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hearing, or appear and be heard in support of, or in opposition to, these proposals at the time of the hearing. Any person interested in the proposal
may

contact the Planning Division at 9700 Seventh Avenue (City Hall), Hesperia, 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. on Fridays) or call (760) 947-1224. The pertinent documents will be available for public
inspection at the above address.

If you challenge these proposals, the related Negative Declaration and/or Resolution in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues 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.

Documents produced by the City and distributed less than 72 hours prior to the meeting regarding any item on the Agenda will be made available in
the

Planning Division, located at 9700 Seventh Avenue during normal business hours or on the City’s website.

*See reverse for details on public meeting guidelines
during the COVID-19 (Coronavirus) Pandemic



Remote Access to City of Hesperia Planning Commission Meeting:

In accordance with new community guidelines from local, state and federal public health
agencies, the City of Hesperia will allow for remote participation at Planning Commission
meetings. The public will not be permitted to attend the meetings within the council
chambers, but may submit written comments to be read by staff.

As always, the public may view the Planning Commission meetings live on the City of
Hesperia’s website at www.cityofhesperia.us.

Remote Public Comment:

During the upcoming Planning Commission meeting public comment will be accepted via
email. If you would like to comment remotely, please follow the protocols below:

e Send comments via email to ebaum@cityofhesperia.us

 Identify the item you wish to comment on in your email’s subject line. Emailed comments
will only be accepted for Consent Calendar/New Business/ Public Hearing items. Emailed
comments will not be accepted for non-agendized general public comment items.

o Emailed comments on each Consent Calendar/New Business/ Public Hearing item will be
accepted after the start of the meeting, but before the Chair announces that public
comment for that item is closed.

o Each emailed comment will be read aloud by a member of staff for up to three minutes.

Emails received by ebaum@cityofhesperia.us outside of the comment period outlined above
will not be included in the record.

NOTE: In compliance with the Americans with Disability Act, if you need special
assistance to participate in this meeting, please contact the City Clerk’s Office at
(760) 947-1007 or (760) 947-1056. Notification 48 hours prior to the meeting will
enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility.



Planning Commission Meeting Agenda August 13, 2020

AGENDA
HESPERIA PLANNING COMMISSION
9700 Seventh Ave., Council Chambers, Hesperia, CA 92345

As a courtesy, please silence your cell phones, pagers, and other electronic devices while the meeting is
in session. Thank you.

Prior to action of the Planning Commission, any member of the audience will have the opportunity to address the
legislative body on any item listed on the agenda, including those on the Consent Calendar. PLEASE SUBMIT A
COMMENT CARD TO THE COMMISSION SECRETARY WITH THE AGENDA ITEM NUMBER NOTED.

CALL TO ORDER - 6:30 PM

A. Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag
B. Invocation
C. Roll Call

Chair Cody Leis

Vice Chair Rusty Caldwell
Commissioner Roger Abreo
Commissioner Dale Burke
Commissioner Sophie Steeno

JOINT PUBLIC COMMENTS

Please complete a “Comment Card” and give it to the Commission Secretary. Comments are limited to three (3)
minutes per individual. State your name for the record before making your presentation. This request is optional, but
very helpful for the follow-up process.

Under the provisions of the Brown Act, the Commission is prohibited from taking action on oral requests. However,
Members may respond briefly or refer the communication to staff. The Commission may also request the

Commission Secretary to calendar an item related to your communication at a future meeting.

CONSENT CALENDAR

1. Page4d Consideration of the July 9, 2020 Draft Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
Recommended Action:

It is recommended that the Planning Commission approve the Draft Minutes
from the Regular Meeting held on July 9, 2020.

Staff Person:  Planning Commission Secretary Erin Baum
Attachments: 070920 MINUTES.pdf




Planning Commission

Meeting Agenda August 13, 2020

PUBLIC HEARINGS

2.

3.

Page 9

Page 281

Consideration of Site Plan Review SPR19-00015 to construct a 123,132 square foot
manufacturing/industrial building, a 19,600 square foot storage building, and a 8,865
square foot office building in conjunction with Variance VAR20-00001 to exceed the
maximum floor area ratio, on approximately 9.5 gross acres within
the Commercial/Industrial Business Park zone of the Main Street and Freeway Corridor
Specific Plan, located at the south-east corner of Highway 395 and
Poplar Street (Applicant: 395 LLC; APN: 3064-591-01 & 03)

Recommended Action:

It is recommended that the Planning Commission adopt Resolution
Nos. PC-2020-08 and PC-2020-09, approving Site Plan Review
SPR19-00015 and Variance VAR20-00001.

Staff Person:  Senior Planner Ryan Leonard

Attachments: Staff Report

Attachment 1 - Main Street and Freeway Corridor Specific Plan
Attachment 2 - Aerial

Attachment 3 - Site Plan

Attachment 4 - Manufacturing Building Elevations

Attachment 5 -Administration Building Elevations

Attachment 6 -Storage Building Elevations

Negative Declaration ND19-00006 and Initial Study
Comment Letters Received

Resolution No. PC-2020-08
Resolution No. PC-2020-09
Attachment A-Conditions of Approval

APP20-00002, Appeal of Development Review Committee Denial of CUPE20-00001, a
Request for a Three Year Extension of Time for a Proposed 4,990 s.f. Liquor Store.
*Continued from the July 9 Meeting.

Recommended Action:

That the Planning Commission find that the project site cannot comply with current code
requirements and uphold the denial of the extension of time.

Staff Person:  Principal Planner Chris Borchert
Attachments:  Staff Report - APP20-00002

Attachment 1 - CUP17-00005 Staff Report
Attachment 2 - Site Plan for CUP17-00005
Attachment 3 - DRC denial letter.pdf



http://hesperia.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=68b5a597-d5d7-4a48-adbd-ff6f5e5aa4ea.docx
http://hesperia.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=8366c9b1-a867-4cef-ab0d-e6de1f2a5d07.doc
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The Principal Planner or staff may make announcements or reports concerning items of interest to the Commission and the public.

PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS

The Commission Members may make comments of general interest to the City.

ADJOURNMENT

|, Erin Baum, Planning Commission Secretary of the City of Hesperia, California do hereby certify that | caused
to be posted the foregoing agenda on Thursday, August 6, at 3 p.m. pursuant to California Government
Code

Erin Baum,
Planning Commission Secretary
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Clty of HeSperia City Council Chambers
9700 Seventh Ave.

Meeting Minutes )
Hesperia CA, 92345

Planning Commission

Thursday, July 9, 2020 6:30 PM

CALL TO ORDER - 6:30 PM

A Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag
Invocation

C. Roll Call
Present: 4 - Chair Cody Leis, Commissioner Roger Abreo, Commissioner Dale Burke,
and Commissioner Sophie Steeno

Absent: 1- Vice Chair Rusty Caldwell

JOINT PUBLIC COMMENTS

There were no Public Comments

CONSENT CALENDAR

1. Consideration of the June 11, 2020 Draft Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
Recommended Action:

It is recommended that the Planning Commission approve the Draft Minutes
from the Regular Meeting held on June 11, 2020

Sponsors: Planning Commission Secretary Erin Baum

A motion was made by Commissioner Abreo, seconded by Commissioner Burke, that this item be
approved. The motion carried by the following vote:

Aye: 4 - Abreo, Burke, Leis and Steeno
Nay: O

Absent: 1- Caldwell



PUBLIC HEARINGS

2. Consideration of Specific Plan Amendment SPLA20-00002 to increase the maximum allowable floor area
ratio and maximum allowable building height limitations within the Commercial Industrial Business Park
zone of the Main Street and Freeway Corridor Specific Plan.

Recommended Action:

It is recommended that the Planning Commission adopt Resolution No. PC-2020-10 recommending that
the City Council introduce and place on first reading an ordinance approving SPLA20-00002.

Sponsors: Senior Planner Ryan Leonard

Senior Planner Ryan Leonard gave a presentation on the project.

A motion was made by Commissioner Steeno, seconded by Commissioner Abreo, that this item be
approved. The motion carried by the following vote:

Aye: 4 - Abreo, Burke, Leis and Steeno
Nay: O

Absent: 1- Caldwell

3. APP20-00002, Appeal of Development Review Committee Denial of CUPE20-00001, A Request for a
Three Year Extension of Time for a Proposed 4,990 s.f. Liquor Store.

Recommended Action:

It is recommended that the Planning Commission find that the project site cannot comply with current
code requirements and uphold the denial of the extension of time.

Sponsors: Principal Planner Chris Borchert

Commissioner Sophie Steeno Recused herself from consideration of this item.
Principal Planner Chris Borchert announced that representation for the applicant requested that this item
be continued to the next Planning Commission meeting on August 13, 2020.

A motion was made by Commissioner Burke, seconded by Commissioner Abreo, that this item be continued
to August 13. The motion carried by the following vote:

Aye: 3- Abreo, Burke, and Leis
Nay: O
Recused: 1 - Steeno

Absent: 1 - Caldwell



NEW BUSINESS

Administrative Appeal of Administrative Citations ADM-1803, ADM-1830, ADM-1850, ADM-1868, and
ADM-1904. (Continued from June 11, 2020 Meeting)

Recommended Action:

It is recommended that the Hesperia City Planning Commission consider the following narrative regarding
the appeal of Administrative Citations ADM-1803, ADM-1830, ADM-1850, ADM1868, and ADM-1904 and
uphold the citations.

Sponsors: Code Enforcement Officer Mark Lockwood and Code Enforcement Supervisor
Theresa Mauger

Code Enforcement Supervisor Theresa Mauger spoke in support of upholding the

citations.

Code Enforcement Officer Mark Lockwood presented materials in support of upholding citations.
Appellant William Mockett spoke in opposition of upholding the citations.

Commissioners asked questions of the appellant and staff.

A motion was made by Commissioner Abreo, seconded by Commissioner Burke, that the citations be
upheld.The motion carried by the following vote:

Aye: 4 - Abreo, Burke, Leis and Steeno
Nay: O

Absent: 1- Caldwell

Consideration of Appeal of Administrative Citations
Recommended Action:

It is recommended that the Planning Commission consider the following
narratives regarding the appeal of Administrative Citations ADM-1911,
ADM-1920, ADM-1928 issued in the course of case#CE17-00767.

Sponsors: Code Enforcement Officer Mark Lockwood and Code Enforcement Supervisor
Theresa Mauger

A motion was made by Commissioner Abreo, seconded by Commissioner Burke, that the citations
be upheld. The motion carried by the following vote:

Aye: 4 - Abreo, Burke, Leis and Steeno
Nay: O

Absent: 1- Caldwell

PRINCIPAL PLANNER'S REPORT

There were no announcements made.



PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS

Commissioners Burke and Abreo thanked staff.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 8:35 p.m. until Thursday August 13, 2020

Erin Baum, Cody Leis,
Planning Commission Secretary Chair
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DATE: August 13, 2020

TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Chris Borchert, Principal Planner
BY: Ryan Leonard, Senior Planner

SUBJECT: Site Plan Review SPR19-00015 and Variance VAR20-00001; Applicant: 395 LLC;
APNs: 3064-591-01 & 03

RECOMMENDED ACTION

It is recommended that the Planning Commission adopt Resolution Nos. PC-2020-08 and PC-
2020-09, approving Site Plan Review SPR19-00015 and Variance VAR20-00001.

BACKGROUND

Proposal: A Site Plan Review (SPR) has been filed to construct a 123,132 square foot
manufacturing/industrial building, a 19,600 square foot storage building, and an 8,865 square foot
administrative office building on approximately 9.4 gross acres. In addition, a variance has also been
filed to exceed the 0.35 maximum floor area ratio (FAR) requirement.

Location: On the southeast corner of Highway 395 and Poplar Street.

Current General Plan, Zoning and Land Uses: The site is within the Commercial Industrial
Business Park (CIBP) zone of the Main Street and Freeway Corridor Specific Plan. The
surrounding land is designated as Commercial Industrial Business Park as noted on Attachment
1. The site is currently vacant. Light industrial uses exist immediately to the south and east of the
site. The properties to the north are vacant. Highway 395 is located immediately to the west of
the site. (Attachment 2).

ISSUES/ANALYSIS

Site Plan Review: The project consists of the development of a 123,132 square foot
manufacturing/industrial building, a two-story 8,865 square foot administration/office building, and
a 19,600 square foot storage building (Attachment 3). The proposed development will be
constructed in three phrases; the manufacturing building will be constructed in phase one,
followed by the administration building in phase two and the storage building in phase 3.

The project complies with the minimum building requirements and number of required parking
spaces. The parking ordinance requires a minimum of 134 parking spaces. As proposed, the
project provides 136 parking spaces.

The site design complies with the architectural guidelines of the Specific Plan. The site is intended
to be occupied by Old Country Millworks which specializes in fabricating custom metal panels that
are used in a variety of buildings such as convention centers and sports arenas. To that end, the
site design incorporates Old Country Millworks exclusive materials to showcase the building



facades. The overall site has been designed with a contemporary architecture style. The buildings
feature textured and decorative metal panels with a mix of vibrant accent colors. The primary
exterior walls around the manufacturing building are proposed to be grey and blue, with accent
wall panels that are yellow and gold. The trim around the windows are also proposed to be yellow
and gold. The metal roll-up doors are proposed to be faux wood (Attachment 4). As a condition
of approval, the proposed multicolor panel accent wall that is shown on the east elevation is also
required on the west elevation in order to add architectural interest along the project frontage of
Highway 395.

The administration building will be the focal point of the site and will serve as the main entrance
from Poplar Street. The two story administration building contains multiple roof planes that create
architectural interest, horizontal metal siding and a multistory glass curtain wall that will serve as
the primary entry feature (Attachment 5).

As currently proposed, the storage building seems to lack many of the same architectural features
as the manufacturing building and administration building (Attachment 6). Due to its location at
the northwest corner of the site, and its frontage along Highway 395 and Poplar Street, staff has
a conditioned to provide the same level of architectural detail on the storage building as the
manufacturing building. Therefore, the storage building would be required to provide the multicolor
accent wall, textured and decorative metal panels, and window treatments along the frontages of
Highway 395 and Poplar Street.

With regard to landscape coverage, the project is currently deficient on landscaping. The
minimum required landscape coverage is 10% of the total site and the project provides 27,890
square feet (8.1%) of total landscape coverage. A condition of approval has been included to
require additional landscaping to meet the minimum 10% requirement. It should be noted that
Engineering staff is only conditioning curb and gutter improvements along Highway 395; a 6-foot-
wide sidewalk is not required. Therefore, the applicant would be able to satisfy the minimum
landscape requirements by installing additional landscape along Highway 395 in place of the
sidewalk.

Variance: The applicant is requesting approval of a Variance to exceed the maximum floor area
ratio of 0.35 that is allowed within the Specific Plan. The Floor Area Ratio is the relationship of
buildable floor area (total amount of square feet) to a given site area (amount of land).

The area of the site is 407,934 gross square feet. Therefore, the site is limited to a maximum
building area of 142,776 square feet. As proposed, the project proposes a total building area of
151,597 square feet and a floor area ratio of 0.37.

The proposal to allow for a 2% increase in the maximum floor area ratio and to allow an additional
8,821 square feet of gross floor area would be in keeping with the spirit and the intent of the
Specific Plan. A City initiated Specific Plan Amendment is currently being processed that will
among other things, increase the maximum allowable floor area in this zone from 0.35 to 0.50.
The Specific Plan Amendment was presented to the Planning Commission at the July 9, 2020
meeting and it was forwarded to the City Council with a recommendation for approval. This item
is scheduled to go before the City Council in August.

Drainage: Runoff created on-site will be conveyed to an underground detention/infiltration
system in the northern portion of the site. The retention system will be sized to handle the
additional storm water due to the additional impervious area created by the building and parking
lot.



Water and Sewer: The development will connect to an existing 8-inch sewer and an existing 12-
inch water line located in Poplar Street.

Traffic/Street Improvements: A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) was prepared for the project, due to
the projects proximity to Highway 395 and Poplar Street and Caltrans responsibility over street
dedication and site access along Highway 395. As part of developing the site, the developer is
required to dedicate right-of-way and construct street improvements, including curb and gutter
along the project frontage of Highway 395, and curb, gutter and sidewalk along the project
frontage of Poplar Street. In addition, after review of the Traffic Impact Study the City Engineer
has determined that the project is required to construct a traffic signal at the intersection of
Highway 395 and Poplar Street. The developer is also required to submit an updated Traffic
Impact Study to the Engineering department for review and approval prior to the submittal of
grading plans.

Environmental: Approval of this project requires adoption of an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration (IS/MND) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The IS/MND
(Attachment 7) prepared for this project concludes that there are no significant adverse impacts
associated with this project with mitigation measures incorporated.

The IS/IMND was circulated to the State Clearinghouse, responsible agencies, and other
interested parties for a 30-day public review period from February 10, 2020 through March 11,
2020. After the public review period ended, the applicant modified the project which required the
IS/IMND to be re-circulated for another 30-day public review period from May 12, 2020 through
June 11, 2020.

During the 30-day public review period from February 10, 2020 through March 11, 2020, comment
letters were received from two State agencies (the Department of Water Resources and the
Department of Fish and Wildlife), and the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (Attachment 8).
When the IS/MND was re-circulated for public review from May 12, 2020 through June 11, 2020
one comment letter was received from the law offices of Lozeau and Drury, LLP on behalf of
Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility (Attachment 8).

The comment letter from the Department of Water Resources requested additional analysis on
how the project would capture the project’s off-site storm water runoff. The comment letter from
Fish and Wildlife offered comments and recommendations to reduce impacts on fish and wildlife
(biological) resources. The comment letter from the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians
requested certain mitigation measures be made a part of the project conditions.

As a result of the comment letters received from the two State agencies and the San Manuel
Band of Mission Indians, staff made modifications to the IS/MND and added additional mitigation
measures to biological resources, expanded the discussion on hydrology and water quality
resources, and provided copies of an updated hydrology study.

After the IS/IMND was revised and re-circulated, one comment letter was received from the law
offices of Lozeau Drury, LLP on behalf of “Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility”.
Staff would like to point out that the source of the comment, the law firm of Lozeau Drury, LLP is
based in Oakland, California and it appears that they represent the Laborers International Union
of North America. The 183-page comment letter asserts that the IS/MND is not adequate and
does not comply with CEQA. The letter specifically identifies greenhouse gases, air quality,
hazardous materials, biological resources, and cumulative impacts as topics that are not



adequately addressed. The City acknowledges the comments, but believes the IS/MND prepared
for the project is adequate and complies with CEQA requirements. In addition, the project is
consistent with the City’s General Plan and impacts caused by this type of industrial development
were known and acknowledged by the City when the General Plan EIR was adopted in 2010.
Therefore, the proposed project does not exceed the level of development that is planned for in
the General Plan. Lastly, it is important to point out that CEQA does not require formal responses
to comments on an initial study/mitigated negative declaration, only that the Lead Agency
consider the comments received (CEQA Guidelines 15074(b)).

Conclusion: The project conforms to the policies of the City’s General Plan and meets the
development standards of the Municipal Code and Specific Plan with the exception of the 2%
increase in floor area. Furthermore, the project is a permitted use in the Commercial Industrial
Business Park (CIBP) zone and is consistent with the development intensity of surrounding
properties.

FISCAL IMPACT
None.
ALTERNATIVE(S)
1. Provide alternative direction to staff.
ATTACHMENT(S)

1. Main Street and Freeway Corridor Specific Plan

2. Aerial photo

3. Site Plan

4. Manufacturing building elevations

5. Administration building elevations

6. Storage building elevations

7. Negative Declaration ND19-00006 and its initial study

8. Comment letters received

9. Resolution No. PC-2020-08 (VAR20-00008)

10. Resolution No. PC-2020-09, including conditions of approval (SPR19-00015)



ATTACHMENT 1

APPLICANT(S): FILE NO(S): SPR19-00015 &
395 LLC VAR20-00001

LOCATION:

SOUTHEAST CORNER OF HIGHWAY 395 AND POPLAR STREET APN(S):

3064-591-01 & 03

PROPOSAL:
CONSIDERATION OF SITE PLAN REVIEW SPR19-00015 TO CONSTRUCT A 123,132 SQUARE
FOOT MANUFACTURING, A 19,600 SQUARE FOOT STORAGE BUILDING, AND A 8,865 SQUARE

FOOT OFFICE BUILDING IN CONJUNCTION WITH VARIANCE VAR20-00001 TO EXCEED THE
MAXIMUM FLOOR AREA RATIO LIMITATION

MAIN STREET AND FREEWAY CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN




ATTACHMENT 2

APPLICANT(S): FILE NO(S): SPR19-00015 &
395 LLC VAR20-00001

LOCATION:

SOUTHEAST CORNER OF HIGHWAY 395 AND POPLAR STREET APN(S):

3064-591-01 & 03

PROPOSAL:
CONSIDERATION OF SITE PLAN REVIEW SPR19-00015 TO CONSTRUCT A 123,132 SQUARE
FOOT MANUFACTURING, A 19,600 SQUARE FOOT STORAGE BUILDING, AND A 8,865 SQUARE

FOOT OFFICE BUILDING IN CONJUNCTION WITH VARIANCE VAR20-00001 TO EXCEED THE
MAXIMUM FLOOR AREA RATIO LIMITATION

AERIAL PHOTO




ATTACHMENT 3

APPLICANT(S): FILE NO(S): SPR19-00015 &
395 LLC VAR20-00001

LOCATION:

SOUTHEAST CORNER OF HIGHWAY 395 AND POPLAR STREET APN(S):

3064-591-01 & 03

PROPOSAL:

CONSIDERATION OF SITE PLAN REVIEW SPR19-00015 TO CONSTRUCT A 123,132 SQUARE
FOOT MANUFACTURING, A 19,600 SQUARE FOOT STORAGE BUILDING, AND A 8,865 SQUARE
FOOT OFFICE BUILDING IN CONJUNCTION WITH VARIANCE VAR20-00001 TO EXCEED THE
MAXIMUM FLOOR AREA RATIO LIMITATION

SITE PLAN



ATTACHMENT 4

APPLICANT(S): FILE NO(S): SPR19-00015 &
395 LLC VAR20-00001

LOCATION:

SOUTHEAST CORNER OF HIGHWAY 395 AND POPLAR STREET APN(S):

3064-591-01 & 03

PROPOSAL:
CONSIDERATION OF SITE PLAN REVIEW SPR19-00015 TO CONSTRUCT A 123,132 SQUARE
FOOT MANUFACTURING, A 19,600 SQUARE FOOT STORAGE BUILDING, AND A 8,865 SQUARE

FOOT OFFICE BUILDING IN CONJUNCTION WITH VARIANCE VAR20-00001 TO EXCEED THE
MAXIMUM FLOOR AREA RATIO LIMITATION

MANUFACTURING BUILDING ELEVATIONS




ATTACHMENT 5

APPLICANT(S):
395 LLC

FILE NO(S): SPR19-00015 &
VAR20-00001

LOCATION:
SOUTHEAST CORNER OF HIGHWAY 395 AND POPLAR STREET

APN(S):
3064-591-01 & 03

PROPOSAL.:

CONSIDERATION OF SITE PLAN REVIEW SPR19-00015 TO CONSTRUCT A 123,132 SQUARE
FOOT MANUFACTURING, A 19,600 SQUARE FOOT STORAGE BUILDING, AND A 8,865 SQUARE
FOOT OFFICE BUILDING IN CONJUNCTION WITH VARIANCE VAR20-00001 TO EXCEED THE

MAXIMUM FLOOR AREA RATIO LIMITATION

ADMINISTRATION BUILDING ELEVATIONS



ATTACHMENT 6

WEST ELEVATION

APPLICANT(S): FILE NO(S): SPR19-00015 &
395 LLC VAR20-00001

LOCATION:

SOUTHEAST CORNER OF HIGHWAY 395 AND POPLAR STREET APN(S):

3064-591-01 & 03

PROPOSAL:
CONSIDERATION OF SITE PLAN REVIEW SPR19-00015 TO CONSTRUCT A 123,132 SQUARE
FOOT MANUFACTURING, A 19,600 SQUARE FOOT STORAGE BUILDING, AND A 8,865 SQUARE

FOOT OFFICE BUILDING IN CONJUNCTION WITH VARIANCE VAR20-00001 TO EXCEED THE
MAXIMUM FLOOR AREA RATIO LIMITATION

STORAGE BUILDING ELEVATIONS 18




CITY OF HESPERIA PLANNING DIVISION
9700 Seventh Avenue, Hesperia, California 92345
(760) 947-1224 FAX (760) 947-1221

PROPOSED NEGATIVE DECLARATION ND-2019-06
Preparation Date: February 5, 2020; revised May 11, 2020

Name or Title of Project: Site Plan Review SPR19-00015

Location: At the southeast corner of Highway 395 and Popular Street and encompasses all or portions of
APNs 3064-591-01 & 03

Entity or Person Undertaking Project: Steeno Design Studio, 11774 Hesperia Road #B1, Hesperia, CA
92345

Background: An Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration was previously prepared for the project and
was circulated for a 30-day public review period from February 10, 2020 through March 11, 2020. After
the public review period ended, the applicant modified the project to include a 19,600 square foot storage
building on a portion of the site that was previously proposed as undeveloped. The applicant also
submitted a revised hydrology study to account for the new building. Therefore, as a result of the changes
to the project, as well as comments received during the public review, the City has chosen to revise
portions of the IS/MND and re-circulate a revised IS/MND in order to offer the public an opportunity to
fully review the proposed changes.

Differences between the previously circulated IS/MND and the revised version include the following
changes:
o Revised the project description to include a 19,600 square foot storage building that was not
previously analyzed;
¢ Revised the project description to include a variance as a part of the project because the modified
project will exceed the maximum floor area ratio;
Included a revised site plan exhibit (Attachment 2);
e Expanded and modified the discussion of biological resources and added new mitigation
measures;
o Expanded and modified the discussion of hydrology/water quality resources;
The hydrology study was updated and it is now included as an attachment to the IS/MND.

Description of project:

The proposed project consists of the construction of a 123,132 square foot manufacturing/industrial
building, a 19,600 square foot storage building, and an 8,865 square foot office building along with paved
parking areas, drive aisles, landscaping, and curb, gutter and sidewalk improvements.

The project site is located on approximately 9.5 gross acres and is zoned Commercial Industrial Business
Park (CIBP) within the Main Street and Freeway Corridor Specific Plan (MSFCSP). The proposed project
will be constructed in three phases; the 123,132 square foot industrial building will be constructed first,
followed by the 8,865 square foot office administration building, and then the 19,600 square foot storage
building. Access to the site is proposed from two separate drive approaches on Popular Street (see
Figure 1)

In addition, the project proposes a variance to exceed the maximum floor area ratio (FAR) that is allowed
in the MSFCSP. The CIBP zone allows a maximum F.A.R of 0.35 (based on gross acres) and the project
proposes a 0.37 F.A.R.



Statement of Findings: The Planning Commission has reviewed the Initial Study for this proposed project

and has found that there are no significant adverse environmental impacts to either the man-made or
physical environmental setting with inclusion of the following mitigation measures and does hereby direct
staff to file a Notice of Determination, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Mitigation Measures:

1.

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, a pre-construction burrowing owl clearance survey must
be conducted in accordance with the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation, State of California
Natural Resource Agency, Department of ish and Game, May by a qualified biologist within
30 days prior to the beginning of project construction to determine if the project site contains suitable
burrowing owl habitat and to avoid any potential impacts to the species. The surveys shall include
100 percent coverage of the project site. If the survey reveals that no burrowing owls are present,
no additional actions related to this measure are required. If occupied burrows are found within the
development footprint during the pre-construction clearance surveys, Mitigation Measure 2 shall

apply.

If occupied burrows are found within the development footprint during the pre-construction
clearance survey, site-specific buffer zones shall be established by the qualified biologist through
consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). The buffer zones may
vary depending on burrow location and burrowing owl sensitivity to human activity, and no
construction activity shall occur within a buffer zone(s) until appropriate minimization and
avoidance measures are determined through consultation with the CDFW.

If project activities are planned during the bird nesting season (February 1 to August 31), a nesting
bird survey shall be conducted within three days (72 hours) prior to any ground-disturbing activities,
including, but not limited to clearing, grubbing, and/or rough grading, to ensure birds protected under
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) are not disturbed by on-site activities. Any such survey(s) shall
be conducted by a qualified biologist. If no active nests are found, no additional actions related to
this measure are required. If active nests are found, the nest locations shall be mapped by the
biologist. The nesting bird species shall be documented and, to the degree feasible, the nesting
stage (e.g., incubation of eggs, feeding of young, near fledging) determined. Based on the species
present and surrounding habitat, a no-disturbance buffer shall be established around each active
nest. The buffer shall be identified by a qualified biologist and confirmed by the City. No construction
or ground disturbance activities shall be conducted within the buffer until the biologist has determined
the nest is no longer active and has informed the City and construction supervisor that activities may
resume.

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, a pre-construction survey for Mohave Ground Squirrel
following the Mohave Ground Squirrel Survey Guidelines, or most recent version, shall be
performed by a qualified biologist. The pre-construction survey shall cover the project site and a
50-foot buffer zone. Should Mohave ground squirrel presence be confirmed during the survey, the
project applicant shall obtain an incidental take permit for Mohave ground squirrel prior to the start
of construction.

No more then 30 days prior to the issuance of a grading permit, a qualified biologist shall conduct
pre-construction surveys for desert tortoise as described in the most recent United States Fish and
Wildlife Service Desert Tortoise (Mojave Population) Field Manual. The pre-construction survey
shall cover the project site and a 50-foot buffer zone. Should desert tortoise presence be confirmed
during the survey, the Project applicant shall obtain an incidental take permit for Desert Tortoise
prior to the start of construction.

If human remains or funerary objects are encountered during any activities associated with the
project, work in the immediate vicinity (within a 100-foot buffer of the find) shall cease and the County
Coroner shall be contacted pursuant to State Health and Safety Code §7050.5 and that code
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enforced for the duration of the project.

7. Inthe event that Native American cultural resources are discovered during project activities, all work
in the immediate vicinity of the find (within a 60-foot buffer) shall cease and a qualified archaeologist
meeting Secretary of Interior standards shall be hired to assess the find. Work on the other portions
of the project outside of the buffered area may continue during this assessment period. Additionally,
San Manuel Band of Mission Indians will be contacted by the Lead Agency if any such find occurs
and be provided, by the Lead Agency, the information collected by the archaeologist, and be
permitted/invited to perform a site visit prior to treatment and disposition, so as to provide Tribal
input.

8. If significant Native American historical resources, as defined by CEQA (as amended, 2015), are
discovered and avoidance cannot be ensured, an SOIl-qualified archaeologist shall be retained to
develop an cultural resources Treatment Plan, as well as a Discovery and Monitoring Plan, the drafts
of which shall be provided to San Manuel Band of Mission Indians for review and comment.

a. All in-field investigations, assessments, and/or data recovery enacted pursuant to the finalized
Treatment Plan shall be monitored by a San Manuel Band of Mission Indians Tribal
Participant(s).

b. The Lead Agency and/or applicant shall, in good faith, consult with San Manuel Band of Mission
Indians on the disposition and treatment of any artifacts or other cultural materials
encountered during the project.

9. Formal acceptance of the traffic study is required by Caltrans and the City Engineer prior to City
approval of the project. The applicant shall be required to implement all
recommendations/improvements outlined in the project specific traffic study to the satisfaction of the
City Engineer and/or Caltrans.

A copy of the Initial Study and other applicable documents used to support the proposed Mitigated Negative
Declaration is available for review at the City of Hesperia Planning Department.

Public Review Period: May 12, 2020 through June 11, 2020.

Tentative Planning Commission Meeting: June 11, 2020.

Attest:

RYAN LEONARD, AICP, SENIOR PLANNER
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CIT OF HESPERIA INITIAL STUD
EN IRONMENTAL CHEC LIST FORM

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
1. Pro ect Title: Site Plan Review SPR19-00015
2. Lead Agency Name: City of Hesperia Planning Division
Address: 9700 Seventh Avenue, Hesperia, CA 92345.
3. Contact Person: Ryan Leonard, AICP, Senior Planner
Phone number: (760) 947-1651.
4. Pro ect Location: On the southeast corner of Highway 395 and Popular Street
(APNs: 3064-591-01 & 03).
5. Pro ect Sponsor: Steeno Design Studio
Address: 11774 Hesperia Road, #B1, Hesperia CA, 92345
6. General Plan oning: The site is within the Commercial Industrial Business Park
(CIBP) Zone of the Main Street and Freeway Corridor Specific
Plan.
7. Introduction:

8.

An Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration was previously prepared for the proposed project
and was circulated for a 30-day public review period from February 10, 2020 through March 11,
2020. Copies of the document were distributed to the State Clearinghouse. Regional agencies,
local agencies, and interested organizations and individuals were also notified that the IS/MND
was available for review. Comment letters on the IS/MND were received from two State
agencies (Department of Water Resources and Department of Fish and Wildlife) as well as from
the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians.

After the public review period ended, the applicant modified the project to include a 19,600
square foot storage building on a portion of the site that was previously proposed as
undeveloped. The applicant also submitted a revised hydrology study to account for the new
building. Therefore, as a result of the changes to the project, as well as comments received
during the public review, the City has chosen to revise portions of the IS/MND and re-circulate
this revised version in order to offer the public an opportunity to fully review the proposed
changes.

Differences between the previously circulated IS/MND and the revised version include the
following changes:
o Revised the project description to include a 19,600 square foot storage building that was
not previously analyzed;
¢ Revised the project description to include a variance as a part of the project because the
modified project will exceed the maximum floor area ratio;
Included a revised site plan exhibit (Attachment 2);
e Expanded and modified the discussion of biological resources and added new mitigation
measures;
¢ Expanded and modified the discussion of hydrology/water quality resources;
The hydrology study was updated and it is now included as an attachment to the
IS/MND.

Description of pro ect:
The proposed project consists of the construction of a 123,132 square foot
22



10.

manufacturing/industrial building, a 19,600 square foot storage building, and an 8,865 square
foot office building along with paved parking areas, drive aisles, landscaping, and curb, gutter
and sidewalk improvements.

The project site is located on approximately 9.5 gross acres and is zoned Commercial Industrial
Business Park (CIBP) within the Main Street and Freeway Corridor Specific Plan (MSFCSP).
The proposed project will be constructed in three phases; the 123,132 square foot industrial
building will be constructed first, followed by the 8,865 square foot office administration building,
and then the 19,600 square foot storage building. Access to the site is proposed from two
separate drive approaches on Popular Street (see Figure 1)

In addition, the project proposes a variance to exceed the maximum floor area ratio (FAR) that
is allowed in the MSFCSP. The CIBP zone allows a maximum F.A.R of 0.35 (based on gross
acres) and the project proposes a 0.37 F.A.R.

Surrounding land uses and setting: (Briefly describe the project's surroundings.) The subject
property is vacant. The properties to the south and east of the site are built with industrial uses.
The properties to the north, on the opposite side of Popular Street are vacant. Highway 395 is to
the west of the site. The surrounding properties are also within the CIBP Zone of the Main Street
and Freeway Corridor Specific Plan.

Other public agency whose approval is re uired (e.g., permits, financing approval, or
participation agreement.) The City is expected to use this IS/MND in consideration of the
proposed project and associated actions. These actions may include, but are not limited to, the
following:

e Site Plan Review pursuant to Article Il of the Hesperia Municipal Code.
e Variance pursuant to Article VI of the Hesperia Municipal Code.
o Construction permits, grading permits, and building permits.

The following approvals from other regulatory agencies may also be required:

o State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB): Notice of Intent to comply with the General
Construction Activity National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit.

e CALTRANS: Encroachment permit

o Utility Providers: Connection permits.
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Pro ect Site

Attachment A- Pro ect Location
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EN IRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALL AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least
one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

Aesthetics Agriculture & Forestry Air Quality
Resources
Biological Resources Cultural Resources Geology / Soils
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Hazards & Hazardous Hydrology / Water
Materials Quality
Land Use / Planning Mineral Resources Noise
Population / Housing Public Services Recreation
Transportation / Traffic Utilities / Service Systems Mandatory Findings of
Significance
DETERMINATION: (Completed by the Lead Agency) A
On the basis of this initial evaluation: g
o c
O°F

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment,
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the

environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2)
has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on
the attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must
analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier
EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been
avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including
revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the project, nothing further is
required.

Signature
Ryan Leonard, AICP, Senior Planner, Hesperia Planning Division

Date
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E ALUATION OF EN IRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1.

A brief explanation is provided for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each
question. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources
show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls
outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on
project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive
receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as
operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant
with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is
substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially
Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

"Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact” to
a "Less Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly
explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from
Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be cross-referenced).

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.
Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within
the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based
on the earlier analysis.

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from
the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the
project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously
prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or
pages where the statement is substantiated.
Supporting information sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.
This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however,
lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a
project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected.
The explanation of each issue should identify:

a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.
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I. AESTHETICS. Would the project: c
eEegFE3-28 £
258958855 <
£hE 355 %nE 2

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenicvista 1 2 ? X

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, X

rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway 1

27

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and X

its surroundings 1,2,3 4

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely X

affect day or nighttime views in the area 5 ?

Comments.

The subject property is vacant. The properties to the south and east of the site are built with industrial
uses. The properties to the north, on the opposite side of Popular Street are vacant and the properties to
the west, on the opposite side of Highway 395 are vacent. 1 2. The Ore Grande wash is located to
the east of the site, but does not traverse thru the site.

The City contains many scenic views of the Mojave Desert, the Mojave River, the San Bernardino and
San Gabriel mountains, as well as of the Summit Valley area. The GPUEIR addressed the scenic vistas
and focuses on preservation of natural open space to protect sensitive environments and specific
amenities like washes, bluffs, Joshua tree forests and juniper woodlands 3 . As previously mentioned,
the Ore Grande wash is located to the east of the site, but does not traverse thru the site. However
given the existing land uses nearby and the site’s proximity to Popular Street and U. S. Highway 395,
its development will not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings. Further, a state scenic highway does not traverse the City 2 . State Highways 138 and 173
are eligible for being designated scenic highways within the southern portion of the City. The project site is
not in proximity to this area. In addition, the City does not contain any registered historic buildings.

In addition, the development meets the development standards of the Specific Plan 5, which limit
building height and provide for minimum yard, maximum floor area ratio and architectural standards.
Although industrial development will produce additional light and glare, any light or glare produced
would be subject to Title 16 regulations which requires that all exterior lighting fixtures to be hooded
and directed downward to minimize light and glare impacts on neighboring properties 1 5.
Consequently, development of the site will not substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings. As such, development of the project would have a less than
significant impact upon aesthetics.
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Il. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES. In determining whether
impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and State
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as
an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In
determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information
compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding
the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest Range Assessment
Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and forest carbon
measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the
California Air Resources Board. Would the project:

Less Than Significant With Mitigation

Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact

X! No Impact

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use 2 ?

x

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract
,9 107

c¢) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of forest land (as defined in X
Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production
(as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g)) 10 ?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use X
1,10 117

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location X
or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forestuse 1,9 10 ?

Comments.

The project site is not presently, nor does it have the appearance of previous agricultural uses. The soil
at this location is classified by the U.S. Soil Conservation Service as Hesperia loamy fine sand, two to
five percent slopes. These soils are limited by high soil blowing hazard, high water intake rate, low
available water capacity, and low fertility 12 . Further, the proximity of commercial and industrial uses
does not make this site viable for agriculture. The U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation
Service (SCS) Soil Survey of San Bernardino County California Mojave River Area states that “Urban
and built-up land and water areas cannot be considered prime farmland...” The project site does not
contain any known agricultural activities or any known unique agricultural soils. Based on the lack of
designated agricultural soils on the project site, it is concluded that the project will not result in
significant adverse impacts to agriculture or significant agricultural soils. The project is located within an
urbanized area which, according to the SCS, is not considered prime farmland. Further, the site is not
within the area designated by the State of California as “unique farmland.” The City contains few sites
currently in agricultural use and only two properties within a Williamson Act contract. The proposed
project will not change the zoning of any properties designated as prime or unique farmland and will not
negate any Williamson Act contract, as the site is currently within the Commercial Industrial Business
Park (CIBP) Zone of the Main Street and Freeway Corridor Specific Plan 10 . The site was also
evaluated for past agricultural uses. There is no record of past agricultural activities on the site.
Therefore, this project will not have an impact upon agricultural resources.
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The City and its Sphere Of Influence (SOI) is located within the Mojave bioregion, primarily within the
urban and desert land use classes 13 . The southernmost portions of the City and SOI contain a
narrow distribution of land within the shrub and conifer woodland bioregions. These bioregions do not
contain sufficient forest land for viable timber production and are ranked as low priority landscapes 14 .
The project site is located in the northwest portion of the City within the U.S. Highway 395/1-15 corrid