBA Leq and will not exceed the 65 dBA
Leq daytime City of Moreno Valley Municipal Code standard or the 80 dBA Leq City of Perris
Municipal Code standard for construction activity.

References: Pages 4.4-21 through 4.4-24 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or
incorporated by reference therein.
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Indian Street Commerce Center Project Potential Adverse Project Level Impacts Which Are Less Than
CEQA Findings and Findings of Fact Significant or Can Be Mitigated to a Level Of Insignificance
Impact Construction activities and associated noise would result in a substantial

permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels
existing without the Project.

2.3.2 -Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for Project construction activities and associated noise to result in a substantial
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the
Project was evaluated. The Final EIR indicates the Project construction activities and associated
noise will not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity
above levels existing without the Project and that this potential impact is thus less than significant.

Finding

The Project construction activities and associated noise will not result in a substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project.

Facts in Support of Finding

Construction-source noise is not considered a source of permanent noise increases, and associated
threshold questions are not germane.

Based on the preceding, Project construction activities and associated noise will not result in a
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing
without the Project, and this potential impact is thus less than significant.

References: Page 4.4-24 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated by reference
therein.

Impact Construction activities and associated noise would result in a substantial
temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above
levels existing without the Project.

2.3.3- Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for the Project construction activities and associated noise to result in a substantial
temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing
without the Project was evaluated. The Final EIR indicates the Project will not result in a substantial
temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing
without the Project, and that this potential impact is thus less than significant.
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Indian Street Commerce Center Project Potential Adverse Project Level Impacts Which Are Less Than
CEQA Findings and Findings of Fact Significant or Can Be Mitigated to a Level Of Insignificance
Finding

The Project will not result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in
the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project.

Facts in Support of Finding

As discussed above and indicated in Table 4.4-4 of the Draft EIR, construction-source noise levels
would not exceed City standards.

References: Page 4.4-24 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated by reference
therein.

Impact Vehicular-source noise would result in exposure of persons to, or generation of,
noise levels in excess of standards established in the City’s General Plan or Noise
Ordinance, or other applicable standards of other agencies.

2.3.4 - Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for vehicular-source noise to result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise
levels in excess of standards established in the City’s General Plan or Noise Ordinance, or other
applicable standards of other agencies was evaluated. The Final EIR indicates that vehicular-source
noise will not result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of standards
established in the City’s General Plan or Noise Ordinance, or other applicable standards of other
agencies and that this potential impact is thus less than significant.

Finding

The Project’s vehicular-source noise will not result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise
levels in excess of standards established in the City’s General Plan or Noise Ordinance, or other
applicable standards of other agencies.

Facts in Support of Finding

The thresholds used in analyzing potential vehicle-source noise impacts of the Project are set forth in
Table 4.4-5 of the Draft EIR.

To assess impacts resulting from offsite Project-related vehicular-source noise, the Noise Impact
Analysis developed noise contours based on roadway average daily trip (ADT) estimates, and trip
generation and distribution as presented in Indian Street Commerce Center Traffic Impact Analysis
(Project TIA, Draft EIR Appendix B). The Project TIA reflects and analyzes traffic generated under
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CEQA Findings and Findings of Fact Significant or Can Be Mitigated to a Level Of Insignificance

assumed maximum buildout conditions for the Project. Noise contours were developed for the
following traffic scenarios:

e Existing Without / With Project: This scenario refers to the existing present-day noise
conditions, without and with the proposed Project.

e Opening Year 2020 Without / With Project: This scenario refers to the background noise
conditions at future Year 2020 without and with the proposed Project. This scenario
corresponds to 2020 conditions, and includes all cumulative projects identified in the Traffic
Impact Analysis.

Noise Impact Analysis Tables 7-1 through 7-4 present the noise contours developed for the above
scenarios for all Study Area roadways. Please refer to EIR Appendix E.

Based on the noise contours, Tables 4.4-6 and 4.4-7 of the Draft EIR present a comparison of noise
conditions along Study Area roadways without and with development realized pursuant to the Project
under the above-described scenarios.

As shown in the Draft EIR, under Existing Conditions, Project traffic would not cause or result in
increased noise levels that would exceed the 65 dBA CNEL threshold condition; nor would Project
traffic cause or result in increased noise levels of greater than 1.5 dBA CNEL when the without-
Project condition already exceeds 65 dBA CNEL.

As shown in the Draft EIR, under Year 2020 Conditions, Project traffic would not cause or result in
increased noise levels that would exceed the 65 dBA CNEL threshold condition; nor would Project
traffic cause or result in increased noise levels of greater than 1.5 dBA CNEL when the without-
Project condition already exceeds 65 dBA CNEL.

References: Pages 4.4-24 through 4.4-27 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or
incorporated by reference therein.

Impact Vehicular-source noise would result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase
in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the
Project.

2.3.5- Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for vehicular-source noise to result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project was evaluated.
The Final EIR indicates that vehicular-source noise will not result in a substantial temporary or
periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the
Project and that this potential impact is thus less than significant.
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Finding

The Project’s vehicular-source noise will not result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project.

Facts in Support of Finding

Vehicular-source noise is addressed as a permanent source of noise, rather than a temporary or
periodic source of noise increases. As such, associated threshold questions are not germane.

References: Page 4.4-27 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated by reference
therein.

Impact Vehicular-source noise would result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project.

2.3.6 - Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for vehicular-source noise to result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project was evaluated. The Final EIR
indicates that vehicular-source noise will not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project and that this potential
impact is thus less than significant.

Finding

The Project’s vehicular-source noise will not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project.

Facts in Support of Finding

As discussed previously, Project traffic would not cause or result in increased noise levels that would
exceed the City’s 65 dBA CNEL threshold condition; nor would Project traffic cause or result in
increased noise levels of greater than 1.5 dBA CNEL when the without-Project condition already
exceeds 65 dBA CNEL. As such, vehicular-source noise would not result in a substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project.

References: Page 4.4-28 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated by reference
therein.

Impact Project operational noise would result in exposure of persons to, or generation of,
noise levels in excess of standards established in the City’s General Plan or Noise
Ordinance.
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2.3.7 - Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for Project operational noise to result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, no

ise

levels in excess of standards established in the City’s General Plan or Noise Ordinance was evaluated.

The Final EIR indicates that Project operational noise will not result in exposure of persons to, or
generation of, noise levels in excess of standards established in the City’s General Plan or Noise
Ordinance and that this potential impact is thus less than significant.

Finding

The Project operational noise will not result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels

in excess of standards established in the City’s General Plan or Noise Ordinance.

Facts in Support of Finding

The thresholds used in analyzing potential operational/area-source noise impacts of the Project are set

forth in Table 4.4-8 of the Draft EIR.

The future tenants of the proposed Project are currently unknown. To present the potential worst-
noise conditions, the DEIR’s noise analysis assumes the Project would be operational 24 hours pe

case
r

day, seven days per week. Business operations would primarily be conducted within the enclosed
building, with the exception of the loading and unloading of trucks at designated loading bays. The

on-site Project-related noise sources are expected to include: roof-top HVAC equipment, idling
trucks, delivery truck activities, parking, backup alarms, refrigerated containers or reefers, as well
loading and unloading of dry goods.

The Project’s stationary/area-source noise levels were estimated based on reference noise level
measurements of similar logistics warehouse buildings. Please refer to Section 9.3 of the Project

as

Noise Impact Analysis, presented as Appendix E to the Draft EIR, for a detailed description of the

reference noise level sources and locations.

Using the reference noise levels, it is possible to estimate the operational source noise levels

generated at the Project site and the Project-related noise level increases that would be experienced at

each of the sensitive receptor locations. The operational noise level calculations account for the
distance attenuation provided due to geometric spreading, when sound from a localized stationary
source (i.e., a point source) propagates uniformly outward in a spherical pattern. With geometric

spreading, sound levels attenuate (or decrease) at a rate of 6 dB for each doubling of distance from a
point source (idling trucks, delivery truck activities, backup alarms, refrigerated containers or reefers,

as well as loading and unloading of dry goods). Proposed noise sources, and their relationship to
vicinity sensitive receptors, are illustrated at Figure 4.4-4 of the Draft EIR.

23

Attachment: Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-24 SOC + Econ (2369 : PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002) Plot Plan)

Packet Pg. 89




2.c

Indian Street Commerce Center Project Potential Adverse Project Level Impacts Which Are Less Than
CEQA Findings and Findings of Fact Significant or Can Be Mitigated to a Level Of Insignificance

Operational noise levels generated by the Project and received at proximate receptors are summarized
at Table 4.4-9 of the Draft EIR. Table 4.4-9 indicates that the hourly noise levels associated with the
Project at the five sensitive receiver locations are expected to range from 27.0 to 31.4 dBA Leqg. As
such, the Project-related stationary/area-source noise levels will satisfy the City of Moreno Valley 65
dBA Leq daytime and 60 dBA Leq nighttime, as well as the City of Perris 80 dBA Leq daytime and
60 dBA Leq nighttime exterior noise level standards at the nearby sensitive receiver locations.

The Project-related noise level contribution was evaluated at each receiver location based on the
magnitude of the Project-related increase on the ambient noise levels. To describe the Project
operational noise level contributions, the Project operational noise levels were combined with the
existing ambient noise level measurements at the sensitive receiver locations. The difference between
the combined Project and ambient noise levels describe the Project noise level contributions. Noise
levels that would be experienced at receiver locations when Project-source noise is added to ambient
daytime and nighttime conditions are presented at Tables 4.4-10 and 4.4-11 of the Draft EIR,
respectively.

As indicated in the Draft EIR, the Project would not substantively contribute to daytime or nighttime
ambient noise levels at nearby receiver locations. Therefore, the Project-related operational noise
level contributions to the daytime or nighttime ambient noise levels at nearby sensitive receiver
locations would not exceed the previously-presented significance thresholds.

Based on the preceding discussions, Project operational noise would not result in exposure of persons
to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of standards established in the City’s General Plan or Noise
Ordinance.

References: Pages 4.4-28 through 4.4-32 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or
incorporated by reference therein.

Impact Project operational noise would result in a substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without
the Project.

2.3.8- Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for Project operational noise to result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project was evaluated.
The Final EIR indicates that Project operational noise will not result in a substantial temporary or
periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the
Project and that this potential impact is thus less than significant.
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Finding

The Project operational noise will not result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project.

Facts in Support of Finding

As discussed above, noise levels attributable to ongoing operational activities within the Project site
would not exceed City Noise Ordinance Standards. Similarly, temporary and periodic peak noise
events generated by operational activity within the Project site would not result in a substantial
temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing
without the Project.

References: Pages 4.4-32 through 4.4-33 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or
incorporated by reference therein.

Impact Project operational noise would result in a substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project.

2.3.9 -Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for Project operational noise to result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project was evaluated. The Final
EIR indicates that Project operational noise will not result in a substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project and that this
potential impact is thus less than significant.

Finding

The Project operational noise will not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project.

Facts in Support of Finding

As discussed above, noise levels attributable to ongoing operational activities within the Project site
would not exceed City Noise Ordinance Standards. Similarly, operational activity within the Project
site would not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity
above levels existing without the Project.

References: Page 4.4-33 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated by reference
therein.
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Impact Exposure of persons to, or generation of, excessive groundborne vibration or

groundborne noise.

2.3.10 - Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for exposure of persons to, or generation of, excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise was evaluated. The Final EIR indicates that the Project will not expose persons to,
or generate, excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise and that this potential impact is
thus less than significant.

Finding

The Project will not expose persons to, or generate, excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne
noise and that this potential impact is thus less than significant.

Facts in Support of Finding

The thresholds used in analyzing potential vibration impacts of the Project are set forth in Table 4.4-
12 of the Draft EIR.

The following discussion addresses the potential groundborne vibration/groundborne noise impacts
that may be generated by Project site construction activities and/or operational activities within the
Project site.

Construction Vibration

Construction activity can result in varying degrees of ground vibration, depending on the equipment
and methods used, distance to the affected structures, and soil type. It is expected that groundborne

vibration from Project construction activities would cause only intermittent, localized intrusion. The
proposed Project’s construction activities most likely to cause vibration impacts are:

. Heavy Construction Equipment: Although all heavy mobile construction equipment
has the potential of causing at least some perceptible vibration while operating close to
buildings, the vibration is usually short-term and is not of sufficient magnitude to cause
building damage. It is not expected that heavy equipment such as large bulldozers would
operate close enough to any residences or buildings to cause a vibration impact.

. Trucks: Trucks hauling building materials to construction sites can be sources of
vibration intrusion if the haul routes pass through residential neighborhoods on streets with
bumps or potholes. Repairing the bumps and potholes generally eliminates the problem.
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Groundborne vibration levels resulting from construction activities occurring within the Project site
were estimated by data published by the FTA. Construction activities that would have the potential to
generate low levels of groundborne vibration within the Project site include grading and paving.
Using the vibration source level of construction equipment provided on Table 6-7 of the Noise Impact
Analysis and the construction vibration assessment methodology published by the FTA, it is possible
to estimate the Project vibration impacts. Table 4.4-13 of the Draft EIR presents the expected
Project-related vibration levels at the five receptor locations.

As shown in the Draft EIR, construction of the Project is not expected to generate vibration levels
exceeding the FTA maximum acceptable vibration standard of 80 (VdB). Further, impacts at the site
of the closest sensitive receiver are unlikely to be sustained during the entire construction period, but
will occur rather only during the times that heavy construction equipment is operating adjacent to the
Project site perimeter.

Operational Vibration

Although the human threshold of perception for vibration is around 65 VdB, human response to
vibration is not usually significant unless the vibration exceeds 70 VdB. Truck vibration levels are
dependent on vehicle characteristics, load, speed, and pavement condition. Typical vibration levels
for heavy trucks at normal traffic speeds do not exceed 65 VdB, and therefore, will be below the FTA
vibration threshold of 80 VVdB at nearby sensitive receiver locations. Truck deliveries transiting on
site will be travelling at very low speeds so it is expected that delivery truck vibration impacts at
nearby homes will not exceed the 80 VVdB vibration threshold.

Based on the preceding discussion, the potential for the Project to result in exposure of persons to, or
generation of, excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise is less-than-significant.

References: Pages 4.4-33 through 4.4-35 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or
incorporated by reference therein.

Impact For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, expose
people residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise levels.

2.3.11 - Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for Project to expose people residing or working in the Project area to excessive
aircraft/airport noise levels was evaluated. The Final EIR indicates the Project will not expose people
residing or working in the Project area to excessive aircraft/airport noise levels was evaluated, and
that this potential impact is thus less than significant.
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Finding

The Project will not expose people residing or working in the Project area to excessive aircraft/airport
noise levels.

Facts in Support of Finding

The noise contour boundaries that are used to determine potential aircraft-related noise impacts
associated with the March Air Reserve Base (MARB) are presented within the RC ALUCP and
excerpted at Figure 4.4-5 of the Draft EIR. As shown, the Project site is located within the 60 to 65
dBA CNEL noise level contours, and therefore, represents a normally acceptable land use based on
RC ALUCP compatibility criteria. Typical construction practices would therefore be sufficient to
eliminate substantial noise intrusion upon indoor activities.

References: Page 4.4-36 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated by reference
therein.

24 - HAZARDS/HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Impact Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; or through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment.

2.4.1 -Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for the Project to create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; or through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment was
evaluated. The Final EIR indicates that, with the required mitigation, the Project will not create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials; or through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the environment and that this potential impact is thus less than
significant.

Finding

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations have been required in, or
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect
as identified in the Final EIR.
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Facts in Support of Finding

The potentially significant project-specific environmental effect has been eliminated or substantially
lessened to a level that is less than significant by virtue of the following mitigation measure as
identified in the Final EIR and incorporated into the project.

4.5.1 All plans, construction documents, and contracts shall contain the following or similar
language: Contractors and developers are advised that underground Transite pipelines may be
encountered within the Project site. If encountered, these features shall be documented and evaluated
by a licensed environmental hazards remediation consultant/contractor. A final report of Transite
pipe hazards encountered (if any) and associated remedial actions (if any) shall be submitted to the
City. Abatement/disposal of asbestos resulting from removal of Transite pipelines shall be
accomplished as detailed at EIR Section 4.5.4, Hazardous Waste Handling.

The following discussion summarizes the findings of the Phase | ESA prepared for the Project site
regarding existing on-site hazards, as well as potential hazards associated with operations of facilities
proposed under the Project.

There are no structures at the site; therefore, friable asbestos-containing building materials (ACM)
and lead-based paints (LBP) are not likely present. Based on the historical agricultural usage at the
site, there is a moderate potential for the presence of transite piping. If encountered, transite pipes
should be removed by a licensed asbestos abatement contractor prior to or during redevelopment
activities.

Based on the preceding, the potential for the Project to create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, or through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into
the environment is considered less-than-significant as mitigated.

References: Page 4.5-19 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated by reference
therein.

Impact Result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area for a
project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the
vicinity of an airstrip.

2.4.2 -Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for Project to result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area
for a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of an airstrip was
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evaluated. The Final EIR indicates the Project will not result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area for a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan

has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity

of an airstripthat this potential impact is thus less than significant.

Finding

The Project will not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area for a
project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of an airstrip.

Facts in Support of Finding

The Project site lies within the area regulated under the 2014 Riverside County ALUCP for March
ARB/IPA (ALUCP) and the 2005 March Air Reserve Base Air Installation Compatibility Use Zone
Study (MARB AICUZ, AICUZ). The compatibility zones and associated criteria set forth in the
ALUCP provide noise and safety compatibility protection equivalent to or greater than correlating
criteria presented in the AICUZ (ALUCP, p.1). The analysis presented herein reflects the more
stringent criteria established under the ALUCP.

Under the ALUCP, the Project site is overlain by Compatibility Zones B2 and C1 (please refer to
Figure 4.5-1 of the Draft EIR). Basic Compatibility Criteria for these Zones are also presented at
Figure 4.5-1. Project consistency with applicable Zone Criteria is summarized below.

Zone B2

The westerly portion of the Project site is overlain by Zone B2, as delineated under the ALUCP.
Consistent with the Basic Compatibility Criteria for Zone B2, this portion of the Project site would
not be developed, nor otherwise accommodate, any of the following: children’s schools; daycare
centers; libraries; hospitals; congregate care facilities; hotels/motels; places of assembly; buildings
with more than three above ground habitable floors; noise-sensitive outdoor non-residential uses;
critical community infrastructure facilities; or hazards to flight.

Consistent with other development conditions articulated for Zone B2, the Project site plan and
building design concepts comply with the following criteria: Project structures would be located as
far as possible from extended runway centerline(s); sound attenuation would be provided for all
Project office uses in Zone B2 ensuring that interior noise levels would not exceed 45 dBA CNEL
(please refer also to EIR Section 4.4, Noise); above-ground bulk storage of hazardous materials is not
proposed or required.
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The Project does not propose designs or uses that would not encroach on restricted air space(s) nor
would the Project structures otherwise would adversely affect airfield operations. Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) airspace review has been completed for the Project, and the FAA has issued
No Hazard to Air Navigation Determinations for all Project facilities; the Riverside County ALUC
has reviewed the Project and determined the Project to be consistent with the March Air Reserve
Base/Inland Port Airport ALUCP (please refer to EIR Appendix I, Airport Compatibility
Documentation). The Project does not propose or require facilities or uses that would generate
electromagnetic radiation; an avigation easement would be recorded against all properties within
Zone B2.

Zone C1

The easterly portion of the Project site is overlain by ALUCP Zone C1. Consistent with the Basic
Compatibility Criteria for Zone C1, this portion of the Project site would not be developed with, nor
otherwise accommaodate any of the following: children’s schools; daycare centers; libraries; hospitals;
congregate care facilities; places of assembly; noise-sensitive outdoor non-residential uses; or hazards
to flight.

Consistent with other development conditions articulated for Zone C1, the Project site plan concept
and concept building designs comply with the following criteria: critical community infrastructure
facilities are not required or proposed; above-ground bulk storage of hazardous materials is not
required or proposed; sound attenuation would be provided for all Project office uses in Zone B2
ensuring that interior noise levels would not exceed 45 dBA CNEL (please refer also to Draft EIR
Section 4.4, Noise). The Project does not propose or require facilities or uses that would generate
electromagnetic radiation; deed notice and disclosure would be provided for all properties within
Zone C1. The Project does not propose designs or uses that would not encroach on restricted air
space(s) nor would the Project structures otherwise would adversely affect airfield operations. Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) airspace review has been completed for the Project, and the FAA has
issued No Hazard to Air Navigation Determinations for all Project facilities; the Riverside County
ALUC has reviewed the Project and determined the Project to be consistent with the March Air
Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport ALUCP (please refer to EIR Appendix I, Airport Compatibility
Documentation). The Project does not propose or require facilities or uses that would generate
electromagnetic radiation; an avigation easement would be recorded against all properties within
Zone B2.

Other Considerations

As noted at EIR Section 3.0, Project Description, the Project design concept allows for inclusion of a
photo-voltaic electrical generation system (PV system) capable of generating sufficient power
(approximately 160,350 kWh/year) to serve all Project office areas (Project Description, p. 3-19).
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2.c

Indian Street Commerce Center Project Potential Adverse Project Level Impacts Which Are Less Than
CEQA Findings and Findings of Fact Significant or Can Be Mitigated to a Level Of Insignificance

Given the Project’s proximity to March ARB/IPA, there is the potential for the Project PV solar panel
array to cause reflective glare that could adversely affect March ARB/IPA operations. The Federal
Aviation Administration recommends analysis of these potential glare impacts employing the Sandia
National Laboratories Solar Glare Hazard Analysis Tool (SGHAT). The SGHAT analysis of the
concept Project PV panel array design (please refer to EIR Appendix I, Airport Compatibility
Documentation) indicates that, if implemented, the Project PV solar panels would not result in or
cause significant glare impacts that would adversely affect operations of March ARB/IPA.

Based on the preceding, the potential for the Project to: result in or cause a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the Project area due to airport/airstrip operations; or to adversely affect
airport/airstrip operations, is considered less-than-significant.

References: Pages 4.5-20 through 4.5-23 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or
incorporated by reference therein.

25- HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Impact Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.

2.5.1 -Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for the Project to violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements
was evaluated. The Final EIR indicates that the Project will not violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements, and that this potential impact is thus less than significant.

Finding

The Project will not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.

Facts in Support of Finding

The Project is mandated to acquire all necessary permits, and comply with City of Moreno Valley and
RWQCB requirements for the Santa Ana Region, acting to preclude, or substantively reduce, the
potential of the Project to violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. As
discussed below, and consistent with established City building code regulations, a site-specific
drainage study, SWPPP, and WQMP reflecting precise pad locations, proposed drainage structures,
detention facilities, water quality management features, BMPs, etc., would be required prior to the
issuance of building permits. Project compliance in these regards acts to preclude stormwater
discharges that would potentially violate water quality standards.
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CEQA Findings and Findings of Fact Significant or Can Be Mitigated to a Level Of Insignificance

e The Project would be developed and operated in compliance with City/SARWQCB
regulations and water quality standards. More specifically, the Project would provide
connection to, and interface with, existing and proposed drainage systems in the least
invasive manner possible. Design, configuration, and locations of proposed drainage system
improvements will be reviewed and approved by the City prior to, or concurrent with,
application for grading permits.

e The Project’s bio-retention basins would provide for elimination/reduction of pollutant
discharges, including capture and treatment of dry weather and first flush runoff in a manner
consistent with City and SARWQCB policies and requirements. Other permeable areas, such
as landscape planters, fingers, and perimeter planters act to further enhance on-site capture
and absorption of storm flows.

o All stormwater discharges would be required to comply with performance standards
established under the RCFCWCD NPDES permit. Consistent with SARWQCB, RCFCWCD
and City requirements, discharge of waste materials to drainage areas, streambeds, or streams
would be prohibited. Appropriate BMPs will be employed throughout construction processes,
thereby controlling potential discharge of pollutants, preventing sewage spills, and avoiding
discharge of sediments into streets, stormwater channels, or waterways. Selected BMPs
would act to:

o0 Control and prevent potential contaminant spills;

o0 Prevent runoff from off-site areas from flow across the construction site(s);
o Slow runoff rates across the site;

0 Provide soils stabilization; and

0 Remove sediment from on-site runoff before it leaves the site.

o Similarly, the Project’s mandated WQMP would act to control potential discharge of
pollutants, prevent sewage spills, and avoid discharge of sediments into streets, stormwater
channels, or waterways due to operational activities over the life of the Project. All required
drainage improvements would be designed and implemented consistent with City,
SARWQCB, and RCFCWCD design and performance standards. Please refer also to the
Project WQMP provided at Draft EIR Appendix G.

The Project Does Not Propose or Require Elements that Would Violate Waste Discharge
Requirements
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The Project would connect to the existing sanitary sewer system serving the Project area, and does not
propose or require septic systems or other alternative treatment of wastewater that would potentially
result in violation of waste discharge requirements. Further, the Project’s plans for connection to
existing sanitary sewer infrastructure facilities are subject to review and approval by the City and
EMWD. The Project Applicant would also be required to apply for service and pay a mandated
Connection Fee and ongoing Service Fees. Fees paid by the Project would be applied toward
maintenance and expansion of City and EMWD wastewater conveyance and treatment facilities.
Wastewater generated by the Project is typical of commercial generators and wastewater resulting
from the Project uses would not require treatment beyond that provided by existing EMWD facilities.
Project compliance in these regards would act to preclude violation of waste discharge requirements.

Based on the preceding discussion, the potential for the Project to violate any waste discharge
requirements is determined to be less-than-significant.

References: Pages 4.6-16 through 4.6-18 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or
incorporated by reference therein.

2.c

Impact Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding or
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; or create or contribute runoff water
which would exceed the capacity of the existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or otherwise
substantially degrade water quality.

2.5.2 -Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for the Project to substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding or substantial erosion or siltation
on- or off-site; create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of the existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff;
violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; or otherwise substantially
degrade water quality was evaluated. The Final EIR indicates that, with the required mitigation, the
Project will not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding or substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site;
create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of the existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; violate any
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; or otherwise substantially degrade water
quality, and thus this potential impact is less than significant.
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Finding

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations have been required in, or
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect
as identified in the Final EIR.

Facts in Support of Finding

The potentially significant project-specific environmental effect has been eliminated or substantially
lessened to a level that is less than significant by virtue of the following mitigation measures as
identified in the Final EIR and incorporated into the project.

4.6.1  Prior to grading plan approval and the issuance of a grading permit by the City of Moreno
Valley, the Project Applicant shall provide evidence to the City that a notice of intent (NOI) has been
filed with the Regional Water Quality Control Board for coverage under the State NPDES General
Construction Permit for discharge of stormwater associated with construction activities. The SWPPP
shall identify Best Management Practices (BMPs) intended to prevent the release of sediment and
pollutants into downstream waterways. Examples of construction BMPs to be incorporated in the

Project include, but are not limited to, the following:
o  Silt Fences;
o  Check Dams;
e Gravel Bag Berms,
o Street Sweeping and Vacuuming,
o Sand Bag Barriers,
e  Storm Drain Inlet Protection;
e  Wind Erosion Control;
e Stabilized Construction Entrance/Exit; and
o  Entrance/Outlet Tire Wash.

Post-construction BMPs to reduce sediments and other pollutants include, but are not limited to, the

following:

2.c
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Indian Street Commerce Center Project
CEQA Findings and Findings of Fact

2.c

Potential Adverse Project Level Impacts Which Are Less Than
Significant or Can Be Mitigated to a Level Of Insignificance

4.6.2

Providing permanent cover to stabilize the disturbed surfaces after construction has been

completed;

Incorporating structural BMPs (e.g., grease traps, debris, screens, continuous deflection
separators, oil/water separators, drain inlet inserts) into the Project’s design to provide
detention and filtering of contaminants in urban runoff prior to discharge to stormwater

facilities;
Precluding non-stormwater discharges to the stormwater system; and

Performing monitoring of discharges to the stormwater system.

Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall submit a final Water
Quality Management Plan (WQMP) to the City of Moreno Valley. The WOMP shall identify Best
Management Practices (BMPs) addressing all post-construction pollutant discharges. Examples of

BMPs included in the Project’s Preliminary WOMP include the following:

Source Control/Non-Structural BMPs

Education of property owners, operators, tenants, occupants, or employees;
Street Sweeping of Private Streets and Parking Lots;

Drainage facility inspection and maintenance;

Roof Runoff Controls;,

Efficient Irrigation;

Protection of Slopes and Channels;,

Storm Drain stenciling and signage;

Trash Storage Areas and Litter Control;

Irrigation system and landscape maintenance; and

Loading dock drainage controls.

Site Design/Structural BMPs

Maximize permeable areas,
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Indian Street Commerce Center Project Potential Adverse Project Level Impacts Which Are Less Than
CEQA Findings and Findings of Fact Significant or Can Be Mitigated to a Level Of Insignificance

o Minimize street, sidewalk, and parking lot aisle widths,
o Maintain natural drainage patterns;
e [ncorporate drought-tolerant landscaping;
e On-site ponding areas or retention facilities to increase opportunities for infiltration,
o Convey roof runoff to landscaping/permeable areas prior to discharge to storm drains;
e Drain sidewalks and walkways to adjacent landscaped areas, and
o [Integration of landscaping and drainage designs.
Project Stormwater Management System Addresses Potential Hydrologic Impacts

The Project incorporates all necessary drainage and stormwater management systems, and would
comply with all stormwater system design, construction, and operational requirements mandated
under the City Municipal Code and pursuant to policies and regulations established by other agencies
including: RCFCWCD, SARWQCB, and SWRCB. In combination, the Project’s stormwater
management components, and compliance with regulatory requirements would act to preclude
potentially adverse drainage and stormwater runoff impacts.

At present, stormwater runoff from the majority of the Project site sheet flows easterly/southeasterly
across the site to Indian Street. Under post-development conditions, the Project stormwater
management system would convey and discharge stormwater runoff in a manner comparable to pre-
development discharge patterns.

Under developed site conditions, stormwater runoff would sheet flow to on-site drainage swales and
cross gutters and would be directed easterly/southeasterly to bio-retention basins located along the
site’s easterly and southerly boundaries. The bio-retention basins have been designed consistent with
applicable WQMP requirements for the Project. More specifically, pursuant to the September 2011
RCFCWCD Design Handbook for Low Impact Development (LID) Best Management Practices,
design specifications and performance standards, the total required VVolume-based BMP (Vgwp)
retention capacity for the Project is approximately 31,257 cubic feet. The Project bio-retention basins
are designed to provide an estimated 33,274 cubic feet of retention capacity (Project Drainage Study,
p. 1) and therefore comply with RCFCWCD LID specifications and requirements. Maximum
drawdown times for these basins would not exceed 48 hours. Please refer also to the Project WQMP
presented at Draft EIR Appendix G.

2.c
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Indian Street Commerce Center Project Potential Adverse Project Level Impacts Which Are Less Than
CEQA Findings and Findings of Fact Significant or Can Be Mitigated to a Level Of Insignificance

The Project bio-retention basins would then discharge via an underground storm drain system
connecting to the existing MDP storm drain located in adjacent Indian Street. This storm drain has
been designed and constructed in anticipation of stormwater discharges that would result from
development such as that proposed by the Project.

All Project stormwater management system improvements would be constructed by the Project
Applicant, or would otherwise be assured (via Project Conditions of Approval or other means
established by the Lead Agency) to be in place and operational prior to issuance of the first Certificate
of Occupancy for the Project.

The Project stormwater management system would be developed and operated in compliance with
City, RCFCWCD, SARWQCB, and SWRCB polices and regulations and water quality performance
standards. The Project would provide connection to existing and proposed drainage systems in the
least invasive manner possible. Design, configuration, and locations of proposed drainage system
improvements would be reviewed and approved by the City and RCFCWCD prior to, or concurrent
with, application for grading permits.

Based on the preceding, implementation of the Project stormwater management system would
maintain existing drainage patterns and would not increase runoff in a manner which would exceed
the capacity of the existing or planned stormwater drainage systems.

Project SWPPP and Compliance with Regulatory Requirements Address Potential
Construction-Source Water Quality Impacts

During site preparation activities prior to construction, existing groundcover would be removed from
the site, exposing the Project site to increased wind and water erosion potentials. Further, construction
site stormwater runoff may carry increased loads of sediment, heavy metals and petroleum
hydrocarbons (from construction equipment operations) which could degrade water quality. In
accordance with NPDES and SWPPP requirements, the Project Applicant would be required to
prepare a construction activities erosion control plan to alleviate potential sedimentation and
stormwater discharge contamination impacts that could result from Project construction activities.

The Project Applicant would also be responsible for compliance with the General Construction
NPDES permit from the SARWQCB by filing a Notice of Intent to Commence Construction
Activities. Under the General Construction Permit, discharge of materials other than stormwaters is
prohibited. The Project Applicant would be required to prepare, retain at the construction site, and
implement a SWPPP which identifies the sources of sediments and other pollutants that affect the
quality of stormwater discharge, and implement practices to reduce sediment and other pollutants to
stormwater discharge. The SWPPP would identify both construction and post-construction BMPs to
reduce sediments and other pollutants.

2.c
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Implementation of the Project SWPPP and compliance with applicable NPDES and SARWQCB
requirements would ensure that potential construction-source water quality impacts of the Project are
reduced below the level of significance. Mitigation Measure 4.6.1 (presented above) is incorporated
to ensure timely monitored compliance with Project SWPPP, NPDES, and SARWQCB requirements.

Project WQMP and Compliance with Regulatory Requirements Address Potential
Operational-Source Water Quality Impacts

Over the life of the Project, contaminants such as oil, fuel and grease that are spilled or left behind by
vehicular traffic, would collect and concentrate on paved surfaces. During storm events, these
contaminants are washed into the storm drain system and may potentially degrade receiving water
quality. Stormwater runoff from paved surfaces within the developed Project area could carry a
variety of urban wastes, including greases and oils and small amounts of metals which are common
by-products of vehicular travel. In addition, storm runoff would likely contain residual amounts of
fertilizers and plant additives washed off from landscaped areas within the Project site.

Recognizing the potential hazards of such urban runoff, the EPA has issued regulations which require
municipalities to participate in the NPDES. As part of this program, the SARWQCB has issued an
NPDES permit for urban runoff to the RCFCWCD, and the City of Moreno Valley has been
established as a co-permittee. Compliance with the provisions specified in the NPDES permit ensures
proper management and disposal of urban runoff from the Project.

The Project Applicant would be responsible for obtaining a General Permit for stormwater discharge
from the SARWQCB, in accordance with the Notice of Intent instructions. Under the General Permit,
discharge of materials other than stormwater is prohibited. In support of the above requirements, the
Project Applicant would also be required to develop and implement a Project-specific WQMP
addressing all post-construction pollutant discharges. A draft of the Project WQMP is included at
Draft EIR Appendix G. As required under Mitigation Measure 4.6.2, above, the Project would be
required to submit a final WQMP prior to the issuance of grading permits.

Based on compliance with applicable NPDES requirements, and implementation of the Project
WQMP to include any additional requirements stipulated by the City and/or SARWQCB the potential
for the Project to result in a potential for discharge of stormwater pollutants from post-construction
activities; otherwise result in any other potential impacts to stormwater runoff from post-construction
activities; or otherwise substantially degrade water quality would be reduced below the level of
significance. Mitigation Measure 4.6.2 (presented above) is incorporated to ensure timely monitored
compliance with Project WQMP, NPDES, and SARWQCB requirements.

As supported by the preceding discussions, the Project would implement stormwater management
system improvements and comply with all regulatory requirements acting to reduce potential impacts

2.c
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related to or affecting the rate or amount of surface runoff; erosion or siltation on- or off-site; capacity
exceedance of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems; introduction of substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff; or otherwise substantially degrade water quality is determined to be less-
than-significant. Mitigation Measures 4.6.1 and 4.6.2 are incorporated to ensure timely monitored
compliance with Project SWPPP, WQMP, NPDES, and SARWQCB requirements.

Conclusion

Based on site-specific hydrologic modeling presented at Draft EIR Appendix G, the Project
stormwater management system concept incorporates those improvements and operational elements
necessary to adequately collect and convey on- and off-site stormwaters resulting from development
of the Project site. Mitigation Measures 4.6.1 and 4.6.2 are incorporated to ensure timely monitored
compliance with Project SWPPP, WQMP, NPDES, and SARWQCB requirements acting to reduce
the potential for the Project to: substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area;
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding
on- or off-site; result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; create or contribute runoff
water which would exceed the capacity of the existing or planned stormwater drainage systems;
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or otherwise substantially degrade water
quality to levels that would be less-than-significant.

References: Pages 4.6-18 through 4.6-25 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or
incorporated by reference therein.

2.6 - BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

2.c

Impact Substantially affect, either directly or through habitat modifications, any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional
plans, policies or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW, formerly California Department of Fish and Game) or United States Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS).

2.6.1 -Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for the Project to substantially affect, either directly or through habitat modifications,
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW, formerly
California Department of Fish and Game) or United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) was
evaluated. The Final EIR indicates that, with the required mitigation, the Project will not
substantially affect, either directly or through habitat modifications, any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies or regulations, or by
the CDFW or USFWS.
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Finding

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(1), changes or alterations have been required in, or
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect
as identified in the Final EIR.

Facts in Support of Finding

The potentially significant project-specific environmental effect has been eliminated or substantially
lessened to a level that is less than significant by virtue of the following mitigation measures as
identified in the Final EIR and incorporated into the project.

4.7.1  To avoid impacts to nesting birds and to comply with the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act
of 1918 (MBTA):

o [fpossible, all vegetation removal activities shall be scheduled from August 1 to
February 15, which is outside the nesting season. This would ensure that no active nests

would be disturbed and that removal could proceed rapidly.

o [fvegetation is to be cleared during the nesting season (February 15 — July 31), all
suitable habitat shall be thoroughly surveyed for the presence of nesting birds by a
qualified biologist 72 hours prior to clearing. If any active nests are detected, the area
shall be flagged and mapped on the construction plans along with a minimum 50-foot
buffer and up to 300 feet for raptors, with the final buffer distance to be determined by
the qualified biologist. The buffer area shall be avoided until the nesting cycle is
complete or it is determined that the nest has failed. In addition, the biologist will be
present on the site to monitor the vegetation removal to ensure that any nests, which were

not detected during the initial survey, are not disturbed.

4.7.2  Within 30 days prior to grading, a qualified biologist shall conduct a Project site survey and
make a final determination regarding the presence or absence of the burrowing owl. The
determination shall be documented and shall be submitted, reviewed, and accepted by the City of
Moreno Valley Planning Division prior to the issuance of a grading permit. Survey documentation

shall incorporate following provisions:

o [n the event that the pre-construction survey identifies no burrowing owls on the

property, a grading permit may be issued without restriction.

o In the event that the pre-construction survey identifies the presence of burrowing owl(s,)

the Applicant shall implement incumbent CDFW burrowing owl mitigation protocols.

2.c
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As set forth in the Final EIR, no special-status plant or wildlife species were identified at the Project

site during the field survey. Due to extensive disturbance of the Project site, no special-status plant
species are considered to be present onsite. Thus, no potentially significant impacts to special-status

plant species are anticipated as a result of site development. Due to the absence of native vegetation

and the disturbance at the Project site, special-status wildlife species are unlikely to be present at
Project site.

Existing and proposed industrial development, as well as ongoing human activities, effectively

isolated the Project site from connecting to undisturbed, natural habitats still available in the area. The
isolation and disturbance level of the Project site limits the site’s viability to provide suitable habitat

for sensitive biological resources (i.e., sensitive plant and wildlife species, drainage features).

No nesting birds were observed and, given the heavy level of disturbance and routine maintenance
activities, none are expected to occur. However, the Project site has the potential to provide suitable

nesting opportunities for ground-nesting avian species (e.g., killdeer (Charadrius vociferous)).

Additionally, the ornamental pines and Chinaberry trees located on the southwestern portion of the
Project site have the potential to provide suitable nesting opportunities for avian species. Further,
Project site and surrounding properties may provide limited potential habitat for the burrowing owl.
Mitigation Measures 4.7.1 and 4.7.2 (following) has been incorporated to ensure avoidance of any
potential impacts, in accordance with MBTA and California Fish and Game Code requirements. With
the implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.7.1, and 4.7.2, the Project’s potential impacts to nesting

migratory bird species and the burrowing owl are considered less-than-significant.

References: Pages 4-8 through 4-9 of the Mitigation Monitoring Plan contained in the Final EIR,

any documents referenced or incorporated by reference therein; pages 4.7-10 through 4.7-12 of the

Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated by reference therein.

the

the

and

Impact Have a substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural

community identified in local or California plans, policies or regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS); Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected

wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means.

2.6.2 -Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for the Project to have a substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat or other sensitive
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coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means was evaluated.
The Final EIR indicates that the Project will not have a substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat
or other sensitive natural community identified in local or California plans, policies or regulations or
by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS); and the Project will not have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means,
and that this potential impact is thus less than significant.

Finding

The Project will not have a substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or California plans, policies or regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS);
and the Project will not have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means.

Facts in Support of Finding

No wetlands, riparian habitat or other sensitive communities exist within the Project site. Nor does the
Project propose uses or activities that would substantially or adversely affect any off-site wetlands or
riparian areas. As such, the Project will not affect any riparian habitat, any other sensitive natural
community, or federally protected wetlands.

References: Page 4.7-12 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated by reference
therein.

2.c

Impact Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors,
or impede the use of wildlife nursery sites.

2.6.3 -Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for the Project to interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors,
or impede the use of wildlife nursery sites was evaluated. The Final EIR indicates that the Project
will not interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
wildlife nursery sites and that this potential impact is thus less than significant.
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Finding

The Project will not interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish
or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the
use of wildlife nursery sites.

Facts in Support of Finding

During preparation of the MSHCP, wildlife corridors and habitat linkages throughout western
Riverside County were analyzed extensively. No MSHCP wildlife habitat linkages or movement
corridors were identified at the Project site. Nor does the Project propose facilities or activities that
would substantively and adversely affect any offsite designated wildlife habitat linkage or movement
corridor. Based on the preceding, impacts to wildlife corridors, habitat linkages, or wildlife nursery
sites that would occur as a result of the Project are determined to be less-than-significant.

References: Page 4.7-13 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated by reference
therein.

2.7 - CULTURAL RESOURCES

2.c

Impact Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of historic and
archaeological resources as defined in §15064.5.

2.7.1 -Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for the Project to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of historic and
archaeological resources as defined in 815064.5 was evaluated. The Final EIR indicates that the
Project will not result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of historic and
archaeological resources as defined in 815064.5 and that this potential impact is thus less than
significant.

Finding

The Project will not result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of historic and
archaeological resources as defined in §15064.5.

Facts in Support of Finding

A site-specific field survey was completed by two trained archaeological surveyors walking east/west
transects originating at the northeastern corner of the property (Indian Street at Grove View Road)
and proceeding from north to south. Transects averaged 15 meters apart (45 feet); where the
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vegetation was sparse, transects were lessened to 10 meter intervals. The survey was supplemented
by field notes and a detailed photographic record. No evidence of historic or prehistoric
archaeological resources was identified during the recent survey. The soils were sufficiently
disturbed by years of agriculture harvesting (grains) and more recent disking and weed abatement to
suggest that buried resources may have been brought to the surface, if present. The Cultural
Resources Survey determined the property lacks any evidence of historic or prehistoric archaeological
resources and should be considered clear of any such resources.

References: Page 4.8-15 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated by reference
therein.

2.c

Impact Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature.

2.7.2 -Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for the Project to directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site
or unigue geologic feature was evaluated. The Final EIR indicates that, with the required mitigation,
the Project will not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature and that this potential impact is thus less than significant.

Finding

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(1), changes or alterations have been required in, or
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect
as identified in the Final EIR.

Facts in Support of Finding

The potentially significant project-specific environmental effect has been eliminated or substantially
lessened to a level that is less than significant by virtue of the following mitigation measures as
identified in the Final EIR and incorporated into the project.

4.8.1 Any excavation exceeding five feet below the current grade shall be monitored by a qualified
paleontological monitor. If older alluvial deposits are encountered in shallower contexts, monitoring
should be initiated once these deposits area encountered. The paleontological monitoring program
should follow the local protocols of the Western Center (Hemet) and a paleontological monitoring
plan should be developed prior to the ground altering activities. The extent and duration of the

monitoring can be determined once the grading plan is understood and approved.
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According to the City of Moreno Valley General Plan, as well as previous studies in the Project
vicinity, the site consists of both younger and older Quaternary deposits. The older alluvial deposits
have been identified as sensitive for the presence of fossils in a buried context. Therefore,
excavations within the Project site could impact the older alluvial deposits and, there is a potential for
the site to yield fossil specimens similar to those identified on other properties in the Moreno/San
Jacinto/Perris Valleys areas. Although the site-specific field survey failed to identify any surface
evidence of fossil specimens, the Cultural Resources Survey concluded that the site has a moderate to
high level of sensitivity for paleontological resources. As such, the Survey recommended subsurface
monitoring, as required by Mitigation Measure 4.8.1. With implementation of Mitigation Measure
4.8.1, this potential impact is less than significant.

References: Page 4-10 of the Mitigation Monitoring Plan contained in the Final EIR, and any
documents referenced or incorporated by reference therein; pages 4.8-15 through 4.8-16 of the Draft
EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated by reference therein.

2.c

Impact Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource
as defined in Public Resources Code 21074.

2.7.3 -Potentially Significant Impact

The potential for the Project to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code 21074 was evaluated. The Final EIR indicates
that, with the required mitigation, the Project will not cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code 21074 and that this
potential impact is thus less than significant.

Finding

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(1), changes or alterations have been required in, or
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect
as identified in the Final EIR.

Facts in Support of Finding

The potentially significant project-specific environmental effect has been eliminated or substantially
lessened to a level that is less than significant by virtue of the following mitigation measures as
identified in the Final EIR and incorporated into the project.

4.8.2 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall provide evidence to the
City of Moreno Valley that a professional archaeological monitor has been retained by the Applicant

to conduct monitoring of all mass grading and trenching activities and that the monitor has the
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authority to temporarily halt and redirect earthmoving activities in the event that suspected
archaeological resources are unearthed during Project construction. The Project archaeologist, with
input from the Pechanga Tribe, shall prepare a Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan (CRMP) to
document protocols for inadvertent finds, to determine potential protection measures from further
damage and destruction for any identified archaeological resource(s)/tribal cultural resources
(TCRs), outline the process for monitoring and for completion of the final Phase IV Monitoring
Report. If any archaeological and/or TCRs are identified during monitoring, these will also be
documented and addressed per standard archaeological protocols in the Phase IV report, with the
exception of human remains which will be addressed per Mitigation Measure 4.8.6. The Project
Archaeologist shall attend the pre-grading meeting with the City and contractors to explain and

coordinate the requirements of the monitoring program.

4.8.3 At least 30 days prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Applicant shall contact the
Pechanga Band of Luisenio Indians to develop a Cultural Resources Treatment Agreement and shall
provide evidence to the City of Moreno Valley that the professionally qualified Native American
monitor(s) has been secured, and that the Tribe shall be allowed to monitor all mass grading and
trenching activities. The Tribal representative(s) shall attend the pre-grading meeting with the City

and contractors to explain and coordinate the requirements of the monitoring program.

4.8.4 If, during mass grading and trenching activities, the Archaeological or Pechanga Monitors
suspect that an archaeological resource and/or TCR may have been unearthed, the monitor
identifying the potential resources, in consultation with the other monitor as appropriate, shall
immediately halt and redirect grading operations in a 50-foot radius around the find to allow
identification and evaluation of the suspected resource. The Native American monitor(s) or
appropriate representative(s) and the archaeological monitor shall evaluate the suspected resource
and make a determination of significance pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section
21083.2. The archaeological monitor and Pechanga monitor(s) or appropriate representative(s), the
Project Applicant, and the City Planning Division shall confer regarding mitigation of the discovered
resource(s). All sacred sites, should they be encountered within the Project area, shall be avoided

and preserved as the preferred mitigation, if feasible.

4.8.5 Prior to grading permit issuance, the City shall verify that the following note is included on the
Grading Plan:

“If any suspected archaeological resources are discovered during grounddisturbing activities
and the archaeological monitor or Pechanga representatives are not present, the
construction supervisor is obligated to halt work in a 50-foot radius around the find and call
the Project archaeologist and the Pechanga representatives to the site to assess the
significance of the find."

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

remains as provided in Public Resources Code §5097.98.

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

discretion.

A sacred lands search request was sent to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC).
Letters were sent to 21 local Native American representatives wishing to be informed of projects
within their traditional territories. A response to the NAHC sacred lands search request has been
received from the Rincon Band of Luisefio Indians. In the response, the Rincon Band of Luisefio
Indians representative states that although the Project site is within the Luisefio Aboriginal Territory,
it is not located within Rincon’s Historic Boundaries. The Rincon Band of Luisefio Indians
representative also states that they do not have any additional information regarding the site.

Additionally, the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians submitted comments on the Notice of
Preparation in April 2016. The Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians NOP Response is noted at EIR
Table 1.7-1, List of NOP Respondents and Summary of NOP Comments, and the Pechanga Band of
Luisefio Indians NOP Response is provided at EIR Appendix A. The Pechanga Band of Luisefio
Indians submitted a formal request to consult with the Lead Agency under AB 52 on February 22,
2016. Formal consultation with the lead Agency occurred on April 25, 2016 and through
email/telephone communication thereafter.

During the consultation, the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians informed the City that the Project is
located within a Traditional Cultural Landscape (TCL), a type of Tribal Cultural Resource (TCR).

2.c
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Although the Project development will impact a TCR, Pechanga did not request formal mitigation
measures to address the cumulative and potential direct impacts this Project may have; thus,
conditions of approval were requested that would include both archaeological and Native American
monitoring as well as the standard City Inadvertent Finds language.

References: Pages 4-10 through 4-14 of the Mitigation Monitoring Plan contained in the Final EIR,
and any documents referenced or incorporated by reference therein; pages 2-3 through 2-7 of the
Final EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated by reference therein; pages 4.8-16 through
4.8-17 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated by reference therein.
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SECTION 3:
ADVERSE PROJECT-LEVEL AND CUMULATIVE IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE
MITIGATED TO A LEVEL OF INSIGNIFICANCE

The Final EIR identified the following traffic, air quality, and greenhouse gas/global climate change
impacts of the proposed project that can not be mitigated to less than significant.

Traffic
The Project would construct, or pay required fees toward, completion of all necessary Study Area
transportation/traffic system improvements. At the significantly-impacted locations noted below, the

Project cannot feasibly construct the required improvements, and/or payment of fees would not assure
their timely completion.

Cumulatively Significant Impacts

Intersections

Pending completion of required improvements, the Project’s incremental contributions to Opening
Year Conditions cumulative traffic impacts at or affecting the following intersections are considered
cumulatively significant and unavoidable:

Intersection ID No. Intersection Location
1 I-215 SB Ramps/Harley Knox Blvd.
2 [-215 NB Ramps/Harley Knox Blvd.
3 Western Way / Harley Knox Blvd.
4 Patterson Ave. / Harley Knox Blvd.
7 Indian St. / Grove View Rd.
10 Indian St. / Harley Knox Blvd.

Attachment: Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-24 SOC + Econ (2369 : PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002) Plot Plan)

Roadway Segments

Pending completion of required improvements, the Project’s incremental contributions to Opening
Year Conditions cumulative traffic impacts at or affecting the following roadway segments are
considered cumulatively significant and unavoidable:
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Roadway Segment ID No. Roadway

2

10

11

Freeway Facilities

Pending completion of required improvements, the Project’s incremental contributions to Opening
Year Cumulative traffic impacts at or affecting the following freeway facilities are considered

Harley Knox Blvd.
Harley Knox Blvd.

Harley Knox Blvd.

Indian St.

Indian St.

Indian St.

cumulatively significant and unavoidable:

Freeway Segment
I-215, Northbound, University Avenue to Martin Luther King Boulevard
I-215, Northbound, Box Springs Road to SR-60/1-215 Freeway
I-215, Northbound, Eucalyptus Avenue to Alessandro Boulevard
I-215, Northbound, Ramona Expressway to Nuevo Road
[-215, Southbound, Eucalyptus Avenue to Alessandro Boulevard
I-215, Southbound, Ramona Expressway to Nuevo Road

SR-91, Westbound, Riverwalk Parkway to Magnolia Avenue

Segment Limits

1-215 NB Ramps to Western Way
East of Western Way

West of Patterson Ave.

South of Nandina Ave.

North of Grove View Rd.

South of Grove View Rd.
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Air Quality

Project-Specific Significant Impacts

Operational-Source Pollutant Emissions Exceedances

Even after compliance with South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) rules and
regulations, and the application of EIR mitigation measures, operational pollutant emissions would
exceed applicable SCAQMD regional emission thresholds for NO,. These impacts are therefore
individually significant.

Cumulatively Significant Impacts

Operational-Source Pollutant Emissions Exceedances

Project-specific operational-source NO, emissions exceedances are cumulatively significant over the
life of the Project.

Non-Attainment Area Impacts

Project operational source NO, emissions exceedances (NOy is an ozone precursor; NOy is also a
PMyo/PM, 5 precursor), in combination with NO, emissions generated by other sources affecting the
SCAB ozone and PMy,/PM, 5 non-attainment areas, would result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase in ozone and PMyo/PM; 5 within the non-attainment areas. These are cumulatively significant
impacts.

Greenhouse Gas/Global Climate Change

Project-Specific Impacts

Project GHG emissions would individually exceed the 10,000 MTCO2e/year GHG emissions
threshold employed by the City. Project GHG emissions would also not conform to State GHG
emissions reductions targets established under AB32.

Cumulatively Significant Impacts

Project-specific GHG emissions exceedances would be cumulatively considerable in the context of
existing GHG emissions levels and GHG emissions that would be generated by other known or
probable GHG emissions sources.

The Moreno Valley Planning Commission finds, based on the facts set forth in the record, which
include but are not limited to the facts as set forth below, those facts contained in the Final EIR, and

2.c
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any other facts set forth in materials prepared by the City and/or City consultants, that there are no

further additional mitigation measures which can mitigate the traffic, air quality, and greenhouse

gas/global climate change impacts that are discussed below and which cannot be mitigated to less
than significant levels. Therefore, as outlined in Public Resources Code section 21081(b) and CEQA

Guidelines section 15093, the project will require a Statement of Overriding Considerations for
adverse traffic, air quality, and greenhouse gas/global climate change impacts (see Appendix A).

31- TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

Impact Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of

effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all

modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and
relevant components of the circulation system,including but not limited to

intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and

mass transit.

3.1.1 -Cumulative

3.1.1.1- Potentially Significant and Unavoidable Impact

The Final EIR identifies significant and unavoidable impacts at a number of intersections, roadway

segments, and freeway facilities under Opening Year conditions.

Intersections

Pending completion of required improvements, the Project’s incremental contributions to Opening
Year Conditions cumulative traffic impacts at or affecting the following intersections are considered

cumulatively significant and unavoidable:

Intersection ID No. Intersection Location
1 I-215 SB Ramps/Harley Knox Blvd.
2 [-215 NB Ramps/Harley Knox Blvd.
3 Western Way / Harley Knox Blvd.
4 Patterson Ave. / Harley Knox Blvd.
7 Indian St. / Grove View Rd.
10 Indian St. / Harley Knox Blvd.
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Roadway Segments

Pending completion of required improvements, the Project’s incremental contributions to Opening

Year Conditions cumulative traffic impacts at or affecting the following roadway segments are

considered cumulatively significant and unavoidable:

Roadway Segment ID No. Roadway

10

11

Freeway Facilities

Pending completion of required improvements, the Project’s incremental contributions to Opening
Year Cumulative traffic impacts at or affecting the following freeway facilities are considered

Harley Knox Blvd.
Harley Knox Blvd.

Harley Knox Blvd.

Indian St.

Indian St.

Indian St.

cumulatively significant and unavoidable:

Freeway Segment

I-215, Northbound, University Avenue to Martin Luther King Boulevard

Segment Limits

1-215 NB Ramps to Western Way

East of Western Way
West of Patterson Ave.

South of Nandina Ave.

North of Grove View Rd.

South of Grove View Rd.

I-215, Northbound, Box Springs Road to SR-60/1-215 Freeway

[-215, Northbound, Eucalyptus Avenue to Alessandro Boulevard

I-215, Northbound, Ramona Expressway to Nuevo Road

[-215, Southbound, Eucalyptus Avenue to Alessandro Boulevard

I-215, Southbound, Ramona Expressway to Nuevo Road
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7 SR-91, Westbound, Riverwalk Parkway to Magnolia Avenue

Finding

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(1), changes or alterations have been required in, or
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the environmental effect as
identified in the Final EIR.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(2), changes or alterations are within the
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the finding and
such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other
agency as identified in the Final EIR.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(3), specific economic, legal, social, technological or
other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers,
make infeasible mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR.

Although changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect identified in the Final EIR, there are no
feasible mitigation measures which can mitigate these impacts to a level of insignificance. Pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, therefore, the City has balanced the benefits of the project
against its unavoidable environmental risks and has determined that this impact is acceptable for the
reason stated in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Appendix A.

Facts in Support of Finding
Opening Year (2020) Without-Project and With-Project Traffic Analysis

The Year 2020-without-Project Condition reflects existing (2015) traffic volumes, plus additional
background traffic that would be generated by generalized ambient growth within the region, as well
as traffic generated by known or probable related projects. The Opening Year (2020) with Project
Condition reflects addition of Project traffic to the Year 2020-without-Project Condition.

Intersection LOS Analysis—Opening Year (2020) Conditions

Intersections with identified deficiencies under either Opening Year (2020)-without-Project
Conditions or Opening Year (2020)-with-Project Conditions are presented at Table 4.1-8 of the Draft
EIR. These are considered potentially significant cumulative impacts resulting from existing traffic,
ambient traffic growth within the region, traffic generated by related projects, and Project traffic.
Recommended improvements for each potentially affected intersection are listed subsequently at
Table 4.1-9.

2.c
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Level of Significance: Potentially Cumulatively Significant. Under Opening Year-with-Project
Conditions, traffic generated by the Project in combination with traffic from regional growth and
related projects would result in potentially significant cumulative impacts at the Study Area
intersections listed at Table 4.1-8 of the Draft EIR.

Mitigation Measures:

4.1.1 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project Applicant shall pay requisite fees
toward the construction of Year 2020 improvements as indicated at following Table 4.1-9 and

summarized at Table 4.1-12 and illustrated at Figure 4.1-9 at the conclusion of this Section.

Level of Significance after Mitigation: Cumulatively Significant and Unavoidable. The Project
Applicant would pay all requisite fees, acting to offset the Project’s proportional contributions to
cumulative traffic impacts projected to occur under Opening Year-with-Project Conditions.
Notwithstanding, payment of fees pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.1.1 would not ensure timely
completion of required improvements. Thus, while the physical improvements identified may be
capable of mitigating potentially significant impacts, these improvements cannot be assured.
Moreover, there are not any plans to improve the affected intersection(s) within the Project’s
estimated opening date, and the City of Moreno Valley does not have an existing agreement with
extra-jurisdictional agencies regarding the improvement or timing of improvements at locations
along, or beyond the City of Moreno Valley corporate boundaries.

Based on the preceding, pending completion of the required improvements, Project contributions to
cumulative impacts under Opening Year-with-Project Conditions are recognized as cumulatively
significant and unavoidable at all Study Area intersections listed at Table 4.1-8 of the Draft EIR.

Roadway Segment LOS Analysis—Year 2020 Conditions

Peak hour assessment of intersections located on either side of potentially deficient Study Area
roadway segments was conducted to determine if peak hour traffic flows can be accommodated by
the roadway segment in question. If it is determined that intersection peak hour traffic flows can be
accommodated at the City’s stated intersection LOS thresholds, then widening of connecting roadway
segments is not recommended.

As indicated at Table 4.1-10 of the Draft EIR, modeled traffic flows for certain Study Area roadway
segments indicate potentially significant cumulative LOS deficiencies under Opening Year-with-
Project Conditions. Functionally nonetheless, these roadway segments are projected operate
acceptably given that the (improved) controlling intersections along the affected roadways would
operate acceptably.

Level of Significance: Potentially Cumulatively Significant.
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Mitigation Measure: Required improvements necessary to achieve acceptable Study Area roadway
segment LOS are coincident with through lane improvements required to achieve acceptable LOS at
controlling intersections. Pursuant to previous Mitigation Measure 4.1.1, the Project would pay
requisite fees toward implementation of required improvements at all Study Area intersections
affected by potentially significant cumulative impacts under Opening Year with Project conditions.
Payment of fees in this manner fulfills the Project’s mitigation responsibilities.

Level of Significance after Mitigation: Cumulatively Significant and Unavoidable. The peak hour
intersection analysis presented in the TIA substantiates that the controlling Study Area intersections
along potentially deficient roadway segments are anticipated to operate at acceptable LOS with the
incorporation of required intersection and lane improvements. As such, roadway lane improvements
beyond those identified in Table 4.1-9 of the Draft EIR do not appear necessary and are not
recommended.

Pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.1.1, the Project would pay requisite fees addressing Study Area
intersection LOS deficiencies projected to occur under Opening Year-with-Project Conditions, and in
so doing would also address potential roadway segment deficiencies. No additional mitigation is
required or recommended.

Payment of fees pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.1.1 would not however, ensure timely completion
of required improvements. Thus, while the physical improvements identified may be capable of
mitigating potentially significant impacts, these improvements cannot be assured. Moreover, there are
not any plans to improve the affected intersection(s) within the Project’s estimated opening date, and
the City of Moreno Valley does not have an existing agreement with extra-jurisdictional agencies
regarding the improvement or timing of improvements at locations along, or beyond the City of
Moreno Valley corporate boundaries.

Based on the preceding, pending completion of the required improvements, Project contributions to
cumulative impacts under Opening Year-with-Project Conditions are recognized as cumulatively
significant and unavoidable at all Study Area roadway segments listed at previous Table 4.1-10 of the
Draft EIR.

Freeway Off-Ramp Queuing Analysis

Under Year 2020-with-Project Conditions, all Study Area freeway ramps queues would conform to
Caltrans 95™ percentile performance standards with the exception of the 1-215 SB Ramps/Harley
Knox Boulevard(AM peak hour only). Addition of Project traffic under Opening Year Conditions at
this location would result in potentially adverse queuing deficiencies, and Project contributions to
freeway ramp queuing impacts would be considered cumulatively significant.
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Level of Significance: Potentially Cumulatively Significant at 1-215 SB Ramps/Harley Knox
Boulevard (AM peak hour only).

Mitigation Measures: Required improvements necessary to achieve acceptable queues at 1-215 SB
Ramps/Harley Knox Boulevard are coincident with improvements required to achieve acceptable
intersection LOS at 1-215 SB Ramps/Harley Knox Boulevard (Study Area Intersection No.1).
Pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.1.1, the Project would pay requisite fees toward implementation of
required improvements at all intersections affected by potentially significant cumulative impacts
under Opening Year with Project conditions. Payment of fees in this manner fulfills the Project’s
mitigation responsibilities.

Level of Significance after Mitigation: Cumulatively Significant and Unavoidable. The Project
Applicant would pay all requisite fees, acting to offset the Project’s proportional contributions to
cumulative traffic impacts projected to occur under Opening Year-with-Project Conditions.
Notwithstanding, payment of fees pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.1.1 would not ensure timely
completion of required improvements. Thus, while the physical improvements identified may be
capable of mitigating potentially significant impacts, these improvements cannot be assured.
Moreover, there are not any plans to improve the affected intersection(s) within the Project’s
estimated opening date, and the City of Moreno Valley does not have an existing agreement with
extra-jurisdictional agencies regarding the improvement or timing of improvements at locations
along, or beyond the City of Moreno Valley corporate boundaries.

Based on the preceding, pending completion of the required improvements, Project contributions to
cumulative ramp queuing impacts under Opening Year-with-Project Conditions are recognized as
cumulatively significant and unavoidable at 1-215 SB Ramps / Harley Knox Boulevard (AM peak
hour only).

In sum, notwithstanding the implementation of feasible mitigation measures, the above-described
Project-related impacts are cumulatively significant and unavoidable.

References: 4.1-37 through 4.1-45 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated
therein.

2.c

Impact Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not
limited to a level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways.
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3.1.2 -Cumulative
3.1.2.1- Potentially Significant and Unavoildable Impact

The final EIR identifies a significant and unavoidable impact with respect to the current Riverside
County Congestion Management Plan (CMP).

The Project would pay all requisite fees for improvements at Study Area CMP facilities. However, as
discussed herein, fee payments would not ensure timely completion of improvements required for
mitigation of cumulatively significant impacts within the Study Area. Pending completion of required
improvements, Project contributions to impacts affecting Study Area CMP facilities are therefore
considered cumulatively significant and unavoidable.

Finding

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations have been required in, or
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the environmental effect as
identified in the Final EIR.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(3), specific economic, legal, social, technological or
other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers,
make infeasible mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR.

Although changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect identified in the Final EIR, there are no
feasible mitigation measures which can mitigate these impacts to a level of insignificance. Pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, therefore, the City has balanced the benefits of the project
against its unavoidable environmental risks and has determined that this impact is acceptable for the
reason stated in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Appendix A.

Facts in Support of Finding
CMP Intersections

Study Area CMP intersections; governing jurisdictional agencies; and LOS Standards are summarized
at Table 4.1-13 of the Draft EIR.

Under Existing (2015) without and with Project Conditions, all CMP intersections would operate at
acceptable LOS.

2.c
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CMP deficiencies projected to occur under Opening Year (2020) without and with Project Conditions
are summarized at Table 4.1-14 of the Draft EIR.

CMP intersection deficiencies noted at Table 4.1-14 are coincident with impacts affecting Study Area
intersections as presented previously in this analysis. Project contributions to impacts at the CMP
intersections listed at Table 4.1-14 would be cumulatively considerable under Opening Year-with-
Project Conditions. These are potentially significant cumulative impacts.

Level of Significance: Potentially Cumulatively Significant (Study Area Intersection No.’s 1 and 2).

Mitigation Measures: Mitigation for CMP intersection deficiencies is coincident with other Study
Area intersection mitigation identified herein. Please refer to Mitigation Measure 4.1.1.

Level of Significance after Mitigation: Cumulatively Significant and Unavoidable.

The Project would pay all requisite fees for improvements at Study Area CMP facilities. However, as
discussed herein, fee payments would not ensure timely completion of improvements required for
mitigation of cumulatively significant impacts within the Study Area. Pending completion of required
improvements, Project contributions to impacts affecting Study Area CMP facilities are therefore
considered cumulatively significant and unavoidable.

References: Pages 4.1-45 through 4.1-49 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or
incorporated therein.

3.2- AIR QUALITY

2.c

Impact Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation.

3.2.1 - Potentially Significant and Unavoidable Impact

The final EIR identifies a significant and unavoidable impacts with respect to operational-source

emissions.

Project-Specific Significant Impacts

Operational-Source Pollutant Emissions Exceedances

Even after compliance with South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) rules and
regulations, and the application of EIR mitigation measures, operational pollutant emissions would
exceed applicable SCAQMD regional emission thresholds for NO,. These impacts are therefore
individually significant.
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Cumulatively Significant Impacts

Operational-Source Pollutant Emissions Exceedances

Project-specific operational-source NO, emissions exceedances are cumulatively significant over the
life of the Project.

These are significant and unavoidable air quality impacts.

Finding

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(1), changes or alterations have been required in, or
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the environmental effect as
identified in the Final EIR.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 (a)(3), specific economic, legal, social, technological or
other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers,
make infeasible mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR.

Although changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect identified in the Final EIR, there are no
feasible mitigation measures which can mitigate these impacts to a level of insignificance. Pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, therefore, the City has balanced the benefits of the project
against its unavoidable environmental risks and has determined that this impact is acceptable for the
reason stated in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Appendix A

Facts in Support of Finding

Operational-Source Air Pollutant Emissions

Project operational activities would generate emissions of VOC, NOy, CO, SOx, PMyo, and PM,s.
Operational air pollutant emissions would be generated by the following primary sources:

e Mobile Sources
0 Tailpipe emissions; and
o0 Fugitive dust related to vehicular travel.
e Stationary/Area Sources

o Combustion emissions associated with natural gas and electricity use;

2.c
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0 Landscape maintenance equipment;

0 On-Site Equipment Operations;

0 Emissions from consumer products; and
0 Architectural coatings.

Each of these operational emissions sources are described in the following paragraphs and the
estimated emissions from each source are summarized subsequently. Within the following discussions,
full Project buildout and occupancy under Opening Year Conditions are assumed.

Mobile Sources (vehicles)
Vehicle Exhaust/Tailpipe Emissions

Project-related operational air quality impacts derive predominantly from mobile sources. In this
regard, approximately 98 percent (by weight) of all Project operational-source emissions would be
generated by mobile sources (vehicles). Vehicle exhaust impacts are dependent on both overall daily
vehicle trip generation and the effect of the Project on peak hour traffic volumes and traffic operations
in the vicinity of the Project. VVehicle trip characteristics available from the Project Traffic Impact
Analysis (Project TIA, EIR Appendix B) were employed in the Project AQIA. For the Project mobile-
source emissions, air quality impacts have been evaluated employing assumptions and protocols
reflected in the South Coast Air Quality Management District Draft Warehouse Truck Trip Study
(SCAQMD) December 2014 (Draft Warehouse Truck Trip Study); and reflecting likely maximum trip
lengths as follows:

o For passenger car trips, the CalEEMod default for a one-way trip length of 16.6 miles was
assumed.

e For heavy duty trucks, average trip length were employed reflecting distances from the
Project site to the far edges of the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB.)

0 Project site to the Port of Los Angeles/Long Beach: 80 miles;
0 Project site to East on State Route 60: 30 miles;

0 Project site to San Diego County line: 60 miles;

0 Project site to Inland Empire: 50 miles;

0 Project site to Perris destinations: 10 miles;

2.c
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0 Project site to Moreno Valley destinations: 10 miles.

Assuming that 50% of all delivery trips will travel to and from the Project and the Port of Los
Angeles/Long Beach, 10% go East on the State Route 60, 20% go to San Diego, 10% go to the Inland
Empire, 5% go to Perris destinations and the remainder as Moreno Valley destinations. The average
truck trip length is calculated as 61 miles.

Mobile-source vehicle tail pipe emissions cannot be materially controlled or mitigated by the Lead
Agency or the Project Applicant. Rather, these emissions sources are regulated by CARB and USEPA.
As summarized at Section 4.2.5 of the Draft EIR, Regional Air Quality Trends, as the result of CARB
and USEPA actions, Basin-wide vehicular-source emissions have been reduced dramatically over the
past years and are expected to further decline as clean vehicle and fuel technologies improve. Future
CARB and USEPA actions could be expected to have a positive effect on Project-related vehicular-
source emissions, resulting in incremental reductions in vehicular-source emissions when compared to
either the Project AQIA emissions estimates.

Fugitive Dust Related to Vehicular Travel

Project traffic would be a source of fugitive emissions due to the generation of road dust including
particulate matter resulting from tire wear.

Stationary/Area Sources
Combustion Emissions Associated with Natural Gas and Electricity

Electricity and natural gas are used by almost every development project. Criteria pollutants are
emitted through the generation of electricity and the consumption of natural gas. Because electrical
generating facilities for the Project area are located either outside the region, are separately evaluated
under their own environmental analyses, and/or are offset through the use of pollution credit, criteria
pollutant emissions from offsite generation of electricity have been excluded from the analysis
presented here.

Landscape Maintenance Emissions

Landscape maintenance equipment would generate emissions from fuel combustion and evaporation of
unburned fuel. Equipment in this category would include lawnmowers, shredders/grinders, blowers,
trimmers, chain saws, and hedge trimmers used to maintain the landscaping of the Project.

On-Site Equipment Operations

Industrial warehouse uses such as those that would be implemented under the Project typically require
use of cargo handling equipment for on-site movement of containers and chassis. The most common

2.c
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type of cargo handling equipment is the yard truck which is designed for moving cargo containers.
Yard trucks are also known as yard goats, utility tractors (UTRs), hustlers, yard hostlers, and yard
tractors. Yard trucks typically have a horsepower (hp) range of approximately 175 hp to 200 hp.
SCAQMD information indicates that high-cube warehouse projects typically employ 3.6 yard trucks
per million square feet of building space. For the Project, on-site modeled operational equipment
assumes two (2) yard tractors operating at 4 hours/day, 365 days/year. Other assumed on-site
operational equipment supporting the Project industrial land uses would include a total of two 89-hp
yard forklifts, operating 4 hours/day, 365 days/year. All on-site outdoor cargo handling equipment
(CHE) (including yard trucks, hostlers, yard goats, pallet jacks, forklifts, and other on-site equipment)
would be powered by non-diesel fueled engines and all on-site indoor forklifts shall be powered by
electricity, compressed natural gas, or propane.

Consumer Products

Consumer products include, but are not limited to, detergents, cleaning compounds, polishes, personal
care products, and lawn and garden products. Many of these products contain organic compounds
which, when released in the atmosphere, can react to form ozone and other photochemically reactive
pollutants.

Architectural Coatings

Over time, maintenance of Project facilities would require exterior application of architectural
coatings. Such facility maintenance would generate air pollutant emissions resulting from the
evaporation of solvents contained in paints, varnishes, primers, and other surface coatings.

Operational Emissions Summary

Maximum daily Project operational-source air pollutant emissions are summarized at Table 4.2-9 of
the Draft EIR. Applicable SCAQMD regional significance thresholds are also indicated.

Level of Significance: Potentially Significant. Project operational-source NOx emissions would
exceed applicable SCAQMD regional thresholds. As shown at Table 4.2-14, Project operational-
source NOx emissions would exceed applicable SCAQMD regional thresholds. Mitigation measures
that would act to reduce Project operational-source emissions are presented below.

Project Design Features and Operational Programs

Operational-source emissions are reduced in part through the Project’s conservation/sustainability
design features and operational programs described at Draft EIR Section 3.4.10, Energy
Efficiency/Sustainability, and restated below:

2.c
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Energy-saving and sustainable design features and operational programs would be incorporated into all
facilities developed pursuant to the Project. Notably, the Project in total would provide sustainable
design features necessary to achieve a “Certified” rating under the United States Green Building
Council’s Leadership in Energy & Environmental Design (LEED) programs. The Project also
incorporates and expresses the following design features and attributes promoting energy efficiency
and sustainability.

e The Project design concept allows for inclusion of a photo-voltaic electrical generation
system (PV system) capable of generating sufficient power to serve all Project office areas.
Energy savings from such a PV system is preliminarily estimated at 160,350 kilowatt hours
per year. Alternatively, as a Condition of Approval, the Project would be required to obtain an
equivalent amount of electricity from a utility provider that receives its energy from
renewable (non-fossil fuel) sources, and provide documentation to this effect to the City.

e All on-site cargo handling equipment (CHE) would be powered by non-diesel fueled engines.

o Regional vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and associated vehicular-source emissions are
reduced by the following Project design features/attributes:

o Sidewalks along the Project site’s Indian Street frontage would be constructed as part
of the Project, and would connect to existing and planned sidewalks to the north and
south of the Project site. Facilitating pedestrian access encourages people to walk
instead of drive. The Project would not impose barriers to pedestrian access and
interconnectivity.

o Distribution warehouse uses proposed by the Project act to reduce truck travel
distances and truck trips within the region by consolidating and reducing
requirements for single-delivery vendor truck trips.

e To reduce water demands and associated energy use, development proposals within the
Project site would be required to implement a Water Conservation Strategy and demonstrate a
minimum 20% reduction in indoor water usage when compared to baseline water demand
(total expected water demand without implementation of the Water Conservation Strategy).
Development proposals within the Project site would also be required to implement the
following:

Attachment: Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-24 SOC + Econ (2369 : PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002) Plot Plan)

0 Landscaping palette emphasizing drought tolerant plants consistent with provisions
of the MVIAP and/or City of Moreno Valley requirements;

0 Use of water-efficient irrigation techniques consistent with provisions of the MVIAP
and/or City of Moreno Valley requirements;
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o U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Certified WaterSense labeled or
equivalent faucets, high-efficiency toilets (HETS), and other plumbing fixtures.

Additionally, the Project in total would surpass, by a minimum of 5%, incumbent performance
standards established under the Building Energy Efficiency Standards contained in the California Code
of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, Part 6 (Title 24, Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards).

Mitigation Measure: Requirements listed below at Mitigation Measure 4.2.5 would provide for
generalized reductions in Project area-source air pollutant emissions. Notwithstanding, these
reductions cannot be definitively quantified; and in any case, such reductions as may be realized would
not materially affect the analyses or conclusions presented herein. Accordingly, for the purposes of
this analysis, unmitigated and mitigated area-source air pollutant emissions generated by the Project
are considered substantively equal.

4.2.5  The following requirements shall be incorporated into Project plans and specifications:
e Any gasoline-powered cargo-handling equipment shall be equipped with catalytic converters.
o [nstall signs stating that the idling of trucks shall not exceed three minutes.
e Provide preferential parking locations for EVs, CNG vehicles, and carpool/vanpool vehicles.

Level of Significance After Mitigation: Significant (NOx regional threshold exceedances).
Mitigated Project operational-source emissions are summarized at Table 4.2-10 of the Draft EIR. Any
reductions as may be realized through the above mitigation measures would not materially affect the
analyses or conclusions presented herein.

Moreover, and as noted previously in this Section, approximately 98 percent of all operational-source
emissions (by weight) would be generated by Project mobile sources (traffic). Neither the Project
Applicant nor the Lead Agency can substantively or materially affect reductions in Project mobile-
source emissions.

Accordingly, and as indicated at Table 4.2-10 of the Draft EIR, even after implementation of the
recommended mitigation measure, Project operational-source NOx emissions exceedances would
persist. Individually and cumulatively, these are significant and unavoidable air quality impacts.

References: Pages 4.2-36 through 4.2-44 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or
incorporated therein.
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Impact Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for

which the Project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard, including releasing emissions which exceed
guantitative thresholds for ozone precursors.

3.2.2- Potentially Significant and Unavoildable Impact

The final EIR identifies a significant and unavoidable impact with respect to operational source NOx

emissions.

Mitigation Measure 4.2.5 would reduce Project-source air pollutant emissions, including NOy
emissions, to the extent feasible. The Project would also comply with all applicable SCAQMD Rules
and would be required to comply with development standards and energy efficiency performance
standards established by the City of Moreno Valley. No further feasible measures are available that
would substantively mitigate the Project’s operational-source NO, emissions.

Finding

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 (a)(1), changes or alterations have been required in, or
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the environmental effect as
identified in the Final EIR.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(3), specific economic, legal, social, technological or
other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers,
make infeasible mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR.

Although changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect identified in the Final EIR, there are no
feasible mitigation measures which can mitigate these impacts to a level of insignificance. Pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, therefore, the City has balanced the benefits of the project
against its unavoidable environmental risks and has determined that this impact is acceptable for the
reason stated in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Appendix A.

Facts in Support of Finding

The Project area is designated as an extreme non-attainment area for ozone; a serious non-attainment
area for PMyo; and a non-attainment area for PM,s. Germane to these regional non-attainment
conditions, the Project-specific evaluation of emissions presented in this Section indicates that even
after application of mitigation, Project operational-source NO, emissions would exceed applicable
SCAQMD regional significance thresholds. The fact that the Project operational-source NOXx
emissions would exceed applicable SCAQMD thresholds indicates that the Project impacts in these
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regards are significant on an individual basis, and under SCAQMD significance criteria, would
therefore also be cumulatively considerable.

NOy is an o0zone precursor. Project operational-source emissions of NO, would therefore contribute to
a cumulatively considerable net increase in the ozone precursor NO, within the encompassing ozone
non-attainment area. Additionally, NOy is a precursor to PMo/PM, 5, and Project operational-source
emissions of NO, would therefore contribute to a cumulatively considerable net increase in
PMo/PM; 5 levels within the encompassing PM;o/PM; s nonattainment area. These are potentially
significant cumulative air quality impacts.

Please refer also to the discussion of cumulative air quality impacts presented at EIR Section 5.0,
Other CEQA Considerations.

Mitigation Measure 4.2.5 would reduce Project-source air pollutant emissions, including NOy
emissions, to the extent feasible. The Project would also comply with all applicable SCAQMD Rules
and would be required to comply with development standards and energy efficiency performance
standards established by the City of Moreno Valley.

Approximately 96 percent of the Project NO, emissions (by weight) would be generated by vehicles
accessing the Project site. Mobile-source vehicle tail pipe emissions cannot be materially controlled
or mitigated by the Lead Agency or the Project Applicant. Rather, these emissions sources are
regulated by CARB and USEPA. As summarized herein at Section 4.2.5, Regional Air Quality
Trends, as the result of CARB and USEPA actions, Basin-wide vehicular-source emissions have been
reduced dramatically over the past years and are expected to further decline as clean vehicle and fuel
technologies improve. Future CARB and USEPA actions could be expected to have a positive effect
on Project-related vehicular-source emissions, resulting in incremental reductions in vehicular-source
emissions when compared to either the Project AQIA emissions estimates. No further feasible
measures are available that would substantively mitigate the Project’s operational-source NOy
emissions.

References: Pages 4.2-66 through 4.2-68 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or
incorporated therein.

2.c

3.3- GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE AND GREENHOUSE GAS
EMISSIONS
Impact Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a

Significant impact on the environment.
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3.3.1- Potentially Significant and Unavoidable Impact

The final EIR identifies a significant and unavoidable impact with respect to the Project’s generation

of greenhouse gas emissions.

Project GHG emissions would individually exceed the 10,000 MTCO2e/year GHG emissions
threshold employed by the City. Project GHG emissions would also not conform to State GHG
emissions reductions targets established under AB32.

Project-specific GHG emissions exceedances would be cumulatively considerable in the context of
existing GHG emissions levels and GHG emissions that would be generated by other known or
probable GHG emissions sources.

Finding

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(1), changes or alterations have been required in, or
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the environmental effect as
identified in the Final EIR.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 (a)(3), specific economic, legal, social, technological or
other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers,
make infeasible mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR.

Although changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect identified in the Final EIR, there are no
feasible mitigation measures which can mitigate these impacts to a level of insignificance. Pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, therefore, the City has balanced the benefits of the project
against its unavoidable environmental risks and has determined that this impact is acceptable for the
reason stated in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Appendix A.

Facts in Support of Finding

California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Employed to Estimate GHG Emissions

CEQA Guidelines 15064.4 (b) (1) states that a Lead Agency may employ a model or methodology of
its choice to quantify greenhouse gas emissions associated with a project. The SCAQMD-approved
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod, Model) is accepted by the Lead Agency for
modeling of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and was employed in the analysis of Project GHG
emissions impacts. CalEEMod calculates air pollutant/GHG emissions from direct and indirect
sources, and quantifies pollutant/GHG emissions reductions achieved from mitigation measures. The
Model includes and evaluates GHG emissions from the following source categories: construction,
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area, energy, mobile, waste, water. Considerations applicable to each of these categories are
addressed briefly in the following discussions.

Construction-Source GHG Emissions

Project construction activities would generate the GHG emissions of CO, and CH,4. Construction-
source GHG emissions are quantified and amortized over the life of the Project. To this end, and
consistent with SCAQMD-recommended methodology, greenhouse gas emissions generated by
Project construction activities were totaled and then divided by 30, reflecting an assumed 30-year
Project life.

Operational-Source GHG Emissions

As described below, Project operational GHG emissions sources would include: area sources, on-site
equipment operations; building energy use; water supply, treatment and distribution (water use); solid
waste management; and mobile-sources (vehicular) energy consumption.

Area Sources

Area Sources (generalized activities associated with landscape and building maintenance) would
generate GHG emissions over the life of the Project.

On-site Equipment Operations

Industrial warehouse uses such as those that would be implemented under the Project typically
require use of cargo handling equipment for on-site movement of containers and chassis. The most
common type of cargo handling equipment is the yard truck which is designed for moving cargo
containers. Yard trucks are also known as yard goats, utility tractors (UTRS), hustlers, yard hostlers,
and yard tractors. Yard trucks typically have a horsepower (hp) range of approximately 175 hp to 200
hp. SCAQMD information indicates that high-cube warehouse projects typically employ 3.6 yard
trucks per million square feet of building space. For the Project, on-site modeled operational
equipment assumes two (2) yard tractors operating at 4 hours/day, 365 days/year. Other assumed on-
site operational equipment supporting the Project industrial land uses would include two 89-hp yard
forklifts, operating 4 hours/day, 365 days/year. All on-site outdoor cargo handling equipment (CHE)
(including yard trucks, hostlers, yard goats, pallet jacks, forklifts, and other on-site equipment) would
be powered by non-diesel fueled engines and all on-site indoor forklifts shall be powered by
electricity, compressed natural gas, or propane.
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Building Energy Use

GHGs are emitted from buildings as a result of activities for which electricity and natural gas are
typically used as energy sources. Combustion of any type of fuel emits CO, and other GHGs directly
into the atmosphere; these emissions are considered direct emissions associated with a building.
GHGs are also emitted during the generation of electricity from fossil fuels; these emissions are
considered to be indirect emissions. Unless otherwise noted, CalEEMod default parameters were
employed in estimating GHG emissions generated by building energy use.

Water Supply, Treatment and Distribution (Water Use)

Indirect GHG emissions result from the production of electricity used to convey, treat and distribute
water and wastewater. The amount of electricity required to convey, treat and distribute water is
determined by the volume of water used, as well as the sources of the water. Unless otherwise noted,
CalEEMod default parameters were employed in estimating GHG emissions generated by water
supply, treatment and distribution activities and processes.

Solid Waste Management

Commercial land uses will result in the generation and disposal of solid waste. A large percentage of
this waste will be diverted from landfills by a variety of means, such as reducing the amount of waste
generated, recycling, and/or composting. The remainder of the waste not diverted will be disposed of
at a landfill. GHG emissions from landfills are associated with the anaerobic breakdown of material.
Unless otherwise noted, CalEEMod default parameters were employed in estimating GHG emissions
generated by solid waste management activities and processes.

Mobile-Source Emissions

GHG emissions would also be generated by Project-related mobile sources. These mobile-source
emissions would result from daily operation of motor vehicles by patrons and employees accessing
the Project site. Project mobile-source emissions are dependent on overall daily vehicle trip
generation. Trip characteristics available from the Project Traffic Impact Analysis (EIR Appendix B)
were utilized in this analysis. Please refer also to the discussion presented at Project GHG Analysis
Section 3.6.3, Mobile Source Emissions.

Project GHG Emissions Summary

Project GHG Emissions are Potentially Significant in Context of the Lead Agency Threshold

Project GHG emissions would total an estimated 12,154.98 MTCO2e/year as summarized at Table
4.3-4 of the Draft EIR. Project GHG emissions would therefore exceed the 10,000 MTCO2e/year
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GHG emissions threshold employed by the City of Moreno Valley. The 10,000 MTCO2e/year GHG
emissions threshold employed by the City of Moreno Valley is intended to reduce GHG emissions so
as to minimize or preclude significant environmental impacts. Project exceedance of the City’s GHG
emissions threshold would therefore result in levels of greenhouse gas emissions that may either
directly or indirectly have a significant impact on the environment. This is a potentially significant

cumulative impact.

Mitigation Measures: EIR Section 3.0, Project Description, 3.4.10, Energy Efficiency/Sustainability
(excerpted below) summarizes features and attributes that would act to reduce Project GHG
emissions.

3.4.10 Energy Efficiency/Sustainability

Energy-saving and sustainable design features and operational programs would be
incorporated into all facilities developed pursuant to the Project. Notably, the Project in total
would provide sustainable design features necessary to achieve a “Certified” rating under the
United States Green Building Council’s Leadership in Energy & Environmental Design
(LEED) programs. The Project also incorporates and expresses the following design features
and attributes promoting energy efficiency and sustainability.

e The Project design concept allows for inclusion of a photo-voltaic electrical
generation system (PV system) capable of generating sufficient power to serve all
Project office areas. Energy savings from such a PV system is preliminarily estimated
at 160,350 kilowatt hours per year. Alternatively, as a Condition of Approval, the
Project would be required to obtain an equivalent amount of electricity from a utility
provider that receives its energy from renewable (non-fossil fuel) sources, and
provide documentation to this effect to the City.

e All on-site cargo handling equipment (CHE) would be powered by non-diesel fueled
engines.

o Regional vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and associated vehicular-source emissions
are reduced by the following Project design features/attributes:

o0 Sidewalks along the Project site’s Indian Street frontage would be
constructed as part of the Project, and would connect to existing and planned

Attachment: Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-24 SOC + Econ (2369 : PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002) Plot Plan)

sidewalks to the north and south of the Project site. Facilitating pedestrian
access encourages people to walk instead of drive. The Project would not
impose barriers to pedestrian access and interconnectivity.
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o Distribution warehouse uses proposed by the Project act to reduce truck
travel distances and truck trips within the region by consolidating and
reducing requirements for single-delivery vendor truck trips.

e To reduce water demands and associated energy use, development proposals within
the Project site would be required to implement a Water Conservation Strategy and
demonstrate a minimum 20% reduction in indoor water usage when compared to
baseline water demand (total expected water demand without implementation of the
Water Conservation Strategy). Development proposals within the Project site would
also be required to implement the following:

0 Landscaping palette emphasizing drought tolerant plants consistent with
provisions of the MVIAP and/or City of Moreno Valley requirements;

0 Use of water-efficient irrigation techniques consistent with provisions of the
MVIAP and/or City of Moreno Valley requirements;

0 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Certified WaterSense labeled
or equivalent faucets, high-efficiency toilets (HETS), and other plumbing
fixtures.

Additionally, the Project in total would surpass, by a minimum of 5%, incumbent
performance standards established under the Building Energy Efficiency Standards contained
in the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, Part 6 (Title 24, Title 24 Energy
Efficiency Standards).

The above design features and operational programs would act to generally reduce Project GHG
emissions from area sources, energy sources, and other on-site emissions sources which combined,
account for approximately 11 percent of the Project total GHG emissions.

The remaining approximately 89 percent of Project GHG emissions are attributable to mobile
sources. Neither the Project Applicant nor the Lead Agency can substantively or materially affect
reductions in Project mobile-source GHG emissions. Mobile source emissions sources are regulated
by CARB and USEPA. As summarized at Draft EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, 4.2.5, Regional Air
Quality Trends, as the result of CARB and USEPA actions, Basin-wide vehicular-source emissions
(including attendant GHG Emissions) have been reduced dramatically over the past years and are
expected to further decline as clean vehicle and fuel technologies improve. Future CARB and USEPA
actions could be expected to have a positive effect on Project-related vehicular-source emissions,
resulting in incremental reductions in coincident vehicular-source GHG emissions when compared to
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GHG emissions estimates presented here. No further feasible measures are available that would
substantively mitigate the Project’s operational-source GHG emissions.
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Level of Significance After Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable.

GHG Emissions are Potentially Significant in Context of CARB AB32 Scoping Plan Emissions
Reductions Targets

To further evaluate the potential significance of Project GHG emissions, GHG emissions that would
be generated pursuant to development of the Project are compared with GHG emissions targets
established under the CARB AB32 Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan). The Scoping Plan provides for a
28.5% reduction in statewide and local GHG emissions by the year 2020, when compared to
projected GHG emissions that would result from a continuing year 2005 “Business As Usual” (BAU)
Scenario.

As indicated at Table 4.3-5 of the Draft EIR, Project GHG emissions would be reduced by
approximately 23.08% when compared to the 2005 BAU scenario; and would not achieve the 28.5%
GHG emissions reduction targets established under the Scoping Plan. The GHG emissions reductions
targets established under the Scoping Plan are intended to reduce GHG emissions so as to minimize
or preclude significant environmental impacts. Project inconsistency with the Scoping Plan GHG
emissions reduction targets would therefore result in levels of greenhouse gas emissions that may
either directly or indirectly have a significant impact on the environment. This is a potentially
significant cumulative impact.

Mitigation Measures: Please refer to previous discussion of GHG emissions reduction attributes and
programs incorporated in the Project. No further feasible measures are available that would
substantively mitigate the Project’s operational-source GHG emissions.

Level of Significance After Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable.

References: Pages 4.3-29 through 4.3-37 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or
incorporated therein.

2.c

Impact Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases.

3.3.2- Potentially Significant and Unavoidable Impact

The final EIR identifies a significant and unavoidable impact in that the Project would conflict within
an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of

greenhouse gases.
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As indicated above, the Project would conflict with attainment of GHG emissions reductions
identified in the Scoping Plan. Further GHG emissions generated by the Project would exceed GHG
emissions significance thresholds established by the City of Moreno Valley.

Finding

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(1), changes or alterations have been required in, or
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the environmental effect as
identified in the Final EIR.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 (a)(3), specific economic, legal, social, technological or
other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers,
make infeasible mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR.

Although changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect identified in the Final EIR, there are no
feasible mitigation measures which can mitigate these impacts to a level of insignificance. Pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, therefore, the City has balanced the benefits of the project
against its unavoidable environmental risks and has determined that this impact is acceptable for the
reason stated in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Appendix A.

Facts in Support of Finding

As substantiated in the preceding discussions, the Project would conflict with attainment of GHG
emissions reductions identified in the Scoping Plan. The City of Moreno Valley Climate Action
Strategy (CAS) GHG emissions reduction target is predicated on AB 32 Scoping Plan GHG
emissions reductions target. The fact that the Project would not achieve the AB 32 GHG Scoping Plan
emissions reductions target leads to the conclusion that the Project would likewise not achieve the
CAS GHG emissions reductions target. Further GHG emissions generated by the Project would
exceed GHG emissions significance thresholds established by the City of Moreno Valley.

Based on the preceding, the Project would conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. This is a potentially
significant impact.

Mitigation Measures: Please refer to previous discussion of GHG emissions reduction attributes and
programs incorporated in the Project. No further feasible measures are available that would
substantively mitigate the Project’s operational-source GHG emissions.

Level of Significance After Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable.
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References: Pages 4.3-29 through 4.3-38 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or
incorporated therein; Page 2-3 of the Final EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated
therein.
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SECTION 4:
FEASIBILITY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

CEQA requires that an EIR include an analysis of a reasonable range of feasible alternatives to a
proposed project capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant adverse environmental
impact associated with the Project. The discussion of alternatives is required to include the “No
Project” alternative. CEQA requires further that the City identify an environmentally superior
alternative. If the “No Project” alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, an
environmentally superior alternative must be identified from among the other alternatives. (CEQA
Guidelines, 14 California Code of Regulations Section 15126.6.)

As set forth in these Findings, the Project, following adherence to all applicable regulatory
requirements, inclusion of design features and with feasible mitigation measures incorporated, will
nevertheless have significant adverse traffic, air quality, and greenhouse gas/global climate change
impacts.

The City has reviewed a range of potential alternatives to the proposed Project. Five alternatives to
the Project are presented in the Draft EIR. In addition to the CEQA-mandated consideration of a “No
Project” Alternative, the Draft EIR presents and evaluates:

e Alternative Sites;

e “No Threshold Exceedance” Alternative for Significant Traffic Impacts;

e “No Threshold Exceedance” Alternative for Significant Air Quality Impacts; and
e Reduced Intensity Alternative.

An Environmentally Superior Alternative has been selected from among the alternatives evaluated in
the Draft EIR. An alternative that is environmentally superior will result in the fewest or least
significant environmental impacts and will achieve the project objectives of the planning effort. The
primary goal of the Project is to develop high quality light industrial/business park uses
accommodating a variety of prospective tenants. Complementary Project Objectives include the
following:

e Implement the City’s General Plan through development that is consistent with the General
Plan Community Development Element and applicable General Plan Goals, Objectives,
Policies and Programs;

2.c
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¢ Implement the Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan through development that is consistent
with the Area Plan land uses and development concepts, and in total supports the Area Plan
Vision;

e Provide adequate roadway and wet and dry utility infrastructure to serve the Project;

¢ Accommodate warehouse and manufacturing uses that are compatible with adjacent land
uses;

e Provide an attractive, efficient and safe environment for warehouse uses that is cognizant of
natural and man-made conditions;

¢ Accommodate a mix of warehouse and manufacturing uses responsive to current and
anticipated market demands;

e Establish new development that would increase locally available employment opportunities
and would further the City’s near-term and long-range fiscal goals and objectives; and

e Establish new development that would increase locally available employment opportunities
thereby improving jobs/housing balance within the City.

The analysis of the alternatives assumes that many of the applicable mitigation measures associated
with the project will be implemented with the appropriate alternative. However, applicable mitigation
measures may be scaled to reduce or avoid a potential impact of the alternative under consideration
and may not precisely match those identified for the proposed Project.

The Reduced Intensity Alternative was determined to be the environmentally superior alternative. As
indicated in Table 5.3-3 of the Draft EIR, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in the
greatest reduction in environmental impacts when compared to the Project. This Alternative would
avoid significant GHG emissions impacts otherwise occurring under the Project; and would reduce
but not entirely eliminate or avoid the Project’s significant traffic and air quality impacts. On this
basis, and for the purposes of CEQA and the EIR Alternative Analysis, the Reduced Intensity
Alternative would comprise the environmentally superior alternative. However, the Reduced
Intensity Alternative would realize diminished attainment of certain of the basic Project Objectives.

While CEQA indicates that socioeconomic effects are not appropriate as a lone determinant in
selection of an alternative, they are important considerations for decision-makers. With respect to
socioeconomics, the Project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative would both have beneficial effects
for the area. Either of these scenarios would contribute to area employment and the City’s overall tax
base. However, because the scope of land uses would be reduced under the Reduced Intensity
Alternative, the resulting effective realization of the Project Objectives, to include economic benefits
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to the City and region, and full and comprehensive implementation of the City General Plan and the
Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan would be compromised.

Reduced development intensity would diminish attainment of the following Objectives:

Implement the City’s General Plan through development that is consistent with the General
Plan Community Development Element and applicable General Plan Goals, Objectives,
Policies and Programs. The Reduced Intensity Alternative at approximately 80 percent of the
Project scope would eliminate or substantively reduce the scope of certain Project uses,
acting to diminish full utilization and highest and best use of the subject site as envisioned

under the General Plan.

Implement the Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan through development that is consistent
with the Area Plan land uses and development concepts, and in total supports the Area Plan
Vision. The Reduced Intensity Alternative at approximately 80 percent of the Project scope
would eliminate or substantively reduce the scope of certain Project uses, acting to diminish
full utilization and highest and best use of the subject site as envisioned under the Moreno
Valley Industrial Area Plan.

Establish new development that would increase locally available employment opportunities
and would further the City’s near-term and long-range fiscal goals and objectives. The
Reduced Intensity Alternative at approximately 80 percent of the Project scope would
eliminate or substantively reduce the scope of certain Project uses, acting to diminish the

scope and range of employment opportunities otherwise generated by the Project.

Therefore, there is no alternative to the proposed project that is both environmentally superior to the
proposed project and achieves the project objectives of the planning effort.

References: Pages 5-33 through 5-58 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated

therein.
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4.1- NO PROJECT/NO DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE
Overview

The CEQA Guidelines specifically require that the EIR include in its evaluation a No Project
Alternative. The No Project Alternative should make a reasoned assessment as to future disposition of
the subject site should the Project under consideration not be developed. In this latter regard, the
CEQA Guidelines state in pertinent part:

If the project is other than a land use or regulatory plan, for example a development project
on identifiable property, the “no project” alternative is the circumstance under which the
project does not proceed. Here the discussion would compare the environmental effects of the
property remaining in its existing state against environmental effects which would occur if
the project is approved. If disapproval of the project under consideration would result in
predictable actions by others, such as the proposal of some other project, this “no project”
consequence should be discussed. In certain instances, the no project alternative means “no
build” wherein the existing environmental setting is maintained. However, where failure to
proceed with the project will not result in preservation of existing environmental conditions,
the analysis should identify the practical result of the project’s non-approval and not create
and analyze a set of artificial assumptions that would be required to preserve the existing
physical environment (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6 (€)(3)(b)).

No Project/No Build Alternative

In this instance, development of the subject site is substantively defined by Moreno Valley Industrial
Area Plan (MVIAP). The No Project Alternative would be required to conform to land uses approved
for, and overarching performance standards and development regulations established under, the
MVIAP. It is therefore considered unlikely that the subject site would remain vacant or in a “No
Build” condition. That is, failure to proceed with the Project would not result in preservation of
existing environmental conditions, and the practical result of the Project’s non-approval would be the
development of the subject site with some other variety or configuration of approved Specific Plan
land uses.

Any development of the subject site under a No Project Alternative would therefore likely be
materially consistent with the Project, though internal land use configurations, development
intensities, and specific uses may be realigned within the constraints and allowances of the MVIAP.
Environmental impacts resulting from development of the subject site under a No Project Alternative
would likely therefore be comparable to those occurring under the Project.
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If, however, development of the subject site was significantly delayed by economic, political, or other
outside influences, existing environmental conditions would likely prevail, and in most instances,
environmental impacts would be reduced when compared to the Project. To provide an analysis
differentiated from that presented within the body of this EIR, the No Project Alternative considered
herein is assumed to represent a “No Build” condition.

Under the No Build Alternative, no development would occur, and none of the Project
Objectives would be achieved.

References: Pages 5-37 through 5-39 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated
therein.

4.2 - REDUCED INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE-INDIAN STREET
COMMERCE CENTER LAND USES

As detailed at Draft EIR Section 4.3, Global Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Project
GHG emissions would exceed the 10,000 MTCO2e/year GHG emissions threshold employed by the
City of Moreno Valley. The Project’s GHG emissions threshold exceedances constitute individually
and cumulatively significant air quality impacts.

More specifically, even after application of all feasible mitigation measures, Project GHG emissions
would result in exceedances of applicable City thresholds, as summarized below.

e Project Operational GHG emissions = 12,154.98 MTCO2e/year
City of Moreno Valley threshold = 10,000 MTCOz2e/year

(City of Moreno Valley threshold = approximately 83 percent of Project Operational GHG
emissions)

In order to achieve the 10,000 MTCO?2e threshold established by the City, the Project GHG emissions
would need be reduced from 12,154.98 MTCO2e/year to less than 10,000 MTCO2e/year; or by
approximately 17 percent or greater.

Vehicular sources account for approximately 89 percent of the Project GHG emissions, the remaining
11 percent resulting from various on-site stationary/area sources. In order to achieve meaningful
reductions in Project GHG emissions, correlating reductions in Project traffic generation would
therefore be required.

Project GHG emissions could be reduced to levels that are less-than-significant through a reduction in
the Project scope that would sufficiently reduce vehicular trips and associated vehicular-source GHG
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emissions. Such a reduction in operational-source emissions would also decrease the Project’s
contributions to cumulative GHG emissions impacts to levels that are less-than-significant.

However, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would realize diminished attainment of certain of the
basic Project Objectives. While CEQA indicates that socioeconomic effects are not appropriate as a
lone determinant in selection of an alternative, they are important considerations for decision-makers.
With respect to socioeconomics, the Project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative would both have
beneficial effects for the area. Either of these scenarios would contribute to area employment and the
City’s overall tax base. However, because the scope of land uses would be reduced under the
Reduced Intensity Alternative, the resulting effective realization of the Project Objectives, to include
economic benefits to the City and region, and full and comprehensive implementation of the City
General Plan and the Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan would be compromised.

References: Pages 5-39 through 5-40 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated
therein.

4.3 - ALTERNATIVE SITES

As stated in the CEQA Guidelines 815126.6 (f)(1)(2)(A), the “key question and first step in [the]
analysis [of alternative locations] is whether any of the significant effects of the project would be
avoided or substantially lessened by putting the project in another location. Only locations that would
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project need be considered for
inclusion in the EIR.” Guidelines 815126.6 (f) (1) also provides that when considering the feasibility
of potential alternative sites, the factors that may be taken into account are “site suitability, economic
viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations,
jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should consider the regional
context) and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the
alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent). None of these factors establishes a
fixed limit on the scope of reasonable alternatives.”

The Project considered herein is not subject to relocation to an alternative site. That is, the Project is
in large part defined by its location and implements a location-specific portion of the land uses and
development approved under MVIAP. At a different location, the development would be something
other than the Project considered here. Moreover, relocation of the Project would compromise the
fundamental Project Objectives and would not avoid or substantively reduce the Project’s significant
environmental impacts. Based on the preceding considerations, the analysis of an Alternative Site was
not further considered.

References: Pages 5-41 through 5-42 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated
therein.
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4.4 - “NO THRESHOLD EXCEEDANCE” ALTERNATIVE FOR
SIGNIFICANT TRAFFIC IMPACTS CONSIDERED AND REJECTED

Specific improvements identified in the Project TIA (EIR Appendix B) and summarized at Draft EIR
Section 4.1 would provide a physical solution to identified potentially significant cumulative traffic
impacts. Project mitigation responsibilities at affected Study Area facilities would be satisfied through
fee payments directed to completion of the required improvements. Notwithstanding, Project fee
payments would not ensure timely implementation of improvements required as mitigation for
potentially significant cumulative traffic impacts, and impacts are therefore considered cumulatively
significant and unavoidable pending completion of the required improvements.

Any measurable additional traffic contributed to the above-noted facilities would result in
cumulatively significant traffic impacts similar to those occurring under the Project, requiring some
manner of currently infeasible mitigation. In that any viable development of the subject site would
generate trips likely affecting some or all of the above-referenced facilities, an alternative to the
Project developed specifically to alleviate cumulatively significant traffic impacts at Study Area
intersections and freeway facilities was not further evaluated. Notwithstanding, the Reduced Intensity
Alternative considered herein would act to generally reduce traffic volumes within the Study Area
and would likely diminish the magnitude of traffic impacts; but would not avoid cumulatively
significant traffic impacts affecting Study Area faculties.

References: Page 5-43 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated therein.

45 - “NO THRESHOLD EXCEEDANCE” ALTERNATIVE FOR PROJECT
SIGNIFICANT AIR QUALITY IMPACTS CONSIDERED AND
REJECTED

As presented at Draft EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, Project maximum daily operational-source NOy
emissions would exceed SCAQMD regional thresholds for NO. The Project’s operational-source
NO, emissions threshold exceedances constitute individually and cumulatively significant air quality
impacts. Because NO, is a precursor to ozone and to PMyo/PM; s, Project operational-source NOy
emissions exceedances would result in a cumulatively considerably net increase in ozone and
PMyo/PM, s within a region designated as non-attainment for ozone and PM;o/PM;5s.

More specifically, even after application of all feasible mitigation measures, Project operational-
source NO, emissions would result in exceedances of applicable SCAQMD regional thresholds, as
summarized below. Maximum impact summer/winter seasonal conditions are reflected in these
discussions.
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e Total Mitigated Project Operational NO, emissions = 190.61 pounds per day
SCAQMD threshold = 55 pounds per day
(SCAQMD threshold = approximately 29 percent of Project Operational NO, emissions)

Project operational-source NO, emissions would need to be reduced from 190.61 pounds per day to
less than 55 pounds per day, or by a minimum of 71 percent, in order to achieve the SCAQMD
regional threshold for operational-source NO, emissions.

Vehicular sources account for approximately 98 percent of the Project operational-source NOy
emissions, the remaining 2 percent resulting from various on-site stationary/area sources. In order to
achieve meaningful reductions in Project operational-source NO, emissions, correlating reductions in
Project traffic generation would therefore be required.

The Project’s operational-source air pollutant NO, emissions could therefore be reduced to levels that
are less-than-significant through a minimum 71 percent reduction in the Project scope; sufficient to
reduce vehicular trips and associated vehicular-source NO, emissions below SCAQMD thresholds.
Such a reduction in operational-source emissions would also decrease the Project’s contributions to
cumulative NOy air quality impacts to levels that are less-than-significant.

At a 71 percent reduction in scope, however, the resulting development would fundamentally not be
the Project considered herein; and the Project Objectives would not be realized in any meaningful
sense. As such, potential alternatives with the specific goal of avoiding all significant operational-
source NO, emissions impacts resulting from the Project were rejected from consideration, and were
not further evaluated. Notwithstanding, in achieving the GHG emissions thresholds for the Project,
the Reduced Intensity Alternative considered herein would also act to diminish Project operational
source NO, emissions. Operational-source NO, emissions exceedances otherwise occurring under the
Project would however remain significant and unavoidable.

References: Pages 5-44 through 5-45 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated
therein.

4.6 - ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

CEQA requires that the City identify an Environmentally Superior Alternative. As indicated above,
the Reduced Intensity Alternative was determined to be the Environmentally Superior Alternative.

As indicated in Table 5.3-3 of the Draft EIR, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in the
greatest reduction in environmental impacts when compared to the Project. This Alternative would
avoid significant GHG emissions impacts otherwise occurring under the Project; and would reduce
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but not entirely eliminate or avoid the Project’s significant traffic and air quality impacts. However,
the Reduced Intensity Alternative would realize diminished attainment of certain of the basic Project
Objectives.

While CEQA indicates that socioeconomic effects are not appropriate as a lone determinant in
selection of an alternative, they are important considerations for decision-makers. With respect to
socioeconomics, the Project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative would both have beneficial effects
for the area. Either of these scenarios would contribute to area employment and the City’s overall tax
base. However, because the scope of land uses would be reduced under the Reduced Intensity
Alternative, the resulting effective realization of the Project Objectives, to include economic benefits
to the City and region, and full and comprehensive implementation of the City General Plan and the
Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan would be compromised.

Reduced development intensity would diminish attainment of the following Objectives:

¢ Implement the City’s General Plan through development that is consistent with the General
Plan Community Development Element and applicable General Plan Goals, Objectives,
Policies and Programs. The Reduced Intensity Alternative at approximately 80 percent of the
Project scope would eliminate or substantively reduce the scope of certain Project uses,
acting to diminish full utilization and highest and best use of the subject site as envisioned

under the General Plan.

e Implement the Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan through development that is consistent
with the Area Plan land uses and development concepts, and in total supports the Area Plan
Vision. The Reduced Intensity Alternative at approximately 80 percent of the Project scope
would eliminate or substantively reduce the scope of certain Project uses, acting to diminish
full utilization and highest and best use of the subject site as envisioned under the Moreno
Valley Industrial Area Plan.

e Establish new development that would increase locally available employment opportunities
and would further the City’s near-term and long-range fiscal goals and objectives. The
Reduced Intensity Alternative at approximately 80 percent of the Project scope would
eliminate or substantively reduce the scope of certain Project uses, acting to diminish the

scope and range of employment opportunities otherwise generated by the Project.

Attachment: Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-24 SOC + Econ (2369 : PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002) Plot Plan)

Therefore, based on the evaluation of the alternatives above, there is no alternative to the proposed
project that is both environmentally superior to the proposed project and achieves the project
objectives to the same extent as the proposed project.

References: Pages 5-33 through 5-58 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated
therein.
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SECTION5: COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DRAFT EIR

The City received 10 written comments on the Draft EIR. The City prepared detailed responses to all
comments, which are incorporated into the Responses to Comments section of the Final EIR. All of
the information included in the Responses to Comments merely clarifies, amplifies or makes
insignificant modifications to an already adequate DEIR, and thus, does not constitute significant new
information, as defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, which would require recirculation of
the EIR.

References: Pages 3-1 through 3-134 of the Final EIR.

SECTION 6: FINDINGS REGARDING GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS

6.1- OVERVIEW

The California Environmental Quality Act requires a discussion of the ways in which a project could
be growth-inducing. (Pub. Resources Code, 821100, subd. (b)(5); CEQA Guidelines, § 15126, subd.
(d), 15126.2, subd (d.).) The CEQA Guidelines identify a project as growth-inducing if it would foster
economic or population growth or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly,
in the surrounding environment. Under CEQA, growth inducement is not considered necessarily
detrimental, beneficial, or of significance to the environment. New employees from commercial or
industrial development and new population from residential development represent direct forms of
growth. These direct forms of growth have a secondary effect of expanding the size of local markets
and inducing additional economic activity in the area.

A project could indirectly induce growth by reducing or removing barriers to growth, or by creating a
condition that attracts additional population or new economic activity. However, a project’s potential
to induce growth does not automatically result in growth. Growth can only happen through capital
investment in new economic opportunities by the private or public sectors. Development pressures
are a result of economic investment in a particular locality. These pressures help to structure the local
politics of growth and the local jurisdiction’s posture on growth management and land use policy.
The land use policies of local municipalities and counties regulate growth at the local level.

Impacts related to growth inducement would also be realized if a project provides infrastructure or
service capacity which accommodates growth beyond the levels currently permitted by local or
regional plans and policies. In general, growth induced by a project is considered a significant impact
if it directly or indirectly affects the ability of agencies to provide needed public services, or if it can
be demonstrated that the potential growth significantly affects the environment in some other way.
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Indian Street Commerce Center Project Findings Regarding Significant
CEQA Findings and Findings of Fact Irreversible Environmental Changes

References: Pages 5-58 through 5-60 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated
therein.

6.2 - DIRECT GROWTH-INDUCING EFFECTS

The Project would implement warehouse/light industrial uses allowed under, and in a manner
consistent with, the Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan and City General Plan. The Project does not
propose or require a change in land use that would result in additional development and associated
growth beyond that anticipated under the City General Plan. Nor does the Project propose or require a
change in land use designations that would generate additional employment beyond that anticipated
under the City General Plan.

Jobs which may be created by the Project would be characteristic of the types of warehouse/light
industrial employment opportunities available within the region, and would likely be filled by the
City’s resident population, or that of neighboring municipalities. On this basis, employment
opportunities created by the Project would not result in or cause a significant influx of workers and
related unanticipated permanent growth-inducing effects.

Based on the preceding, the Project would not directly result in unanticipated significant population
growth or other significant direct growth-inducing effects.

References: Pages 5-59 through 5-60 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated
therein.

6.3 - INIRECT GROWTH-INDUCING EFFECTS

Investment in the Project would have local and regional economic impacts which may result in
indirect growth-inducing effects. The Project’s potential economic benefits could indirectly result in
employment growth in the region. This growth, in combination with other anticipated employment
growth in the region, could indirectly result in population growth and an increased demand for
housing. Such growth has a variety of potential effects on the physical environment, including but not
limited to, effects on air quality, ambient noise levels, traffic impacts, and water quality. The Project,
in combination with other planned or anticipated projects in the area, would contribute to employment
and population growth of the region.

Development of the Project as envisioned would entail upgrades to infrastructure in the immediate
Project vicinity, including abutting roadways. Infrastructure improvements necessitated by the
implementation of the Project could serve to facilitate and encourage development of nearby
properties; however, City of Moreno Valley properties adjacent to the Project site are already
developed or would be entitled for development pursuant to the Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan.
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Indian Street Commerce Center Project Findings Regarding Significant
CEQA Findings and Findings of Fact Irreversible Environmental Changes

Development of these properties within the context of Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan would not
result in unforeseen or unmitigable impacts.

References: Page 5-60 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated therein.

SECTION 7:
FINDINGS REGARDING SIGNIFICANT
IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

CEQA Guidelines § § 15126, subd. (c), 15126.2, subd. (c), 15127, require that for certain types or
categories of projects, an EIR must address significant irreversible environmental changes that would
occur should the Project be implemented. As presented at Guidelines 815127, the topic of Significant
Irreversible Environmental Changes need be addressed in EIRs prepared in connection with any of
the following activities:

a) The adoption, amendment, or enactment of a plan, policy, or ordinance of a public agency;

b) The adoption by a local agency formation commission of a resolution making
determinations; or

¢) A project which will be subject to the requirements for preparing of an environmental
impact statement pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969, 42 U.S.C. 4321-4347.

The Project does not propose or require any of the above actions, and is not subject to CEQA
Guidelines § § 15126, subd. (c), 15126.2, subd. (c), 15127 requirements.

References: Page 5-63 of the Draft EIR, and any documents referenced or incorporated therein.
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Appendix A: Statement of Overriding Considerations
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Indian Street Commerce Center Project
CEQA Findings and Findings of Fact

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the lead agency to balance the benefits of
a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks in determining whether to approve the
project. The City of Moreno Valley proposes to approve the Indian Street Commerce Center project
although significant and unavoidable adverse traffic, air quality, and greenhouse gas/global climate
change impacts have been identified in the EIR.

Specifically, there are no feasible mitigation measures, changes or alterations that are available to
reduce the project’s significant cumulative traffic impacts to less than significant at certain
intersections, roadway segments, and freeway facilities, as described above and in the Final EIR.
Additionally, even after implementation of all feasible mitigation measures, project operational-
source NOx emissions exceedances would persist and constitute significant and unavoidable air
quality impacts, and would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in ozone and
PM1o/PM, 5 within the non-attainment areas. Finally, Project GHG emissions would exceed the
significance threshold employed by the City, would not conform to State GHG emissions reduction
targets, and would be cumulatively considerable in the context of existing GHG emissions levels and
GHG emissions that would be generated by other known or probable GHG emissions sources.

Changes and alterations are required in or incorporated into the project to reduce these project
impacts to the maximum extent possible.

Even though these adverse impacts are not reduced to a level considered less than significant, the
Moreno Valley Planning Commission finds, after balancing these impacts with the benefits of the
project, that those impacts are outweighed by the benefits of the project. Further, the alternatives
which were identified in the EIR would not meet either in part or in whole to the same extent as the
proposed project, the project objectives, and or would not substantially lessen identified
environmental impacts.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081 (b) and the Guidelines Section 15093, the City has
balanced the benefits of the proposed Project against the following unavoidable adverse impacts
associated with the proposed Project and has adopted all feasible mitigation measures with respect to
the significant and unavoidable adverse traffic, air quality, and noise impacts described above.

The City also has examined alternatives to the proposed Project, none of which both meets the Project
objectives to the same extent as the proposed project and is environmentally preferable to the
proposed Project. The City, after balancing the specific economic, legal, social, technological, and
other benefits of the proposed Project, has determined that the unavoidable adverse environmental
impacts identified above may be considered “acceptable” due to the following specific considerations
which outweigh the unavoidable, adverse environmental impacts of the proposed Project. Each of the
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separate benefits of the proposed Project, as stated herein, is determined to be, unto itself and
independent of the other Project benefits, a basis for overriding all unavoidable adverse
environmental impacts identified in these Findings. The Planning Commission and City Planning
Staff have independently verified the existence of all facts stated below to justify the State of
Overriding Considerations. Project benefits include:

1. The Project will implement the City’s General Plan through development that is consistent
with the General Plan Community Development Element and applicable General Plan Goals,
Obijectives, Policies and Programs;

2. The Project will implement the Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan through development that
is consistent with the Area Plan land uses and development concepts, and in total supports the
Area Plan Vision;

3. The Project will provide adequate roadway and wet and dry utility infrastructure to serve the
Project;

4. The Project will accommodate warehouse and manufacturing uses that are compatible with
adjacent land uses;

5. The Project will provide an attractive, efficient and safe environment for warehouse uses that
is cognizant of natural and man-made conditions;

6. The Project will accommodate a mix of warehouse and manufacturing uses responsive to
current and anticipated market demands;

7. The Project will establish new development that would increase locally available employment
opportunities and would further the City’s near-term and long-range fiscal goals and
objectives;

8. The Project will establish new development that would increase locally available employment
opportunities thereby improving jobs/housing balance within the City.

9. The Project will have substantial economic benefits, as set forth in a report prepared by
Andrew Chang & Co., dated November 2016, contributing $63.6 million to $157.7 million
annually to the local economy and generating $160,000 to $260,000 in new annual tax
revenue to the City’s General Fund®;
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10. The Project will provide 50-60 construction jobs, including opportunities for highly trained
workers;

11. The Project will create 500-540 new permanent jobs, including opportunities for highly
trained workers.

Therefore, the Moreno Valley Planning Commission, having reviewed and considered the
information contained in the EIR and the public record makes and adopts this Statement of
Overriding Considerations by which the Moreno Valley Planning Commission, after balancing the
economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits of the project, against the unavoidable
adverse impacts of the project, states the specific reasons to support its approval of the project
notwithstanding the existence of the significant and unavoidable impacts described above.
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SARES REGIS Group

Indian Street Commerce
Center Project: Economic and
Fiscal Impact Report

November 2016
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About Andrew Chang & Company, LLC:
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The professionals at Andrew Chang & Company work with our clients to achieve tangible

results by combining our best-in-class research and analyses with unique insights into public

policy as well as business and government strategy and operations. Using advanced economic,

statistical, and business administration techniques, we provide strategy and operations

consulting to Fortune 1000 firms and provide policy, economic, fiscal, and operations consulting

for public sector agencies and non-profit organizations to improve operations.
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Indian Street Commerce Center Project: Economic and Fiscal Impact Report
(Key Findings)

Construction spending and operations revenue for the Indian Street Commerce Center
Project is projected to generate $772.2 million — $3.7 billion in new direct spending over 20
years, with $21.5 million of that generated directly from construction and annual operations
of the Project generating $59.4 — $238.1 million.

The City of Moreno Valley is projected to receive $3.2 — $5.3 million in net tax revenue as a
result of the Project construction and operations over the same time period, or an average of
$160,000 — $260,000 per year.

General Fund revenue is generated from six impacted tax categories with a total amount of
roughly $5.9 — $8.1 million in new tax revenues over 20 years.

Expenditures from police and fire protection will total of $2.7 — $2.9 million over 20 years.
Project operations are estimated to create and sustain 500 — 540 new direct and indirect
jobs in the City of Moreno Valley while the two-year construction period is projected to
create 50 — 60 jobs in the City.

The Project is projected to generate a cumulative total of $328.3 — $609.7 million in new
household earnings over 20 years, an average annual increase of $16.4 — $30.5 million.
The Project is projected to generate a cumulative total of $1.3 — $3.2 billion in increased
economic output for the City over 20 years, an average increase of $63.6 — $157.7 million

annually.
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1. Introduction

The City of Moreno Valley is located in the northwest portion of Riverside County, California.
Sares Regis Group, a pre-eminent developer and provider of comprehensive commercial and
real estate services throughout the western United States, has submitted its application to the
City to develop a Commerce Center Project totaling 446,350 square feet of light industrial uses

within an approximately 19.64-acre site.

In order to inform the discussion regarding the development, Sares Regis Group has
retained Andrew Chang & Company, LLC to conduct an economic and fiscal impact analysis of
the proposed development on the City. This study analyzes the one-time impact on the City
resulting from the construction of the Project, the ongoing impact on the City as a result of
facility operations on the City’s General Fund budget, and also characterizes the general
economic impacts on the City in terms of employment, household earnings, and economic

output creation for City residents and workers. Key questions addressed include the following:

=  What is the impact on City General Fund revenues on a one-time and ongoing
basis?

=  What is the impact on City General Fund expenditures on an ongoing basis?

»  What is the net fiscal General Fund impact on a one-time and ongoing basis?

=  What are the direct and indirect impacts (multiplier effect) of the initiative on
employment in the local area on a one-time and ongoing basis?

= What are the direct and indirect impacts (multiplier effects) of the initiative on

regional economic output on a one-time and ongoing basis?
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It should be noted that there may be other impacts, such as the effects on adjacent property
values that were not assessed within the scope of this study due to the high degree of
uncertainty. Depending on how the property will ultimately be used and how the market reacts,

property values could marginally increase, decrease, or remain unaffected.

In conducting this analysis, the study team has applied generally accepted principles of
public policy analysis, finances, economics, and mathematics. In addition to reporting findings,

this study documents the approach, data sources, and assumptions for our assessment.
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2. Background
Current & Proposed Land Use
Study Scope & Approach

The purpose of this study is to ascertain the economic and fiscal impact of the Indian Street

Commerce Center Project. Specifically this report seeks to answer the following questions:

=  What is the impact to the City’s General Fund?
- What are the one-time and ongoing impacts to the City’s General Fund
revenues?
- What are the one-time and ongoing impacts to the City’s General Fund
expenditures?
- What is the net gain/loss to the City from the Project?
= What is the one-time and ongoing effect of the Project on job creation within the
City?
» What is the one-time and ongoing impact of the Project on economic output within
the City?
= What is the one-time and ongoing effect of the Project on household earnings within

the City?

In addressing these questions the study approach relies on generally accepted principles of
public policy analysis, finances, economics, and mathematics to construct cash-flow/direct
spend and economic models specific to the project. The models rely upon information provided

by the applicant and publicly available sources. In the instance where data and/or necessary
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The direct and indirect impact of the construction and the business operations on the site

are measured to account for the holistic impact of the project development and business

operations on the site. The term “Direct Effect” represents the economic effect produced by the

infusion of new monies into the local economy from construction and operations spend. The
term “Indirect Effect” represents the economic effects of local inter-industry spending for goods
and services to support construction and operations of the facilities. Both the direct and indirect
impacts for each measured impact are summed to provide the “Total Impact” on the City of

Moreno Valley. See Figure 2.3 below for a graphical representation of these discussed

differences.
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3. Scenario Analysis

Three scenarios, Low, Median, and High, were developed in order to account for full the
range of possible revenues the Project would generate throughout its operation. This range is
due to uncertainties regarding operation revenues per square foot and the specific sub-
industries for the manufacturing and office spaces. The estimated cost of construction was
provided by the applicant and therefore fixed. Construction is estimated to be completed in
roughly two years with the estimated cost divided evenly across each year. Of the construction

spend, 40% is assumed to be for materials per industry standards.* 2

The range of revenues for the project spaces was calculated using RIMS Il regional
multipliers, industrial statistics, and EDD employment data. The average number of employees
per industry square foot was first calculated by dividing the total number of active square feet for
each industry within the Inland Empire by the total number of employees for each industry in the
same region. This ratio was then factored by several sub-industry specific multipliers in order to
calculate and determine the Low, Median, and High revenue ranges as shown below in Table

3.1. See Appendix A for a detailed methodology.

Table 3.1

Revenue Scenarios

2.c

Project Space Low (Revenue/Sq Ft) Median (Rev/Sq Ft) High (Rev/Sq Ft)

Warehousing $35 $35 $35

Manufacturing $584 $1,766 $2,793
Office $975 $2,163 $3,595

! Construction Labor Market Analyzer, "CLMA Project Labor Cost Allocation,” (2016), accessed May
11, 2016, http://myclma.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/CLMA-Allocation-of-Project-Cost-
20140ct27.pdf.

2 George Hedley, “Construction Labor Costs — 5 Percent Factor,” Construction Business Owner,
accessed May 11, 2016, http://www.constructionbusinessowner.com/topics/accounting/accounting-
finance/construction-labor-costs-5-percent-factor.
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There was no calculated range for the warehousing project space as the warehousing

industry is more homogenous than manufacturing and office industries, which have several sub-

industry classifications. Sub-industry classifications included in this range for the manufacturing

and office spaces are listed below in Table 3.2.

Manufacturing Sub-Industries

Apparel and leather and allied product (Low)

Table 3.2
Sub-Industry Classifications

Office Sub-Industries

Administrative and support services (Low)

Computer and electronic product

Funds, trusts, and other financial vehicles

Electrical equipment and appliance

Insurance carriers and related activities

Food and beverage and tobacco product

Management of companies and enterprises (High)

Furniture and related product

Professional, scientific, and technical services
(Median)

Machinery (Median)

Real estate

Miscellaneous

Rental and leasing services and lessors of
intangible assets

Motor vehicles, bodies and trailers, and parts

Securities, commodity contracts, and investments

Nonmetallic mineral product

Other transportation equipment (High)

Paper manufacturing

Textile mills and textile product mills

Wood product

In order to preserve a conservative estimate for all scenarios it is assumed that there will be
a three-year ramp-up period before the Project reaches a maximum utilization rate of 80%. This
is an especially conservative estimate as the total industrial utilization rate for the area is

roughly 95%.° Utilization is measured by the number of square feet activated as shown in Figure

® CBRE, 2015 YTD is through the 2Q 2015.
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3.1 below. As square footage activation increases in the initial three years of operations the

economic and fiscal impact will increase as well.

Figure 3.1

Project Square Footage Activation
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4. Direct Spend

Direct spend represents the influx of new cash as a result of the Project and is composed of
the cost of construction and the revenue generated through the operations of the three Project
units: warehouse, manufacturing, and office. Construction costs are calculated as detailed in the
previous section. Operations revenue is calculated by factoring the active square footage of the
Project for the given year by the estimated revenue per square foot for each unit as detailed in
the previous section. These estimates were calculated for the next 20 years, with the first two
years accounting for construction and three years of ramping up starting in Year 1 so that the
Project reaches and maintains peak revenue generation by Year 4 ($59.4 — $238.1 million). In
all scenarios, manufacturing, despite being a smaller component of the total square footage of
the Project, accounts for the largest total portion of the revenue generation ($772.2 million to
$3.7 billion). See Figure 4.1 below for an annual representation of each scenario. See Figures

4.2 — 4.4 below for twenty-year totals by construction and unit for each scenario.
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Figure 4.2
Total Direct Spend Analysis — Low Scenario ($Millions)
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Total Direct Spend Analysis — Median Estimate ($Millions)
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Figure 4.4

Total Direct Spend Analysis — High Scenario ($Millions)
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5. City Revenue and Expenditures

This study’s approach calculates both revenues and expenditures to the City of Moreno
Valley’s budget resulting from the Project in order to determine the net fiscal impact to the City.
This study reviewed the most recent Adopted Budget for the City of Moreno Valley and
identified six tax categories that will be impacted by the Project and provide General Fund
revenue to the City as listed below (see Appendix B — Tax Revenue Scope & Methodology for

additional details regarding the scope of expected tax revenue and its justification):

= Sales tax, including one-time sales tax on construction materials, effective sales tax
on earnings, and sales tax on taxable goods through Project operation;

=  Property tax;

= Utility tax;

= Gross receipts tax;

=  Franchise fee; and

= VLF Property tax in-lieu.

The review of the most recent Adopted Budget also identified recurring expenditures
potentially impacted by the Project as listed below (see Appendix C — General Fund Cost
Analysis Scope & Methodology for additional details regarding the scope of expected

expenditures and its justification):

= City Police services; and

= Fire services.

These costs were calculated using a per capita multiplier method where new employees are
assumed to be a one for one added total capita (see Appendix C — General Fund Cost Analysis
Scope & Methodology for further details). As a result, the High scenario generated the highest

costs as it also generated the highest projected increases in employment (see the following

14
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section, Employment, for further detail regarding job creation). Typically speaking these costs

are paid for by the applicant through municipality development impact fees. However, in order to

preserve a conservative estimate this approach assumes the cost will be absorbed by the City.

Once the total revenue and expenditures are calculated, the difference between each figure
provides the net revenue for the City’s General Fund ($3.2 — $5.3 million over 20 years for an

average of $160,000 — $260,000 per year) as detailed below in Table 5.1 and graphically in

Figures 5.1 — 5.3 below.

Table 5.1
Net Fiscal Impact — 20 Year Cumulative Total ($Millions)

Low Scenario Median Scenario High Scenario
Gross Revenue $5.9 $7.3 $8.1
Expenditure $2.7 $2.8 $2.9
Net Revenue $3.2 $4.5 $5.3

*Totals may not add up due to rounding.

Net Fiscal Impact — Low Scenario ($Millions)
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Figure 5.2
Net Fiscal Impact — Median Scenario ($Millions)
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Figure 5.3
Net Fiscal Impact — High Scenario ($Millions)
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The variation in revenue is driven by changes in the effective sales tax and gross receipts
tax across the three scenarios, which vary by $1.7 — $3.1 million and $0.3 — $1.1 million
respectively. This fluctuation is due to the difference in household earnings and operations
revenue generated across the three scenarios. The remaining six revenue sources do not vary
across the three scenarios as they are not dependent on the varying levels of revenue, but on
factors that are fixed in this study’s model, including utility usage, property value, and the cost of
construction. See Figures 5.4 — 5.6 below for a breakdown of all revenue sources over 20 years.

Figure 5.4
Tax Revenue by Source — Low Scenario
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Figure 5.5
Tax Revenue by Source — Median Scenario
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2.c

The variation in General Fund expenditures ($2.7 — $2.9 million in a 20-year cumulative total

or $130,000 - $145,000 annual average) is driven by the change in projected employment, as

expenditures are calculated on a per capita multiplier method. See Figures 5.7 — 5.9 below for a

breakdown of all expenditure sources and variations across the three scenarios.

Figure 5.7

Tax Expenditure by Source — Low Scenario
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Figure 5.8

Tax Expenditure by Source — Median Scenario
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Tax Expenditure by Source — High Scenario
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2.c

6. Employment

Employment is generated by the influx of new spending created by the construction and
operations of the Project. Once fully operational, the Project is projected to create and sustain
500 — 540 direct and indirect jobs within the City of Moreno Valley. Jobs created by the
construction of the Project, roughly 50 — 60 jobs, will be created for the first two years but will
not be sustained after that period. However, total job creation will continue to grow until Year 4
and is projected to be maintained from that point. Once fully operational, the manufacturing unit
of the Project will sustain the most direct and indirect new employment, from roughly 340 — 370
jobs, while the office unit is projected to sustain 90 — 100 jobs and the warehouse unit is
projected to sustain roughly 70 jobs. See Figure 6.1 below for an annual comparison of new
employment across all three scenarios and Figure 6.2 below for a breakdown of the total

number of jobs sustained by each unit once fully operational.

Attachment: Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-24 SOC + Econ (2369 : PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002) Plot Plan)
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Figure 6.2
Total Job Creation by Project Unit
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2.c

7. Household Earnings

Household earnings for City residents are estimated to increase annually as a result of
Project construction and operation, with a starting point in Year 1 of roughly $5.6 — $8.1 million
in increased earnings to the sustained annual amount of $17.5 — $32.7 million by Year 4 as
shown below in Figure 7.1. By Year 20, total increases in household earnings resulting from the
Project are projected to reach $328.3 — $609.7 million as a result of the Project as shown in
Figure 7.2 below, an annual average of $16.4 — $30.5 million. Household earnings also
generate effective sales tax revenue as referenced in Section 5. See Appendix E — Earnings &

Output Methodology for additional details regarding the approach utilized in this study.
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2.c

Figure 7.2
Total Increase in Household Earnings by Project Unit — ($Millions)
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2.c

8. Economic Output

Economic output for the City of Moreno Valley is projected to increase annually as a result
of Project construction and operation, with a starting point in Year 1 of roughly $22.0 — $39.0

million in increased economic output to the sustained annual amount of $67.6 — $169.3 million

c
©
by Year 4 as shown below in Figure 8.1. By Year 20, total increases in economic output o
o
resulting from the Project are projected to reach $1.3 — $3.2 billion as shown in Figure 7.2 ?\ll
o
o
below, an annual average of $63.6 — $157.7 million. See Appendix E — Earnings & Output g
—
" . . - o <
Methodology for additional details regarding the approach utilized in this study. a
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2.c

Figure 8.2
Total Increase in Economic Output by Project Unit ($Millions)
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9. Conclusion

Sares Regis Group, a pre-eminent developer and provider of comprehensive commercial
and real estate services throughout the western United States, has proposed to develop the
Indian Street Commerce Center Project in the City of Moreno Valley totaling 446,350 square
feet on approximately 19.64 acres of land. The Project is estimated to cost $21.5 million to
construct over two years, which would support 50 — 60 jobs in that time. In the 20-year scope of
this study, the Project is projected to generate $772.2 million — $3.7 billion in new direct spend
through construction and operations. This influx of funds will have economic and fiscal impacts
on the City of Moreno Valley in the form of net fiscal revenue, job creation, household earnings,

and economic output.

Net fiscal revenue for the City is estimated to increase by an annual average of $160,000 —
$260,000 over 20 years, with a cumulative total of $3.2 — $5.3 million. This net fiscal revenue is
the result of roughly $5.9 — $8.1 million in new tax revenue generated by the Project offset by
$2.7 — $2.9 million in General Fund expenditures. Project operations are estimated to create
and sustain 500 — 540 new jobs specific to the City. Additionally, it is projected to increase
household earnings by a 20-year total of $328.3 — $609.7 million, or an annual average of $16.4
— $30.5 million, as well as economic output by a 20-year total of $1.3 — $3.2 billion, or an annual

average of $63.6 — $157.7 million.
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Appendix A — Direct Spend Methodology

The direct spend for the Indian Street Commerce Center Project is comprised of two
components: construction-spend and operations revenue of the Project once operational.
Construction-spend estimates were provided by the applicant and divided evenly across the

estimated two-year timespan for construction.

Operations revenue estimates were calculated on revenue per square foot basis. This was
done by first calculating the average ratio of jobs per square feet of active space for each
industry within the Inland Empire, with the Employment Development Department providing data
on industry-specific employment totals* and various private organizations providing data on total
active square footage for warehousing, manufacturing, ° and office space.® This ratio was
factored by the square feet for each unit to calculate the average number of direct jobs expected
in each unit assuming 100% operation capacity and then factored by the industry-specific direct
effect multiplier as produced by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA)’ to find the
expected total number of new jobs (direct and indirect) in Riverside County as a result of the
Project. The total number of new jobs in the county was then divided by the industry-specific
final demand multiplier, also produced by the BEA,? to find the expected direct spend of the
Project. With the direct spend estimated for each industry type, each perspective total is divided
by the total square footage for each industry type to find the expected revenue per square foot.

See Flowchart A.1 below for a graphical representation of this approach.

* Employment Development Department, Labor Market Information Division. “Riverside San
Bernardino Ontario MSA.” (2016). Accessed November 9, 2016. http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov.

® Teresa Petrosyan. “Industrial Statistics: Inland Empire, Q3 2016.” Jones Lang LaSalle IP, Inc, 2016.

® Robert Caudill; Matteson, Caitlin; and Phadungsilp, Juliet. “Indland Empire Office: Market Snapshot
Q2 2016.” Colliers International. 2016.

" U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Multipliers. Series: 2013 U.S. Annual 1-O Data and
2013 Regional Data. Region: Riverside.

8 U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.
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Flowchart A.1
Direct Spend Methodology

Total Jobs in Total sq. ft.
County™ in County®@

Avg. Jobs per sq. ft. Building sq. Total Direct Jobs
for each industry . at 100% Capacity

Final
Demand H
Multiplier?

Direct Effect

Total County Jobs Multiplier®

Direct Spend

Notes

(1) Total jobs by industry in Riverside and San Bernardino Counties for 2016 as listed in the
California Employment Development Department’s Labor Market Information Division
database.’

(2) Total square footage by industry in Riverside and San Bernardino Counties as listed in

Jones Lang LaSalle’s Industrial Statistics for the Inland Empire for Q3 2016 for

o Employment Development Department, “Riverside, San Bernardino, Ontario MSA.”
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2.c

warehousing and manufacturing,'® and in Colliers Market Snapshot for the Inland Empire

for Q2 2016 for office space.**

(3) Building square footage for Indian Street Commerce Center Project as provided by

applicant.

(4) Direct effect regional multipliers (RIMS II) for Riverside County produced by the U.S.

Bureau of Economic Analysis.*?

(5) Final demand regional multipliers (RIMS 1l) for Riverside County produced by the U.S.

Bureau of Economic Analysis.™

10 Petrosyan.

' caudill.

'2 U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.
'3 U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.
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Appendix B — Tax Revenue Scope & Methodology
Scope

The 2016-17 Adopted Budget for the City of Moreno Valley** was analyzed to determine
potential revenue to the City from the Project through taxes and fees. The budget is composed
of seven major taxes and six major categories of fees and intergovernmental transfers. Based
on the analysis of the City’s budget it was concluded that the following recurring taxes may be

impacted by the Project:

= Sales tax;

= Utility users tax;

=  Property taxes;

= Business gross receipts tax;
*= Franchise fee; and

= Property tax in-lieu of vehicle license fee.

Sales tax includes ongoing effective sales tax on increased earnings as well as the one-time

potential sales tax gains for the materials involved in the development of the property.

This approach accounts for 98% of taxes and 77% of all General Funds, including fees,
fines and government transfers. It is believed that the taxes, fees, fines and transfers excluded
from the analysis are exogenous to the construction and operation of the facility. See Table B.1

below for more information.

4 Financial & Management Services Department: City of Moreno Valley. “City of Moreno Valley
Fiscal Year 2015/16 — 2016/17 Adopted Budget.” 2015. Accessed May 6, 2016. http://www.moreno-
valley.ca.us/city _hall/departments/fin-man-serv/fin-pdf/budg-15-16-16-17/adopt-budget15-16-16-17.pdf.
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2.c

Table B.1
City Budget Taxes and Fees

City of Moreno Valley Budget FX§016/17 R VAeSais
opted One-Time Recurring
Taxes:
Sales Tax $20,486,866 XX XX
Property Tax $12,736,197 - XX
Property Tax In-Lieu of VLF $16,597,580 -- XX
Utility Users Tax $16,092,542 -- XX
Franchise Fees $6,069,018 -- XX
Business Gross Receipts Tax $1,778,000 -- XX
Transient Occupancy Tax $1,105,650 - -
Other Taxes $500,000 -- --
Fees & Intergovernmental Transfers:
Charges for Services $10,971,363 -- --
Use of Money & Property $3,469,962 -- --
Licenses & Permits $2,126,877 -- --
Fines & Forfeitures $629,073 -- --
Intergovernmental $215,000 -- --
Transfers In $2,547,650 - -
Miscellaneous $103,400 - -
Total Revenue Budget $95,429,178 - -
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2.c

One-Time Sales Tax
One-time sales tax revenue is composed of two components:

= Direct sales tax revenues from the cost of materials during construction; and

» |ndirect sales tax revenue from the increase in household earnings.

Direct sales tax revenues are found by factoring the cost of materials estimated at 40% of
the total construction cost, per industry standards,*® *° by the statutory city tax rate as listed in
the Adopted Budget 2016-17."" The sales tax rate in Riverside County is 8.0%, of which Moreno
Valley receives 1% from the California Board of Equalization (BOE) for transactions occurring
within the City. Indirect sales tax revenue on earnings is found by first factoring the total
construction costs as provided by the applicant with the earnings multiplier produced by the U.S.
Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA)*® in order to find the increase in household earnings
resulting from construction of the Project. Those earnings are then factored by the effective
sales tax rate to find the one-time indirect sales tax revenue. See Flowchart B.1 below for a

graphical representation for this approach.

Attachment: Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-24 SOC + Econ (2369 : PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002) Plot Plan)

'* Construction Labor Market Analyzer.
16 Hedley.
v City Budget
'8 U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.
19 See “Effective Sales Tax Calculation” at the end of this Appendix (Appendix B — Tax Revenue
Scope and Methodology).
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Flowchart B.1
Sales Tax Methodology

Estimated Statutory Estimated :
Cost of City Tax Total Project Eaf”‘.”gi}
Materials(" Rate(2 Costs® Multiplier

Effective Tax
Rate(®

Direct Sales Tax Revenues Indirect Sales Tax Revenue

One-Time Sales Tax
Revenue

Notes

(1) Cost of materials estimated at 40% of total construction costs as provided by the
applicant per industry standards.?® ?*

(2) Statutory City tax rate is 1% based on information provided in City of Moreno Valley,
Adopted Budget Fiscal Year 2015-16, Fiscal Year 2016-17.%

(3) Total construction costs estimated to be $21.5 million as provided by the applicant.

%0 Construction Labor Market Analyzer.
2l Hedley.
%2 Financial & Management Services Department, “...Adopted Budget.”
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(4) Earnings regional multipliers (RIMS II) for Riverside County produced by the U.S.

Bureau of Economic Analysis.”

2.c

(5) See “Effective Sales Tax Calculation” at the end of Appendix B — Tax Revenue Scope

and Methodology for methodology.

8 U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.
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On-Going Sales Tax
On-going sales tax revenue is composed of two components:

= Local sales tax revenue from business operations; and

» |nduced household earnings sales tax revenue.

Local sales tax revenue from business operations represents the tax revenue collected from
supply expenditures. Due to the business nature of the three industries in the Project it is
assumed that no other sales tax will be collected outside of supply expenditures. This approach
preserves a conservative estimate of City revenues. For the warehouse and manufacturing units
the local sales tax revenue is calculated by first factoring the estimated supply spend per square
foot ($27.78), as found in a 2012 BizCost report,* by the total square feet in each unit and the
local spend retention rate, which is assumed at 50% as the actual rate will depend on what
goods are sold and the tenant company policy which are both currently unknown. The result is
the local supply spend, which is then factored by the statutory sales tax rate as listed in the
Adopted Budget 2016-17% to find the local sales tax revenue. For the Office unit the local sales
tax revenue is calculated by first factoring the estimated supply spend per employee ($1,069),
as found in a 2014 OPI report,*® by the projected number of direct employees in each scenario
and the same local spend retention rate. That amount is then factored by the statutory sales tax

rate.

Indirect household earnings sales tax revenue is found by first factoring the total operation
revenue as earlier estimated (see “One-Time Sales Tax” in Appendix B — Tax Revenue Scope &

Methodology) with the earnings multiplier produced by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis

% BizCosts. Comparative Distribution Warehousing Operating Costs. Princeton, NJ: The Boyd
ComEany, 2012.
 Financial & Management Services Department, “...Adopted Budget.”
% Jack Francis, "United Stationers: Office supply spend across business size" OPI. June 17, 2014.
https://www.opi.net/business/wholesalers/united-stationers-office-supply-spend-across-business-size/.
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(BEA)? in order to find the increase in household earnings resulting from the Project’s

2.c

operations. Those earnings are then factored by the effective sales tax rate® to find the induced

household earnings sales tax revenue. See Flowchart B.2 below for a graphical representation

for this approach.

Flowchart B.2
On-Going Sales Tax Methodology
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" U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.

8 See “Effective Sales Tax Calculation” at the end of this Appendix (Appendix B — Tax Revenue

Scope and Methodology).
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Notes

(1) Project supply spend estimated to be $27.78 per square foot for the warehouse and
manufacturing units®® and $1,069 per employee for the office unit.*

(2) Local spend retention rate assumed to be 50% of total spend.

(3) Operations spend as determined by estimated revenue of the Project. See “One-Time
Sales Tax” in Appendix B — Tax revenue Scope & Methodology for methodology.

(4) Earnings regional multipliers (RIMS II) for Riverside County produced by the U.S.
Bureau of Economic Analysis.*

(5) Statutory City tax rate is 1% based on information provided in City of Moreno Valley,
Adopted Budget Fiscal Year 2015-16, Fiscal Year 2016-17.%

(6) See “Effective Sales Tax Calculation” at the end of Appendix B — Tax Revenue Scope

and Methodology for methodology.

Attachment: Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-24 SOC + Econ (2369 : PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002) Plot Plan)

* BizCosts.
% Francis.
%1 U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.
% Financial & Management Services Department, “...Adopted Budget.”
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Property Tax

Moreno Valley property owners pay a basic tax equal to 1% of the assessed value of real
property. Based on the Tax Rate Area (TRA) a property may be located in, the City’s General
Fund receives approximately 11% of these 1% tax payments, with the larger shares going to
local schools, community colleges and Riverside County. Property tax revenue for the Project is
found by factoring the assessed property value as provided by the applicant, taking into account
the 2% growth in value per year, by the TRA tax rate of 1% and again by 11% to represent the
amount received by the City’s General Fund.** See Flowchart B.3 below for a graphical
representation of this approach.

Flowchart B.3
Property Tax Methodology

Est.
Assessed

Property
Value("

Tax Rate
Area (TRA)
Tax Rate(

Property Tax
Revenue

% Auditor Controller, County of Riverside, “Tax Rates by Tax Rate Areas (2015-16),” accessed May
6, 2016, http://www.auditorcontroller.org/Portals/0/Documents/about_us/division/Proptax/AUCB940-
DISTtax.pdf.
% Financial & Management Services Department, “...Adopted Budget.”
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Notes

(1) Estimated assessed property value provided by the applicant.

2.c

(2) Tax rate for the TRA is 1.09210% as provided by the Riverside County Tax Assessor’s

Office.®

% Auditor Controller, “Tax Rates...”
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Property Tax In-Lieu

Per California Tax and Revenue and Taxation Code 97.70, the City General Fund receives
property tax in lieu of Vehicle License Fee based on the change in the City’s gross assessed
valuation of taxable property for new developments. See Flowchart B.4 below for a graphical
representation of this approach.

Flowchart B.4
Property Tax In-Lieu Methodology

Change in Change

In-Lieu of VLF in Assessed
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Property Tax In-Lieu
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Notes

(1) Change in In-Lieu of VLF revenues between Fiscal Year (FY) 2004-05% and FY 2016-

% Finance Department, Moreno Valley City Hall. “City of Moreno Valley, California, Comprehensive
Annual Financial Report for Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2005." (2005). Accessed May 12, 2016.
http://www.moreno-valley.ca.us/city _hall/departments/fin-man-serv/fin-pdf/mv2005cafr0605.pdf.
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(2) Change in the City of Moreno Valley total assessed property value between FY 2004-

05% and FY 2016-17.%°

(3) New net valuation after buildout as provided by the applicant.

*"Financial & Management Services Department, “...Adopted Budget.”

% Gary L. Orso, “City of Riverside, Assessor-County Clerk-Recorder 2004-2005 Annual Report.”

(2005). Accessed May 11, 2016. www.asrclkrec.com.
3 Riverside County Assessor, “Assessed Value for Cities 2016/2018,” accessed May 9, 2016,
www.asrclkrec.com/.
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Utility Users Tax

Utility users tax (UUT) is a 5.75% charge on all utility activity in the City of Moreno Valley.
The tax is assessed on electricity, energy, water, cable, and wireless and telephone charges. In
order to preserve a conservative approach only the electricity and natural gas components were
included in this analysis. To find the UUT revenue the electricity and natural gas spend per
square foot for the warehouse and manufacturing units ($3.24)* is factored by the total square
footage of those units, as provided by the applicant. The revenue for the office unit is calculated
by factoring the utility spend per square foot ($2.12)** by the total square footage of that unit.
Then both the electricity and natural gas spend is factored by the UUT rate to find the total

revenue. See Flowchart B.5 below for a graphical representation of this approach.

Attachment: Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-24 SOC + Econ (2369 : PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002) Plot Plan)

“% BizCosts
* BOMA International, Inland Empire January — February 2014, EER 2-year control sample.
www.boma.org.
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Flowchart B.5
Utility Tax Methodology

Electricity Natl Gas
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Sq. FtM

Facility
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Electricity Natural Gas
Spend Spend

Utility Users Tax
Revenue

Notes

(1) Electricity costs per square foot for Riverside and San Bernardino warehouse facilities
as provided by the BizCosts* report and for office facilities as provided by BOMA.*?

(2) Facility square footage as provided by the applicant.

(3) Natural gas costs per square foot for Riverside and San Bernardino warehouse facilities

as provided by the BizCosts report and for office facilities as provided by BOMA.
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(4) Utility users tax rate as provided by the Adopted Budget 2016-17.*

42 BizCosts
3 BOMA.
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Franchise Fee

Franchise fee revenue consists of a tax on five franchise operations in the City of Moreno
Valley — electric, natural gas, cable, television, and refuse. In order to preserve a conservative
approach only the electricity and natural gas components are included in this analysis. To find
the franchise fee revenue the electricity and natural gas spend per square foot, as detailed in
the previous section, is factored by the total square footage of the Project, as provided by the
applicant. Then, both the electricity and natural gas spend is factored by the franchise fee rate
to find the total revenue. See Flowchart B.5 below for a graphical representation of this
approach.

Flowchart B.6
Franchise Fee Methodology

Electricity Facility Natl Gas

Sq Ft@

Spend Per
Sq. Ft®

Spend Per
Sq. KM

Electricity Natural Gas
Spend Spend

Franchise
Fee
Rate(®

Attachment: Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-24 SOC + Econ (2369 : PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002) Plot Plan)

Franchise Fee
Revenue

* Financial & Management Services Department, “...Adopted Budget.”
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Notes

(1) Electricity costs per square foot for Riverside and San Bernardino warehouse facilities
as provided by the BizCosts* report and for office facilities as provided by BOMA.*°

(2) Facility square footage as provided by the applicant.

(3) Natural gas costs per square foot for Riverside and San Bernardino warehouse facilities
as provided by the BizCosts report and for office facilities as provided by BOMA.

(4) The franchise fee rate for both electric and natural gas is equal to 1% of gross annual

revenues.*’

Attachment: Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-24 SOC + Econ (2369 : PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002) Plot Plan)

*® BizCosts
“° BOMA.
* Financial & Management Services Department, “...Adopted Budget.”
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2.c

Business Gross Tax

The City of Moreno Valley imposes a gross receipts tax for warehousing and manufacturing
establishments in the amount of $0.25 per $1,000 of gross receipts.*® Gross receipts are
assumed to be equivalent to the estimated revenue of the Project. To find the gross receipts tax
revenue the estimated gross receipts is factored by the gross receipts tax rate. See Flowchart
B.7 below for a graphical representation of this approach.

Flowchart B.7
Business Gross Tax Methodology

Estimated Gross
Receipts

Tax Rate@

Gross Receipts Tax
Revenue

Notes

(1) Gross receipts are assumed to be equivalent to the estimated revenue of the Project.

(2) Gross receipts tax rate is $0.25 per $1,000, or 0.025%.%

Attachment: Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-24 SOC + Econ (2369 : PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002) Plot Plan)

8 City of Moreno Valley. “Business License Categories and Application Fees.” (2016). Accessed May
10, %)16. http://www.moreno-valley.ca.us/edd/pdfs/BusLicCategories-Fees.pdf.
Ibid.
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Effective Sales Tax Calculation

The effective sales tax represents the amount of additional sales taxes expected to be paid with any increase in household
earnings. The effective tax rate is the ratio that can be factored by any increase in earnings to find that expected increase. The
formula used to calculate the effective tax rate is the total City sales tax revenue for a particular year divided by the total income of
City residents for the same year. The total income of City residents is calculated by factoring the average per capita income by the

City population.

In order to produce an effective sales tax rate for this study, Andrew Chang & Company first calculated an estimated population
for the City of Moreno Valley for 2017 based on average population growth between 2010 and 2014. Next, an estimated per capita
income for 2017 is calculated based on the California Price Index (CPI) growth between 2014 and 2016. This figure is factored with
the estimated population to find the total income of City residents for 2017. The City sales tax revenue, as provided by the Adopted
Budget 2016-17,% is divided by the total income of City residents to produce an effective sales tax rate for 2017. See the equation

below and the following Table B.2 for data sources and additional information.

City Sales Tax Revenue

Projections FY 2016/17 $20,486,866

Est. 2017 Per Capita = $3,982,312,116 - 0.51%
Income X Est. 2017 City

Population

% Financial & Management Services Department, “...Adopted Budget.”
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Effective Sales Tax Calculation

Table B.2

2.c

Element ‘ Value Source/Notes
City of Moreno Valley population census (April 193 365 http://www.census.gov/quickfacts/table/POP010210/0649270,
2010) ' extracted on May 5, 2016
City of Moreno Valley population estimate (July 202 976 http://www.census.gov/quickfacts/table/POP010210/0649270,
2014) ' extracted on May 5, 2016
City of Moreno Valley population estimate (July 210 637 Andrew Chang & Company estimate based on average
2017) ' population growth between 2010 and 2014
Consumer Price Index (2014) 246.055 California Department of Finance
Consumer Price Index (2016) 255.408 California Department of Finance

L http://www.census.gov/quickfacts/table/POP010210/0649270,
Per capita income ($2014) $17,874 extracted on May 5. 2016

. o Andrew Chang & Company estimate based on CPI growth

Estimated per capita income ($2017) $18,906 between 2014 and 2016
City of Moreno Valley Sales Tax Revenue $20.486.866 City of Moreno Valley, Adopted Budget Fiscal Year 2015-16,
Projections FY 2016/17 A Fiscal Year 2016-17, p. xvii
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2.c

Appendix C — General Fund Cost Analysis Scope & Methodology
Scope

The 2016-17 Adopted Budget for the City of Moreno Valley®* was analyzed to determine
potential costs to the City from the Project. The City is projected to spend $94 million in General
Fund expenses during the current fiscal year. The budget is composed of 62 expense items

grouped here (see Table C.1 below) into nine categories:

= Fire;

= City Police;

= Mall Police & Emergency/Volunteer Services;
= Public Works — Street Maintenance;

= Public Works — All Other;

*= Finance and Administration;

= Development;

= Communication; and

= Other.

All expenses appear to be recurring expenses rather than one-time. The scope includes all
expense items directly impacted by the Project, namely Fire and City Police. All other expense
items are considered to be not directly impacted or not impacted at all by the Project. Typically
speaking these costs come from the applicant. However, in order to preserve a conservative
figure, the approach assumes the costs will be absorbed by the City. This approach accounts

for 63% of all General Fund expenses. See Table C.1 below for more information.

Attachment: Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-24 SOC + Econ (2369 : PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002) Plot Plan)

*! Financial & Management Services Department, “...Adopted Budget.”
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2.c

Table C.1
City Budget Expenses

Increased General Fund expenses for City Police and Fire are calculated using the same
methodology. The total budget expense for each, as provided by the Adopted Budget 2016-
17,% is divided by the 2017 population estimates produced by Andrew Chang & Company® to
find the per capita/employee multiplier, i.e. the cost of City Police and Fire services per person.
The per capita/employee multiplier for both City Police and Fire is then factored by the total new

jobs (direct and indirect) created by the Project to find the total increase in City Police and Fire

. FY 201617 Sley seges
City of Moreno Valley Budget Adonted e S—
opte . One-Time Recurring

City Police $41,567,317 - XX g
o

Fire $18,378,935 - XX =
§

Mall Police & -- -- S
Emergency/Volunteer Services $828,136 ;
. <
Public Works — Street $697.822 - - [y
Maintenance Q
o

o

Public Works — All Other $2,508,707 - - 3
i

Finance and Administration $9,282,318 N - a
g

Development $8,054,890 - - o
S

Communication $2,004,847 - - 0
+

O

Other $11,088,061 - - 3
S

Total Expense Budget $94,411,033 - - Q
&

c

0

5

©

3

o

e

<

._‘é

=

i

=

@

IS

ey

(&)

S

<

services resulting from the Project. This approach assumes a 1:1 ratio for capita to employee,

*2 Financial & Management Services Department, “...Adopted Budget.”
*% See “Effective Sales Tax Calculation” in Appendix B — Tax Revenue Scope & Methodology for
methodology.
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which avoids additional assumptions and leaves the least room for error. See Flowchart C.1
below for a graphical representation of this approach.

Flowchart C.1
City Police & Fire Methodology

Budget 2017
Expense Population
Total™ Estimates®

Per New Jobs
Capita/Employee from
Multiplier Project@

Increased Police/Fire
Budget Expenses

Notes

(1) Budget expense for City Police and Fire services as provided by the Adopted Budget
2016-17.*

(2) 2017 population estimate as produced by Andrew Chang & Company.®®

(3) Total jobs created by the Project in the City of Moreno Valley, including direct and

indirect jobs.

* Financial & Management Services Department, “...Adopted Budget.”
*® See “Effective Sales Tax Calculation” in Appendix B — Tax Revenue Scope & Methodology for
methodology.
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2.c

Appendix D — Employment Methodology

The employment model calculates all jobs (direct and indirect) created in the City of Moreno
Valley as a result of the Project. The approach utilized in this study first calculates the total
Riverside County jobs by factoring the direct spend®® with the appropriate industry-specific final
demand multiplier, as produced by the U.S. BEA.>" The total jobs are then divided by the
industry-specific direct effect multiplier® to find the direct jobs created in the Project. Next the
indirect jobs within the City are found by factoring the difference in the total county jobs and the
direct jobs (representing the indirect jobs to the entire county) by the City of Moreno Valley’s
retention rate (the ratio of employed labor force in the City over the employed labor force in the
county as provided by California’s Employment Development Department’s Labor Market
Information Division database).* The direct jobs and indirect jobs specific to the City are
summed to provide the total jobs specific to the City of Moreno Valley. See Flowchart D.1 below

for a graphical representation of this approach.

Attachment: Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-24 SOC + Econ (2369 : PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002) Plot Plan)

*® See Appendix A — Direct Spend Methodology.
°" U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.
*% |bid.
%9 Employment Development Department, “Riverside, San Bernardino, Ontario MSA.”
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Flowchart D.1
Employment Methodology

Final

Direct Demand

Spend® Muttiplier®

Direct
Total Riverside Effect Direct City of
County Jobs Multiplier® Moreno Valley Jobs

Difference x
Retention
Rate®

Indirect City of
Moreno Valley Jobs

Total City of Moreno
Valley Jobs

Notes

(1) Direct spend as calculated in Appendix A — Direct Spend Methodology.

(2) Final Demand employment regional multipliers (RIMS II) for Riverside County produced
by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.®

(3) Direct Effect employment regional multipliers (RIMS II) for Riverside County produced by

the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.®

% U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.
61 .
Ibid.
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(4) The difference between the total jobs and the direct jobs is factored by the retention rate,

which is the total number of employees in the City of Moreno Valley over the total

number of employees in Riverside County as provided by California’s Employment

Development Department’s Labor Market Information Division database.®?

62 Employment Development Department, “Riverside, San Bernardino, Ontario MSA.”
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Appendix E — Earnings & Output Methodology

The economic and fiscal impact includes the total (direct and indirect) impact in increased
household earnings and economic output to the City of Moreno Valley. The approach utilized in
this study factored the direct spend®® of the project with the correlating derived final demand
multiplier (i.e. industry specific multipliers for construction, warehousing, manufacturing, and
office) for earnings and output to find the economic and fiscal impact. Each derived final
demand multiplier is calculated by dividing the total number (direct and indirect) of new jobs
created in the City of Moreno Valley by the total number of new jobs created in Riverside
County for all utilized industries® with the assumption that the amount of jobs retained in the
City will reflect the amount of earnings and output retained in the City.

Flowchart E.1
Earnings & Output Methodology

Direct
Spend™

Economic and Fiscal
Impact

Attachment: Exhibit A to Resolution 2016-24 SOC + Econ (2369 : PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002) Plot Plan)

% See Appendix A — Direct Spend Methodology.
% See Appendix D — Employment Methodology.
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Notes

(1) Direct spend as calculated in Appendix A — Direct Spend Methodology.

2.c

(2) The derived final demand multipliers are calculated by dividing the total number of jobs

created by in the City of Moreno Valley as a result of the Project by the total number of

jobs created in Riverside County as a result of the Project.

57
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Appendix F — Multipliers

This study utilizes the most recent regional RIMS II multipliers produced by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis for Riverside
County in order to determine the change in output, earnings, and employment as a result of the proposed Indian Street Commerce

Center Project. The industry-specific multipliers utilized for this study are listed below in Table F.1.

Derived final demand multipliers were created for the City of Moreno Valley in order to calculate the total impact (direct and
indirect) specific to the City. These multipliers are calculated by dividing the total number of direct and indirect jobs created in the City
of Moreno Valley by the total number of jobs created in Riverside County with the assumption that the portion of jobs generated
within the City by the Project would reflect the portion of output and earnings generated within the City. See Table F.1 below for

additional detail.
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Table F.1 <

Multipliers b

o

Low Scenario Riverside County \ City of Moreno Valley ?\I;
I I I S N
Final Demand Direct Effect Derived Final Demand S

; ©

Industry Output / Dollars SIS ST Earnings / Dollars | Employment / Jobs Retention Rate :,:'
Dollars Jobs a

Construction 1.7429 0.4355 9.1186 1.6323 1.8726 0.575 8
\Warehousing and storage 1.7063 0.4163 10.9144 1.6556 1.6473 0.642 S
7 ©

Apparel and leather and allied product 1.5468 0.3828 11.1472 1.5449 1.4227 0.729 =
manufacturing E
Administrative and support services 1.6503 0.5352 15.9691 1.4301 1.3533 0.762 C_‘-_
Median Scenario Riverside County City of Moreno Valley %

AN

Final Demand Direct Effect Derived Final Demand ~

c

Industry Output / Dollars g SO EGL Earnings / Dollars | Employment / Jobs Retention Rate 8
Dollars Jobs If

Construction 1.7429 0.4355 9.1186 1.6323 1.8726 0.575 8
\Warehousing and storage 1.7063 0.4163 10.9144 1.6556 1.6473 0.642 (]
Machinery manufacturing 1.598 0.3053 5.4954 1.7467 2.1195 0.518 (<\Ilr
Professional, scientific, and technical services 1.6814 0.5337 9.7208 1.4669 1.828 0.587 g
High Scenario Riverside County City of Moreno Valley c

Final Demand Direct Effect Derived Final Demand 5

o

Industry Output / Dollars B SO Earnings / Dollars | Employment / Jobs Retention Rate o
Dollars Jobs g

(@]

Construction 1.7429 0.4355 9.1186 1.6323 1.8726 0.575 ;
\Warehousing and storage 1.7063 0.4163 10.9144 1.6556 1.6473 0.642 E
Other transportation equipment manufacturing 1.5372 0.2614 4.2437 1.8052 2.5887 0.440 =
x

Management of companies and enterprises 1.6211 0.4876 7.0054 1.4568 2.1898 0.505 L
1=

(]

€

<

5
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41 INTRODUCTION

To ensure that the mitigation measures contained in this EIR are properly implemented,
a monitoring plan has been developed pursuant to State law. This Mitigation
Monitoring Plan (MMP) identifies measures incorporated in the Project which reduce
its potential environmental effects; the entities responsible for implementation and
monitoring of mitigation measures; and the appropriate timing for implementation of
mitigation measures. As described at CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, this MMP

employs both reporting on, and monitoring of, Project mitigation measures.

The objectives of the MMP are to:

e Assign responsibility for, and ensure proper implementation of mitigation
measures;

o Assign responsibility for, and provide for monitoring and reporting of
compliance with mitigation measures;

e DProvide the mechanism to identify areas of noncompliance and need for

enforcement action before irreversible environmental damage occurs.

Mitigation monitoring and reporting procedures incorporated in the Project are
presented in the following Section 4.2. Specific mitigation measures incorporated in the
Project, mitigation timing, and implementation and reporting/monitoring

responsibilities are presented within this Section at Table 4.2-1.

Indian Street Commerce Center Project Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Final EIR - SCH No. 2016031036 Page 4-1
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42 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING

Mitigation Monitoring and Responsibilities

As the Lead Agency, the City of Moreno Valley is responsible for ensuring full
compliance with the mitigation measures adopted for the proposed Project. The City
will monitor and report on all mitigation activities. Mitigation measures will be
implemented at different stages of development throughout the Project area. In this
regard, the responsibilities for implementation have been assigned to the Applicant,

Contractor, or a combination thereof.

If during the course of Project implementation, any of the mitigation measures
identified herein cannot be successfully implemented, the City shall be immediately
informed, and the City will then inform any affected responsible agencies. The City, in
conjunction with any affected responsible agencies, will then determine if modification

to the Project is required and/or whether alternative mitigation is appropriate.
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Table 4.2-1

Indian Street Commerce Center Project
Mitigation Monitoring Plan

General Note: To facilitate coordination and effective implementation of mitigation mensures, the mitigation measures provided herein shall
appear on all grading plans, construction specifications, and bid documents. Incorporation of required notations shall be verified by the City prior to
issuance of first development permit. Implementation Entities shall comply with listed mitigation requirements.

Mitigation Measures
Traffic and Circulation
4.1.1 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project
Applicant shall pay requisite fees toward the construction of Year
2020 improvements as indicated at following Table 4.1-9 and
summarized at Table 4.1-12 and illustrated at Figure 4.1-9 at the
conclusion of this Section.

Air Quality

421  The following requirements shall be incorporated into
Project plans and specifications in order to ensure implementation
of SCAQMD Rule 403 and limit fugitive dust emissions:

e All clearing, grading, earth-moving, or excavation activities
shall cease when winds exceed 25 miles per hour;

o The contractor shall ensure that all disturbed unpaved roads
and disturbed areas within the Project site are watered at
least three (3) times daily during dry weather. Watering,
with complete coverage of disturbed areas, shall occur at least
three times a day, preferably in the mid-morning, afternoon,
and after work is done for tie day; and

o The contractor shall ensure that traffic speeds on unpaved
roads and Project site areas are limited to 15 miles per hour

or less.

4.2.2  Grading plans shall reference the requirement that a sign
shall be posted on-site stating that construction workers need to
shut off engines at or before five minutes of idling. This

Mitigation Timing

Prior to the issuance of
building permits.

Prior to building plan
check.

Prior to the issuance of
grading plans.

Implementation
Entity

Applicant.

Applicant.

Applicant.

2d

©2016 Applied Planning, Inc.

Monitoring/Reporting ~ Monitoring/Reporting
Entity Frequency

City of Moreno Valley.  City shall verify payment

of fees at issuance of
building permits.

City of Moreno Valley. At building plan check.

City of Moreno Valley. At issuance of grading
plans.

Indian Street Commerce Center Project
Final EIR - SCH No. 2016031036

Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Page 4-3
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Table 4.2-1

Indian Street Commerce Center Project

General Note: To facilitate coordination and effective implementation of mitigation measures, the mitigation measures provided herein shall
appear on all grading plans, construction specifications, and bid docunients. Incorporation of required notations shall be verified by the City prior to
issuance of first development permnit. Iinplementation Entities shall comply with listed mitigation requirenients.

Mitigation Measures
requirement is based on the California Air Resources Board
regulation in Title 13, Chapter 10, Section 2485, Division 3 of the
California Code of Regulations, which imposes a requirement that
heavy duty trucks not idle for greater than five (5) minutes at any
location.

4.2.3 Al off-road diesel-powered construction equipment 2 150
hp shall meet California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 4
emission standards.

424  Only “Zero-Volatile Organic Compounds” paints (1o
more than 50 grams/liter of VOC) and/or High Pressure Low
Volume (HPLV) applications consistent with South Coast Air
Quality Management District Rule 1113 shall be used.

4.2.5  The following requirements shall be incorporated into
Project plans and specifications:
*  Any gasoline-powered cargo-handling equipnient shall be
equipped with catalytic converters.
o Install signs stating that the idling of trucks shall not
exceed three minutes.
e Provide preferential parking locations for EVs, CNG
vehicles, and carpool/vanpool veliicles.

Mitigation Monitoring Plan

Implementation
Mitigation Timing Entity
During grading Construction
activity. contractor.
Prior to issuance of Applicant.
building permits.
Prior to issuance of Applicant.

building permits.

Monitoring/Reporting
Entity

City of Moreno Valley.

City of Moreno Valley.

City of Moreno Valley.

2d

©2016 Applied Planning, Inc.

Monitoring/Reporting
Frequency

Ongoing throughout
grading activity.

At issuance of building
permits.

At issuance of building
permits.

Indian Street Commerce Center Project
Final EIR - SCH No. 2016031036

Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Page 4-4
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Table 4.2-1

Indian Street Commerce Center Project
Mitigation Monitoring Plan

General Note: To facilitate coordination and effective implementation of mitigation measures, the mitigation measures provided herein shall
appear on all grading plans, construction specifications, and bid docunients. Incorporation of required notations shall be verified by the City prior to
issuance of first development permit. Implementation Entities shall comply with listed mitigation requirements.

Mitigation Measures

Hazards/Hazardous Materials

4.5.1  All plans, construction documents, and contracts shall
contain the following or similar language: Contractors and
developers are advised that underground Transife pipelines may
be encountered within the Project site. If encountered, these
features shall be documented and evaluated by a licensed
environmental hazards remediation consultant/contractor. A final
report of Transite pipe hazards encountered (if any) and associated
remedial actions (if any) shall be submitted to the City.
Abatement/disposal of asbestos resulting from removal of Transite
pipelines shall be accomplished as detailed at EIR Section 4.5.4,
Hazardous Waste Handling.

Hydrology and Water Quality

4.6.1  Prior to grading plan approval and the issuance of a
grading permit by the City of Moreno Valley, the Project
Applicant shall provide evidence to the City that a notice of intent
(NOI) has been filed with the Regional Water Quality Control
Board for coverage under the State NPDES General Construction
Permit for discharge of stormwater associated with construction
activities. The SWPPP shall identify Best Management Practices
(BMPs) intended to prevent the release of sediment and pollutants
into downstream waterways. Examples of construction BMPs to
be incorporated in the Project include, but arc not liniited to, the
following:

Mitigation Timing

Throughout
construction.

Prior to issuance of
grading permits.

Implementation
Entity

Construction
contractor.

Applicant.

Monitoring/Reporting
Entity

City of Moreno Valley.

City of Moreno Valley.

2d
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Monitoring/Reporting
Frequency

Ongoing throughout
construction activity.

At issuance of grading
permits.
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Table 4.2-1
Indian Street Commerce Center Project
Mitigation Monitoring Plan
General Note: To facilitate coordination and effective implementation of mitigation measures, the mitigation measures provided herein shall
appear on all grading plans, construction specifications, and bid documents. Incorporation of required notations shall be verified by the City prior to
issuance of first development permit. Implementation Entities shall comply with listed mitigation requirements.

Implementation Monitoring/Reporting Monitoring/Reporting
Mitigation Measures Mitigation Timing Entity Entity Frequency
e  Silt Fences;
o Check Dans;
¢ Gravel Bag Bernis;
e Street Sweeping and Vacuuming;
e Sand Bag Barriers;
e Storm Drain Inlet Protection;
e  Wind Erosion Control;
o Stabilized Construction Entrance/Exit; and
e  Eutrance/Outlet Tire Wash.

Post-construction BMPs to reduce sediments and other pollutants
include, but are not limited to, the following:

e Providing permanent cover to stabilize the disturbed
surfaces after construction has been completed;

s Incorporating structural BMPs (e.g., grense traps, debris,
screens, continuous deflection separators, oillwater
separators, drain inlet inserts) into the Project’s design to
provide detention and filtering of contaminants in urban
runoff prior to discharge to storniwater facilities;

o Precluding non-stormuwater discharges to the stormwater
system; and
s Performing monitoring of discharges to the stormwater

systemn.
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Table 4.2-1

Indian Street Commerce Center Project
Mitigation Monitoring Plan

General Note: To facilitate coordination and effective implementation of mitigation measures, the mitigation measures provided herein shall
appear on all grading plans, construction specifications, and bid documents. Incorporation of required notations shall be verified by the City prior to
issuance of first development permit. Implementation Entities shall comply with listed mitigation requirements.

Mitigation Measures
4.6.2  Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project
Applicant shall submit a final Water Quality Management Plan
(WQMP) to the City of Moreno Valley. The WQMP shall identify
Best Management Practices (BMPs) addressing all - post-
construction pollutant discharges. Examples of BMPs included in
the Project’s Preliminary WQMP include the following:

Source Control/Non-Structiural BMPs
e Education of property owners, operators, tenants,
occupants, or eniployees;
o Street Sweeping of Private Streets and Parking Lots;
s Drainage facility inspection and maintenance;
*  Roof Runoff Controls;
e Efficicnt Irrigation;
*  Protection of Slopes and Channels;
e Storm Drain stenciling and signage;
e Trash Storage Areas and Litter Control;
o [rrigation system and landscape maintenance; and
e Loading dock drainage controls.

Site Design/Structural BMPs
e Maximize permenble areas;
e Mininiize street, sidewalk, and parking lot aisle widths;
e Maintain natural drainage patterns;
s Incorporate drought-tolerant landscaping;
e On-site ponding areas or retention facilities to increase

Mitigation Timing
Prior to issuance of
grading permits.

Implementation
Entity
Applicant.

Monitoring/Reporting
Entity
City of Moreno Valley.

2d
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Monitoring/Reporting
Frequency
At issuance of grading
permits.
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Table 4.2-1
Indian Street Commerce Center Project
Mitigation Monitoring Plan
General Note: To facilitate coordination and effective implementation of mitigation measures, the mitigation measures provided herein shall
appear on all grading plans, construction specifications, and bid documents. Incorporation of required notations shall be verified by the City prior to
issuance of first development permit. nplementation Entities shall comply with listed mitigation requirements.

Implementation Monitoring/Reporting ~ Monitoring/Reporting
Mitigation Measures Mitigation Timing Entity Entity Frequency
opportunities for infiltration;
e Convey roof runoff to landscaping/pcrmeable arcas prior
to discharge to storm drains;
e Drain sidewalks and walkways to adjacent landscaped
areas; and
s [Integration of landscaping and drainage designs.

Biological Resources

4.7.1  To avoid impacts to nesting birds and to comply with the Throughout Applicant. City of Moreno Valley. Ongoing throughout
federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA): construction. construction.

o If possible, all vegetation removal activities shall be
scheduled from August 1 to February 15, which is
outside the nesting season. This would ensure that no
active nests would be disturbed and that removal could
proceed rapidly.

e [If vegetation is to be cleared during the nesting season
(February 15 — July 31), all suitable habitat shall be
thoroughly surveyed for the presence of nesting birds by
a qualified biologist 72 hours prior to clearing. If any
active nests are detected, the area shall be flagged and
mapped on the construction plans along with a minimum
50-foot buffer and up to 300 feet for raptors, with the
final buffer distance to be determined by the qualified

Indian Street Commerce Center Project Mitigation Monitoring Plan
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Table 4.2-1

Indian Street Commerce Center Project
Mitigation Monitoring Plan

General Note: To facilitate coordination and effective implementation of mitigation measures, the mitigation measures provided herein shall
appear on all grading plans, construction specifications, and bid documents. Incorporation of required notations shall be verified by the City prior to
issuance of first development permit. Inplementation Entities shall comply with listed mitigation requirements.

Mitigation Measures
biologist. The buffer area shall be avoided until the
nesting cycle is complete or it is determined that the nest
has failed. In addition, the biologist will be present on the
site to monitor the vegetation removal to ensure that any
nests, whicl were not detected during the initial survey,
are not disturbed.

4.7.2  Within 30 days prior to grading, a qualified biologist
shall conduct a Project site survey and make a final determination
regarding the presence or absence of the burrowing owl. The
determination shall be documented and shall be submitted,
reviewed, and accepted by the City of Moreno Valley Planning
Division prior to the issuance of a grading permit. Survey
documentation shall incorporate following provisions:

e [u the event that the pre-construction survey identifies
no burrowing owls on the property, a grading permit
may be issued without restriction.

o Iu the event that the pre-construction survey identifies
the presence of burrowing owl(s,) the Applicant shall
implement incumbent CDFW burrowing owl mitigation
protocols.

Mitigation Timing

Within 30 days prior
to disturbance at the
Project site.

Implementation
Entity

Applicant.

Monitoring/Reporting
Entity

City of Moreno Valley.

2d
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Monitoring/Reporting
Frequency

Within 30 days prior to
disturbance at the Project
site.
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Table 4.2-1

Indian Street Commerce Center Project
Mitigation Monitoring Plan

General Note: To facilitate coordination and effective inplementation of mitigation measures, the mitigation measures provided herein shall
appear on all grading plans, construction specifications, and bid documents. Incorporation of required notations shall be verified by the City prior to
issuance of first development permit. Implementation Entities shall comply with listed mitigation requirements.

Mitigation Measures

Cultural Resources

4.8.1  Any cxcavation exceeding five feet below the current
grade shall be monitored by a qualified paleontological monitor. If
older alluvial deposits are encountered in shallower contexts,
monitoring should be initiated once these deposits area
encountered. The paleontological monitoring program should
follow the local protocols of the Western Center (Hemet) and a
paleontological monitoring plan should be developed prior to the
ground altering activities.  The extent and duration of the
monitoring can be determined once the grading plan is understood
and approved.

Mitigation Timing

Throughout grading
and excavation
activities.

Implementation
Entity

Applicant.

Monitoring/Reporting
Entity

City of Moreno Valley.

2d
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Monitoring/Reporting
Frequency

At issuance of a building
permit.
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Table 4.2-1
Indian Street Commerce Center Project
Mitigation Monitoring Plan
General Note: To facilitate coordination and effective implementation of mitigation measures, the mitigation measures provided herein shall
appear on all grading plans, construction specifications, and bid documents. Incorporation of required notations shall be verified by the City prior to
issuance of first developinent permit. Iinplementation Entities shall comply with listed mitigation requirements.

Implementation Monitoring/Reporting  Monitoring/Reporting
Mitigation Measures Mitigation Timing Entity Entity Frequency
4.8.2 _ Prior to the issuance o ‘ading perinit, the Proje Prior to issuance of Applicant. City of Moreno Valley. At issuance of grading
Applicant shall provide evidence to the City of Moreno Valley grading permits. permits.
I rofessi ical monitor has retai
by the Applicant to conduct monitoring of all mass grading
and trenching activities and that the monitor has the
authority to temporarily halt and redirect earthmoving
activities in the event that suspected archaeological resources

ject _construction. The Proj
archaeologist, with input from the Pechanga_Tribe, shall
ar Resources Monitoring P P) t

ocument _protocols for inadvertent finds, to determine

potential protection neasures from further damage and

struction for any i 1 7 rce(s)/tribal
cultural resources (TCRs), outline the process for mmonitorin

101 e final Phase IV Monitoring R I
any__archaeologic nd/or__TCRs _are identifie i

nionitoring, these will also be documented and addressed per

standard archaeological protocols in the Phase IV report, with
the exception of hwmnan remains which will be addressed per
Mitigati sure 4.8.6. The Proj Arch ist shal
attend the pre-grading meeting with the City and contractors
olai 1 din l - ts of 1] .

prograni.
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Table 4.2-1

Indian Street Commerce Center Project

General Note: To facilitate coordination and effective implementation of mitigation measures, the mitigation measures provided herein shall
appear on all grading plans, construction specifications, and bid documents. Incorporation of required notations shall be verified by the City prior to
issuance of first development permit. Implementation Entities shall comply with listed mitigation requirements.

Mitigation Measures
At least 30
ermit, the Applicant shall contact the Pechanga Band o
Luiseiio_Indians_to_develop a tural Resources Treatme

Agreement and shall provide evidence to the City of Moreno
Valley that the professionally qualified Native American
1onitor(s s _been secure td_that the Tribe shall be
allowed to monitor all mass grading and trenching activities.
The_Triba res 1 1d_the = ]

meeting with the City and contractors to explain and

484 If during mass grading and trenching activities, the
Archacological or Pechanga Monitors suspect that an
archaeological resource and/or TCR may have been unearthed,
. P . i < o7
with the other monitor as ropriate, shall {imnediately halt
and redirect grading operations in a 50-foot radius around the
ind to _allow identification and evaluation of the suspected
resource. The Native American monitor(s) or appropriate
repri bati i rcl ] nonitor _sh
evaluate the suspected resource and make a determination of

ection 21 2, The haeological monitor and Pechangr
monitor(s) _or__appropriate representative(s), the _Project
Applicant, _an e City Planuning Divisi sl ifer

regarding itigation of the discovered resource(s). All sacred

Mitigation Monitoring Plan

Implementation
Mitigation Timing Entity
At least 30 days prior Applicant.
to issuance of grading
permits.

During mass grading ~ Archaeological
and trenching and/or Pechanga
activities. Monitor(s).

Monitoring/Reporting
Entity
City of Moreno Valley.

Archaeological and
Pechanga monitor(s),
Applicant, and City of
Moreno Valley.

2d
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Monitoring/Reporting
Frequency
At issuance of grading
permits.

Throughout mass
grading and trenching
activities.
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Table 4.2-1

Indian Street Commerce Center Project
Mitigation Monitoring Plan

General Note: To facilitate coordination and effective implementation of mitigation measures, the mitigation measures provided herein shall
appear on all grading plans, construction specifications, and bid documents. Incorporation of required notations shall be verified by the City prior to
issuance of first development permit. Implementation Entities shall comply with listed initigation requirements.

Mitigation Measures

sites, should they be encountered within the Project area, shall

e _avoided and preserved as the preferred nitigation, i

feasible,

4.85 Prior to grading permit issuance, the City shall verify
hat the following note is included on the Grading Plan:

“1, y_suspect rcl 1 resour re_dis
during_ground-disturbing_activities and the archaeological
i Pec 1 e 31 senl

construction supervisor is obligated to halt work in a 50-foot
radius around the find and call the Project archaeologist and

e Pechai representatives to the site to assess the
significance of the find.”

. If huinan remnai 'e_encountered, California Heal
afety Code Section_7050.5 states that no further
isturbance shall occur until the Riverside County Coroner has
made the necessary findings as to origin. Further, pursuant to
1ia Public Resources 101 7 remains
shall be left in place and free from disturbance until a final
lecisi ] 1 di tion has | Ie |
the Coroner. If the Riverside County Coroner determines the
remains to be Native American,_the California _Native
Ameri Heri SSi. nust be_cont ithin 2
hours. The Native American Heritage Coimmnission must then

Mitigation Timing

Prior to issuance of
grading permits.

Throughout
construction.

Implementation
Entity

Applicant.

Contractor,
Applicant.

2d
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Monitoring/Reporting Monitoring/Reporting
Entity Frequency

City of Moreno Valley. At issuance of grading
permits.

City of Moreno Valley.  Throughout construction.
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Table 4.2-1
Indian Street Commerce Center Project
Mitigation Monitoring Plan
General Note: To facilitate coordination and effective implementation of mitigation measures, the mitigation measures provided herein shall
appear on all grading plans, construction specifications, and bid documents. Incorporation of required notations shall be verified by the City prior to
issuance of first development permit. Implementation Entities shall comply with listed mitigation requirements.

Implementation Monitoring/Reporting ~ Monitoring/Reporting
Mitigation Measures Mitigation Timing Entity Entity Frequency

immediately notify the "mmost lLikely descendant(s)” of

receiving notification of the discovery. The most likeh

S s) sl th recommendati ithin 4
ours, and engage in consultations conceriting the treatinent o
the remai ided in Public R X 7
487 Prior to building permit issuance, the Project  Prior to issuance of Applicant. City of Moreno Valley. At issuance of building
archaeologist shall prepare a_final Phase IV Monitoring building permits. permits.
Report as outlined in the CRMP, which shall be submitted to
ity P ing_Division, P B Luiseii

Indians the Eastern Information Center at the University

of California, Riverside. The report shall document Project

impacts to archaeological and tribal cultural resources, if any,

Il _cultural material, excludis j rave
s ai_remains, ing th i1

ritori 0 and_from any previous archaeological

studies or excavations on the Project site shall be curated, as

determined by the treatment plan, according to the current
professional _repository standards and may include _the

Pecl Bands curatoi r sternScienc
Center in Hemnet at the landowners discretion.
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PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 2016-25

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF
THE CITY OF MORENO VALLEY TO APPROVE PEN16-
0020 (PA16-0002) A PLOT PLAN FOR THE
CONSTRUCTION OF A 446,350 SQUARE FOOT
WAREHOUSE BUILDING TO BE LOCATED ON THE
WEST SIDE OF INDIAN STREET SOUTH OF GROVE
VIEW, ASSESSORS PARCEL NUMBERS 316-210-002-
011, 032, 051 AND 055.

WHEREAS, SRG Acquisition, LLC has filed an application for the approval of
PEN16-0020 (PA16-0002), a Plot Plan for a warehouse building as described in the title
of this Resolution; and

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

WHEREAS, upon completion of a thorough development review process the
project was appropriately agenized and noticed for a public hearing before the Planning
Commission of December 15, 2016; and

WHEREAS, on December 15, 2016, the Planning Commission of the City of
Moreno Valley conducted a hearing to consider the application; and

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

WHEREAS, pursuant to Government Code Section 66020(d)(1), NOTICE IS
HEREBY GIVEN that this project is subject to certain fees, dedications, reservations
and other exactions as provided herein.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Planning Commission of the
City of Moreno Valley as follows:

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

B. Based upon substantial evidence presented to this Planning Commission
during the meeting on December 15, 2016 including written and oral staff
reports: and the record from the public hearing, this Planning Commission
hereby specifically finds as follows:

1 RESOLUTION NO. 2016-25

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

FACTS: The General Plan encourages a mix of industrial uses to
provide a diversified economic base and ample employment
opportunities. The proposed high cube warehouse building as
designed furthers the identified benefits of the Land Use Plan
described in Section 2.1.3 of the General Plan Land Use Plan, and
is consistent with the Land Use Plan map in Figure 2-2 of the
General Plan. The current General Plan designation is Business
Park (BP), which provides for industrial uses within the southern
portion of the City.

Objective 2.5 promotes “a mix of industrial uses which provide a
sound and diversified economic base and ample employment
opportunities for the citizens of Moreno Valley that have good
access to the regional transportation system...” The placement of
the facility on Indian Street provides direct access to State Highway
215 from Indian Street to Harley Knox Boulevard, a distance of less
than two miles. Stated policies require the avoidance of adverse
impacts on surrounding properties and the screening of industrial
uses to reduce glare, noise, dust, vibrations and unsightly views.

The project as designed and conditioned would achieve the
objectives of the City of Moreno Valley’'s General Plan. The
proposed project is consistent with the General Plan and does not
conflict with the goals, objectives, policies, and programs
established within the Plan. The project will facilitate the orderly
and future expansion of the Industrial area providing employment
and other benefits to the community.

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

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

The plot plan as designed and conditioned will comply with all

applicable specific plan regulations and applicable Municipal Code
standards.

2 RESOLUTION NO. 2016-25
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Health, Safety and Welfare — The proposed use will not be
detrimental to public health, safety or welfare or materially injurious
to