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Agenda

Item No.

City of Yucaipa
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES

Regular Meeting of June 15, 2022
A Regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of Yucaipa, California was called to order in
the Council Chambers, 34272 Yucaipa Boulevard, Yucaipa, on June 15, 2022, at 6: 30 PM.
PRESENT:

Christopher

Markarian,

Vice Chair

Richard Beck, Commissioner
Lloyd Rekstad, Commissioner
Bart Brizzee, Commissioner

Tony Hicks, Commissioner

ABSENT:

J. R. Allgower, Chair
Aron Wolfe, Commissioner

CITY STAFF:

Fermin Preciado, City Engineer/ Development Services Director

Benjamin Matlock, City Planner/Planning Manager (by phone)
Madeline Jordan, Assistant Planner
Christian

Farmer,

Assistant

Planner

Katrina Kunkel, Associate Engineer

CONVENE PLANNING COMMISSION

The meeting was called to order at 6: 32 PM, with the Pledge of Allegiance led by Commissioner Rekstad.
ROLL

CALL

PUBLIC COMMENT

The City of Calimesa provided written comments/ responses for the City, but no further public comments
were received at Publiccomment( ai)yucaipa. org or in person.
CONSENT AGENDA

The following Consent Agenda items are expected to be routine and non -controversial. The Planning
Commission
will act upon them, at one time, without discussion. Any Councilmember or staff
member may request removal of an item from the Consent Agenda for discussion.
The title is deemed to be read, and further reading waived on any ordinance listed on the Consent

Agenda for second reading and adoption.
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1.

SUBJECT: Approve Item No. 1, Planning Commission Minutes of June 1, 2022
RECOMMENDATION:
ACTION:

MOTION

REKSTAD,

That the Commission approve the minutes from June 1, 2022.

BY COMMISSIONER

TO APPROVE

1- 2. ( HICKS

ABSTAINED,

BRIZZEE,

THE MINUTES
CHAIR

SECOND

BY COMMISSIONER

OF JUNE 1, 2022. MOTION

ALLGOWER

AND

CARRIED

COMMISSIONER

4- 0-

WOLFE

WERE ABSENT).

PUBLIC HEARINGS:

2.

The order of Business for the Public Hearing Shall Be:

A.

Staff Presentation

B.

Applicant/ Representative Presentation

D. Applicant Rebuttal ( if necessary)
E. Public Hearing Closed

C.

Public Comments

F. Commission

SUBJECT:

Transwestern

Development

Discussion

Co. ( Case No. 21- 138/ CUP/ ARC): A Conditional Use

Permit and Architectural Review for an approximately 363, 000 sf tilt -up concrete warehouse and
office Project, located on 19. 32 acres at the corner of 7th Place and County Line Lane within the

Regional Commercial land use district of the Freeway Corridor Specific Plan, including 33842
County

Line

Rd, 33808

05, 06, 08, 10, 11. (

County

Line

ITEM CONTINUED

Ln;

Assessor

Parcel Numbers (

APNs):

FROM JUNE 1, 2022, PLANNING

0318- 213- 03,

COMMISSION

MEETING.

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

Approve the Conditional Use Permit, subject to the Conditions of Approval as contained

in the Agenda Report, and if acceptable, approve the Architectural Design and preliminary

landscaping.
B)

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

C)

Adopt an Addendum to the Freeway Corridor Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report

in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970
and the CEQA Guidelines, as amended; and,
D)

Direct staff to file a Notice of Determination

subsequent to certification of the Addendum

to the Freeway Corridor Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report.
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DISCUSSION: Planning Manager/ City Planner, Ben Matlock, presented the Project and noted
two ( 2) updates to the proposed Conditions of Approval intended to address: 1) greater specificity
for the coordination and scheduling of interim traffic improvements between the proposed Project
and an approved Project within the City of Calimesa prior to the build -out of the ultimate I- 10
interchange improvements, and 2) the existing fire flow requirements for the Project that may be

modified pursuant to applicable provisions of the California Fire Code.
Vice Chair Markarian requested clarification that the Planning Department' s recommendations for
approval would include the updated Conditions of Approval provided, and Matlock confirmed that
was correct. It was also clarified that the additional items provided for the Commission' s review
included response letters from the City of Yucaipa and City of Calimesa regarding the updated
Condition of Approval that related to the interim traffic signals.

Commissioner Hicks asked how trip generation for the proposed Warehouse Project was
determined,

and expressed

concerns

over the " Fair share"

cost breakdown

determination

in the

updated Condition of Approval language, noting that it seemed to weighed unfavorably towards

the 7th Street and County Line Road RV Fueling and Retail Project in the City of Calimesa. He
also commented that the fuel station facility does not currently experience high traffic volumes
and that the fuel prices at that facility are uncompetitive to other stations.
Matlock clarified that the traffic analysis completed for the proposed Project included the analysis
that was approved by the City of Calimesa for their fuel station project, and that the traffic counts
developed for that project came directly from Calimesa' s approved project review. Further, the
traffic analysis for both projects relied on trip generation rates from the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (

ITE),

which provides the industry standard typical rates for each type of land use' s

traffic generation. Matlock continued describing a few key elements: 1) the Calimesa Project has
had only one phase built, and the future phases, including the quick service retail use, will increase
the overall peak demand, and 2) traffic impacts are assessed by total trips and then applied towards
a per peak demand activity, looking towards the flow of traffic that occurs during the highest level
of activity, and 3) the ITE assumes the typical generation — market prices on fuel may impact the
overall success of the facility, but can and will vary for the owner of the fuel station rather than
represent an absolute trend for a site.

Commissioner Hicks also noted that the underpass capacity to store vehicles in between turning
movements onto Interstate 10 seemed to be limited, with a note that perhaps only one truck would

be able to stack between the ramp locations and would therefore necessitate the widening of the
underpass area to create additional lanes. Matlock clarified that the underpass roadway measures

approximately 350 linear feet, which would allow for the stacking of several trucks and vehicles.
Additionally, Fermin Preciado, Director of Development Services/ City Engineer, noted that all
road improvements including the proposed dual lane roundabout at County Line Road and
Calimesa Blvd. will be designed to accommodate truck traffic as both streets are classified as
arterial streets.

Commissioner Rekstad requested clarification on the ultimate I- 10 interchange improvements for

the widening of the freeway. Matlock clarified that the ultimate interchange improvements will be
required as a part of the completion of both the City of Yucaipa' s Freeway Corridor Specific Plan
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FCSP) and the City of Calimesa' s Mesa Verde Specific Plan. Further, as development within

those planned areas moves forwards, then the ultimate improvements for the freeway will be
necessary. This overall timeline for development is why the City of Yucaipa is providing support
to the City of Calimesa to prepare the " PSR" process to get the interchange project initiated. He
continued that the interim traffic improvements will improve the current traffic flow at the

corresponding intersection, but the nexus for this specific proposed warehouse Project is not
necessary to trigger the full lane widening and interchange improvements.
Vice Chair Markarian and Commissioner Brizzee noted that the letter to Calimesa provided by the

City of Yucaipa reflects the amended COAs, and the June 15th letters are Calimesa' s responses
with suggested changes to staff' s recommendations.

Jeremy Krout presented on behalf of the applicant and highlighted the landscaping buffer adjacent
to the freeway and the attention to detail of the City of Yucaipa' s staff. He noted that the
architecture choice for the building prioritizes the corners, which are particularly visible from the
freeway and are used to also help break down the mass of the structure. He also noted the fiscal
impacts of the proposed Project.
Commissioner Beck asked if there will be a wall proposed around the site. Roger Deitos from the

applicant' s team noted there are concrete tilt up walls around the proposed site that are a minimum
of 8- 10 feet based on the grade and slope of the portion ofthe property. The Commission continued
with a discussion about the elevation difference between the freeway and the proposed pad for the
Project.

Vice Chair Markarian noted there would be a 10- minute break.
Public Comments:
1.

Jayson Baiz from Labors International Union of North America expressed his support for the

proposed Project as a similar Project opened the door to an apprenticeship for him in his career,
and he is hopeful that this Project will provide work and related benefits for others.
2.

Jose Garcia, who is also from Labors International Union of North America, expressed interest

in moving to the City and his support for the Project.
3.

Bonnie Johnson, City Manager with the City of Calimesa, thanked the Planning Commission
for their attention to detail and requested more time to work with the City of Yucaipa on

coordinating the final Condition of Approval relative to interim traffic improvements and
scheduling related to the proposed Project and the City of Calimesa' s RV/Fueling Station
project.
4.

Justin Schlaefli, Traffic Engineer with the City of Calimesa, expressed concern over the traffic
impacts and a possible delay of over 4, 000 seconds at a particular intersection which caught
his attention. He noted that based on the proposed condition, this Project applicant would only
be tied to a small fair -share commitment to construct potential interim traffic signals while the

ultimate I- 10 improvements were pursued. Given the nature of the heavy trucks which will
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service the warehouse and utilize the freeway, he also mentioned Calimesa felt it was important
to consider the widening of the ramps as a part of this Project approval. He referenced the City
of Yucaipa' s Freeway Corridor Specific Plan and its associated Goals and Objectives to have
those improvements built out.

5.

Michael Thornton, City Engineer with the City of Calimesa, explained that the City of
Calimesa supports the proposed Project, but believes there are further traffic mitigation
measures that need to be included in the Project approval. He noted that while County Line

Road is the back door to the City of Yucaipa, it is the front door to the City of Calimesa. He
said to avoid litigation and an appeal to City Council, the commissioners should consider that
the updated Condition of Approval be changed to its original verbiage and that the City of
Yucaipa contribute a fair -share towards the I- 10 ramp widening. He also noted that the
Interchange Project is a joint effort between the two ( 2) cities. While the City of Calimesa is
the lead agency, they expect Yucaipa to be along for the ride and provide support through the
process.

Vice Chair Markarian allowed for the applicant team to provide responses. Meghan Macias,

with EDP Solutions and who had completed the Traffic Study for the Project, clarified some
of the concerns and baselines detailed in the report. She noted that the new Project would have

some incremental delay at the intersection, but it would not be substantial when considering
the Calimesa Project. She also noted that the interim signals would be sufficient to satisfy LOS

C for both of the two ( 2) projects and support the flow until the ultimate improvements were
pursued and built out.
Preciado continued that the traffic signal installation would serve as an interim measure until

any other future ramp improvements are constructed, and would actually improve the existing
roadway conditions from LOS D and F to LOS C, Matlock clarified that the improvements
would result in either a LOS B and C for the entire area. Additionally, the interim
improvements would meet the needs of the current Project. Requests for further improvements
do not substantiate the nexus that would be required to condition the ultimate improvements

to this Project; and by requiring them would virtually place a moratorium on any project

beginning development within the FCSP. He also noted that the approved project within the
City of Calimesa already has a Condition of Approval in place for the installation of these
interim signals prior to occupancy of the final phase of that project.
Matlock continued that the Condition of Approval being discussed was updated to provide
greater specificity to ensure that this Project and the approved phased project in Calimesa can
move forward. The updated Condition of Approval serves as an accountability measure so that
one (

1)

project is not waiting for the other to start. To clarify some concerns from

Commissioner Hicks about traffic impacts, he also noted that parking spaces are generally not

a barometer for traffic because they don' t take into account length of stay from an employment based use rather than a commercial service -based use, where people are coming and going
more regularly.

Vice Chair Markarian noted that he felt this applicant shouldn' t have to complete the widening

of the freeway ramp lanes for this Project. Preciado clarified that the proposed fair -share
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breakdown reflected in the Condition of Approval was determined by the Traffic Impact

Assessments prepared for each project that that had the fair share allocation assigned to the
Project' s demand to the overall area in order to determine the percentage of what their impact
is. Matlock continued that an MOU would clarify the final percentage of cost subject to
reimbursement, and would allow for additional reimbursement from other future development

projects that may also benefit from these signals.
Commissioner Brizzee commented that the Planning Commission is ultimately responsible for
furthering the City Council' s established policies, which in this case would relate to supporting

projects that result in the implementation of the FCSP. However, he noted that given the letters
and comments provided by the City of Calimesa, a continuance may be helpful to allow for
additional discussion between the cities to find reasonable

solutions to the concerns and to

hopefully resolve any outstanding issues.
Vice Chair Markarian addressed the City of Calimesa staff and asked what determination
would satisfy their requests. Thornton came back to the podium and said they need more time.
Preciado clarified for the commissioners that the City of Calimesa was requesting 1) to change
the apportionment of the fair -share costs of the interim signals and 2) that mitigation Measures
T- 4 and T- 12 from the FCSP be implemented for this specific Project. However, he noted that
there is not the nexus to require those improvements at this time as the interim signals are
sufficient to achieve a LOS C.

Vice Chair Markarian didn' t feel the continuance was necessary and invited the applicant to

come back to the podium as Calimesa was given the opportunity to address the Commission
once again. Stephen Batcheller from the applicant' s team hoped to resolve some concerns with

the City of Calimesa by agreeing to increase their contribution to a 50/ 50 split, which would
increase their obligations from those identified in the respective traffic studies and the updated
Condition of Approval.

Bonnie Johnson, City Manager of Calimesa was invited back to the stand and expressed
appreciation for the proposed new breakdown, but noted that she would need to speak with her
applicant for the Calimesa project, and therefore needs more time to make a decision to support
that offer.

ACTION: MOTION BY COMMISSIONER HICKS, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER
BRIZZEE TO CONTINUE ITEM 2 TO THE JULY 6, 2022, PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING.

MOTION CARRIED 5- 0- 0- 2. ( CHAIR ALLGOWER

AND COMMISSIONER

WOLFE WERE ABSENT).

ANNOUNCEMENTS:
PLANNING
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10: 05 PM
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Benjamin Matlock

Planning Manager/ City Planner
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