
Agenda Item No. 

City of Yucaipa
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES

Regular Meeting of July 6, 2022

1

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 July 6, 2022, at 6: 30 PM & in the

Warwick Stone 55 Hotel, Zalka Highway Zeinoun Street Zalqa 70779, Lebanon at 4: 30 A.M. 

PRESENT: J.R. Allgower, Chair

Christopher Markarian, Vice Chair ( at alternate site) 

Richard Beck, Commissioner

Lloyd Rekstad, Commissioner

Bart Brizzee, Commissioner

Tony Hicks, Commissioner
Aron Wolfe, Commissioner

ABSENT: None

CITY STAFF: Fermin Preciado, City Engineer/ Development Services Director
Benjamin Matlock, City Planner/ Planning Manager
Madeline Jordan, Assistant Planner

Christian Farmer, Assistant Planner

Katrina Kunkel, Associate Engineer

CONVENE PLANNING COMMISSION

The meeting was called to order at 6: 30 PM, with the Pledge of Allegiance led by Commissioner Rekstad. 

ROLL CALL

PUBLIC COMMENT

There were no comments received for items not listed on the agenda at Publiccomment@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 15, 2022

RECOMMENDATION: That the Commission approve the minutes from June 15, 2022. 

DISCUSSION: It was noted that items would need to be approved by a roll call vote, given Vice
Chair Markarian' s remote presence, and the Brown Act' s procedures and policies for
teleconferencing. 

ACTION: MOTION BY COMMISSIONER REKSTAD, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER

BECK, TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF JUNE 15, 2022. MOTION CARRIED 5- 0- 2- 0. 

CHAIR ALLGOWER AND COMMISSIONER WOLFE ABSTAINED). 

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

A. Staff Presentation

B. Applicant/ Representative Presentation

C. Public Comments

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

2. SUBJECT: Transwestern Development 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 County Line Ln; Assessor Parcel Numbers ( APNs): 0318- 213- 03, 

05, 06, 08, 10, 11. ( ITEM CONTINUED FROM JUNE 15, 2022 PLANNING COMMISION

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. 

DISCUSSION: Planning Manager/ City Planner, Ben Matlock, presented the Project and
referenced the written Public Comment received via email, noting that the Conditions of Approval
for the Project encourage utilizing the local workforce. He also highlighted that the City of Yucaipa
and the City of Calimesa have met since the last Planning Commission Meeting, and all parties
agree to COA # 122, which addresses fair -share costs for the required interim traffic signals. 
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Jeremy Krout presented on behalf of the applicant and noted that they have prepared a 3D view
simulation from the off -ramp, as this is the vantage point that most people will see and experience. 
He also highlighted that market analysis studies have shown that a commercial development is not

a viable use at this site given it is set in away from County Line Road. He showed fiscal impacts
for the warehouse use, and additionally pointed out that the traffic expected for the warehouse use
is lower than the trip generation expected for the Calimesa commercial project at Countyline Lane. 

Hicks asked for further clarification on the traffic analysis and did not agree with the numerical

estimates for expected trip generation. Krout noted that their Project would now contribute a 75/ 25
split towards the interim improvements, and that the traffic estimates in the studies are generated
based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers ( ITE), which provides the industry standard
typical rates for each type of land use' s traffic generation and considers employees absences and
that every employee will not work every day. He continued that the interim traffic improvements
will improve the current traffic flow at the freeway ramp locations from a LOS D and F to B and
C. 

Brizzee noted that he wanted to clarify that for the record the written Public Comment letter did
not provide any substance for this Project exceeding environmental thresholds, nor that further
analysis is required, but that the Planning Commission may consider a condition for union labor. 

Wolfe said the Project was beautiful, but also expressed traffic concerns asking if there were
additional considerations for something like roundabouts or widening of the freeway. Matlock
clarified that the improvements for ultimate interchange improvements, including widening of the
lanes, will be required as a part of the completion of both the City of Yucaipa' s Freeway Corridor
Specific Plan ( FCSP) and the City of Calimesa' s Mesa Verde Specific Plan. He noted that these
ultimate conditions are why the two ( 2) cities are working together to prepare the " PSR" process
to get the interchange project initiated. Matlock also noted there will be roadway connectivity
within the FCSP, which is currently in the process of being updated. It was also clarified that there
was a study session with City Council on the update, and that the current CUP Project under review
is consistent with the direction of future changes for the FCSP update. 

The Director of Development Services/ City Engineer, Fermin Preciado, further clarified that the
interim signals will be provided on both sides of the freeway. The ultimate process, review, and
approval will be by the Caltrans agency. He noted the efficiency of the intersection will be
increased to a LOS B and C given that there is opportunity to synchronize the signals and have
them " talk" to each other to improve traffic flow. 

Rekstad had similar traffic frustrations with the existing conditions and noted he felt the project
was like the cart before the horse. Wolfe asked who is responsible for the intersection. Preciado

clarified Caltrans is the responsible party. 

Meghan Macias, with EDP Solutions and traffic engineer for the Project' s study, further clarified
how traffic estimates were determined. Her calculations were within a close estimate to Hick' s " on

the fly" calculation In response to Hicks, she also said there was no knowledge of cold storage
proposed with the Project. 
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Vice Chair Markarian noted the analysis for a commercial tenant would be expected to generate
about 9,660 trips while the warehouse is significantly lower at 828. Macias commented that there
would be an expected 15 trucks at the peak hour, but based on general efficiency of the future
tenant, the trips would likely be spread out at different time increments to avoid stacking at their
facility and at the offramp. 

Public Comments: 

1. One ( 1) written comment was provided by Mitchell M. Tsai, Attorney at Law, via email on
behalf of the Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters ( SWRCC) highlighting the benefits
of hiring local from an environmental and economic stance. 

2. Jeffery Scott from the Carpenter' s Union expressed support for the Project and the opportunity
to work with and mentor youth in potential partnership opportunities with the construction of
the Project. 

3. Jack Kofdarali, who is the developer for the Calimesa commercial project, noted that he accepts
the current fair -share condition and that unless this Project moves forward, nothing on his site
will be built in the future. He mentioned that the traffic should improve with the required

interim signals and that it will serve as a community benefit while the Caltrans ultimate
improvements are designed and constructed, which can take time. 

4. Walter Scott noted he has had a career in the trade and often drove to LA for work. He

expressed excitement for the fact that this Project may give opportunities to local workers, 
allowing them more time to spend with their families. 

5. Ernie Regaldo, who lives at 34480 County Line Road, also spoke from the Carpenter' s Union. 
He said finding his career in the trade allowed him to take pride in himself and that he supports
this Project close to home. 

6. Bonnie Johnson, City Manager with the City of Calimesa, thanked the Planning Commission
for their attention to detail and expressed her support of the Project. She noted the progress
made since the last meeting, and that the goal is to have the signals in sooner rather than later, 
which will be further clarified and coordinated in the MOU between the two ( 2) cities. 

7. Michael Thornton, City Engineer with the City of Calimesa, supported the Project but pointed
out that the intersection of County Lane Road and County Line Lane may need to have further
traffic analysis depending on the final tenant. He said this can be further clarified in the MOU. 
In response to Hicks, Thornton also noted that there may need to be more right-of-way acquired
from the residences that front County Line Lane. 

8. Gary Womack, the broker for the property, provided perspective on the difficulty attracting a
buyer for this property and that based on market analysis a commercial tenant is just not a
viable option for the site. He mentioned previous negotiations with big box stores like Target, 
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but that a deal could never be achieved because of site constraints, such as no direct frontage

to County Line Road. 

Jeremy Krout, with the applicant' s team, provided a rebuttal highlighting earlier points and that
the expected traffic generation from a commercial tenant ( if it was viable given the market
conditions) would have a much higher demand. 

City Manager, Ray Casey, provided a response based on his work with Caltrans before. He noted
that these long- range efforts for the ultimate freeway improvements unfortunately take time, 
coordination, and money, which often requires private partner relationships to pay -in to achieve
adequate funds. He said that the interim signals will allow the proposed Project and the Calimesa
project to be constructed, while also achieving a better LOS service designation than existing. He
mentioned that the FCSP will have connectivity and that the goal is to have these projects
complete, noting that the Conditions ofApproval have consideration for this. For example, in order
to keep the projects moving along, the interim signal designs will be required to be submitted for
Caltrans review at the same time as the structural plans are submitted for Building Plan check. 
This provides an accountability metric for build -out of the site and ensure the signals are in place
before operation. 

Wolfe asked where the MOU was in the package. Matlock clarified that there is not an MOU to
approve tonight, but that COA # 122 requires an MOU between the two ( 2) cities to coordinate the

efforts of the interim traffic improvements. Chair Allgower noted he liked the project, but he felt
the potential traffic would be an issue with this development. 

In response to Commissioner Rekstad asking about the environmental review process, Matlock
clarified that CEQA is high- level and is intended to analyze impacts and thresholds. He noted that

the Addendum for the Project was prepared given that the Project is within the general overall
scope of the existing FCSP EIR. He also mentioned that the Project review included the preparation
of a handful of technical studies and reports to validate and ensure that this Project does not exceed

any impacts or thresholds previously identified. 

At the request of Chair Allgower, the Commissioners discussed their closing thoughts and
perspectives on the Project. Hicks and Rekstad still expressed their reservations in regard to traffic
congestion, particularly at the overpass and intersections off of the freeway which will require
interim signals. While Brizee admitted that his personal preference is to not see warehouses built, 
that he would vote in favor for a multitude of reasons including: the FCSP is the City' s policy
document that guides future development and allows the proposed land use; the required Findings
for approval have been provided by staff; the applicant has individual property rights; the City of
Calimesa and the City of Yucaipa have been able to come to a compromise over the concerns for
the required interim improvements and their funding source; and that in the public comment Mr. 
Womack, the property broker, provided testimony on the difficulty in finding a suitable buyer for
the site, and that the market analysis does not identify this site as a suitable commercial
development site given there is no direct connectivity to the freeway. Vice Chair Markarian, Beck, 
and Wolfe expressed similar sentiments. Markarian particularly highlighted that he was glad to
see the fair -share breakdown compromised between the two ( 2) cities and that he is hopeful this

Project will provide local job opportunities for those within the construction business and general
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workforce. Beck agreed. Wolfe noted he appreciated the applicant' s attention to detail in

addressing the concerns raised at the meeting. 

ACTION: MOTION BY VICE CHAIR MARKARIAN, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER

WOLFE TO APPROVE ITEM 2. MOTION CARRIED 4- 3- 0- 0. ( CHAIR ALLGOWER

AND COMMISSIONER REKSTAD AND HICKS VOTED NO). 

Vice Chair Markarian noted that no members of the public were at the alternative site and would
be leaving the meeting. 

3. SUBJECT: Rich Yucaipa III (Case No. 22- 047/ CUP/MNV): A Conditional Use Permit to allow

for the continued development of a 108- unit residential detached condominium project on 14. 9
acres, and a Minor Variance request for a reduction of building setbacks to interior lot lines for a
total of 6 units, requesting an 11 foot rear yard setback in lieu of the 15 foot setback, and a 16 foot
side yard setback in lieu of the 20 foot setback, previously approved as Case No. 16- 

026/ CUP/ MNV located between 3rd and 4th Streets, approximately 800 feet north of County Line
Road. APNs: 0319- 661- 02, 03, 04, 05, 06, 07, 08, 09, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20. 

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; and

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

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

D) Find that the previously adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration remains valid and applicable
to the project pursuant to Section 15162( a) of the California Environmental Quality Act
CEQA) and that no further documentation is necessary pursuant to CEQA; and, 

E) Direct staff to file a Notice of Exemption Determination. ( Clarified in motion). 

DISCUSSION: After a 10- minute break called by Chair Allgower, Assistant Planner, Christian
Farmer presented the Project. Chair Allgower asked about the street frontages of the Project and
if a traffic study was done. Farmer clarified there is frontage on 3rd and 4th Street, and Matlock
noted there was not a traffic study done, as the Project is consistent with the Multiple Residential
General Plan Land Use Designation and the build out capacity of the City. 

Dan Haskins, the applicant' s representative, noted that they have been working on this Project, 
which is called " Magnolia Gardens," for quite some time. He said that the only difference from
the previous approved entitlement is a three (3) foot reduction in the home heights, and some minor
changes to the Conditions of Approval. He also mentioned that the property owner has assets
overseas, which had caused some delay in moving the Project along through the construction
phase; however, they are moving forward once again. 
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Commissioner Brizzee asked what the price point of the units would be, and Haskins noted they
were appraised at 650- 750K. 

Matlock clarified that Recommendation ( E) should be for staff to file a Notice of Determination
NOD). 

ACTION: MOTION BY COMMISSIONER REKSTAD, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER

WOLFE, TO APPROVE ITEM 3, WITH A CORRECTION TO RECOMMENDATION ( E) 

FOR STAFF TO FILE A NOTICE OF DETERMINATION ( NOD). MOTION CARRIED

6- 0- 0- 1. ( VICE CHAIR MARKARIAN LEFT THE MEETING EARLY). 

4. SUBJECT: Roy Penter ( Case No. 22- 061/ SUP/ ARC): A Special Use Permit for the Architectural
Review of a 16- foot-tall, 600 square foot detached metal garage to be located on a single-family
residential property at 32364 Kentucky Street; APN: 0301- 132- 22. 

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

A) Review the architectural design of the proposed metal structure, and if it is acceptable, approve
the design subject to the Conditions of Approval; and

B) Adopt the Special Use Permit Findings as contained in the Agenda Report; and

C) Adopt a Categorical Exemption pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970
and the CEQA Guidelines, as amended, Section 15303 ( Class 3); and

D) Direct staff to file a Notice of Exemption. 

DISCUSSION: Assistant Planner, Christian Farmer presented the Project. The applicant noted
that he is hopeful to have an approved Project because he is excited to have his " man cave." 

ACTION: MOTION BY COMMISSIONER WOLFE, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER

REKSTAD, TO APPROVE ITEM 4. MOTION CARRIED 6- 0- 0- 1. ( VICE CHAIR

MARKARIAN LEFT THE MEETING EARLY). 

ANNOUNCEMENTS: Matlock noted there will be another Planning Commission Meeting this

month on July 20, 2022, and that there will be some larger Projects presented in the upcoming
meetings. He is excited to continue to see everyone, and expressed appreciation for the

commissioner' s commitment, especially during these longer evenings. 

PLANNING COMMISSION ADJOURNED: 9: 19 PM

Benjamin Matlock

Planning Manager/City Planner Cha . ' e Planning Commission
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